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Joint Communiqué issued 10 December 1965, in accordance with what had been 

agreed in the Joint Communiqué of 7 November 1963, talks that took place in 
London on 9 and 10 December 

 
Source: Ministry of People's Power for Foreign Affairs, Borders Archive, Joint 
Communiqué on the Ministerial Talks Held in London on December 9 and 10, 

1965, between the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Venezuela and the Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs of the United Kingdom, Mr. Michael Stewart, and the 
Prime Minister of British Guiana, Mr. L. Forbes S. Burnham, 1965, Box: E-5 
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PRESENTATION TO THE NATIONAL CONGRESS BY MR IGNACIO 
IRIBARREN BORGES, MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS, ABOUT 

THE GENEVA AGREEMENT  
17 MARCH 1966 

 
President of the National Congress,  
Vice-President of the National Congress,  
Congress attendees, 
 

It is an honour and a privilege for me to have been offered this opportunity 

to address the Sovereign Congress of the Republic on the important issue that I will 

set out. 

I have divided my presentation into two parts: 

1. Steps taken prior to the Geneva Agreement. 

2. The Geneva Agreement. 

 

STEPS TAKEN PRIOR TO THE GENEVA AGREEMENT 

Unilateral rejection of the Award 

The attitude of the government and people of Venezuela towards the arbitrary 

Award of 3 October 1899, which purported to mark the boundary between our 

country and British Guiana, is well-known. 

After discovering the significant substantive and formal defects that affected 

the decision, the Venezuelan Foreign Ministry was convinced that it had the right 

to declare it invalid. The difficult political, economic, and military circumstances 

that our country was experiencing at that time prevented the national government 

from fully rejecting the ruling to its ultimate consequences. 

At the twilight of the colonialist era, hope was rekindled that one day the 

injustice we had been victims of would be redressed. 
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For several years, that hope seeped into the declarations of our Venezuelan 

State, each time more categorical and clearer than before with respect to that 

Arbitral Award. Nonetheless, however solid and convincing the Venezuelan 

argument was, the United Kingdom was reluctant to enter into discussions aimed 

at revising an Award which it considered intangible. 

 

Beginnings of bilateral negotiations 

We maintained the unilateral nature of our claim until, in November 1962, 

my predecessor in the Foreign Ministry, Dr Marcos Falcón Briceño, after 

presenting our thesis in detail before the Special Political Committee at the General 

Assembly of the United Nations, managed to come to an agreement with Great 

Britain to carry out a tripartite examination of the documentation related to the 

issue. This Agreement was noted in the Declaration of the President of the Special 

Political Committee on 16 November that same year. 

The transcendental value of the agreement is undeniable as it represents the 

starting point of a long bilateral process which will unfailingly lead to the revision 

of the so-called Award of 1899. 

However, it is important to stop and observe the British position at the point 

at which it agreed to treat with Venezuela on this question. 

The Representative of the United Kingdom, C. T. Crowe, after trying to 

refute the views of the Venezuelan Foreign Minister, said the following: 

 

“I hope I have convinced the members of the Committee that 
if international law and freely concluded agreements are to be 
respected, then the borderline issue between British Guiana 
and Venezuela should not have been brought for consideration 
at the United Nations.” 
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After referring to the examination the British experts had carried out of the 

documentation related to the issue, which in their opinion showed that there was 

no justification for reopening the question, he then concluded: 

 

“Therefore, I have been authorised to say that my 
Government, fully endorsed by the Government of British 
Guiana, is willing to deal with the Government of Venezuela 
through our respective diplomatic channels, the arrangements 
for a tripartite examination, i.e., Venezuela, British Guiana 
and United Kingdom, on the extensive documentation 
pertinent to this question.” 

 

The British offer was accepted by Venezuela and it led to an agreement on 

the examination of the documentation relating to the so-called Award of 1899. 

One might wonder why Venezuela accepted the participation of the 

Government of British Guiana in the discussions, the latter not yet being 

independent. 

It must be observed that the conversations were to take place between 

Venezuela and the United Kingdom in consultation with British Guiana and 

therefore the participation of the Government of Georgetown would not be 

equivalent to that of the two sovereign countries as the subjects of the dispute. On 

the other hand, our Government, given its unwavering anticolonial position, always 

favoured the presence of the colony in those discussions affecting its territorial 

area. Our diplomacy was going to act cleanly, and therefore had nothing to fear 

from the involvement of the colony's representatives. When diplomats resort to 

shady dealings, they try to do them, as our country experienced first-hand in the 

Arbitration Tribunal of 1899, behind the backs of the peoples, no matter whether 

they are free or dependent. 
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I want to highlight the fact that it is since 1962 (that is, since the very 

beginning of the diplomatic process leading to the Geneva Agreement) that these 

conversations have had a tripartite nature in the way I explained in the previous 

paragraph. 

Before moving forward, it is useful to remember that the agreement 

concluded within the framework of the United Nations in 1962 aimed at the 

examination of the documentation, but Great Britain absolutely refused to address 

the substance of the issue: the revision of the decision rendered by the Arbitral 

Court in 1899. Mr Crowe stated this point of view very clearly in the intervention 

mentioned above: 

 

“While making this offer, I also want to make it clear that this 
is not an offer to start talks on the substance of the border 
revision. We cannot do that because we consider that it would 
not be justified.” 

 

Finally, I would like to say that since the above-mentioned agreement did not 

specify the level at which the conversations were to take place, the United 

Kingdom tried to belittle it. The Venezuelan Government insisted on taking this 

negotiation to the highest level of government in order to achieve the revision of 

the Tribunal’s decision. 

In order to meet these goals, it was necessary to overcome the obvious 

reluctance of the British Government. In March 1963, Great Britain tried to scale 

down the talks to the level of an academic discussion among experts, but Venezuela 

made clear its view that it would in no way enter into such talks until the UK 

committed itself in advance to discussing the issue at ministerial level. Despite 

warnings from those who predicted that the Foreign Office would never engage in 

such a commitment, Venezuela continued to press until it obtained Britain’s 
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agreement that the discussions would be held in two phases: first, at the level of 

experts, and second, at high ministerial level. 

Great Britain could no longer doubt the firmness of the Venezuelan claim. 

The President of the Republic, Mr Rómulo Betancourt, in his message to the 

National Congress, on 12 March 1962, declared: 

“The disagreement between a weak Venezuela and an arrogant 
Albion from the Victorian era was resolved through an award 
—iniquitous and unacceptable, and always rejected by 
Venezuela—, rendered by a political court and not a court of 
law, in its judgment of 3 October 1899. Venezuela has never 
and will never admit that such a large portion of territory 
which is rightfully its own should cease to be part of its 
geography.” 

 

First London Conference 

The first meeting of Ministers took place in London in November 1963. The 

Venezuelan and British delegations were led by Dr Marcos Falcón Briceño and 

Hon. R. A. Butler, respectively. Governor Sir Ralph Grey was the representative of 

British Guiana. On that occasion, Venezuela made the discussion go to the 

substance of the issue by presenting its point of view in an Aide-Memoire, dated 5 

November, which summed the arguments for Venezuela’s rejection of the Award 

of 1899 and finished with the following categorical position: 

 

“Historical truth and justice demand that Venezuela claim the 
full return of the territory of which it has been dispossessed, 
and in this respect, it relies confidently on the goodwill and 
co-operation of Her Majesty’s Government.” 

 

On their part, Great Britain reiterated the position their Representative Mr C. 

T. Crowe had already put forward. They rejected the Venezuelan arguments and 
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regarded the 1899 Award as a “full, final and definitive settlement.” These two 

positions have been held in parallel throughout the present negotiation, up to the 

opening session of the Geneva Conference. 

A breakthrough in Venezuela’s favour was noted at the above-mentioned 

London meeting in November 1963, according to the joint communiqué of that 

meeting. In fact, following a reference to the reports to be submitted by the experts 

to their respective governments, the communiqué reads: “These reports will be 

used as a basis for future discussions between Governments.” Consequently, since 

the communiqué failed to indicate the nature of future discussions, we could argue 

that talks at the government level would be aimed at discussing the substance of 

the issue. 

Venezuela, with a firm determination to recover the territory that rightfully 

belongs to it, understood this to be the case, as can be seen in the words of the then 

President of the Republic, Mr Rómulo Betancourt, in the  account on the London 

talks he provided to the National Congress on 7 March 1964: 

 

“Negotiations have moved on and, for the good of the 
Republic and to redress an injustice done to Venezuela, they 
will have to keep going. The final outcome must be the 
reincorporation into national territory of an area which, from 
a legal and historical point of view, has never ceased to belong 
to Venezuela. I must add, with no triviality, that Venezuela’s 
claim to an area of territory that is rightfully its own in no way 
affects or hinders the aspirations of the people of British 
Guiana for their independence. They have the sympathy of the 
Venezuelan nation, whose anti-colonial position dates back to 
the days when it itself insurged as a sovereign nation, shaking 
off foreign tutelage.” 
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The first phase of discussions between the Venezuelan and British experts, 

with the participation of the British Guiana experts, was completed in the first half 

of 1964. The resulting reports were exchanged on 3 August 1965, and then 

negotiations began for the ministerial meeting held in London in December 1965. 

During this period, the Foreign Ministry repeatedly reiterated its claim that 

the so-called 1899 Award was null and void, that there was a dispute threatening 

relations between our country and the United Kingdom and British Guiana, and 

that the ministerial talks had to delve into the substance of the issue. In this way, 

we reacted to repeated statements by the Prime Ministers of Guiana Mr Jagan and 

Mr Burnham, who were reluctant to discuss the boundary line under the Award, as 

they did not acknowledge the boundary dispute, which they considered to have 

been settled in 1899. Meanwhile, the Venezuelan Foreign Ministry, consistently 

with its claim to Guayana Esequiba, raised complaints against oil exploitation 

concessions allegedly granted by the government of British Guiana in the territory 

west of the Essequibo River. 

In line with the Venezuelan stand that the 1899 Award is null and void, the 

Foreign Ministry took several initiatives, including the publication of a map of the 

Republic showing the Área en Reclamación [Area under Reclamation] and the 

issue of postage stamps alluding to the dispute. 

These actions were rejected by the British Government, which reiterated its 

position on the intangibility of the aforementioned Award. Thus, in a note of 4 

March 1965, referring to that map, they stated: 

 

“The Embassy has been instructed to state that Her Majesty’s 
Government cannot accept the Venezuelan Government’s 
demarcation of the boundary or any other matter which casts 
doubt upon the sovereignty of Her Majesty’s Government in 
the said area of British Guiana. Her Majesty’s Government 
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has no doubt of its sovereignty over that territory, and reserves 
its rights in this matter.” 

 

In response, we reaffirmed the position that “the map in question, published 

by the National Cartography Agency of the Ministry of Public Works, is merely a 

graphic expression of the statements made publicly and repeatedly by the 

Venezuelan Foreign Ministry, which are well known to the British Government, to 

the effect that the so-called Award of 3 October 1899 is null and void, and that 

Venezuela therefore reserves its rights to the Guayana territory of which it was 

unjustly dispossessed. 

On 2 August 1965, just before the exchange of the experts’ reports, Mr 

Padley, Parliamentary Secretary of the Foreign Office, explained the British stance 

to the British Parliament: 

 

“The boundary between Venezuela and British Guiana was 
established by the Arbitral Tribunal of 1899, in accordance 
with the terms of the Treaty signed in 1897 between the 
United Kingdom and Venezuela. Both parties agreed to accept 
the Arbitral Award as a ‘full, perfect and final settlement’ 
under Article XIII of this Treaty. The Venezuelan government 
has claimed that the 1899 Award is null and void and, in May 
of 1962, informed Her Majesty’s government of its intention 
to claim part of British Guiana. When the question was raised 
at the United Nations later on, the United Kingdom 
representative, while insisting that the matter was res judicata, 
offered to arrange for an examination of documentary material 
relating to the Award in order to reassure Venezuelans that 
they had not been the victims of an injustice. This examination 
of documents has now been completed and the results are to 
be reviewed by the Governments. It remains the position of 
Her Majesty’s Government that the whole question was 
settled once and for all by the Arbitration Tribunal in 1899. 
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This is also the position of the Government of British 
Guiana.” 

 

The experts’ reports were exchanged on 3 October 1965. After presenting the 

Venezuelan report to the British Government, the Ambassador to London 

expressed Venezuela’s  complacency “at the successful completion of the technical 

studies phase,” and in a note dated 7 September, he also expressed the unwavering 

and traditional position of Venezuela: 

 

“The Venezuelan stance on the dispute has been clearly 
established. Venezuela has stated that it does not recognize the 
Arbitral Award of 1899 as the final and definitive settlement 
of its dispute with the United Kingdom. The country has 
expressed to Her Majesty’s Honourable government that it 
wished consideration to be given, in an unprepared spirit, to 
the rectification of the injustice to which Venezuela had fallen 
victim in the past, at an unfortunate time our people cannot 
forget. hopes that a solution will be reached that takes into 
account the legitimate interests of both Venezuela and the 
people of British Guiana.” 

 

In response, the British government replied to this note, and to that of 3 

August, reaffirming, once again, the initial position it had adopted in 1962, by 

reproducing the words of its Representative at the Special Political Committee, 

quoted above, to the effect that the offer to examine the documentation “was in no 

way an offer to enter into substantive talks on the revision of the boundary,” but 

“to dispel any doubts that the Venezuelan government might still have about the 

validity or justice of the Arbitral Award.” 

It was evident that Great Britain was reluctant to enter into substantive 

discussions on such a serious matter. Apparently, Great Britain still considered the 
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Venezuelan claim to be unfounded, and was only willing to engage in a purely 

academic discussion that could not lead to any settlement of the old issue. It was 

necessary that, on the express instructions from the President of the Republic, Mr 

Raúl Leoni, I addressed the country on radio and television on 16 September, 1965, 

to declare categorically that “if Venezuela had embarked on the diplomatic path, it 

was not to be satisfied with purely academic discussions.” And I added: “In a matter 

as serious as the usurpation of 150,000 square kilometres of national territory, our 

government would rightly be accused of lacking seriousness if it were to engage in 

sterile bookish debates and semantic interpretations of old texts.” 

Our position was clearly stated: we would not attend a ministerial conference 

to discuss anything other than the heart of the issue —the revision of the so-called 

1899 Award. 

 

The independence of British Guiana 

Before further elaborating on the theme I am developing, i.e., the antithetical 

positions of Venezuela and the United Kingdom with regard to the dispute, I must 

refer to the fact, happy in many respects, of the forthcoming independence of 

British Guiana. 

For many years, the Foreign Ministry had warned of the proximity of that 

event, although those forecasts were not fulfilled before due to internal and external 

reasons affecting the colony. It was clearly evident that our traditional claim should 

increasingly gain momentum as the date approached, since it was important to 

clearly set out that our dispute with the United Kingdom, the cause of the border 

issue, would not come to an end when British Guiana gained independence, unless 

a satisfactory solution was found for Venezuela. In this sense, the Foreign Ministry 

has issued clear formulations in relation to the territorial dispute. 

The principle that any change of status in the colony of British Guiana will 

not affect the Venezuelan territorial claim has been repeatedly reaffirmed. 
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In addition, at the initiative of Venezuela and other countries, the following 

was included in the Protocol of Washington, approved by the First Special Inter-

American Conference held in December 1964: 

 

“The Council of the Organisation shall not take any decision 
on an application for admission submitted by a political entity 
whose territory is subject, in whole or in part and prior to the 
date of this resolution, to litigation or claim between an extra-
continental country and one or more member States of the 
American States, until the dispute has been brought to an end 
by means of a peaceful procedure.” 

We have also upheld the principle that our dispute over Guayana involves the 

occupation of territory by a foreign power, in violation of paragraph 69 of United 

Nations resolution 1514 (XV): 

 

“Any attempt to undermine a country’s national unity or 
territorial integrity is incompatible with the purposes and 
principles of the United Nations Charter.” 

 

In this regard, I made an express statement to the United Nations on 6 

October 1965: 

 

“These territories cannot escape the corrective action of 
history. However, we must insist, as in the various resolutions 
adopted by the Inter-American Conferences, on the distinction 
between colonies and occupied territories. If the former are to 
gain independence through the application of the principle of 
self-determination, the latter, colonial territories that have 
been seized from other States, can have no other way of 
decolonisation than reintegration into the State from which 
they have been dismembered. Not to make such a distinction 

Annex 2

17



 

would be to admit that the principle of self-determination can 
be distorted in order to enshrine a de facto situation in 
disregard of the fundamental principle of respect for the 
territorial integrity of States.” 

 

On the occasion of the Conference held in London in November 1965 on the 

Independence of British Guiana, I addressed to the British government a note, 

dated 3 November, in which I expressed the following: 

 

“My Government wishes to place on record that it would 
consider it an unfriendly act on the part of Her Majesty's 
Government if a transfer of sovereignty over the territory 
claimed by Venezuela were agreed without reservation, a 
transfer which could not generate more rights than those to 
which the Government transferring them is legitimately 
entitled.” 

 

Second London Conference 

From the above, it is clear that the Venezuelan government aimed to ensure 

that the agenda for the London talks reflected their views on the subject matter and 

nature of the discussions. Following extensive negotiations by our Ambassador to 

London from October to December 1965, an agenda was agreed upon that 

significantly favoured our views. 

Indeed, already in the title defining the nature of the talks, it is established 

that their purpose is “the dispute between Venezuela and the United Kingdom.” 

This admission that there is a dispute “over the border with British Guiana” 

is reaffirmed when “the need to solve the dispute” is admitted in the first item of 

the agenda. 
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Additionally, to dispel any doubt as to the nature of the talks, which could no 

longer be reduced to the academic examination of documents, it was stipulated in 

the second item of the agenda that the talks would seek “satisfactory solutions for 

the practical settlement of the dispute which has arisen as a result of the Venezuelan 

contention that the 1899 Award is null and void.” 

Furthermore, this interpretation is reinforced by the fourth item, which 

provides for the “determination of deadlines” for the solutions that may be reached. 

It can escape no one’s notice that the British position at the beginning of these 

proceedings in 1962 had already changed significantly. What was agreed in the 

agenda was a far cry from that first offer made by their representative, Mr Crowe, 

to the effect that they were only willing to examine the documents relating to the 

1899 Award. 

In accordance with the aforementioned agenda, we went to London to discuss 

with the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Great Britain, the Hon. Michael Stewart, 

and the Prime Minister of British Guiana, the Hon. Forbes Burnham, the present 

dispute, and to try to find a satisfactory solution to it. Our meetings were held on 9 

and 10 December 1965. 

At the beginning of the first session, I presented the Venezuelan 

government’s opinion on the report of the British experts as follows: 

 

“The government of Venezuela has carefully examined the 
report of the British experts, and has come to the firm 
conviction that their conclusions are totally unacceptable.” 

 

Later on, I added: 

 

“The defects of substance and form in the report of the British 
experts have surprised the Venezuelan government. These 

Annex 2

19



 

defects justify the expression in your note AV 1081/75, dated 
3 August 1965, that the report ‘does not necessarily represent 
the considered opinion of Her Britannic Majesty’s 
government on any of the points under discussion.’” 

 

I listed some of the defects of substance and form and concluded that: 

 

“The report of the British experts has convinced my 
government of the unshakable firmness of its position, rather 
than persuading it that its claim was without merit.” 

 

I ended by stating: 

 

“The government of Venezuela is convinced that the return of 
the territory which rightfully belongs to our country is the 
satisfactory solution to the boundary dispute with British 
Guiana. Consequently, the government believes that the 
establishment of the rightful border between Venezuela and 
British Guiana should be agreed upon.” 

 

I am not going to enumerate all the incidents of the discussion arising from 

the rejection by Great Britain of that first proposal for a solution formulated by 

Venezuela, which was answered with a counter-proposal so that Venezuela, with 

an “act of great statesmanship and courage,” should renounce its claim. I 

formulated a second Venezuelan proposal in the sense of agreeing, for a period that 

could be discussed, on a joint administration of the territory claimed by Venezuela, 

prior recognition of our sovereignty over such territory. This formula was also 

rejected. Finally, in an effort to seek an honourable solution to the issue, I presented 

as a third Venezuelan proposal a formula that envisaged the solution of the border 

dispute through three consecutive stages with their respective deadlines, with the 
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particularity that the process had to have an end: a) mixed commission; b) 

mediation; c) international arbitration. 

This last proposal collided with the intransigence of Great Britain and British 

Guiana, which, determined to maintain the validity of the 1899 Award, rejected the 

existence of a territorial dispute between Venezuela and the United Kingdom over 

the border with British Guiana. 

The British counter-proposal boiled down to formulating some ideas, 

modelled on Article IV of the Antarctic Treaty, which, if applied to our issue, would 

lead to an economic development solution on both sides of the Award line. The 

proposal also included an agreement between the two neighbouring countries to 

refrain from pressing their respective claims for 30 years. At the same time, it was 

emphasized that there was no alternative but to refer the matter back to the United 

Nations, reporting the outcome of the examination of the documents. 

After studying this proposal, the Venezuelan delegation unanimously agreed 

to reject it. When the debate was reopened, I argued that there was no point in 

taking the matter to the United Nations, which could do no more than urge the 

parties to continue talking as we were doing at that moment. On the proposal 

inspired by the Antarctic Treaty, I stated: 

 

“I find no connection between the case of Antarctica and that 
of our issue with the United Kingdom. Antarctica does not 
form part of the national or territorial unity of several 
signatory States to that Treaty, as is the case with Great 
Britain. On the other hand, Venezuela’s issue with the United 
Kingdom in relation to British Guiana concerns a Territory 
which is part of the Venezuelan Territory. It is situated on the 
very border of British Guiana with Venezuela; it is not an 
overseas territory. Consequently, this question cannot be 
solved according to the Antarctic Treaty; it is a question 
which, unless a satisfactory solution is found, will continue to 
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be the cause of friction between Venezuela and Great Britain 
and British Guiana.” 

 

I warned that Venezuela could not accept any attempt aimed at 
circumventing the legal-political problem of the border issue in a way to 
limit the discussion to trying to solve the economic problem of the 
underdevelopment of Guayana Esequiba, for which Great Britain was 
precisely responsible. Venezuela's position was clearly expressed in the 
following terms: 

 

“Finally, I want to be quite clear that Venezuela has come to 
this conference table with good intentions, as demonstrated by 
the proposals it has made, including the one I submitted 
yesterday, and also that Venezuela’s goodwill should not be 
mistaken for weakness or doubt about its unwavering 
position. Venezuela will continue to assert its claim with 
determination. the Venezuelan Territory extends as far as the 
Essequibo. My country does not accept any of the actions and 
decisions resulting from the despoliation that we are 
suffering.” 

 

At first glance, anyone could imagine that it would be impossible to fully 

consider the proposals in the remaining half day of the Conference. But having 

rejected a British proposal to continue the discussions with Lord Walston, when he 

visited Caracas in January of 1966, we agreed to hold a new meeting of the same 

Ministerial Conference in the city of Geneva next February, as expressed in the 

Joint Communiqué of the London Conference, issued on 10 December 1965. 

It must be noted that in this document, Great Britain and British Guiana 

recognize that the dispute “threatens to ruin the traditionally friendly relations 

between Venezuela on the one hand and United Kingdom and British Guiana on 

the other.” Further, by eliminating the examination of the documents from the 
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agenda for the Conference of Geneva, the discussion focused fully on “seeking 

satisfactory solutions for the practical settlement of the dispute.” 

 

The Geneva Conference 

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Lord 

Walston, visited Venezuela in January. In reply to journalists’ questions, he outlined 

the position that Great Britain was to adopt at the Geneva Conference: 

 

“It will be cordial and receptive. We will discuss the issue at 
the diplomatic level and you can be sure that, at that meeting, 
or at subsequent ones, there will be a decision on this matter.” 
(El Universal, 11/1/1966) 

 

Subsequently, press reports and statements by Lord Walston himself and 

other high-ranking officials affirmed that the Geneva Conference would address 

the question of economic aid to British Guiana, but that the Venezuelan claim was 

not to be discussed. Therefore, on 4 February, on the instructions of the President 

of the Republic, I received the British Ambassador in my office to inform him that 

the Foreign Ministry viewed those statements with concern, as they contradicted 

the commitment made by his country in accordance with the agenda signed in 

London on 19 December and the Joint Communiqué of the 10th of the same month 

and year. At the end of our meeting, I gave the Ambassador the following in 

writing: 

 

“The government of Venezuela deems it necessary to request 
an explanation from Her Britannic Majesty’s government 
regarding the items agreed upon in the agenda, which 
includes, in its title and under No. 2, the discussion of the 
Venezuelan territorial claim and the search for practical 
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solutions to resolve it. Otherwise, the Venezuelan government 
will be forced to reconsider its attendance to said meeting on 
16 and 17 February.” 

 

On 8 February, the British Ambassador visited me in order to inform me that: 

 

“The British Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs has been misinterpreted. Neither Lord 
Walston nor any other Representative of Her Majesty's 
Government has made the statement quoted in the first 
paragraph of the Venezuelan Memorandum of 4 February. 

As far as Her Majesty’s government is concerned, the agenda 
for the Geneva meeting remains the same, as agreed in the 
Joint Communiqué of 10 December 1965, a copy of which is 
attached hereto for reference.” 

 

It was clear that the firmness with which the Chancellery had been acting 

was fruitful. We received unanimous endorsement from the Nation expressed in 

agreements issued by the National Congress, hundreds of City Councils, all the 

political institutions, bodies as diverse as the National Academy of History, the 

National Library and National Archives, Professional Associations, the Venezuelan 

Association of Catholic Education, the Business Sector, Labour and Peasant 

Unions, The Venezuelan Federation of Teachers, Student Associations, and 

particularly the Comisión Nacional Pro-Guayana Esequiba (Pro-Guayana 

Esequiba National Committee). 

It was evident that the firmness shown by the Foreign Ministry was yielding 

good results. We had the unanimous support of the Nation expressed in agreements 

issued by the National Congress, hundreds of Municipal Councils, all political 

organisations, entities as diverse as the National Academy of History, the National 

Library and Archives, professional associations, the Venezuelan Association of 
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Catholic Education, the business sector, labour and peasant unions, the Venezuelan 

Federation of Teachers, student groups, and particularly, the National Pro-Guayana 

Esequiba Commission. 

The President of the Republic, Mr Raúl Leoni, in his New Year’s Message 

on 1 January of the current year, described this national moment with accurate 

words: 

 

“We are no longer an economically weak country, torn by 
factional strife, barely convalescing from the painful ravages 
of long and bloody fratricidal wars and powerless to defend 
itself against acts of aggression. In this new Venezuela, 
national awareness as to the justice of our claim has taken 
shape. Without abandoning our unwavering position in favour 
of the peaceful and amicable settlement of differences 
between nations, we are prepared to use all our resources to 
defend our territorial rights.” 

 

In addition to the impressive national expressions of support for our just 

claim, there was also the support of friendly nations. Thus, I must express the deep 

satisfaction we experienced upon learning of the declaration of the Senate of 

Colombia, dated 12 January 1966, that of the House of Representatives of the same 

country, dated 18 January of the same month and year, and the resolution of the 

National Assembly of Panama, dated 24 January 1966. The Venezuelan 

government and people are grateful for the expressions of support from the 

legislative bodies of Colombia and Panama. 

The sessions of the Geneva Conference took place in Room VIII in the Palais 

des Nations on 16 and 17 February. At the first meeting, I reiterated very clearly 

the Venezuelan position: 
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“Venezuela has asserted, and maintains, that the Arbitral 
Award rendered in Paris on 3 October 1899 is invalid and that 
our country does not consider itself bound by it. This 
Venezuelan assertion is supported by irrefutable legal reasons. 
Founded on a position which we have no doubt is just, the 
expression of the Venezuelan will is integral. 

As unequivocal proof of this, I am surrounded by 
representatives of the different political organisations, both 
those who actively and directly participate in the 
government’s administration and those who, from the 
opposition, do not hesitate to criticise the government’s 
actions. 

All of them, aware of their patriotic duty, contribute to unite 
the national will and determination to obtain reparation for the 
injustice to which Venezuela was subjected as a result of the 
Arbitral Award of 1899, which my country considers null and 
void.” 

 

I emphasized Venezuela’s willingness to find satisfactory solutions. After 

mentioning the various formulas for solution put forward by our country at the 

London Conference, I invited the British Foreign Minister to set out any further 

considerations he had prepared on the Venezuelan proposals. 

Great Britain again reaffirmed its stand on the intangibility of the Award and, 

responding specifically to my invitation, put forward a proposal inspired by the 

Antarctic Treaty, which was delivered to the Venezuelan Delegation in writing. 

After a recess was agreed upon in order for us to consider the British 

proposal, our Delegation came to the conclusion that it was unacceptable to 

Venezuela, as it sought to completely circumvent the territorial issue by means of 

a joint development plan for the areas on both sides of the Award line, while at the 

same time proposing to force Venezuela to freeze its claim for thirty years. 
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When the debate was resumed, I categorically expressed our position to the 

delegations of Great Britain and British Guiana as follows: 

 

“I must inform Your Excellency that, after having considered 
the proposal presented by the British Delegation, the 
Venezuelan Delegation considers it substantially 
unacceptable, because it fails to address the issues which, in 
Venezuela’s opinion, are fundamental for the practical 
solution of the conflict, which is the object of this 
Conference.” 

 

In informal meetings that, along with some members of our Delegation, I 

held with the British Minister and Prime Minister Burnham, I expressed my 

concern about the state of the talks, given the scant British receptiveness to face 

the issue that was the subject of our meeting. I even hinted at the consequences of 

a possible breakdown in the talks. 

The Venezuelan Delegation could not hide its emotion when I read the cable 

from the President of the Legislative Assembly of the State of Bolívar, Mr Roger 

González, which I had just received, informing me of the contents of the Bolívar 

Declaration, issued by the Convention of Legislative Assemblies of the States and 

Municipal Councils of the Federal Territories, meeting in Ciudad Bolívar on 14 and 

15 February, on the occasion of the 147th anniversary of the Congress of 

Angostura. 

After several informal contacts, our Delegation opted to leave on the table a 

formula similar to the third Venezuelan proposal that had been rejected in London, 

plus the recourse to the International Court of Justice. 

The delegations of Great Britain and British Guiana, after thoroughly 

studying this proposal, although eventually receptive, objected to the specific 

mention of the recourse to arbitration and to the International Court of Justice. 
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This objection having been overcome, by replacing that specific reference 

with a reference to Article 33 of the United Nations Charter, which provides for 

such two procedures of arbitration and recourse to the International Court of 

Justice, it became clear that there was a possibility of reaching an agreement. 

The Geneva Agreement was therefore reached on the basis of the Venezuelan 

proposal. Far from being, as has been maliciously suggested, an imposition or a 

British trick that took the naïve Venezuelan delegation by surprise, the agreement 

is based on a Venezuelan proposal that, after being categorically rejected in 

London, was accepted in Geneva. 

Clearly, the Geneva Agreement is not the ideal solution to the problem, which 

is none other than the return of its territory to Venezuela. We did not go to the city 

on Lake Geneva to dictate the terms of surrender of the adversary by placing the 

sword of a war victory in the balance of the dispute. We went in search of a 

satisfactory solution to the arduous territorial issue. Through diplomatic dialogue, 

and not through the monologue of the victors, the Geneva Agreement created a new 

situation for the extreme positions of those who demanded the return of the territory 

usurped by virtue of a null and void Award, and those who argued that they had no 

doubt about their sovereignty over that territory, but were not prepared to take the 

case to any court of law. 

As a substantially Venezuelan solution, the Geneva Agreement gained the 

unanimous support of the Delegation, which included delegates from three 

government parties, three from the opposition and one Senator from the 

independent group. All of them endorsed with an emotional vote the signature that, 

with the authorisation of the President of the Republic, I affixed to the 

transcendental instrument. 

THE GENEVA AGREEMENT 

The Agreement concluded in Geneva on 17 February 1966 comprises a 

preamble and eight articles. 
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For a proper understanding, it must be considered as a whole, because 

although it contains provisions on substance and procedure, each of them is part of 

the general idea underlying the instrument. 

First of all, it should be noted that this is an Agreement concluded between 

two sovereign States, namely the Republic of Venezuela and the United Kingdom 

of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the latter in consultation with the 

Government of British Guiana. British Guiana, as of the date of signature of the 

Agreement, is not a sovereign and independent State. Under the constitutional 

provisions governing it, the government in its internal affairs has some autonomy 

from the mainland, but international and defence matters are conducted by the 

Government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. At the 

same time, consideration should be given to the fact that British Guiana, under the 

name of Guyana, as decided by the recent independence conference of that colony, 

held in London in November of last year, will become independent and sovereign 

on 26 May this year. 

It should be recalled that British Guiana has been present in the course of all 

these diplomatic discussions and demarches which culminated in the Geneva 

Agreement. The statement of the Chairman of the Special Political Committee of 

the United Nations, issued on 16 November 1962, expresses this as an agreement 

between the Parties. 

Consistent with its anti-colonialist position, Venezuela has welcomed the 

participation of British Guiana, for to do otherwise would be tantamount to 

admitting that Great Britain as a colonial power can resolve serious issues in its 

colony without the colony’s  participation. 

On the other hand, as I have just indicated, Great Britain cannot 

constitutionally enter into an Agreement which, however international, has a direct 

bearing on the internal affairs of British Guiana which fall within the competence 

of British Guiana. Thus, the exclusion of British Guiana from the Geneva 
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Agreement, or from the steps that preceded it, would have been a mistake with 

serious consequences for Venezuela. In any case, the Agreement took into account 

the fact that British Guiana was not yet independent; Article 8 provides that it shall 

be a party to the Agreement from the moment it gains its independence. 

As I have already stated in this same presentation, this was precisely one of 

the realities that Venezuela had to face at the Geneva meeting: the forthcoming 

independence of British Guiana. Hence, this fact this fact is expressly provided for 

in the preamble and in the aforementioned Article 8. 

The last part of the preamble explicitly sets out that in order to resolve the 

dispute between Venezuela and the United Kingdom over the border with British 

Guiana, the agreement contained in the subsequent articles has been reached. This 

is an express recognition of the existence of the dispute between Venezuela and 

Great Britain over the border with British Guiana, a recognition which is ratified 

in Article 19 of the Agreement. 

Article 1 provides for the establishment of a Mixed Commission for the 

purpose of seeking satisfactory solutions for the practical settlement of this dispute, 

which has “arisen as the result of the Venezuelan contention that the Arbitral Award 

of 1899 about the border between Venezuela and British Guiana is null and void.” 

This article contains two points of great importance, namely: 

1. To channel the talks through a Mixed Commission, that is to say, an ad 

hoc body that allows permanent and agile communication between the 

two Governments, with the aim of reaching a solution to the dispute. 

2. The express recognition of the dispute arising from Venezuela’s claim 

against the so-called Arbitral Award of 1899. 

It should be noted that the continuation of the talks is of paramount 

importance and that a solution may emerge from them which would bring the 

dispute to a satisfactory conclusion without recourse to the procedures provided 

for in Article 4 of the same Agreement. Additionally, the functioning of the 
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Commission allows for direct and permanent contact with British Guiana on any 

other matters related to the dispute. 

Article 2, of a procedural nature, defines the number of representatives and 

how they are to be appointed, and lays down the rules for the functioning of the 

Mixed Commission. Venezuela shall appoint two representatives to join the Mixed 

Commission, with the other two to be appointed by the Government of British 

Guiana. It further provides that each Government has freedom to choose and 

remove its respective representatives, as well as the duty to replace them 

immediately in the event of their inability to act. And finally, it empowers the Joint 

Commission, by agreement between the representatives, to appoint experts to assist 

it, either generally or in relation to a particular matter. 

The capacity of British Guiana to appoint its two representatives to the Mixed 

Commission prior to its independence was the subject of exhaustive clarification 

at the Geneva meeting. It was expressly defined that the two representatives of 

British Guiana, for the time prior to 26 May 1966, the day of its independence, 

would be appointed by proxy and with the authorisation of the Government of the 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, which up to this time, by 

constitutional prescription, conducts the foreign affairs of British Guiana. 

Clarification was also made that, by signing the Agreement, Great Britain 

authorised the Government of British Guiana to execute said agreement. 

If we had negotiated and formalised the Agreement only with the metropolis, 

behind British Guiana’s back, this would have been tantamount to admitting the 

colonialist thesis according to which the metropolis can dispose of overseas 

territories without taking into account the will of the peoples who inhabit them. 

On the other hand, would it have been sensible, right, to exclude British 

Guiana from the talks, if that country will very soon, on gaining its independence, 

be able to reject those commitments in which it had not taken part? 
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According to the terms of Article 1, the Commission is entrusted with “the 

task of seeking satisfactory solutions.” It therefore has a broad role in conducting 

the negotiations in agreement with the respective Governments. 

With such powers, the Commission had to be formed by all parties. The 

presence of an appointed arbitrator is alien to the very concept of this Commission. 

Article 3 provides for an official and explicit report to be made available to 

the Governments every six months on the activities of the Mixed Commission. 

Naturally, the representatives will maintain contact and receive continuous 

instructions from their respective Governments; however, it was not superfluous to 

establish the six-monthly report, since it is to be drawn up by the Commission as a 

whole, i.e., by the four representatives, and will thus be a document of the 

Commission itself as such. 

Article 4 establishes a period of 4 years as the time limit for the work of the 

Mixed Commission. At the end of this period, if no complete agreement has been 

reached on the settlement of the dispute, the Commission must draw up a final 

report to refer to the respective Governments the outstanding issues on which no 

agreement has been reached. 

The setting of a time limit is customary and its determination, that is, the 

length of the term, can only be estimated on the basis of the factors that had to be 

taken into account and the various circumstances affecting its setting. It was 

necessary to set a reasonable period of time, taking into consideration the specific 

purposes of the Mixed Commission, which is, as stated in Article 1, to seek 

satisfactory solutions to the dispute, a difficult task which cannot be expected to 

yield the desired results in too short a period of time. Nor was it acceptable to set 

too long a period of time. 

Another circumstance taken into account was the upcoming independence of 

British Guiana on 26 May 1966. The new State should be given a reasonable period 
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of time for its evolution and consolidation. Only a sufficiently established State can 

devote its efforts to working with us to settle the territorial dispute. 

Finally, we agreed on a 4-year term only after arduous discussions with the 

British, who initially demanded 30 years. 

The most important point of the Geneva Agreement is the adoption of a 

procedure in the event that the negotiations conducted by the Mixed Commission 

fail to resolve the issue. The following stages are established for that purpose: 

1st The Governments shall try to reach an agreement on the choice of one 

of the means of peaceful settlement provided for in Article 33 of the 

Charter of the United Nations. 

2nd Three months after receipt of the final report of the Mixed 

Commission, if the Governments have not reached an agreement on the 

procedure for settlement of the dispute, the decision on the choice of 

the means of settlement shall be referred to an appropriate international 

body mutually agreed by both Governments. 

3rd In the absence of agreement on the choice of an appropriate 

international body to choose the means of settlement, that role shall be 

entrusted to the Secretary-General of the United Nations. 

4th The Secretary-General of the United Nations shall choose the 

procedures for peaceful settlement provided for in the above-

mentioned Article 33, “until the dispute has been resolved, or until all 

the means of peaceful settlement set forth in the said Article have been 

exhausted.” 

Article 4 of the Geneva Agreement thus clearly states the following: 

a) The only role entrusted to the Secretary-General of the United Nations 

is to bring to the attention of the Parties, for their use, the means of 
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peaceful settlement of disputes set out in the above-mentioned article 

of the Charter. 

b) These means are the following: negotiation, enquiry, mediation, 

conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement and recourse to regional 

agencies or arrangements. These are, exhaustively, the procedures to 

be used until the dispute is resolved or until these procedures have been 

exhausted. 

I should put on record that in the final stages of discussion of the Geneva 

Agreement, the British proposed entrusting the General Assembly of the United 

Nations with the choice of the means of settlement provided for in Article 33 of the 

Charter. 

This proposal was discarded by Venezuela for the following reasons: 

1. Because it was not appropriate to entrust this specific role of choosing 

the means of settlement to an eminently political and deliberative body 

such as the UN General Assembly. This procedure could lead to 

disproportionate delays because outside political elements could easily 

be introduced into the simple role of choosing the means of settlement; 

2. Because the General Assembly of the United Nations only meets for 

regular sessions once a year, for a period of about three months, to deal 

with matters previously identified in the Agenda, and for special 

sessions at the request of the Security Council or of a majority of the 

members of the United Nations. 

These reasons were put forward by Venezuela, and it proposed that the role 

of choosing the means of settlement be entrusted to the International Court of 

Justice as a permanent body exempt from the inconveniences mentioned above. 

Since this proposal was not accepted by the British, Venezuela then proposed to 

give this role to the Secretary-General of the United Nations. 
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In conclusion, because of the Venezuelan objections that were accepted by 

Great Britain, there is an unequivocal interpretation that only the Secretary-General 

of the United Nations, and not the Assembly, will participate in the choice of the 

means of settlement. 

Finally, according to the terms of Article 4, in the event that no satisfactory 

solution for Venezuela is reached, the so-called 1899 Award shall be revised 

through arbitration or judicial recourse. 

Article 5 comprises two provisions: 

First:   The Agreement cannot be interpreted as a waiver or 

diminution of our territorial claim to Guayana Esequiba; and 

Second: None of the acts or activities occurring during the validity of the 

Agreement shall constitute a basis for asserting, supporting or 

denying a claim of territorial sovereignty, except where such acts 

or activities are the result of agreements reached by the Mixed 

Commission and accepted in writing by the Governments. 

This means that no act or activity in the territory claimed by Venezuela entails 

any undermining of our rights nor any support for the claims of Great Britain or 

British Guiana. The Venezuelan reservations over all types of concessions granted, 

or which may be granted, in the territory claimed are thus recognised. 

Article 5 also mentions the claim or bases for claim by the United Kingdom 

or British Guiana over the territory of Venezuela. In this respect, I must state: 

1st The only territorial claim in the present dispute is the one raised by 

Venezuela. 

2nd If Great Britain or British Guiana were to raise any territorial claims 

against Venezuela, it would automatically mean that they accept the 

invalidity of the so-called 1899 Award. 
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3rd Neither Great Britain nor British Guiana have any historical or legal 

basis for claiming Venezuelan territory. On the contrary, only 

Venezuela has irrefutable titles to claim the Guayana Esequiba, which 

the ill-named Paris Award of 1899 incorporated into the territory of 

British Guiana. 

4th If the nullity of the 1899 Award is declared, either by agreement 

between the Parties or by decision of a competent international 

authority provided for in the Agreement, the dispute will go back to its 

original state. On the Venezuelan side, the claim extended to the 

Essequibo. The maximum British claim was represented by the so-

called “Schomburgk Line,” which dates from 1840, i.e., 26 years after 

Great Britain definitively received its colony of Guiana from the 

Netherlands under the Treaty of London in 1814. 

However, a thorough study carried out by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 

hundreds of confidential documents of the Foreign Office and the Colonial Office 

in London leads to the irrefutable conclusion that the only “Schomburgk Line” 

recognised by the Foreign Office until 1886 and disseminated up to that date as the 

maximum British claim, was the so-called Línea Norte-Sur (North-South Line), 

which is the blue line on the map in the brochure entitled “The Schomburgk Line 

in the boundary issue between Venezuela and British Guiana.” 

From the origins of the controversy until 1886, when Great Britain officially 

disseminated that line as its maximum claim, it recognised the following as 

Venezuelan territories out of dispute: Alto Barima and Alto Barama, as well as the 

territory comprised between that blue line and Venamo. These territories, despite 

being recognised as belonging to Venezuela by Great Britain itself up to 10 years 

before the Arbitration Treaty, were awarded to British Guiana by the Tribunal. 

Consequently, with the nullity of the Award, for the purposes of any 

procedure for establishing the new border, Venezuela must consider out of question 
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those territories which, as I have already stated, were recognised by Great Britain 

itself for 46 years since the origins of the dispute in 1840. 

British Guiana will not be able to claim as its maximum aspiration the so-

called “Extended Schomburgk Line” (marked red on the map in the above-

mentioned brochure), because it was a line derived from the falsification of maps, 

unknown to the Foreign Office itself until June 1886, and first published in 1887, 

that is, only 10 years before the Arbitration Treaty. 

I can assure you that these assertions are supported by irrefutable evidence. 

It follows from the foregoing that if the nullity of the Award is declared, the 

only Venezuelan territory that would fall within the maximum British claim would 

be the narrow yet important area of the lower course of the Barima River on its 

right bank. Venezuela has no doubt about its title to this territory, and it is also 

certain that when Great Britain included it in its claim, it did not take into account 

historical and legal titles but the simple desire to dominate the Orinoco River. If in 

the middle of the imperial and colonialist era, the Tribunal, which proceeded so 

arbitrarily, did not dare to snatch that small territory from our poor, weak and 

troubled Venezuela, much less will a Tribunal acting in accordance with the rules 

of law today snatch it from us. 

With regard to Article 7, it is clear that when the law approving the 

Agreement is submitted to this Sovereign Congress, the Agreement will enter into 

force upon ratification of said law. 

Regarding Article 8, it must be noted that its interpretation must be made in 

relation to the entire Agreement, which repeatedly makes it clear that the dispute is 

between Venezuela and the United Kingdom over the border with British Guiana. 

The wording that the dispute is between Venezuela and the United Kingdom 

appears in the heading of the Agreement; it appears again twice in its preamble, 

and in Article 1, which states precisely that the task entrusted to the Mixed 
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Commission is “to seek satisfactory solutions for the practical settlement of the 

dispute between Venezuela and the United Kingdom.” 

By this assumption, it then appears with absolute clarity that, according to 

Article 8, British Guiana becomes a party to the Agreement as a result of its 

independence, in addition to the Governments of Venezuela and the United 

Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. 

The Geneva Agreement offers a challenge to which the country must respond 

appropriately. The creation and action of the Mixed Commission, as well as the 

subsequent process, should the latter fail to reach a satisfactory solution, require 

Venezuela to put all its strength into action to consolidate its claim with serious and 

detailed studies. The challenge of the Guayana issue presents our country, which 

had seen with pain how its territory was shrinking, with the beautiful task of 

recovering our legitimate Eastern border, a task which should not be restricted to 

study alone. 

It will depend to a large extent on the persons appointed to represent 

Venezuela in the Mixed Commission, on their preparation, intelligence, dedication 

and patriotism, that the Guayana issue moves forward, through the channel already 

opened, to a fully satisfactory solution for the Republic. 

In conclusion, I consider that the Geneva Agreement is highly beneficial to 

the interests of the Homeland. As the President of the Republic, Mr Raúl Leoni, 

said in his recent Message to the National Congress, “the Geneva Agreement 

reopens the case of Guayana Esequiba, offering Venezuela an opportunity, like 

never before, to assert its rights and achieve reparation for the damage caused to us 

by the fraudulent Paris Award.” 
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ANNEX 3 
 

Letters from Lord Salisbury to Sir Julian Pauncefote, dated 26 November 1895 
 

Source: Official history of the discussion between Venezuela and Great Britain 
on their Guiana Boundaries (1896), Atlanta, GA: Franklin Printing & Publishing 

Company 
available at: https://www.loc.gov/item/04010002/, pp. 413-420 
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ANNEX 4 
 

Confidential note with proposal from the President of the United States on the 
composition of the Arbitral Tribunal, dated 25 January 1896 

 
Source: JC 7/5 (Foreign affairs: pre-1899). Joseph Chamberlain Collection – 

1819- [late 20th century], Cadbury Research Library, University of Birmingham 
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ANNEX 5 
 

Letter from José Andrade to Pedro Ezequiel Rojas, dated 13 May 1896 
 

English Translation  
 

Source: AHMPPRE, Antique Archive, Country: Great Britain. Boundaries with 
Guyana. Diplomatic Efforts with the United States, 1896, Vol. 176, folios 63-64 

and reverse 
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UNITED STATES OF VENEZUELA 

MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

GREAT BRITAIN 

— 

LIMITS OF GUAYANA 

— 

DIPLOMATIC EFFORTS BEFORE THE UNITED STATES 

— 

1896 

— 

 

FOLIOS            336 

 

LEGATION OF THE UNITED STATES OF VENEZUELA 
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Washington, D.C., 13 May 1896 

  
 
 
 Dear Minister, 

I have just received the enclosed short letter from Mr Storrow, followed by 

the accompanying telegram. The copy of the letter which he addressed to you —

and to which both the short letter and the telegram refer— would be superfluous at 

the Ministry, as the original will reach the Ministry in this post. 

 I immediately went to Mr Olney, as Mr Storrow recommended me, in the 

short letter, to speak to Mr Olney for a few minutes before I write to you about the 

letter Mr Storrow sent to you, and which he says he copied to Mr Olney and myself. 

 Mr Olney had not yet received his copy, or anything else from Mr Storrow. 

Although the Boston post arrives at twelve o’clock, it takes half an hour for the 

post to be delivered, unless it is stamped “Special Delivery,” as Mr Storrow’s letter 

to me was. I showed Mr Storrow’s letter to the Secretary of State, who deemed it 

excellent, and noted that he did not know what flaw my government could find in 

it. He went on to say, after a short pause, that he had no idea what Mr Storrow 

might have requested of him concerning me; that if it turned out to be anything of 

interest, he would communicate it to me in writing before closing his post to 

Venezuela. 

 

 

To Mr. Minister of Foreign Affairs 

Number 161 
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 Please ensure, Mr Olney added, that you impress on the mind of your 

government the importance which the president and I and the whole cabinet attach 

to Mr Storrow’s intervention in the defence of Venezuela, and how sorry we shall 

be to see your country reject it. You all could not make a greater mistake than to 

waste the services of such a person as Mr Storrow. The president regards his 

appearance in our way as providential. I would rather pay half his fee out of my 

own pocket if the real reason for not wanting to engage him were the expenses 

associated with it. Your government’s decision needs to be promptly made, for I 

wish Mr Storrow would sooner publish a preliminary work, quick and lively, which 

would open Britain’s eyes to his Blue Book. 

 I found the above recommendation so serious that I have decided to send 

Mr José Andrade Penny, an attaché of this Legation, to place this note in your own 

hands and to persuade the government of the advisability of acceding to the wishes 

of the United States in this matter. 

Yours sincerely, 

José Andrade 
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ANNEX 6 
 

Letter from Pedro Ezequiel Rojas to José Andrade, dated 18 May 1896 
 

English Translation  
 

Source: AHMPPRE, Antique Archive, Country: Great Britain, Boundaries with 
Guyana, Diplomatic Efforts with the United States, 1896, Vol. 176, folio 72 and 

back 
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Caracas, 18 May 1896 

Sir, 

 All three communications from you, numbered 149, 150, and 151, of the 

1st, 2nd, and 4th of the present month, refer to Mr Storrow. You will by this date 

be aware of the various and powerful motives which have obliged the government 

to reserve the services of the above-mentioned gentleman, or to defer for the 

moment the engagement of his services regarding the question of the boundaries 

of Guayana. The more one meditates on the disparity between his ideas and our 

ideas concerning the understanding of the territorial rights of the Republic and 

between his view and our view of the titles on which the Republic relies to defend 

the Esequibo line, the more dangerous or inconvenient his role in the dispute is 

deemed to be. Nothing could harm us so much as the universal recusal of a legal 

counsel who, in the wake of setbacks, might appear to have a different view from 

that which informed his work on boundaries when he was working independently 

of government. And I speak of a different view because, should Venezuela accept 

Mr Storrow’s involvement, Venezuela could never agree to the work including any 

views that diverge on even one point from the fundamental concept of the 

Venezuelan claim. This point was made very clear to your Legation as early as 

April 8, when the first sign emerged that Mr Storrow did not agree with Venezuela 

in the understanding of one of the most important elements of the Guayana 

boundary question. The difficulty such disagreement entails will doubtless be the 

best argument you can bring forth to justify the scruples of the government and to 

reassure the Honourable Head of the State Department. 

 

To Mr. José Andrade, E.E. and M.N. of Venezuela in USA, Washington D.C. 
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 The report of the Venezuelan commissioners, issued on 18 October 1841, 

could not include the answers to the points consulted by Mr Storrow, because the 

dossier was under study and it was not possible to obtain a copy of it until now. 

Such a copy is enclosed herewith, together with the copy of another document (the 

Treaty of 1650 between Spain and the Netherlands), as also requested by Mr 

Storrow. 

 The word misused in the telegram to which you refer in your 

communication Nº 151 was “yesterday,” which the telegrapher wrote instead of 

“worse.” 

 Any news concerning Volumes II and III of Fray Pedro Simón’s work will 

be reported from now on through the Legation in Bogotá. 

 Yours sincerely, 

P. Ezequiel Rojas 
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ANNEX 7 
 

Letter from James Storrow to Richard Olney, dated 11 June 1896 
 

Source: Manuscript Division, Library of Congress, Washington D. C., Richard 
Olney Papers, MSS35139, Box 50, Reel 20 
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ANNEX 8 
 

Letter from James Storrow to Richard Olney, dated 15 June 1896 
 

Source: Manuscript Division, Library of Congress, Washington D. C., Richard 
Olney Papers, MSS35139, Box 55, Reel 20 
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ANNEX 9 
 

Letter from José Andrade to Richard Olney, dated 18 August 1896 
 

English Translation  
 

Source: Microcopy No. T 93. Roll 8. Volume 8. April 2, 1896, August 11, 1906, 
The United States National Archives and Records Administration 
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Cape May, 18  August 1896 

Honourable Secretary of State of the United States 

Richard Olney  

Dear sir, 

With reference to the telegram which I had the honour to hand to His 

Excellency Mr Rockhill on the 3rd of July last, relative to the occupation by agents 

of the colonial government of Demerara of the road opened by Venezuela from 

Acarabisi to Amacuro, I have now the honour to forward to Your Excellency 

herewith enclosed, for the knowledge of the government of the United States, a 

copy of a document which this Legation has recently received from the Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs of Venezuela. Said document states the facts concerning this new 

aggression by Great Britain, which may be said to have been perpetrated the day 

after Harrison’s, which Venezuela in no way provoked and for which it was not in 

any way responsible. 

All these events show that if the Republic does not firmly stand against 

such advances of the British, they will take them as far as they please, and will then 

say that the territories thus occupied cannot be arbitrated because they are Settled 

Districts. Nevertheless, this time, the Republic has not contented itself with 

establishing another Venezuelan post in front of the new British post at Cuyuní to 

contain the invasion, but has also instructed the chief of that post and the chiefs of 

the others to continue to handle the situation with extreme care, so that new 

difficulties may not be caused by Venezuela. 

Please accept, Your Excellency, the renewed assurances of my highest 

consideration. 

José Andrade 
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ANNEX 10 
 

Letter from James Storrow to Richard Olney, dated 29 August 1896 
 

Source: Manuscript Division, Library of Congress Washington, D. C., Richard 
Olney Papers, MSS35139, Box 60-62, Reel 22 
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ANNEX 11 
 

Letter from James Storrow to Richard Olney, dated 29 November 1896 
 

Source: Manuscript Division, Library of Congress, Washington D. C., Richard 
Olney Papers, MSS35139, Box 66-68, Reel 24 

 
  

89



 

90



 

Annex 11

91



 
 
 

Annex 11

92



 

Annex 11

93



 

Annex 11

94



 

Annex 11

95



 

Annex 11

96



 

Annex 11

97



 

Annex 11

98



ANNEX 12 
 

Cable from José Andrade to Richard Olney, dated 5 December 1896 
 

Source: Record Group 84. Series: United States Diplomatic Records for 
Venezuela, 1835-1936. Vol. 23 (July 23, 1895, to January 7, 1897). The United 

States National Archives and Records Administration 
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ANNEX 13 
 

Letter from Mr. Cleveland to General Crespo, dated 8 December 1896 
 

Source: Ministry of People's Power for Foreign Affairs, Borders Archive, Letter 
from Mr. Cleveland to Mr. Crespo, 1896 
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ANNEX 14 
 

Cable sent by James Storrow to Richard Olney, dated 10 December 1896 
 

Source: The United States National Archives and Records Administration. Record 
Group 84. Series: United States Diplomatic Records for Venezuela, 1835–1936. 

Vol. 23  
(From Jul 23, 1895, to Jan 7, 1897) 
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ANNEX 15 
 

Telegram from Richard Olney to James Storrow, dated 12 December 1896 
 

Source: Manuscript Division, Library of Congress, Washington D.C., Richard 
Olney Papers, MSS35139, Box 66-68, Reel 24 
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ANNEX 16 
 

Letter from Benjamin Harrison to Mallet-Prevost, dated 9 March 1899 
 

Source: AHMPPRE-VE, Antique Archive, Country: Great Britain. Boundaries of 
Guiana. Establishment of the Court of Arbitration. Volume 186, 1899, folios 115-

118 
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ANNEX 17 

Letter from J. Calcaño to José Andrade, dated 23 March 1899 

Source: Benjamin Harrison Papers: Series 1, General Correspondence and 
Related Material, 1787-1912; 1897, June 2-1899, Apr. 12 

Available at https://www.loc.gov/resource/mss25064.mss25064-
041_0018_1232/?sp=1195&st=image 
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ANNEX 18 
 

Letter from Richard Webster to Mallet-Prevost, dated 12 May 1899 
 

Source: Guiana Boundary, Arbitration. Various. Reference: FO 80/418. The 
National Archives, United Kingdom 
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ANNEX 19 
 

Letter from Richard Olney to Julian Pauncefote, dated 24 May 1899 
 

Source: Boundary between British Guiana and Venezuela Further 
Correspondence. Reference: FO 420/189. The National Archives, United 

Kingdom 
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ANNEX 20 
 

Letter from Richard Webster to Joseph Chamberlain, dated 15 July 1899 
 

Source: JC 7/5 (Foreign affairs: pre 1899). Joseph Chamberlain Collection – 
1819- [late 20th century], Cadbury Research Library, University of Birmingham 
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ANNEX 21 
 

Letter from George L. Burr to White, dated 30 September 1899 
 

Source: Burr, George Lincoln. to White, Andrew Dickson, Ithaca, New York, 
Sept 30, 1899. See: Cornell University Library, Division of Rare and Manuscript 

Collections, Andrew Dickson. White papers 1846-1918, Microfilm reel 79, 
September 1899-January 15, 1900 
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ANNEX 22 
 

Letter to Mr. Charles Prestwood Lucas (Asst. Under-Secretary of C.O.), dated 3 
October 1899 

 
Source: Offices: Admiralty and Crown Agents. Offices: Foreign (1899 Jan-Oct). 

Reference: CO 111/515. The National Archives, United Kingdom 
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ANNEX 23 
 

Letter from Edmonds to John, dated 23 March 1962 
 

Source: Frontier Dispute with British Guiana. Reference: FO 371/162665. The 
National Archives, United Kingdom 
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ANNEX 24 
 

Letter from Mr. Slater to Mr. Edmonds, dated 28 May 1964 
 

Source: Border Dispute with British Guiana. Reference: FO 371/174362. The 
National Archives, United Kingdom 
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ANNEX 25 
 

Confidential letter from Venezuela’s Ambassador in London, Dr. Héctor Santaella 
to Iribarren Borges, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Venezuela, dated 23 October 

1965 
 

English Translation  
 

Source: Ministry of People's Power for Foreign Affairs, Borders Archive, 
Confidential Letter from Ambassador Santaella to the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of Venezuela. Subject: Considerations on the conversations between the Embassy 

and the Foreign Office regarding the ministerial conference, 1965, Caracas 
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EMBASSY OF VENEZUELA  
TO GREAT BRITAIN  

CONFIDENTIAL  
Caracas, 23 October 1965  

N° 1606  
Special Director for Guayana  
Subject: Considerations regarding the talks between the Embassy and the 

Foreign Office on the ministerial conference 
Mr Minister:  

1. I have the honour to write to you in order to make some comments 
and observations which may hopefully be of assistance when determining the 
policy to be pursued with regard to the boundary question between Venezuela and 
British Guiana.  

2. I am referring in particular to the questions raised in your radiogram 
No. 192 regarding the date of your possible visit to London and to the contents of 
your radiograms DGG-573, DGG-579 and DGG-584.  

3. Based on the contents of your radiograms, I will continue to insist, 
by all possible means and as I have done so far, on the adoption of an agenda that 
meets all the instructions outlined therein. However, I do consider it appropriate to 
bring the following considerations to your attention.  

4. Significant progress has been made so far. As a matter of fact, the 
British position has been and still is officially, according to Foreign Office Note 
No. AV 1081/112, that Great Britain has only committed itself, when accepting 
talks with Venezuela, to a documentary review in order to prove to our country that 
it was not the victim of any injustice on the occasion of the border demarcation 
resulting from the 1899 Award. From that position, which I formally contested in 
my notes No. 1347 and No. 1492, to the present attitude, there is a remarkable 
difference. While the agenda we have agreed so far is not entirely satisfactory to 
us, it does reflect a significant change of position and gives us a number of 
advantages that are worth considering.  

5.  Britain has accepted all our points except the wording of paragraph 
two. The title of the agenda, which will be official, defines the Foreign Ministers’ 
Conference as intended to “Discuss the Dispute between Venezuela and the United 
Kingdom on the Borders with British Guiana, according to the Joint Communiqué 
of 7 November 1963.” This wording is essentially the same as that proposed by us 
under agenda item 2. 

6. I believe, as I stated in my note No. 1546 to the Foreign Ministry, 
that the title of a Conference defines its purpose. It can hardly be argued that any 
participants in a conference with a purpose clearly stated and agreed in advance 
can refuse to address the central issue for whose consideration they agreed to 
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attend, free of pressure and with the prior consent of the parties. Certainly, they 
may not accept each other's views or contentions since, in essence, a Conference is 
convened to discuss one or more issues, but it does not oblige the parties, in 
advance, to agree, although it does oblige them to attend and act in good faith. I 
consider that the title therefore favours the Venezuelan position.  

7. Great Britain also agrees to set deadlines for the implementation of 
what is agreed in relation to the items on the agenda. No one could think, even by 
the most imaginative stretch of the imagination, that anyone who agrees to set 
deadlines for implementing what might be agreed would do so merely in the spirit 
of a documentary review, as has hitherto been the British position. No deadline is 
required for the enforcement of that. Similarly, the clear and well-defined 
Venezuelan position of not accepting the validity of the 1899 Award cannot be 
given a “deadline for its enforcement.”  

8. The British also agree to add, in item 1, the phrase “The need to 
resolve the dispute.” It is clear that a simple documentary review would not resolve 
anything and, on the other hand, by accepting the inclusion of the phrase, the 
existence of the question is admitted, defining it as a dispute and not as a historical 
or any other kind of question.  

9. Great Britain also agrees to delete item 6 of the draft agenda 
contained in Annex E of my note No. 1546 to the Foreign Ministry. This is in line 
with your instructions. 

10. I have deliberately left the considerations relating to item 2 of the 
draft contained in Annex E at the end. 

11. As you know, the draft which I presented in the first place, and 
whose wording I have tried to maintain throughout the course of these discussions, 
reads as follows: “To find solutions for the practical settlement of the border issue.” 
This wording, as we had envisaged from the outset, tended to avoid mentioning the 
1899 Award, by stating, in a straightforward manner, that there is a border dispute 
whose solution would be sought at the Ministerial Conference. If Great Britain 
were to accept such wording, it would be somewhat implicit that the 1899 Award 
was not an adequate solution to the problem and, therefore, that the boundary 
question is open to redetermination. In this way, it would have been easy to 
consider the Award as non-existent at once, which could mean an immediate 
triumph for Venezuela. It could almost be said that, with such a wording, the 
Ministerial Conference would be almost unnecessary, since, England having 
admitted the non-existence of the Award on the agenda itself, the only way left 
would be to fix a new border. 

12. To this first proposal of mine, the Foreign Office replied that the 
Award should be mentioned insofar as, in any case, consideration of the boundary 
question required some reference to that instrument. After arduous negotiations, 

Annex 25

172



they agreed to accept our wording in the title of the Conference, to which I have 
referred above. 

13. I wanted to keep the Venezuelan position quite clear and, to this end, 
in response to a question from the representatives of Great Britain and British 
Guiana about the meaning of our position regarding the reference to the Award in 
the agenda, I plainly stated that Venezuela does not recognise any validity of that 
document and that, in this respect, the statements of the President of the Republic 
and those of our Foreign Minister were widely known, as well as the other 
Venezuelan statements on the matter, including my Note No. 1347 addressed to the 
Foreign Office.  

14. Great Britain replied that nothing prevented Venezuela from 
attending the Conference subject to due qualification of its position, but Great 
Britain could not accept deleting from the agenda the mention of the Award, the 
validity of which, for its part, it upholds. Accordingly, they proposed to draft item 
2 in the two forms which I transcribed in my radiogram No. 205 to your dignified 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.  

15. Other formulas for drafting have been tried and tested and 
thoroughly discussed and weighed by both sides. According to your latest 
instructions, I must insist on a wording basically the same as our original wording, 
i.e., “To seek solutions for the practical settlement of the boundary between 
Venezuela and British Guiana, whose demarcation by the 1899 Award Venezuela 
does not accept.”  

16. At the next meeting, perhaps on Tuesday 26th, I will present, in 
accordance with your instructions, this new formula. 

17. At previous meetings I probed for the possibility that the following 
wording, which is clearly not so explicit about our intentions, might be accepted: 
“To seek solutions for the practical settlement of the boundary dispute arising out 
of the 1899 Award on the boundary between Venezuela and British Guiana.” My 
purpose was to ascertain whether Great Britain would accept the inclusion of the 
word “boundary” in the wording they had proposed and which is contained in item 
2 of Annex E to my Note No. 1546. This attempt did not yield positive results. 
Great Britain insisted on not accepting the inclusion of this word. To my new 
proposal to delete the mention of the Award in item 2, they also responded in the 
negative, insisting that the Venezuelan wording is accepted in the heading or title 
of the Ministerial Conference, in which, as I stated above in this same 
communication, the nature of the meeting is defined.  

18. Notwithstanding the above, and in compliance with the instructions 
of your dignified Ministry of Foreign Affairs, I will present, as I have already said, 
the draft wording that you indicated in your radiogram No. DGG-584. 

19. In summary, Great Britain has accepted all our proposals, except the 
inclusion in item 2 of the agenda of the word limits or boundaries in the form 
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originally proposed by us, and in any other similar ones. It accepts its inclusion, in 
the form already known to you, in the headline. 

20. In the last meeting with the Foreign Office, the latter noted the 
efforts it has made to reach an agreement with Venezuela on this matter, accepting 
all our suggestions except the one already mentioned. Their representatives also 
expressed that, given the inflexibility of both sides on this specific point, it was 
perhaps useless to continue holding the meeting, since their instructions did not 
allow them to make any further progress on the matter, thus suggesting that we are 
coming to the end of the current negotiations. 

21. In order not to give any impression of weakness in our position or 
any sign that such an attitude puzzled me, I replied that, if such is the stand of Great 
Britain, Venezuela would also consider it unnecessary to continue the talks as long 
as the position of Great Britain did not change. 

22. Before the meeting ended, I asked the Foreign Office 
representatives to clarify the real substance of their position, insisting that 
Venezuela is not willing to accept academic discussions. Mr Slater, who heads the 
British group during the absence of Mr J.O. Rennie (see my radiogram No. 201) 
replied to this as follows: “We do not prejudice that your view is valid nor that our 
view is invalid.” This should be left open for discussion among the Ministers. But 
we cannot accept from this moment that the only valid position is the Venezuelan 
one.  

23. “Does that mean you are willing to discuss the border?” I insisted. 
Slater replied: “The Award laid down the boundary, didn’t it? If the Award is up for 
discussion, then the boundary is up for discussion.” 

24. On the other hand, he added that the Joint Communiqué cites the 
1899 Award, and then read to me some passages from the Yellow Book of the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in which, likewise, reference is made to the 
aforementioned instrument. As a matter of fact, the Joint Communiqué of 
November 1963 reads as follows: “...to review the progress made in the 
examination of documentary material relevant to the 1899 Arbitral Award on the 
boundary between Venezuela and British Guiana.” 

25. In reply, (since I could not contradict said text), I stated that the Joint 
Communiqué leaves, however, the way open for any discussion, since further on, 
when referring to the Government-to-Government talks, it does not limit in any 
way their nature. In short, I used the same argument used in the draft of Note P8 
annexed to my Note No. 1464 to your Ministry of Foreign Affairs. But the British 
countered that such reasoning is not opposed to mentioning the Award itself, since 
the Joint Communiqué, which is the basis of these talks, clearly mentions it, as was 
stated.  
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26. This exchange of views left the door open for further negotiations, 
and it was agreed, in principle, that a new meeting could be held next week. 
Tuesday 26th was also mentioned in principle as a possible date.  

27. It seemed to me very convenient not to break off the negotiations, 
consistent with the previously outlined strategy of extending the negotiations as 
long as possible, and as long as this does not mean sacrificing our position or 
weakening our attitude, as I expressed in one of the telephone conversations I had 
with you, Minister, during your stay in New York, during the last General Assembly 
of the United Nations, it seemed to me very convenient not to break off the 
negotiations. 

28. But everything seems to indicate that we are reaching the end of the 
possibilities of understanding, which compels us to examine the consequences a 
possible cancellation of the current negotiations could have on our future position.  

29. In the event that such cancellation should occur, without agreement 
being reached, the official position of Great Britain would continue to be, for all 
purposes of our claim, that already known and expressed by Foreign Secretary 
Stewart in his Note No. AV 1081/112 of September 16, that is to say, that the United 
Kingdom has only entered into these conversations in order to dissipate in the mind 
of Venezuela, and in view of our friendly relations, any doubts that might exist, etc.  

30. I doubt very much that the British are willing to continue these talks 
with a view to the Conference between you and Foreign Secretary Stewart  to take 
place in December. The observations I made earlier about the current state of the 
talks support this suspicion on my part.  

31. Why does Great Britain want the Ministerial Conference to take 
place in November? Venezuela, for its part, has sought a solution to the border 
problem prior to independence. British Guiana, for its part, insists on a solution to 
the dispute also prior to its independence, in order to avoid all the problems that 
would result for it from a direct confrontation with our country. 

32. Secretary Stewart has been travelling continuously since my arrival 
here, as is evident from his successive presence in Poland, Blackpool (for the 
Labour Party Convention), the United Nations, Washington, Japan, Korea, etc. This 
gave him a valid excuse for not agreeing to a meeting with you at an earlier date, 
as was my purpose. He considers that the coincidence of both Conferences in 
November (as expressed in Note No. AV 1081/112) can be useful, and this must be 
one of the reasons why he has accepted until today almost all of our points of view 
on the agenda, with the exception already indicated. As it stands now, when the 
respective positions have reached their maximum point of divergence, it is very 
difficult to continue negotiating, unless one of the two parties gives in or a 
compromise is found, which would save the position of the two countries.  

33. On the other hand, the continuation of these talks in the atmosphere 
prevailing today, during the meeting of the Constitutional Conference, would 
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weaken, before the Guyanese opinion, the position of Great Britain, as well as 
Venezuela’s. The former would appear as anxious to obtain Venezuela’s agreement 
and the latter as lending itself to a meaningless game. That is why I doubt, I repeat, 
that the talks can continue with a view to a meeting of Ministers in December, 
although of course, such being the instructions of Caracas, I shall do my best to 
achieve it.  

34. The information I have managed to obtain leads me to believe that 
Great Britain, anxious not to damage its relations with Venezuela and, by extension, 
with Latin America and, at the same time, faced with its responsibilities to the 
Commonwealth, is seeking, in accordance with its political tradition, a compromise 
solution.  

35. They do not wish to insist on an agenda that, like the one presented 
by their representatives at the beginning of the negotiations (see Annex C of my 
Note No. 1546), is totally unacceptable to Venezuela. Faced with our pressure, they 
are gradually giving in, in order to achieve the holding of the Conference of 
Ministers in November. But they hold back on a wording that, in advance, would 
give the victory to Venezuela. This could lead to the strongest protests from the 
Guyanese representatives and, probably in the British Commonwealth, with the 
consequent discredit for this country. 

36. The situation in Rhodesia has complicated things. There, the white 
minority, which intends to reproduce a situation of racist predominance similar to 
that prevailing in South Africa, demands independence, threatening to declare it 
unilaterally, in open defiance of British power and prestige. The Commonwealth 
countries and, especially, the African ones, demand, with all their energy, that Great 
Britain use all its means of pressure, including armed force, to oppose the anti-
African pretensions of Premier Ian Smith, placing in the hands of this country all 
the responsibility for what happens. 

37. Therefore, England is facing an extremely difficult situation. Great 
Britain's authority within the Commonwealth, its international prestige, the very 
foundations of its political system are at stake. Their “image” is in imminent danger 
of being tarnished in the eyes of the Commonwealth and the rest of the world. What 
stance have they taken so far? That of seeking a ‘compromise,’ allowing time to 
pass while they find the ideal way out, which would be to relinquish direct 
responsibility for the matter.  

38. Wilson proposes that a Commission of Commonwealth countries should 
travel to Rhodesia and make recommendations. Smith has flatly rejected this, as he 
cleverly wishes to prevent Great Britain from diluting its direct responsibility in a 
multi-nation forum. In the meantime, Britain is looking for support in other 
countries. France’s declaration that it will not recognise any new government that 
might emerge in Rhodesia as a result of a unilateral declaration of independence 
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wins the moral support of the United States. Prime Minister Wilson offers to travel 
to Salisbury to confer, until he finds the “compromise” he might not be able to find.  

39. In such a harsh and difficult scenario, would Great Britain 
immediately abandon British Guiana in its claim against Venezuela, exposing 
itself to the repudiation of the Commonwealth and especially Afro-Asians? On 
the other hand, would Great Britain openly confront Venezuela and Latin 
America? 

40. This has been noticed by the British Guiana Commissioner, who 
seems to be very adept at behind-the-scenes manoeuvring. The press in the colony, 
inspired by Luckhoo, is already accusing Great Britain of negotiating with 
Venezuela behind British Guiana’s back. Foreign correspondents covering the 
issue, with whom I frequently speak in London, reflect this sentiment. Some even 
let such fear creep in. In this connection, I informed you in my radiogram No. 185, 
asking for quick instructions, for I feared that the pressure from the Guyanese 
might change the attitude shown by Great Britain, hitherto inclined to negotiate.  

41. So, what could be the way out for Great Britain? A somewhat 
undefined solution (a “compromise”) that allows them to give independence to 
British Guiana, without having pronounced themselves too much in favour or 
against our claim.  

42. That is why I believe that the decision to be taken at this time is of 
the utmost importance. Not to attend the Conference of Ministers is to allow the 
British position to remain defined in accordance with the terms of Secretary 
Stewart's oft-quoted Note No. AV 1081/112. In this case, and in line with our 
statements that British Guiana’s independence will not affect our position in any 
way, we would continue our claim on British Guiana, if it gains its independence 
at the next Constitutional Conference. But Great Britain would have saved its 
position in two ways; first, by indicating that it never committed itself to Venezuela 
to revise the border or even to discuss the Award, and second, by disengaging from 
a serious problem vis-à-vis us. In the worst-case scenario, their responsibility 
would at least be diluted.  

43. Instead, if we agree to come to the Conference of Ministers on the 
proposed date and with an agenda which, like the one achieved so far, at least 
allows for discussion of the Award, I sincerely believe that our diplomatic position 
would be greatly improved, even if no agreement were to be reached.  

44. If independence does not come about, our position vis-à-vis Great 
Britain would be greatly strengthened, as it would be vis-à-vis an independent 
British Guiana if that were the case.  

45. In addition to the reasoning put forward earlier in this note, I would 
like to advance another that I consider to be of importance. The draft agenda so far 
accepted does not speak of “discussing the Award.” It says, verbatim, “Seek 
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solutions for the practical arrangement...” as I proposed in the first draft agenda 
(see Annex B of my Note No. 1546).  

46. Could Great Britain, after such an agenda has been accepted by both 
sides, argue that it was never committed to discussing the border issue? I think not. 
If this nation considers the Award to be a complete, final and definitive solution, as 
it has been maintaining, it is because it presumably attributes to it the full force that 
similar instruments have in international law. It is, in their view, the legitimate title 
to their sovereignty over the disputed territory.  

47. However, those who are sure of the validity of their titles do not 
allow themselves to seek “practical solutions” for those who dispute their rights. 
They can, however, seek legal solutions in law, in accordance with the law. But not 
to look for practical solutions because, in doing so, they would be assuming, in 
advance, that the validity of their titles is open to doubt.  

48. If, to date, by sticking to the Benítez statement at the United Nations 
and the 1963 Joint Communiqué, Venezuela has managed to bring Great Britain to 
the terms on which we now do, despite all its reticence and manoeuvring and 
repeated statements to the effect that it has never promised to discuss the substance 
of the problem, would it not substantially improve our position after having in our 
hands an agenda such as the one Great Britain is now prepared to accept?  

49. I believe that if we could hold such a document in our hands today, 
we could multiply the strength of our position many times over.  

50. I insist that I have tried and will continue to try, by all means at my 
disposal, to impose our criteria on the issue that threatens to bring these talks to an 
end. That if that is the instruction from Caracas, I will make the same effort to 
achieve a meeting in December, provided the agenda is satisfactory. I would also 
like to highlight that none of the above is intended to demonstrate that the position 
we have held so far has been inconvenient or ill-presented. On the contrary, you 
are aware that, from the beginning of our deliberations, I have agreed to the agenda 
being presented in the form indicated in Annex B because I was involved in 
drafting it.  

51. But the talks being on the verge of an impasse, I believe that, before 
terminating them without any results, and after a new effort, which I am making, it 
is preferable to convene the Conference of Ministers in November, even at the risk 
of not reaching agreement there, but in exchange for having in our hands the 
elements favourable to our cause which the draft so far accepted would offer us. 
From our point of view, this draft agenda is certainly not the best, but it represents 
a major step forward in the defence of our cause, which is not and will not be easy 
or short term, at least as long as we are acting, as we are now, by diplomatic means. 
In this arena, such a draft could be seen as yet another success story for the Foreign 
Ministry.  
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52. As you know, I did not at first (see my radiogram No. 130) consider 
your coincidence with Mr Burnham here convenient, as I thought that he might 
take advantage of such a circumstance to stage an anti-Venezuelan rostrum. 

53.  However, having reassessed the situation, I believe that this risk can 
be taken without major consequences, as it is clear that you will, in any case, be 
able to state the basis of our position as clearly, if not more clearly, than Burnham 
will be able to state his. I do not think it would be in Great Britain's interest to 
expose itself to you speaking as clearly as you could, if necessary, especially as it 
was Foreign Secretary Stewart who suggested that your coming to London should 
take place on 9 and 10 November.  

54. In any case, the action plans formulated so far (see instruction sheet) 
envisage you making a strong statement if attempts to reach an agreement fail 
(illegible), you could make such a statement in London if there was no agreement 
at your meeting with Foreign Secretary Stewart.  

55. I therefore submit the above ideas for your careful consideration, 
confident that you will give them your full attention.  

56. In the event that you do not consider it advisable to accept the 
recommendation I have taken the liberty of making and the Constitutional 
Conference on British Guiana begins without agreement having been reached on 
the meeting of Foreign Ministers, I consider it advisable to make official to the 
Foreign Office the reservations formulated by Venezuela to the effect that the 
independence of that colony will in no way affect its inalienable rights. I suggest 
this because the latest statements on the matter have been made publicly, including 
at the United Nations, but not in an official note to Great Britain. 

57.  To this end, I will submit a draft note for your consideration, 
which I will send you in the next pouch.  

58. The only thing left for me to do is to ask you, in view of the 
extremely short time available to me between now and 2 November and the fixing, 
in principle, of Tuesday 26 November as the date of the next and perhaps last 
meeting, to kindly send me your instructions by cable, by telephone if possible, or 
by special diplomatic courier. 

59. As in the past, I have numbered the paragraphs of this note for easier 
reference by wire or telephone.  

Yours faithfully,  
Héctor Santaella  

To Mr Ignacio Iribarren Borges,  
Minister of Foreign Affairs.  
CARACAS  
HS/fc. 
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ANNEX 26 
 

Letter from Venezuela’s Ambassador in London, Dr. Héctor Santaella to Michael 
Stewart, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Great Britain, dated 2 November 1965 

 
English Translation  

 
Source: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, (1981), Claims of the Essequibo Guayana, 

Documents (1962-1981), Caracas, pp. 60-61 
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REPUBLIC OF VENEZUELA  
MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

 

CLAIM TO GUAYANA 
ESEQUIBA 

 
 
 

DOCUMENTS 
1962 -1981 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CARACAS, 1981 
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NOTE FROM THE AMBASSADOR OF VENEZUELA IN LONDON, DR. 
HECTOR SANTAELLA, TO THE HON. MICHAEL STEWART, 

MINISTER FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF GREAT BRITAIN. London, 2 
November 1965 

 
Your Excellency, 

On the occasion of the Conference on the Independence of British Guiana, for 
whose happy development and fruitful results the government of Venezuela 
presents its sincere wishes, I have the honour to reiterate to Your Excellency, by 
express instructions of my government, the explicit and constant position of 
Venezuela with respect to colonialism and the old dispute with the United Kingdom 
about our limits with British Guiana. 

It will not escape the perspicacity of Great Britain that Venezuela, consistent 
with its own history, as a nation that contributed effectively and selflessly to the 
liberation of other peoples, has maintained throughout its republican existence a 
definite position in favour of the independence of former colonies or territories in 
some way dependent on their respective metropolises. This Venezuelan position 
has been especially applicable to the process of decolonization of American 
territories, with which our country is particularly linked for reasons of continental 
brotherhood. 

In the case of British Guiana, the reasons that move Venezuela to strongly 
desire its independence are even more powerful, since Venezuela understands that, 
due to their geographic proximity, the two countries are called to consolidate a 
lasting friendship that will benefit both countries and the continent. 

I shall not tire Your Excellency’s attention by quoting the numerous and 
significant official statements of Venezuela in this regard, nor those relating to the 
claim which it has maintained, and will continue to maintain, clearly and firmly, to 
its legitimate boundary with British Guiana. Your Excellency is also aware of the 
expressions of Venezuelan willingness to reach an amicable solution of the issue 
with the cooperation of Her Majesty’s Honourable government. 

For all the foregoing reasons, and at a time when the Conference on the 
Independence of British Guiana is meeting in this capital, I welcome, on behalf of 
my government, the lofty objectives of those who advocate the granting of 
independence to that territory linked by various titles to the affection of Venezuela. 

However, the indeclinable duty to maintain intact the sacred rights of 
Venezuela in the face of any contingency, obliges my government to renew, at the 
same time, with a very clear sense and deep appreciation of the responsibility that 
this implies, its territorial claim. 

Consequently, I have the honour to address Your Excellency expressing the 
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unanimous will of the authorities and the people of Venezuela to reaffirm, in the 
most formal and categorical manner, the position of my government in the sense 
that any change of status that may occur with respect to British Guiana arising from 
a declaration of independence or any other cause, will in no way affect the 
inalienable and imprescriptible territorial rights that Venezuela legitimately has in 
Guayana Esequiba. 

I request Your Excellency to bring this note to the attention of the Conference 
on the Independence of British Guiana, which is meeting in this city from 
November 2. 

I renew to Your Excellency the assurances of my highest and most 
distinguished consideration. 

(signed) Héctor Santaella. 
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ANNEX 27 A 
 

Radiogram of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Venezuela to the Director 
General of the Embassy in London, 15 October 1965 

 
English Translation  

 
Source: Ministry of People’s Power for Foreign Affairs, Borders Archive, Cypher 

message to Venezuelan Minister, 1965 
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REPUBLIC OF VENEZUELA 

MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

Directorate for Guayana 

 

No. 

Caracas, 15 October 1965 

Mr 

Director General 

Please kindly give your instructions for the following encrypted 

radiogram to be transmitted: 

ETAT 

EMBAVENEZ LONDON       DGG 

573 Dige. 

Your reference 1546 (full stop) The title for the agenda in Annex B you 

indicated in point 9 of the referenced note has been accepted (full stop) I will now 

refer to Annex E (full stop) Item 1 has been accepted but even though it should be 

included in the agenda (comma) it is appropriate to state in the same (comma) that 

he will not be heard by the Ministers at the ministerial meeting (comma) but in a 

separate meeting (comma) within the same timeframe as agreed for the ministerial 

meeting (comma) at Embassy level with the advice of the experts (full stop) In item 

2 the mention of the award cannot be accepted since this would imply a discussion 

on its validity which Venezuela would categorically reject (full stop) I therefore 

suggest striking out the phrase from (open inverted commas) which to Award 

(close inverted commas) both words included (full stop) The wording would then 

read as follows (open inverted commas) To seek solutions for the practical 

settlement of the Controversy on the boundary between Venezuela and British 

Guiana (close inverted commas) (full stop) Please insist on this as it is a core 

element of the negotiation (comma) and the wording of the title or heading of the 

[Stamp:  

“MINISTRY OF FOREIGN 

AFFAIRS. GENERAL 

DIRECTORATE. 
RECORDED ON 

16 OCTOBER 1965 6:14 PM”] 
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agenda would not be sufficient to avoid the situation referred to above (comma) 

since the agenda items are a precise determination of the matters discussed in the 

talks and the title is only a general mention of them (full stop) 

… 

REPUBLIC OF VENEZUELA 

MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

DIRECTORATE FOR   

573 

No.  

Mr 

Director General 

Please kindly give your instructions for the following encrypted 

radiogram to be transmitted: 

- 2 - 

The unquestionable change in the original English position began to become 

apparent in Lord Caradon’s note of 7 October 1965 and must be exploited as fully 

as possible (full stop) Item 3 accepted since as you will note it would only come 

about in the event of a compromise (full stop) Item 4 accepted (full stop) Item 5 

accepted (full stop) Propose deleting item 6 (full stop) The expression (open 

inverted commas) Agreed Statement (close inverted commas) should not be 

accepted (full stop) UN document A/SPC/SR 350 does not include the word Agreed 

(full stop) Neither does A/5313 (full stop) More so (comma) the text of Dr Falcón's 

statement at the meeting of 16 November 1962 and the Benítez statement itself 

imply that it was a statement by the President at the request of the parties as you 

rightly indicated in point 18 of your note 1546 (full stop) It is not advisable to 

mention the Special Political Committee (comma) as the Assembly (comma) the 

Committee of 24 or any other UN body deemed appropriate could be informed as 
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convenient (full stop) Finally we should not commit ourselves to a joint report to 

the UN (comma) as it might be better to report separately (full stop) As a last resort, 

item 6 may be convenient as follows (colon) 

… 

REPUBLIC OF VENEZUELA 

MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

DIRECTORATE FOR   

573 

No.  

Mr 

Director General 

Please kindly give your instructions for the following encrypted 

radiogram to be transmitted: 

- 3 - 

(open inverted commas) Report to the United Nations on the results of the talks 

(close inverted commas) (full stop) I am required to attend (comma) on the 

instructions of the President (comma) to the forthcoming conferences in 

Montevideo 3 November and Rio 17 November (comma) so these commitments 

prevent me from accepting the proposed dates of 9 and 10 November (full stop) 

Please provide the necessary explanation and propose that talks at ministerial level 

take place after 8 December (full stop) An encrypted copy of this cable is sent by 

special pouch 

IRIBARREN 

For the Minister, 

Blas Pérez Ferrás 

Director 

IIB.BPF.HG:gf. 
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ANNEX 27 B 
 

Cypher message from Blas Pérez to Ignacio Iribarren Borges, Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of Venezuela, dated 20 October 1965 

 
English Translation  

 
Source: Ministry of People’s Power for Foreign Affairs, Borders Archive, Cypher 

message to Venezuelan Minister, 1965 
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REPUBLIC OF VENEZUELA 
MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

DIRECTORATE FOR Guiana  
 

.  

No.  _   Caracas, 20 October 

1965 

Dear Sir: 
Director General 

Please kindly give your instructions for the following encrypted radiogram to 

be transmitted: 

ETAT 

VENEZUELAN EMBASSY TO LONDON    DGG  

584 

Your reference 205 (stop) I find both of the two wordings of point 2 

proposed by Great Britain unacceptable because both of them would lead to a 

discussion on the validity of the award, which Venezuela does not accept 

because it does not wish to expose itself to the risk of Great Britain claiming 

once again that the award is res judicata and then there would be no discussion 

on the merits of the case (comma) that is to say (comma) on the boundaries 

(stop) Propose this wording (colon open inverted commas) Seek solutions for 

the practical settlement of the boundary between Venezuela and British Guiana 

whose demarcation by the 1899 award Venezuela does not accept (stop close 

inverted commas) 

IRIBARREN 
For the Minister, 
Blas Pérez Ferrás 
Director 

BPF:gf. 
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ANNEX 28 
 

Letter from Adrian Sindall to David Gore Booth, dated 5 October 1983 
 

Source: Request by the Guyana High Commission, London, for access to records 
regarding the border dispute between Venezuela and Guyana. Reference: FCO 

12/453. The National Archives, United Kingdom 
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ANNEX 29 
 

Commission of Her Majesty the Queen of Great Britain and Ireland to delineate 
technically the boundary line, dated 24 November 1900 

 
Source: Guiana Boundary. Reference: FO 80/424. The National Archives, United 

Kingdom 
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ANNEX 30 
 

Expert’s conversations on the boundary issue Venezuela-British Guiana, Minutes 
of the Twelfth Session, dated 2 April 1964 

 
English Translation  

(Excerpt) 
 

Source: Ministry of People's Power for Foreign Affairs, Borders Archive, Minutes 
of the Twelfth Session of Experts, 1964 
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EXPERT CONVERSATIONS 
ON THE BOUNDARY ISSUE 
VENEZUELA–BRITISH 
GUIANA 
 
 
 

MINUTES OF THE TWELFTH SESSION 
 

April 2, 1964 
 
 

TIME: 10:00 a.m. 
 
PLACE: Foreign Office 
 

ATTENDEES: P. Pablo Ojer, S.J. (Venezuela); Sir 
Geoffrey Meade (United Kingdom) 
Mr. H. Persaud (British Guiana) 

 
Interpreter provided by the Embassy of Venezuela: Mr. F. M. de Juan. 
 
Parliamentary Stenographer: Mrs. Mercedes Senior. 

 
 

FATHER OJER – Venezuela’s internal and international situation 
forced my country to postpone the denunciation of the Award. This is well-known 
history, but it is worth pointing out some facts. It was a period of internal 
Venezuelan conflict, of civil wars, and a time when the great Powers, primarily 
England and Germany, were exerting pressure on Venezuela to pay off its debts—
and I must note that some of those debts dated back to the time of Independence. 
As an expression of the atmosphere of that period, let us recall the letter from Mr. 
J. Harris of the Venezuela Panama Gold Company, who wrote to Villiers(?) of the 
Foreign Office on January 3… stating that the time had come to apply pressure… 
(he read aloud). (Document F.O.80–443). 

Venezuela was even aware that Germany wanted to seize Margarita Island 
to settle its claims for unpaid debts. And we know that even Italy, although it had 
only one debt owed by Venezuela amounting to two million bolivars—a sum which 
today might seem ridiculous—nonetheless that amount shows how, for a small 
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sum, a foreign country would declare a blockade against a weak nation. Of course, 
this attitude by the great Powers was only possible in the colonial era, not in this 
current era when nations aspire to the fulfillment of international justice. Even 
England, as is well known, gave refuge in Trinidad to Venezuelan revolutionaries. 
There are ample documents. 
 
[…] 
 
 
 
FATHER OJER 
In 1949, Venezuela came to know of Mallet-Prevost’s Memorandum. This 
document—as we know—reveals the inner workings of the Paris farce. Clearly, 
the Memorandum caused a major stir in the country, as is well known to anyone 
familiar with the Venezuelan press of the time. And a curious fact is that its 
publication coincided with the 50-year period required for the British archives to 
be opened, and it also coincided with the opening of private archives. Venezuelan 
historians immediately began studying these documents. These studies by 
Venezuelan researchers were conducted between 1950 and 1955. I would like to 
emphasize those two facts—the coincidence of both events—because they explain 
why Venezuela waited to formalize its denunciation of the Award and to make its 
“approach” to the British Government to discuss the documents related to the 
Award. 
 
[…] 
 
FATHER OJER 

Once Venezuela had obtained the extensive documentation supporting its 
traditional position regarding the 1899 Award, it reaffirmed that position in 
February 1962 through its Ambassador to the United Nations, Dr. Carlos Sosa 
Rodríguez, who is now President of the General Assembly of the United Nations. 
My distinguished colleagues are familiar with these documents. 
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ANNEX 31 
 

Minutes from the meetings of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs Consalvi and 
Jackson, dated 24 September 1985 

 
English Translation  

 
Source: Ministry of People's Power for Foreign Affairs, Borders Archive, 

Minutes of the Meeting between Foreign Ministers Consalvi and Jackson, 1990, 
Caracas, File 53 
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING BETWEEN FOREIGN MINISTERS 
SIMÓN ALBERTO CONSALVI AND RASHLEIGH JACKSON 

 
24 SEPTEMBER 1985 

 
Attendees: 
 

For Venezuela:   Simón Alberto Consalvi 
     Emilio Figueredo 
     Jean François Pulvenis 
     Horacio Arteaga Acosta 
 

For Guyana:   Rashleigh Jackson 
     Noel Sinclair 
     Rudolph Collins 

 

Formal exchange of words: 

SAC: I am pleased we are holding this meeting aimed at exchanging 
views on our relations in this process of rapprochement and 
cooperation between Venezuela and Guyana. We had planned for 
the Foreign Ministers to meet elsewhere, but New York gave us the 
opportunity to meet here. 
From our standpoint, we are interested in discussing two or three 
points. On the one hand, our relations, our bilateral cooperation 
programmes within the framework of what was agreed during 
Morales-Paul's visit to Georgetown. We are open to addressing this 
point. 
And of course, we are interested in discussing the role of the United 
Nations and the Secretary-General (in the framework of the 
enforcement of the Geneva Agreement). This would be the focus 
of our conversation. 
Then, finally, we could talk about the situation in Latin America, 
Central America and the Caribbean. 
I have already had the opportunity to tell Ambassador Miles in 
Caracas that we were very interested in working on the agreements 
reached in Georgetown and that we could see how this cooperation 
process would develop; I even suggested that she and I could meet 
once a month. But we could leave this issue of cooperation to 
someone in our team, so that I could get in touch with you and 
discuss this point. 

Annex 31

216



RJ: Thank you very much. I am pleased of our presence in New York 
for this gives us the opportunity of having discussions on the affairs 
affecting our relations. Among them, the issues raising in the 
border area, and also beyond it. 
To make maximum use of the time, we should concentrate on two 
aspects: 
First, the framework for cooperation which has been agreed in 
Georgetown in February; second, the issue of the implementation 
of the Geneva Agreement. 
As to the first, we have no doubt of the existence of your desire to 
apply these agreements; I think once we agree on the mechanism 
for monitoring the development of our relations in this matter, in 
this regard, we make strong contribution to the process. May be we 
should not involve the Ministers themselves (he suggested that this 
matter be left to the consideration of a technical team); periodically 
we could review the process. We have not any particular issue to 
raise on this matter here in New York. 
As regards the implementation of the Geneva Agreement, I am 
ready to hear any specific ideas. 

 
 
SAC: From the political angle, it is very important for us in Venezuela 

that we find a solution mechanism that is as flexible as possible. I 
think it would be a mistake for the Secretary-General to point us 
down an inflexible route or  method of solution. That is our primary 
approach.  

RJ: Have you communicated this concern to the Secretary General? 
 
SAC: No (in a categorical tone). We have the impression that the 

Secretary General is quite wary, and especially Cordovez. We 
believe that when two countries have a problem to resolve and there 
is a body such as the United Nations, which has to seek to 
harmonise their positions, the most logical thing, it seems to me, I 
don't know if this is reckless, is to try to advise or choose the 
method of solution that brings the parties closer together and 
creates the necessary environment for these things to come to 
fruition. 
We have told Cordovez —I want to speak very candidly— that we 
are in favour of the mechanism being as flexible as possible. It is 
not in the interest of the countries, and not in the interest of the 
United Nations, to lead us into a dead end. 
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When I told Cordovez that dialogue between Venezuela and 
Guyana was perhaps positive, Cordovez said he disagreed and did 
not support the idea of dialogue. 

RJ: I would like to raise a question. I understand the purpose was that 
the two parties should speak together with Cordovez? (Jackson had 
the impression that, because of contacts made by the parties, SAC 
y EFP refer to the need for tripartite contacts with Cordovez instead 
of the contacts that Cordovez has carried out with the parties 
separately. 

 
EFP: He (Cordovez) said that all discussions between the parties should 

take place after choosing the mechanism and not before. 
 
RJ: We represent two sovereign governments. We have an agreement 

(i.e. the Geneva Agreement) which sets out the basis for the 
resolution of the controversy between us. I do not see anything 
which might inhibit the parties to discuss between themselves. 

SAC:  (Insisting on the need to speak clearly and openly). 
 

Cordovez knows where we stand. (Consalvi adds that Cordovez 
doesn't seem to like the idea of the Secretary General simply 
pointing to a very simple means of solution after so much time has 
passed and so much effort has been made). He relies too much on 
“originality”. I do not know whether such originality is in the 
interests of our two countries. 
It is in the interest of both countries that the mechanism be as 
conducive and as flexible as possible. 

RJ: Do you detect anything in the present proposal which deters 
flexibility? 

 
SAC: I think the approach is too rigid. This approach could create more 

problems than solutions. This is what we think. 
 
RJ: I am going to tell you the approach we used. We started off with 

the recognition of the role of the Secretary General. We understand 
that the Secretary General has a mandate to choose the mean of 
settlement, and we give the Secretary General a free hand. 

 
1. He (the Secretary General) said to us that he would like to (adopt, 

propose) his rule, on the presumption of acceptability by the two 
parties of his decision. 
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2. He could indicate not only the mean but also de mechanism for the 
implementation of the mean. 

3. He, himself, would not be part of that mean, because he anticipates 
the possibility of failure of the mean, and he must keep apart, 
because the first mean might not be successful. 

4. The Secretary General will not merely choose the mean; he will 
take an (interest, participation) either directly or through an agent, 
to see how the mean is implemented. 
We said to him, then, fine, it is also our point of view.  
 
He concluded that the intervention of a third party is necessary. 
 
But we get the impression that the Secretary General would not 
press his mean if he feels that one of the parties is unhappy about 
it.  
 
We are not adverse to conversation if you have particular concerns 
on the mean, but we must think that the Secretary General has a 
measure of independence that we are obliged to respect. 

 
EFP: Our feeling is that the scheme (presented by Cordovez) is too 

elaborated and could lead us to the constitution of one big panel, 
etc., and that would force us to become tremendously specific 
about our own legal positions. Independently of the way we can 
explore, if we have a forum where we become very formal, we 
could create pressure in our public opinions to generate more and 
more arguments. 

 The Secretary General is free to choose. We consider, however, that 
the first mean should be more flexible, less cumbersome, less 
specific and more in the nature of good offices. 

 It is not said, for instance, (in the Proposal of Cordovez) how the 
decision is going to be taken. There is also the problem of the 
choice of the fifth. 

 
RJ: Twelve is too many, one is not enough. What would be your 

preference about the procedure, 
 
EFP: We think that the best way is to reach a direct agreement between 

the parties. Everything would naturally and freely flow from this 
agreement. 
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 We must make clear, as I had the opportunity of telling to Sinclair 
yesterday evening, that we are not here in a game to obtain little 
gains on procedural matters. We should not see this problem 
through exclusively legal eyes. We must look this with trust and 
confidence between the two parties. 

 It is important to stress that nobody can substitute himself to the 
will of the parties. 

 
RJ: (He remains silent for a while) 
 

There is an interesting question. I can not remember all the details 
of the proposal, about the decision making. There should be prior 
agreement on the rule for decision. We do not believe it should be 
a majority decision. Decision making must reflect the agreement or 
the absence of agreement between two parties. Once you pursue 
the idea, it seems clear that decision should be by unanimity. 

 You understand better your internal situation that I do, and we 
understand better our internal situation than you do. We do not want 
our publics to get an impression that was has been proposed is not 
acceptable to either government. 

 Do I get the feeling that you find the mechanism to be cumbersome, 
because of the number of members or because of the procedure, or 
both of them? 

 
EFP: Both 
 

The momentum of the procedure must be given by the parties and 
the parties must have room to be able to do any exercise that they 
might want to do. 

 During the informal conversations that I had with Shridath 
Ramphall, lastly in Geneva, we mentioned the Olaf Palme 
approach for the solution of the Iran-Irak controversy. We believe 
in a scheme which should be simple, a trusted person who could 
assess the solution without a too legalistic approach. 

 How can we simply the Cordovez proposal if he has the approach 
that the parties should not discuss this point together? 

 
RJ: Very fundamentally, it seems to me that you want a different 

mechanism, and not a modification of the Cordovez proposal? 
 But, on the basis of similar concerns, we have ourselves suggested 

the extension of the number of members as an additional guaranty. 
In that sense, we do not see that there is a problem. 
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EFP: Anyway, as to the number, the problem is not how many members 

there are, because the important one is the fifth. 
 But the real problem is that we have to avoid those mechanisms 

which drive us toward rigid positions and send us back to the time 
of the Mixed Comission and to have a series of claims and 
counterclaims. 

 
RJ: But we consider that there is a sine qua non, that the Comission 

know the basic positions of the parties. 
 The problem is how we manage the publics. 
 
EFP: We must assess this problem in a very frank way, and to ensure that 

the procedural mean is neutral. 
 
RJ: We must leave now because we have to listen to the statement of 

the President of Uruguay. 
(The meeting was adjourned; as Foreign Minister Jackson was 
leaving, he said that they would be in touch to determine the date 
and time of the next meeting).  

 
JFP 
New York, 24-09-1985. 
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MINUTE OF THE  CONSALVI-JACKSON’S MEETING 
Del 26-9-85. Hotel Barclays, N.Y. 

9: 45 a.m. 
Formal exchange of words. 
 

RJ:  When we left last time, there were some ideas that you elaborated. 
We gave some-thoughts to these ideas. If I may recapitulate, parts 
of your desire regarding the mechanism was to build some 
modalities in it in order to satisfy the interest of both countries. For 
instance, there was a question of the unanimity in the decision 
making, and also the question of the link with the informal 
consultations. 

 I would like to suggest – I gave the position when I met your 
predecessor Morales Paúl – having regard to the sensibility of the 
Secretary General or of Cordovez, but I want to concentrate for 
now on the Secretary General. We know that he is a cautious man 
and that he does not make proposals if he does not visualize 
chances of success, we see how he proceeds in the matter of 
Cyprus. 

 Tactically there are three approached which should be parallel and 
we should not care for now to see how they will converge: 

  1.- The Secretary General mechanism: I saw him and reaffirmed to 
him our confidence in his choice. 

  2.- The Ramphall conversations: now – I say this in a conversation 
with your predecessor Morales Paul—as you know, our approach 
to the Ramphall-Figueredo talks is that those talks are not inter-
governmental their purpose acceptable to the governments, and that 
will be a new basis for (future evolution of the process) 

  3.- There should be continuing consultations at the level of the 
governments both to deal with bilateral relations and to see how 
evolve the two other tracks, but more specially the first one, so we 
might try to ensure that neither of the other two has a negative 
feedback. 

 Our conversations here are a manifestation of the third track. So, 
that would be my response to the conversation we had earlier. 

 I do not know what is your reaction. 
 
SAC: I reacted positively to the three tracks. I do believe the three track 

approach involves, on the one hand, that the formulas agreed upon 
during the interviews with Morales Paul are fully in force, and that 
they are ratified and that the contacts you refer to as informal 
contacts between Ramphal and Figueredo are given the green light, 
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and without any doubt, to the mechanism the Secretary-General is 
to propose. 

 
RJ:   If we refer to the history of the controversy and if we have 

confidence in the informal contacts, I suggest we drop the “mister” 
so we might speak may be of the Consalvi-Jackson treaty. I am 
sorry to interrupt you. 

 
SAC: In this sense, because we are confident in the rationale of the three 

tracks, we are strongly emphasising that it is necessary that the 
mechanism to be proposed by the Secretary General is such that it 
facilitates the other two tracks, and that we spare the whole process 
from the drawbacks of an overly formal and excessively rigid 
mechanism, where we would only reiterate positions. 
We do believe that both for Guyana and for Venezuela, and for the 
United Nations as well, a Good Offices mechanism could be much 
more positive, and indeed it could be much more convenient, given 
the present climate. 
Of course we recognise the sensitivity of the Secretary-General and 
Cordovez, but, at the same time, given their role in exploring 
possibilities and facilitating understanding between the parties, 
they should be receptive to our views. We should, if Guyana shares 
our opinion, see how best to express this to the Secretary-General 
or to Cordovez. This is our point of view. 

 
RJ:  This poses some difficulties for us. 
 I do not want to recapitulate the whole history, but we must remind 

that, first, Venezuela proposed negotiations and Guyana judicial 
settlement. We could not reach agreement, and so we invoked the 
Secretary General, which is a mechanism proposed in the Geneva 
Agreement. 
I do not believe we know what you have said to the Secretary 
General and that you know what we have said to the Secretary 
General. Very frankly, we have not sought to ascertain from 
Cordovez what you have said to him. 

 We said to him that we were fundamentally in agreement with the 
mechanism he proposed but that we wanted to consider some 
points and that we needed time to study them. We studied these 
points and the Vice-president came to New York in April to clarify 
them. 
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 In those circumstances, it would be difficult to steer the Secretary 
General in a direction which diverges substantially from what he 
proposes. 

 Of courses, I do not intend to tell to the Secretary General about 
our own conversation, unless he asks me. Then, I would say we had 
our discussion, I would repeat our position, and if he asks about 
your position I would tell him to speak with you. 

 We should look at the mechanism and see if there are points on 
which you might agree. One of the points is the unanimity. 

 The Secretary General is concentrating not on the (qualification) of 
the mean, but on the mechanism of the mean. Now, if he he can see 
the mechanism falling in the mean you are proposing, it is fine to 
him. 

 We have concentrated fundamentally on the mechanism, and we 
think it is possible to go ahead with that, and that this is really 
through diplomatic management skills that we must try to ensure 
that this mechanism does not transform itself into a dysfunctional 
one. 

 Another thing that we must concern about, particularly now that we 
are in New York is that of the attitude of the press. Venpres has 
already contacted me. I, of course, said that we met, that we are 
seeing each other everyday (in the meetings in the United Nations), 
but I think that at some stage the press might become more specific, 
for example, they might ask what you think about the role of the 
Secretary General. We might ourselves agree on what to say, but 
we cannot anticipate the reaction of the Secretary general to the 
press, for instance, if they ask him what he is going to propose 
under the Geneva Agreement. That is his problem. 

 
SAC: I share your concern. The press is quite anxious about everything that 

goes on in the United Nations. At least, it is no surprise that we are 
talking. Now reporters have a very peculiar system. They say, 
“Minister Consalvi told me that you spoke to him.” One can easily 
fall into the traps of reporters, but we need to be prepared to reply 
to them.  

 
Fortunately, we can count on the Secretary-General’s big caution. 

RJ: Could I say something else? 
 I have not spoken to the Secretary General since October 5th of last 

year, but he did, last year, raise the question of the Figueredo-
Ramphall talks. I said to him what was happening. 
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 He is so cautious that if we try to make a link, at this stage, between 
the Ramphall-Figueredo talks and his own efforts., his natural 
caution might make him to withdraw, and he might say to the press 
that, as the two parties are talking, he must wait for the result of 
their talks. That would bring us an internal problem. 

 In Venezuela, the Ramphall-Figueredo talks have surfaced in the 
press, in Guyana no. If it surfaces, the publics would say: “what is 
this talking about?”. 

 
EFP: I was present in the meeting between Ramphall and the Secretary 

General. The idea was that anvery informal talk was handled and 
that whatever efforts in this sense would be independent from the 
process of the United Nations and that it is only in case of it being 
successful that its results would be incorporated in the United 
Nations process. That in any case we would not interrupt the action 
of the Secretary General and no way it could pass out that Guyana 
has renounced to its position and has agreed to negotiations. 

 This discussion which was to be held in the house of the Secretary 
General was interrupted by an attitude of Cordovez who was 
seriously concerned by any kind of movement. Cordovez was in 
the meeting, so the exchange of information was very tense. 

 Shortly after that, the leak came; I am not assuming from where. 
 Even this informal channel has been considered by Cordovez as 

inconvenient for the parties, unless there is a mechanism which 
monitor anything that can be done. 

 When we speak of neutrality of the procedure, it is that we are 
aware that for Guyana it is very difficult any form of negotiation, 
but for Venezuela also. The proposal for settlement must come 
through a third party, but this third party must co-operate with the 
parties. It must not interfere. 

 I believe that, speaking to the Secretary General separately, we 
could go along the media and tell him that what we want to avoid 
in the mechanism is the possibility of creating confrontation 
between the parties. We must avoid the institution of a forum for 
confrontations. We must avoid tactical advantages based on 
procedural considerations.  

 
RJ:  There is nervousness from Cordovez and the Secretary General. We 

must take caution. I told him that I met together with Morales Paúl. 
He tends to say, wait for the result of this (contact between the 
parties). 
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 That is why I am extraordinarily cautious myself in appearing 
before the Secretary General as if we want to deviate him. 

 We must make the point that the mechanism do not create 
confrontational and do not interfere negatively with the two tracks. 

 I do not see if I explained myself. 
 
SAC: I truly believe that a conversation between the three of us would 

give the Secretary-General some confidence and would allow him 
to see the climate between us —a conversation without an agenda, 
without other witnesses. 

 
EFP:  He would be reassured that he acts in an objective way, and does 

not reflect one or the other party views and interests. 
 The point is that there is no way we can be ruled. We must have 

room to explore freely on the side. 
 
RJ:   Are you seeing the Secretary General, as your President is 

here? 
 
SAC: This morning we will give him the report on Contadora. On 

Monday we will visit him before the discourse of the President. 
 
RJ:   I am just thinking in terms of what I may say to him on Saturday. I 

do not intend to say that we were talking but I wonder now if this 
is the right attitude. Maybe I should day to him that we were 
talking. 

 
EFP: He must really think that the parties really trust him and may speak 

to him without intermediary. He must receive the message: “We 
will abide by your mandate but we must help your mandate to 
work”. 

 
SAC: He would feel satisfied or supported by such a meeting. 
 
RJ:   I had not thought of this possibility. How do we implement it? 
 
EFP: To meet in his own house is the only possibility. Any public place 

is ruled out, and the meeting should take place early in the morning. 
(A long silence ensued). 

SAC: Your meeting is on Satuday? 
 
RJ:   yes. 
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(A long silence ensued). 
 
RJ:   Let me see how things go on our meeting on Satuday, then I might 

be in touch with you. 
 
SAC: we could be in touch on Satuday or on Sunday. 
 
RJ:   (laughes). Sunday, I need Sunday to write my speech!! 

 
 
(After some banter, the meeting was adjourned.) 
 
NEW York, 26-09-85. 
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ANNEX 32 
 

Minute of the meeting with the Good Officer, Oliver Jackman, on 22 February 
2000, at the Venezuelan Embassy in Barbados 

 
English Translation  

 
Source: Ministry of People's Power for Foreign Affairs, Archives, Libraries and 
Dissemination, Yellow House, Minutes of the Meeting with the Good Officer 

Oliver Jackman on February 22, 2000, at the Embassy of Venezuela in Barbados, 
2000 
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MINUTE OF THE MEETING WITH GOOD OFFICER  
OLIVER JACKMAN ON 22 FEBRUARY 2000  

AT THE VENEZUELAN EMBASSY IN BARBADOS 

1. Ambassador Jackman said that his courtesy visit was the beginning of a series 
of engagements he intends to carry out in both Guyana and Venezuela, as the 
Personal Representative and Good Officer of the UN Secretary-General. 

2. He announced that on 7 March he would travel to Guyana to meet with 
government authorities and the Guyanese Facilitator, Mr Ralph Ramkarran. 
He will then go to Venezuela, where he intends to hold similar meetings at 
the highest level, including the possibility of meeting with representatives of 
the Venezuelan Armed Forces. 

3. He voiced his intention to propose a meeting of the Facilitators of both 
countries in Barbados this year. 

4. He said he hoped that, in his role as UN Good Officer, he could “help find a 
light at the end of the tunnel” in the border issue between Venezuela and 
Guyana. 

5. He made positive remarks about Venezuelan Facilitator Carlos Ayala Corao. 
6. For her part, the Ambassador of Venezuela, Corina Russian, thanked 

Ambassador Jackman for the initiative of his visit and expressed the 
willingness of this Embassy to collaborate in everything he deemed 
necessary to facilitate his communication with the Government of Venezuela. 

7. Similarly, Ambassador Russian told Ambassador Jackman that she was 
cognizant of the Venezuelan Government’s confidence in the reactivation of 
the Good Offices efforts he is pursuing, adding that she was personally 
pleased that a well-seasoned Barbadian diplomat had been appointed as UN 
Good Officer. 

 

REPUBLIC OF VENEZUELA 

EMBASSY TO BARBADOS 
 

 
 
 

Embassy of the Bolivarian Republic 
of Venezuela to Barbados 
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ANNEX 33 
 

Memorandum by The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Venezuela: relative to the 
note of Lord Salisbury to Mr. Olney, dated 26 November 1895 

 
Source: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, (1896), Memorandum by the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs of Venezuela Relative to the Note of Lord Salisbury to Mr. Olney, 
dated November 26, 1895. On the Question of Boundary Between Venezuela and 

British Guiana, Caracas, pp. 3-67 
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ANNEX 34 
 

Resolutions and declarations in international forums on the territorial issue with 
British Guiana 

 
English Translation 

 
Source: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Country: Great Britain, Subject: Boundaries 

between Venezuela and Guyana. Official Venezuelan Documents on the 1899 
Award and Relations with Great Britain and British Guiana, (1942-1952). File 

954, Caracas, pp. 22-23 
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RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED AT THE INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCES OF 

AMERICAN STATES REGARDING THE EUROPEAN COLONIES IN THE 

AMERICAS 

- - - - - - 

STATEMENT BY LUIS EMILIO GÓMEZ RUIZ AT THE 4th  MEETING OF 

CONSULTATION OF MINISTERS OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF AMERICAN 

STATES 

- - - - - - 

COMMUNIQUÉ OF THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS ON THE 

POLITICAL EVENTS OF OCTOBER 1953 IN BRITISH GUIANA 

- - - - - - 

STATEMENT BY THE DELEGATE OF VENEZUELA AT THE TWELFTH 

PLENARY MEETING, TENTH INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE OF 

AMERICAN STATES, ON THE ONGOING BORDER ISSUE WITH BRITISH 

GUIANA 

- - - - - - 

 

Annex 34

302



April 1948 

XXXIII 

COLONIES AND OCCUPIED TERRITORIES IN THE AMERICAS AND 

CREATION OF THE INTER-AMERICAN COMMITTEE ON 

DEPENDENT TERRITORIES 

WHEREAS: 

The historical process of the emancipation of America will not be complete 

so long as there remain on the continent peoples and regions subject to a colonial 

regime or territories occupied by non-American countries; 

The ideal that inspired the epic of the independence of the Americas will 

always animate our peoples and governments, united in their moral pledge to strive 

by all peaceful means within their power to banish from the continent any status of 

dependence, whatever its political, economic or juridical form; 

Ever since they achieved their independence, the American States have had 

this common objective, which has lately been defined in precise terms at the 

Meetings of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs held at Havana and at Rio 

de Janeiro, in Resolutions condemning colonial regimes in the Americas and 

reaffirming the right of the peoples of this continent to freely determine their own 

destinies;  

The American States have fixed a zone of continental security to which extra-

continental conflicts should not extend, as might happen in consequence of the 

existence on the continent of territories dependent on or occupied by non-American 

countries; 
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The principle of peaceful settlement of international controversies is part of 

the juridical heritage of the Organization of American States, and controversies 

exist between American Republics and European countries over rights of 

sovereignty in respect to certain territories of the continent; 

The de jure or de facto status of the colonies, possessions and dependent or 

occupied territories on the American continent or within its security region varies 

in each case, within the framework of their common status, making it necessary to 

carry out studies on a case-by-case basis in order to find a suitable solution in each 

case; 

It is in the spirit of the American nations to preserve and strengthen the close 

solidarity of all the democratic nations of both hemispheres, 

DECLARES: 

That it is a just aspiration of the American Republics that colonialism and the 

occupation of American States by extra-continental countries be brought to an end; 

and 

RESOLVES: 

1. To create an “Inter-American Committee on Dependent Territories” to 

centralize the study of the problem of the existence of dependent and 

occupied territories, in order to find an adequate solution to that question. 

2. The Committee shall be composed of one representative of each member of 

the Organization of American States, whose appointment shall, in each case, 

be communicated to the Council of the Organization before September 1, 

1948, if possible. As soon as fourteen representatives have been appointed, 

the Council, in agreement with the Government of Cuba, shall convene the 
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Commission so it can be installed and perform its duties in the city of 

Havana. 

3. The functions of the Committee shall be the following: 

a) To centralise all information on the above issues submitted to it by the 

governments and entities concerned; 

b) To study the situation of the colonies, possessions and occupied territories 

existing in the Americas, and the problems related to such situation, 

whatever their nature, with a view to seeking peaceful means for 

eliminating both colonialism and the occupation of American territories 

by extra-continental countries; 

c) The Committee shall submit a report on each of such colonies, possessions 

and territories to the Council of the Organization of American States, 

which shall transmit copies to the governments of the States Members of 

the Organization for their information and study. These reports shall be 

considered at the first Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign 

Affairs that is held after their submission; 

d) The Committee shall draw up its own regulations. 

4. The creation of this Committee and the performance of its functions shall not 

exclude or limit the right and action of the interested States directly 

concerned with the problems to which this Resolution refers to seek a 

solution of such problems by themselves through peaceful means. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

NOTE: The Delegation of Brazil found it appropriate not to adhere to the 

Declaration on Colonies and Occupied Territories in the Americas. 

“The stand of the Government of Venezuela is that none of the changes of 

status which may occur in British Guiana as a consequence of the international 

situation or of the measures which may be adopted in the future, or as a result of 
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the progress of the inhabitants of the said territory towards the determination of 

their own destinies, will be an obstacle for Venezuela —in view of the peculiar 

circumstances which prevailed when its boundaries with the said colony were 

demarcated— to avail itself of its just aspirations for reparation, through equitable 

rectification, of the damages suffered by the Nation on that occasion.” 

(Statement made by Luis e. Gómez Ruiz at the Fourth Meeting of Consultation 

of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, held in washington, d.c., from 26 march to 7 

april 1951) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

March-April 1951 
 

REAFFIRMATION OF INTER-AMERICAN PRINCIPLES REGARDING 

EUROPEAN COLONIES AND POSSESSIONS IN THE AMERICAS 

WHEREAS: 

The First Meeting of Consultation, held in Panama during October 1939, 

approved Resolution XVII, which contains provisions to be applied in case of a 

transfer of sovereignty in geographic regions of the Americas under the jurisdiction 

of non-American States; 

At the Second Meeting of Consultation, held in Havana during July 1940, the 

Governments of the American Republics signed the “Act of Havana,” which 

contemplated emergency measures to determine the action those Republics should 

take in the face of a situation that might, because of World War II, affect the status 

of non-American possessions located in this Hemisphere; 

At that Second Meeting of Consultation the “Convention on the Provisional 

Administration of European Colonies and Possessions in the Americas” was also 
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signed, which subsequently came into force in accordance with the provisions of 

the Convention itself; and 

The American Republics declared, in Resolution XXXIII of the Ninth 

International Conference of American States, the continental aspiration that 

colonialism be brought to an end in the Americas, 

DECLARES: 

The firm adherence of the American Republics to the following principles 

adopted at the First and Second Meetings of Consultation: 

1. The non-recognition and non-acceptance of transfers or attempts at 

transferring or acquiring interest or right, directly or indirectly, in any 

territory of this continent held by non-American States, in favour of another 

State outside the continent, whatever the form used to accomplish this 

purpose; 

2. That, in case it should be necessary to apply the measures prescribed in the 

“Convention on the Provisional Administration of European Colonies and 

Possessions in the Americas,” the interests of the inhabitants of those 

territories should be taken into account, so that the gradual development of 

their political, economic, social, end educational life may be promoted. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Political Events in British Guiana 

COMMUNIQUÉ OF THE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

Considering the very special links of geographical community that exist 

between British Guiana and Venezuela, Venezuela is concerned about the situation 

that has arisen in that friendly country. 
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Having examined the question in a general way and without taking a stance 

on the present political trends or on the underlying immediate or mediate causes, 

because that would be tantamount to violating the principle of non-intervention 

which Venezuela has always advocated, the Government reaffirms its conviction 

that today more than ever the existence of vassal countries and the continuation of 

colonial regimes are inappropriate in the Americas. 

The Government of Venezuela, convinced that equity must be the basis of 

any solution to international disputes, is confident that, faced with the problem 

posed in a continent for which law is the most solid bulwark, Great Britain will 

know how to respect the principle of self-determination. 

Venezuela earnestly hopes that the conflict between Great Britain, with 

which it maintains firm relations of friendship, and British Guiana, to which it is 

linked by the solid ties referred to above, will be brought to a solution as ennobling 

for the former as it is satisfactory for the latter. Additionally, Venezuela, as the 

bearer of a tradition on which it bases its best title of glory, offers moral support to 

the same yearnings which in the past gave rise to the foundation of the Republic. 

Caracas, 16 October 1953. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

March 1954     XCVI 

COLONIES AND OCCUPIED TERRITORIES IN THE AMERICAS 

The Tenth Inter-American Conference 

WHEREAS: 

The common devotion to liberty of the peoples of the Americas has its roots 

in the achievement of emancipation, and inter-American solidarity will not acquire 
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its true breadth and depth so long as there remain on the continent territories 

occupied by extra-continental countries and peoples deprived of the right to govern 

themselves; 

The present stage of evolution of these peoples, which has given them the 

consciousness of their right to self-determination, makes more urgent than ever the 

final elimination of colonialism in any of its forms; and  

As a result of their devotion to the peaceful settlement of international 

disputes, the use of force to maintain colonialism and the occupation of territories 

in the Americas affects the Republics of the Americas, 

RESOLVES: 

1. To declare that it is the will of the peoples of the Americas that both 

colonialism and the occupation of territories against the desire of peoples be 

definitively ended. 

2. To express the sympathy of the Republics of the Americas for the legitimate 

aspiration of now-subject peoples to obtain their sovereignty. 

3. To proclaim the solidarity of the Republics of the Americas with the just 

claims of the peoples of the Americas to the territories occupied by extra-

continental countries. 

4. To reiterate the faith of the Republics of the Americas in the methods of 

peaceful settlement set forth in treaties in effect, and to repudiate the use of 

force to maintain colonial systems and the occupation of territories in the 

Americas. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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XCVII 

COLONIES IN THE AMERICAS 

The Tenth Inter-American Conference, 

WHEREAS: 

Resolution XXXIII of the Ninth International Conference of American States 

expressed the common aspiration of the American States that the colonial system 

on the continent should be brought to an end; 

The Inter-American Committee on Dependent Territories, appointed by the 

Ninth International Conference of American States, submitted a report, which had 

been entrusted to it by the aforementioned Conference; 

The Americas will have fully realized their historical destiny and fulfilled 

their mission of liberty only when there are no more American territories under the 

colonial system of extra-continental nations; 

It is necessary, through peaceful means and with the understanding and 

assistance of the interested extra-continental countries, to find the best way to 

enable the above-mentioned territories to organize their own autonomous 

existence, so that they will become sovereign members of the community of 

nations; 

It is a permanent aspiration of the peoples of this hemisphere to contribute to 

the end that the aforementioned territories may emerge from the present regime of 

subordination in order to participate, on a basis of equality and independence, in 

the benefits of the American community and the responsibilities of international 

life; 

The Charter of the United Nations assigns to the administering powers the 

“sacred trust” of developing the ability of non-self-governing territories to govern 

themselves, and to assist them in the development of their free political institutions; 
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The Member States of the Organization of American States are likewise 

members of the United Nations, of which the Organization is a regional agency, 

under Article 52 (2) of the United Nations Charter and Article 1 of the Charter of 

the Organization of American States; and 

Accordingly, in addressing their common problems, both the American 

States and the extra-continental powers have the competence to examine and take 

an interest in promoting the application of the provisions of the Charter of the 

United Nations, with a view to the effective realisation of the lofty purposes which 

inspired them. 

RESOLVES: 

1. To declare the necessity for the extra-continental countries having colonies 

in the territory of the Americas not to delay in fully enforcing the measures 

set forth in the provisions of the United Nations Charter to enable the 

respective peoples to exercise fully their right of self-determination, so that 

colonialism in the Americas may be definitively eliminated. 

2. To declare that this Resolution does not refer to territories that are the subject 

of disputes or claims between extra-continental countries and some 

Republics of the Americas. 

3. To transmit to the United Nations all the texts of the discussions related to 

item 2 of the Agenda of the Tenth International Conference of American 

States. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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XCVIII 

INTER-AMERICAN COMMITTEE ON DEPENDENT TERRITORIES 

The Tenth Inter-American Conference 

WHEREAS: 

The report and “Proceedings” prepared by the Inter-American Committee on 

Dependent Territories, 

RESOLVES: 

1. To thank the Inter-American Committee on Dependent Territories for the 

admirable and detailed work it did and for its valuable conclusions, which 

have been taken carefully into account in the deliberations and resolutions of 

the Committee on Juridical-Political Matters. 

2. To transmit to the United Nations the Report and “Proceedings” submitted 

by the Inter-American Committee on Dependent Territories. 

3. To recommend to the Council of the Organization of American States that, in 

accordance with Resolution XXXIII of the Ninth International Conference 

of American States, it convene the Inter-American Committee on Dependent 

Territories when circumstances so advise. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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STATEMENT BY THE VENEZUELAN REPRESENTATIVE AT THE 

TWELFTH PLENARY MEETING OF THE TENTH INTERNATIONAL 

CONFERENCE OF AMERICAN STATES 

Mr President, 

The stand that Venezuela has maintained throughout its history with regard 

to the issue we are considering is well known, since it is linked to the very origin 

of our nationality, which sprang from our vocation to freedom and independence 

of the peoples, and from the efforts and sacrifices that contributed to the fulfilment 

of those ideals in a large part of the American continent. 

However, for my Delegation, it is essential to insist on this occasion on this 

Venezuelan tradition and to recall, among the most significant recent events 

highlighting it, the statement made by the Venezuelan Representative to the Fourth 

Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the American 

Republics, held in Washington in 1951, and the Communiqué issued by the 

Venezuelan Foreign Ministry on 15 October last, on the occasion of the events that 

took place in Georgetown. 

Looking back now at this background, the Venezuelan Government wishes 

to reaffirm the criteria it upheld on those occasions and, accordingly, makes the 

following statement before this Meeting, the terms of which it requests to be 

expressly placed on record, as follows: 

1. With regard to the general problem of colonialism in the Americas, the 

Government of Venezuela considers that today more than ever the 

existence of vassal countries and the continuation of colonial regimes 

are inappropriate in the New World, 

2. With regard to the specific case of British Guiana, the Government of 

Venezuela declares that none of the changes of “status” that may occur 
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in that neighbouring country can be an obstacle for the National 

Government, interpreting the unanimous sentiment of the Venezuelan 

people, and in view of the peculiar circumstances that prevailed in 

relation to the demarcation of its border with the aforementioned 

country, to assert its just aspiration for reparation, through equitable 

rectification, for the damages suffered by the nation on that occasion. 

In accordance with the foregoing, no decision taken at this Conference on the 

subject of colonies shall in any way prejudice the rights of Venezuela in this 

respect, or be interpreted as a waiver thereof. 

 

FGP. 
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ANNEX 35 
 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Office of Information, Press and Publications. 
Bulletin No. 349-C, dated 26 January 1966 

 
English Translation  

 
Source: Ministry of People's Power for Foreign Affairs, Borders Archive, Bulletin 

No. 349-C, 1966, Caracas 
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MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

Office of Information, Press and Publications 

BULLETIN No. 349-C 

The National Assembly of Panama unanimously adopted the resolution 

presented by the Honourable Deputies René Crespo and Carlos Iván Zúñiga, 

whereby it expresses its best wishes for the sister Republic of Venezuela to recover 

the territory of Guayana Esequiba. 

Below you will find the resolution, which textually reads as follows: 

“RESOLUTION 

The National Assembly of Panama, 

Whereas the sister Republic of Venezuela has submitted to the Special 

Political Committee of the United Nations a declaration of nullity of the Award of 

3 October 1899, whereupon the Government of Great Britain and the Government 

of British Guiana have agreed to examine the documentation relating to said 

Award; 

Whereas it is patently obvious that the Venezuelan people, like the 

Panamanian people, demand redress for the injustices that have occurred in the 

past as a result of the existence of a colonialist policy that is now obsolete; 

DOES HEREBY DECIDE AS FOLLOWS: 

1.- To convey the wish that the aspirations of the Venezuelan Republic 

with regard to Guayana Esequiba will be successfully realised;  

2.- To voice its confidence that the Government of Great Britain does 

not wish to perpetuate an era of colonialism on the American continent on the basis 

of territorial usurpation; 
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. / .. 
 

- 2 - 

3.- To place on record for history that, bearing in mind that it faithfully 

interprets the hopes and aspirations of the Panamanian people, it looks forward to 

the Republic of Venezuela recovering the territory of Guayana Esequiba through 

diplomatic procedures, thus fulfilling the long-standing and just aspirations of this 

brotherly people. 

 

Raúl Arango Jr. 
President 

Alberto Arango N. 
Secretary.” 

Caracas, 26 January 1966. 
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ANNEX 36 
 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Venezuela, Office of Information, Press and 
Publications, Bulletin N°350-C, dated 8 February 1966 

 
English Translation  

 
Source: Ministry of People's Power for Foreign Affairs, Borders Archive, Bulletin 

No. 350-C, Caracas 
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MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

Office of Information, Press and Publications 

BULLETIN N° 350-C 

 

The Honourable Sir Anthony Lincoln, Ambassador of the United Kingdom 

to Venezuela, visited Foreign Affairs Minister Dr Ignacio Iribarren Borges this 

afternoon at 4 pm.  

On behalf of the Government of Great Britain, the Ambassador reported that 

the statements of Lord Walston, Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, had 

been mistranscribed. He also assured the Venezuelan Government on behalf of his 

Government that neither Lord Walston nor any other Representative of Her 

Majesty’s Government has stated that the Geneva Conference “will not discuss the 

Venezuelan claim” over the Guayana Esequiba.  

The British Government also ratified the Agenda for the Geneva Meeting in 

exactly the same terms as agreed in the Joint Communiqué of 10 December 1965.  

For purposes of duly informing the public, the Joint Communiqué signed in 

London on 10 December 1965, which contains the full text of the agreed Agenda, 

is transcribed below:  

 

“l. As agreed in the Joint Communiqué of 7 November 1963, talks have 

been held in London on 9 and 10 December between the Foreign 

Minister of Venezuela, on the one hand, and the Secretary of State for 

Foreign Affairs of the United Kingdom and the Prime Minister of 

British Guiana, on the other hand, on the basis of the following Agenda:  

…….. 
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- 2 - 

Agenda for the continuation at ministerial level of governmental 

talks concerning the dispute between Venezuela and the United 

Kingdom on the border with British Guiana, in accordance with the 

Joint Communiqué of 7 November 1963.  

1.- Exchange of views on the Experts’ Reports regarding the review 

of documents and discussion of the implications arising 

therefrom. Need for dispute settlement.  

2.- Seek satisfactory solutions for the practical settlement of the 

dispute that has arisen as a result of the Venezuelan contention 

that the 1899 Award is null and void.  

3.- Concrete plans for collaboration in the development of British 

Guiana.  

4.- Determination of deadlines for the fulfilment of what is agreed 

with respect to items 1, 2 and 3 above.  

5.- Joint communiqué on the present talks. 

2.- In addition to considering the Experts’ Reports on the documentary 

material relating to the 1899 Arbitral Award, the Ministers discussed 

ways and means of ending the dispute which threatens to break down 

the traditionally cordial relations between Venezuela on the one hand, 

and the United Kingdom and British Guiana on the other.  

3.- Ideas and proposals for a practical settlement of the dispute were 

exchanged. It was agreed that some of them should be submitted for 

further consideration and that Ministers should continue the present 

discussions during the week beginning 13 February 1966 in Geneva in 

order to examine the said proposals, as well as any others which might 

be raised in accordance with the above-mentioned Agenda. As neither 
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party was able to accept the conclusions of the experts appointed by 

the other party, item one will not be considered.  

…….. 

 
- 3 - 

It was also agreed that officials from the governments concerned will 

start preparatory talks shortly.  

4.- The text of this Communiqué will be brought to the attention of the 

Secretary-General of the United Nations”.  

 

Caracas, 8 February 1966 
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ANNEX 37 
 

Report from Luis Herrera to the Minister of Foreign Affairs, concerning the 
answer to Mr. Ralph Ramkarram about the role of the Good Officer, dated 11 July 

2003 
 

English Translation  
 

Source: Ministry of People's Power for Foreign Affairs, Archives, Libraries and 
Dissemination, Yellow House, file number: 3, piece: 3.2, Geographic Descriptor: 

Special Unit of Guyana, Thematic Descriptor: Good Offices Process, years: 
2000-2007 
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Bolivarian Government  
of Venezuela 
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REPORT 

To:   The Honourable Minister 

From:  Luis Herrera Marcano 

Subject:  Reply to Mr Ralph Ramkarram on the role of Good Officer 

As you are fully aware, Ambassador Oliver Jackman, the Good Officer 

appointed by the Secretary-General of the United Nations in the Venezuela-Guyana 

boundary dispute, requested the Facilitator for Guyana, Mr Ralph Ramkarram, and 

the undersigned to submit a paper with our views on how good offices should be 

conducted. 

Mr Ramkarram submitted a draft entitled The Role of Good Officer (Annex 

A). At yesterday's meeting between the Directors General for International Policy 

and for Sovereignty and Borders, accompanied by officials from their respective 

Directorates, as well as Special Adviser Admiral Elías Daniels and the undersigned, 

the document was discussed and found to be acceptable, with two minor changes. 

Today I sent by e-mail to Mr Ramkarram, as agreed at said meeting, the 

communication the text of which is attached (Annex B). 

Caracas, 11 July 2003. 

Luis Herrera Marcano 
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ANNEX 38 

Judge Brewer’s Opinion in the New York Times, dated 5 October 1899 

Source: Judge Brewer’s Opinion, Venezuela’s Arbitrator Tells How the Veredict 
Was Reached, The New York Times, 05 October 1895 

https://www.nytimes.com/1899/10/05/archives/judge-brewers-opinion-
venezuelas-arbitrator-tells-how-the-verdict.html  
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ANNEX 39 
 

Letter from José Andrade to Pedro Ezequiel Rojas, dated 28 December 1896 
 

English Translation  
 

Source: Historical Archivo of the Ministry of the People’ Power for Foreign 
Affairs (AHMPPRE-VEN), Old Archive, Guayana Boundary Dispute, vol. 179, 

1986-1987. 
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UNITED STATES OF VENEZUELA 

MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

GREAT BRITAIN 

___ 

BOUNDARIES OF GUAYANA 

___ 

BASES PROPOSED BY THE UNITED STATES 

___ 

1896 to 1897 

___ 

FOLIOS 303 

Vol. 179 

AHMPPRE 
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Confidential 

LEGATION 

OF THE UNITED STATES OF VENEZUELA 

Washington, D.C., December 28, 1896 

Sir Minister: 

The day before yesterday, at five o’clock in the afternoon, I disembarked at 

the Brooklyn pier which serves as the landing point for the steamers of the “Red D 

Line.” 

I departed from New York to this city on the 3:20 p.m. train, the fastest 

available, arriving here at 8:25. Mr. Storrow had taken the 11:00 a.m. train ahead 

of me, by agreement between us, so that he might have time to speak with Mr. 

Olney regarding the matter I had in hand. 

To 

Señor Don P. Ezequiel Rojas, 

Minister of Foreign Affairs. 

Caracas. 

Number 393. 

At home I found the note which I herewith insert: 

‘Personal: Dear Mr. Andrade – I have seen Mr. Storrow, and as your 

business needs despatch, can you not call here – at my house – at nine (9) o’clock 

tomorrow morning? He shall get rid of the reporters – among other advantages. 

Very truly – Richard Olney. – 27 December.’ 

At nine this morning I attended Mr. Olney’s appointment. He received me 

with cordial interest, and, excusing himself for having invited me to leave my 

residence so early, told me that, by fortunate chance, I had arrived in Washington 

at perhaps the most opportune moment—one which ought to be seized to obtain 

what Venezuela desired—and that he believed no time should be lost in beginning 

to work toward that end. 

Annex 39

338



He then asked whether I bore full powers to sign the arbitration treaty with 

England on the basis agreed upon between Her and the United States. I replied in 

the affirmative, but added that my Government was intent upon securing from 

Great Britain acceptance of three additions, which I proceeded to specify in the 

order in which they appear in my instructions—giving the first part of the first 

addition the form recommended therein “at the eleventh hour”; namely, that 

Venezuela (the petitioner) be empowered to name one of the two arbitrators eligible 

by the Supreme Court of the United States. 

As you will see, I added, the portion of the first addition concerning the 

manner of filling vacancies that may arise in the arbitral tribunal is necessary and 

does not alter the bases in the least. The same may be said of the third additional 

clause. 

Even the second clause, which merely aims to explain or define the term 

“prescription,” though of great importance to Venezuela, due to the fear that said 

term, left without any qualifying language, might be interpreted in the sense that 

mere passage of time suffices to produce the acquisition of rights. In sum, only the 

part of the first addition relative to the appointment of arbitrators may be regarded 

as a modification of the Protocol. The Government proposes it to silence public 

clamor and to facilitate the treaty’s ratification by Congress, with the intention of 

naming one of the two individuals whom the Supreme Court of the United States 

may have considered as suitable for appointment as arbitrators. 

Mr. Olney found all the additions commendable, save the one regarding 

prescription, about which he expressed with some discouragement that he deemed 

it superfluous, believing such an interpretation as that which concerned Venezuela 

to be neither possible nor likely, and that, without need, it would give occasion for 

Great Britain to delay us with a discussion lasting months or perhaps years, from 

which no benefit would ultimately result. I hinted that if such were his view, I 

would not insist upon submitting the aforementioned clarification to the British 
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Ambassador—and with a nod unmistakable in its meaning, he approved of such 

disposition. 

Then, speaking of Sir Julian Pauncefote, he told me that he was expecting 

him at noon in order to discuss the final details of the general arbitration treaty 

between the United States and Great Britain, which is to be signed in these very 

days. He said he would inform him of Venezuela’s endeavor, recommending it with 

interest, and would make known my desire to have a conversation with him today 

on the subject; that he was confident Sir Julian would agree to it, and would indicate 

an hour at which he could receive me. 

Undoubtedly, the circumstance that the aforementioned treaty—long the 

desideratum of Her Britannic Majesty’s Government—was on the verge of 

conclusion, and the opportunity thus afforded to incline that Government to accept 

any modifications to the bases proposed for resolving the Venezuelan question; no 

doubt to this did Mr. Olney refer when, in his telegram to Mr. Storrow, he warned 

that any delay in acting might prove fatal to Venezuela, and when this morning, at 

the very beginning of the interview of which I now render account, he told me I 

had arrived at the most opportune moment, one which ought to be seized. 

I remain your most attentive and obedient servant, 

José Andrade 
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ANNEX 40 
 
 

Letter from Lord Playfair to Thomas Bayard, dated 19 January 1896 
 

Source: Thomas F. Bayard Papers, 1780-1899, Manuscript Division, Library of 
Congress, Washington, D.C., MSS12088, General Correspondence (1780-1899) 

Box 163. 
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ANNEX 41 

Email from the Freedom of Information Requests’ Office 
The National Archives UK 

Source: Email from FOIRequests@nationalarchives.gov.uk 
to mctoro@venezlon.co.uk dated 31 January 2023 
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En el texto
De jreyeshernandez@guayanaesequiba.com <jreyeshernandez@guayanaesequiba.com>
Para REINALDO MUÑOZ PEDROZA<rmunozpedroza@guayanaesequiba.com>
Fecha martes, 5 de agosto de 2025 a las 16:51

From: FOI Requests<FOIRequests@nationalarchives.gov.uk>
Date: Tue, 31 Jan 2023 at 11:50
Subject: Freedom of Information Request: Reference CAS-96397-F0Z3T1 and CAS-96399-
C3T2L1 CRM:0254575
To: Maia Toro <mctoro@venezlon.co.uk>

Dear Ms Toro,

Thank you for your enquiries of 18/10/2022 07:00 regarding a review of:

FO 420/401 Venezuela: British Guiana (Guyana) boundary; memoranda by Mr Reddan and Mr
Harris; 1889-1891. With maps

FO 420/402 Venezuela: British Guiana (Guyana) boundary arbitration; various papers
memoranda, memoire etc; 1895-1897. With maps and tables 

We wrote to you on 1 December to inform you that the information in these records are covered by
a qualified exemption under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. This requires us to carry out a
public interest test to determine whether the information can be released.

The test is still being considered and we hope to have reached a decision by 01/03/2023 19:00.

We hoped it would have been completed by this time but unfortunately a decision has not yet been
reached. Under the FOI Act we are allowed a reasonable period of time to conduct the test, and
where a case raises complex public interest considerations we are permitted to extend the time
allowed to reach a decision.

To remind you, the exemption being considered is section section 27 (1)(a)(c)(d) of the Freedom of
Information Act 2000.

Firefox https://mail.proton.me/u/1/inbox/2b3bRpEBhLT79_HyDrUh69JqTbm...

1 de 2 5/8/2025, 5:11 p. m.
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Section 27 (1) of the Act exempts information that, if it was released, could put at risk; (a) relations
between the UK and any other state, (c) the interests of the UK abroad, or (d) the UK’s ability to
promote or protect its interests.

When this exemption applies we are required to consider whether it is in the public interest to
release the information. However, if it is decided that the public interest would not be served by
releasing the information we will explain the reasons for this in our final response.

I would like to thank you for your continued patience in this matter. We will let you know the
outcome of the public interest test as explained above. In the meantime if you have any queries
regarding this email please do not hesitate to contact us. Remember to quote the reference number
above in any future communications.

Yours sincerely,

FOI Assessor
Freedom of Information Centre
Public Access and Government Services Directorate
The National Archives
Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- National Archives
Disclaimer This email and any files transmitted with it are intended solely for the use of the
individual(s) to whom they are addressed. If you are not the intended recipient and have
received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete the email. Opinions,
conclusions and other information in this message and attachments that do not relate to the
official business of The National Archives are neither given nor endorsed by it.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--

Firefox https://mail.proton.me/u/1/inbox/2b3bRpEBhLT79_HyDrUh69JqTbm...

2 de 2 5/8/2025, 5:11 p. m.
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