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ANNEX 1

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






JOITNT COHELINIGUE ISSUED 10 DECELTER, 1965.

L g

In zccordance with what had been cgreed in the Joint
Commriiigué of 7 November, 1363, tzlks took plece in London
on 9 °nd 10 Decemcer betveen the linister of Foreign
Af1:irs of Venezuels on the one side and the Foreign
Secreliry of the United XKingdom and the Premier of British
Guizna on the other on the besis of the following Agenda:

Agends for the continuation at ministerial level of
Governcentzl conversations concerning the controversy
between Venezuela and the United Kingdom over the frontier
with Pritish Guizna in sccordence with the Joint
Comrunigueg of 7 November, 1963.

1., Exchange of views on the experts' reports on
" lne examination of docurents and discussion of
the consequences resulting therefrom. Necessity
of resolving tne dispute. :

2. To seek satisfactory solutions for the practical
settlement of tne controversy which has arisen
28 a result of the Venezuelan contention that
tie 1209 eward is null and void.

5. Concrete plons for collaboration in the
development of British Guizne.

4. Determination of time limite for the u!%ilment

of whatever may be agread with reference to
points’l, 2 and 3 above.

5. Joint Communiqué on the present talks.

In addition to considering the e)perts! reportson the
docurentary rcitericl relating to the Arbitretion Award

of 1823, the Ministers considered vays cnd mezns of putting
én end 15 the controversy whica tiareatens to darage the
troditionail cordial relations between Venezuelsa on the
one nund rnd tae United Kinedom and British Guisna on

- 4 Y-
Lie oler.

Ideas and proposals for a practiczl settlement of the
coniroversy were exchanred. It was agreed that some of
Laese snould receive further consideration and tnat ths
IZnisters chould continue the present discussions in the
weex starting 13 February, 1363 at Geneva, in order to
consider those proposzls &s vell as others that might te
currested undar the above agenda. Ieither side having
teen sble to cccept the conclusions of the exparts
appcinied by the other side, Item 1 will therefore not be
coneidered. it-was-further zgreed that prenaratory talks
batwe=n oiticials saould start at an esrly date.
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ANNEX 2

Presentation to the National Congress by Mr. Ignacio Iribarren Borges, Minister
of Foreign Affairs of Venezuela, about the Geneva Agreement
17 March 1966

English Translation

Source: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, (1981), Claims of the Essequibo Guayana,
Documents (1962-1981), Caracas.






Annex 2

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 Falcon Bricefio, 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 Romulo 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 Falcon Bricefio 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

11
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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 Romulo 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 Area en Reclamacion [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

13
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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

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

unjustly dispossessed.

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

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

to the British Parliament:

14

“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

15
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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
Raul 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, | 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

17
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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.

18
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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

19
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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; ¢) 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 Comision 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 Ratl 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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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

“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

considerations he had prepared on the Venezuelan proposals.

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

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

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

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

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

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 Bolivar, Mr Roger
Gonzélez, which I had just received, informing me of the contents of the Bolivar
Declaration, issued by the Convention of Legislative Assemblies of the States and
Municipal Councils of the Federal Territories, meeting in Ciudad Bolivar 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 naive 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

30



Annex 2

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

2nd

3rd

4th

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.

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.

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.

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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b)

peaceful settlement of disputes set out in the above-mentioned article

of the Charter.

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;

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:

18*  The only territorial claim in the present dispute is the one raised by

Venezuela.

274 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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3 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.

4% 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 Linea 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 Raul 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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413
Lord Salisbury to Sir Julian Pauncefote.

No. 189.] ForeieN OFFICE.
November 26, 1895.
Sir :

On the 7th of August I transmitted to Lord Gough a copy-
of the despatch from Mr. Olney which Mr. Bayard had left
with me that day, and of which he had read portions to me. I
informed him at the time that it could not be answered until it
had been carefully considered by the Law Officers of the Crown..
I have therefore deferred replying to it till after the recess.

I will not now deal with those portions of it which are con-
cerned exclusively with the controversy that has for some time-
past existed between the Republic of Venezuela and Her Maj-
esty’s Government in regard to the boundary which separates-
their dominions. I take a very different view from Mr. Olney
of various matters upon which he touches in that part of the-
despatch ; but I will defer for the present all observations upon
it, as it concerns matters which are not in themselves of first-

_raté importance, and do not directly concern the relations be-

tween Great Britain and the United States.

The latter part however of the despatch, turning from the-
question of the frontiers of Venezuela, proceeds to deal with
principles of a far wider character, and to advance doctrines of”
international law which are of considerable interest to all the

nations whose dominions include any portion of the western

hemisphere.

The contentions set forth by Mr. Olney in this part of his.
despatch are represented by him as being an application of the
political maxims which are well known in American discussion
under the name of the Monroe doctrine. As far as I am aware,
this' doctrine has never been before advanced on behalf of the
United States in any written communication addressed to the
Government of another nation ; but it has been generally adopted
and assumed as true by many eminent writers.and politicians of
the United States. It is said to have largely influenced the
Government. of that country in the conduct of its foreign af-
fairs: though Mr. Clayton, who was Secretary of State under
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President Taylor, expressly stated that that Administration had
in no way adopted it. But during the period that has elapsed
since the Message of President Monroe was delivered in 1823,
the doctrine has undergone a very notable development, and
the aspect it now presents in the hands of Mr. Olney differs
widely from its character when it firstissued from the pen of its
.author. The two propositions which in effect President Monroe
laid down were, first, that America was no longer to be looked
upon as a field for European colonization; and, second, that
Europe must not attempt to extend its political system to
America, or to control the political condition of any of the
American communities who had recently declared their inde-

pendence.
The dangers against which President Monroe thought it

right to guard were not as imaginary as they would seem at
the present day. The formation of the Holy Alliance ; the
Congresses of Laybach and Verona ; the invasion of Spain
by France for the purpose of forcing upon the Spanish people
.a form of government which seemed likely to disappear, un-
less it was sustained by external aid, were incidents fresh in
the mind of President Monroe when he penned his celebrated
Message. The system of which he speaks, and of which he so
resolutely deprecates the application to the American Continent,
was the system then adopted by certain powerful States upon
‘the Continent of Europe of combining to prevent by force of
arms the adoption in other countries of political institutions
-‘which they disliked, and to uphold by external pressure those
‘which they approved. Various portions of South America
‘had recently declared their independence, andthat independence
had not been recognized by the Governments of Spain and
Portugal, to which, with small exception, the whole of Central
and South America were nominally subject. It was not an
imaginary danger that he foresaw, if he feared that the same
spirit which had dictated the French expedition into Spain
might inspire the more powerful Governments of Europe with
the idea of imposing, by the force of European arms, upon
ithe South American communities the form of government and
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the political connection which they had thrown off. In de-
«claring that the United States would resist any such enterprise
if it was contemplated, President Monroe adopted a policy
which received the entire sympathy of the English Govern-
‘ment of that date.

The dangers which were apprehended by President Monroe
have no relation to the state of things in which we live at the
present day. There is no danger of any Holy Alliance im-
posing its system upon any portion of the American Continent,
and there is no danger of any European State treating any
part of the American Continent as a fit object for European
colonization. It is intelligible that Mr. Olney should invoke,
in defence of the views on which he is now insisting, an au-
thority which enjoys so high a popularity with his own fellow-
countrymen. But the circumstances with which President
Monroe was dealing, and those to which the present American
Government is addressing itself, have very few features in
common. Great Britain is imposing no “system” upon Ven-
ezuela, and is not concerning herself in any way with the
nature of the political institutions under which the Vene-
zuelans may prefer to live. But the British Empire and the
Republic of Venezuela are neighbors, and they have differed
for some time past, and continue to differ, as to the line by
which their dominions are separated. Itisa controversy with
which the United States have no apparent practical concern.
It is difficult, indeed, to see how it can materially affect any
State or community outside those primarily interested, except
perhaps other parts of Her Majesty’s dominions, such as Trin-
idad. The disputed frontier of Venezuela has nothing to do
with any of the questions dealt with by President Monroe. It
is not a question of the colonization by a European Power of
any portion of America. It is not a question of the imposi-
tion upon the communities of South America of any system of
government devised in Europe. It is simply the determina-
tion of the frontier of a British possession which belonged to
the Throne of England long before the Republic of Venezuela
came into existence. But even if the interests of Venezuela
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were so far linked to those of the United States as to give to
the latter a Jocus standi in this controversy, their Government
apparently have not formed, and certainly do not express, any
opinion upon the actual merits of the dispute. The Govern-
ment of the United States do not say that Great Britain, or
that Venezuela, is in the right in the matters that are in issue.
But they lay down that the doctrine of President Monroe,
when he opposed the imposition of European systems, or the
renewal of European colonization, confers upon them the right
of demanding that where a European Power has a frontier dif-
ference with a South American community, the European
Power shall consent to refer that controversy to arbitration;
and Mr. Olney states that unless Her Majesty’s Government
accede to this demand, it will «greatly embarrass the future
relations between Great Britain and the United States.”
Whatever may be the authority of the doctrine laid down
by President Monroe, there is nothing in his language to show
that he ever thought of claiming this novel prerogative for the
United States. It is admitted that he did not seek to assert a
Protectorate over Mexico, or the States of Central and South
America. Such a claim would have imposed upon the United
States the duty of answering for the conduct of these States,
“and consequently - the responsibility of controlling it. His
sagacious foresight would. have led him energetically to dep-
recate the addition of so serious a burden to those which the
Rulers of the United States have to bear. It follows of neces-
sity that if the Government of the United States will not con-
trol the conduct of these communities, neither can it undertake
to protect them from the consequences attaching to any mis-
conduct of which they may be guilty towards other nations.
If they violate in any way the rights of another State, or of its-
subjects, it is not alleged that the Monroe doctrine will assure
them the assistance of the United States in escaping from any
reparation which they may be bound by international law to-
give. Mr. Olney expressly disclaims such "an inference from.
the principles he lays down.
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But the claim which he founds upon them is, that if any in-
dependent American State advances a demand for territory of
which its neighbor claims to be the owner, and that neighbor
is the colony of a European State, the United States have a
right to insist that the European State shall submit the de-
mand and its own impugned rights te arbitration

I will not now enter into a discussion of the merits of this
method of terminating international differences. It has proved
itself valuable in many cases; but it is not free from defects,
which often operate as a serious drawback on its value. It is
not always easy to find an Arbitrator who is competent, and
who, at the same time, is wholly free from bias; and the task
of insuring compliance with the Award when it is made is not
exempt from difficulty. It is a mode of settlement of which
the value varies much according to the nature of the contro-
versy to which it is applied, and the character o f the litigants
who appeal to it. Whether,in any particular case, it is a suitable
method of procedure is generally a delicate and difficult ques-
tion. The only parties who are competent to decide that
question are the two parties whose rival contentions are in
issue. The claim of a third nation, which is unaffected by
the controversy, to impose this particular procedure on either
of the two others, cannot be reasonably justified, and has no
foundation in the law of nations.

In the remarks which I have made, I have argued on the
theory that the Monroe doctrine in itself is sound. I must not,
however, be understood as expressing any acceptance of it on
the part of Her Majesty’s Government. It must always be
mentioned with respect, on account of the distinguished states-
man to whom it is due, and the great nation who have gener-
ally adopted it. But international law is founded on the gen-
eral consent of nations; and no statesman, however eminent,
and no nation, however powerful, are competent to insert into
the code of international law a novel principle which was never
recognized before, and which has not since been accepted by
the Government of any other country. The United States
have a right, like any other nation, to interpose in any contro-
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versy by which their own interests are affected; and they are
the judge whether those interests are touched, and in what
measure they should be sustained. But their rights are in no
way strengthened or extended by the fact that the controversy
affects some territory which is called American. Mr. Olney
quotes the case of the recent Chilean war, in which the United
States declined to join with France and England in an effort to
bring hostilities to a close, on account of the Monroe doctrine.
The United States were entirely in their right in declining to
join in an attempt at pacification if they thought fit; but Mr.
Olney’s principle that ¢“American questions are for American
decision,” even if it receive any countenance from the language
of President Monroe (which it does not), cannot be sustained
by any reasoning drawn from the law of nations.

The Government of the United States is not entitled to af-
firm as a universal proposition, with reference to a number of
independent States for whose conduct it assumes no responsi-
bility, that its interests are necessarily concerned in whatever
may befall those States simply because they are situated in the
Western Hemisphere. It may well be that the interests of
the United States are affected by something that happens to
Chile or to Peru, and that that circumstance may give them
the right of interference; but such a contingency may equally
happen in the case of China or Japan, and the right of inter-
ference is not more extensive or more assured in the one case
than in the other.

Though the language of President Monroe is directed to the
attainment of objects which most Englishmen would agree to
be salutary, it is impossible to admit that they have been in-
scribed by any adequate authority in the code of international
law; and the danger which such admission would involve is
sufficiently exhibited, both by the strange development which
the doctrine has received at Mr. Olney’s hands, and the argu-
ments by which it is supported in the despatch under reply.
In defence of it he says :

“That distance and 3,000 miles of intervening ocean make
any permanent political union between a European and an American
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State unnatural and inexpedient will hardly be denied. But phys-
ical and geographical considerations are the least of the objec-
tions to such a union. Europe has a set of primary interests
which are peculiar to herself; America is not interested in
them, and ought not to be vexed or complicated with them.”

And again :

“ Thus far in our history we have been spared the burdens
and evils of immense standing armies, and all the other access-
ories of huge warlike establishments; and the exemption has
‘highly contributed to our national greatness and wealth, as
well as to the happiness of every citizen. But wizh the Powers
of Europe perinanently encamped on American soil, the ideal con-
ditions we have thus far enjoyed cannot be expected to con-
tinue.”

The necessary meaning of these words is that the union be-
tween Great Britain and Canada; between Great Britain and
Jamaica and Trinidad; between Great Britain and British Hon-
duras or British Guiana are “inexpedient and unnatural.”
President Monroe disclaims any such inference from his doc-
trine; but in this, as in other respects, Mr. Olney develops it.
He lays down that the inexpedient and unnatural character of
the union between a European and American State is so ob-
wious that it «will hardly be denied.” Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment are prepared emphatically to deny it on behalf of both
the British and American people who are subject to her Crown.
They maintain that the union between Great Britain and her
territories in the Western Hemisphere is both natural and ex-
pedient. They fully concur with the view which President
Monroe apparently entertained, that any disturbance of the
existing territorial distribution in that hemisphere, by any fresh
acquisitions on the part of any European State, would be a
highly inexpedient change. But they are not prepared to ad-
mit that the recognition of that expediency is clothed with the
sanction which belongs to a doctrine of .international law.
They are not prepared to admit that the interests of the United
States are necessarily concerned in every frontier dispute
which may arise between any two of the States who possess
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dominion in the Western Hemisphere; and still less can they
accept the doctrine that the United States are entitled to claim
that the process of arbitration shall be applied to any demand
for the surrender of territory which one of those States may
make against another.

I have commented, in the above remarks, only upon the gen-
eral aspect of Mr. Olney’s doctrines, apart from the special
considerations which attach to the controversy between the
United Kingdom and Venezuela in its present phase. This
controversy has undoubtedly been made more difficult by the:
inconsiderate action of the Venezuelan Government in break-
ing off relations with Her Majesty’s Government, and its set-
tlement has been correspondingly delayed; but Her Majesty’s
Government have not surrendered the hope that it will be ad-
justed by a reasonable arrangement at an early date.

I request that you will read the substance of the above des-
patch to Mr. Olney, and leave him a copy if he desires it.
‘ S.

Lord Salisbury to Sir Julian Pauncefote.

No. 190. | ForeieN OFFICE.
November 26, 1895.
Sir:

In my preceding despatch of to-day’s date I have replied
only to the latter portion of Mr. Olney’s despatch of the z2oth
July last, which treats of the application of the Monroe doc-
trine to the question of the boundary dispute between Vene-
zuela and the colony of British Guiana. But it seems desir-
able, in order to remove some evident misapprehensions as to
the main features of the question, that the statement of it con-
tained in the earlier portion of Mr. Olney’s despatch should not
be left without reply. Such a course will be the more con-
venient, because, in consequence of the suspension of diplo-
matic relations, I shall not have the opportunity of setting right
misconceptions of this kind in the ordinary way in a despatch
addressed to the Venezuelan Government itself.

Annex 3

49



50



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 20™ century], Cadbury Research Library, University of Birmingham
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