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[translation from the original in Dutch] 

Report of the discussions held between Suriname and Guyana at Marlborough House, London, England on 

23 June 1966, commencing at 10.30 a.m. 

Present:

Representing Suriname: 

Dr. F.E. Essed (Chairperson) 

D.G.A. Findlay 

C.F. Calor 

C.D. Ooft 

I. Soemita 

Dr. N. Panday 

H.R. Lim A Po (Secretary) 

Representing Guyana: 

Sir Lionel Lookhoo 

Sol.-Gen. Shahiberdien 

F.H.C. John, UN 

Representative of Guyana 

Interpreter: Ms van Schelle 

Secr. Guyana: Ms Sankar 

The Surinamese delegation was introduced to the Guyanese delegation by Dr. J.F.E. Einaar, Minister 

Plenipotentiary of Suriname in The Hague.  Dr. Einaar stated that he was particularly pleased to be in 

London in order to discuss with the Guyanese delegation the course of the boundary between both 

countries.  Dr. Einaar said he is convinced that the parties would be able to achieve a peaceful solution to 

existing problems. 

After Dr. Einaar left the meeting, the Surinamese delegation was welcomed by Sir Lionel Lookhoo, High 

Commissioner for Guyana in England, who remarked that it was a special occasion for Guyana to have its 

first meeting as an independent country with Suriname. There is a solid bond of friendship between 

Suriname and Guyana as well as between their respective Heads of State.   

Guyana would like to see the character of the present discussions as one of a free and frank exchange of 

views. 

In relation to the location where the discussions are currently being held, it was observed that the room in 

this building was made available by the Foreign Office and should be regarded as an independent venue. 

The Chairperson of the Surinamese delegation, Dr. Essed, on behalf of his delegation, offered his thanks 

for the words of welcome and described the fact that the first meeting of Guyana as an independent country  

was with Suriname is a symbol of the good relationship which has prevailed between both countries for 

centuries and hopefully will prevail in the future. 

The fact that Suriname has come to discuss the boundary does not mean that Suriname has come to discuss 

partition but rather a bond as borders have more of a binding than a separating function.  Seen in this light 

Suriname would like to fix the boundary on the basis of technical principles so that we can work together 
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on a clear and sound basis.  That is why Suriname has come to ask for the boundary to be demarcated and 

for a boundary register to be set up. 

Suriname has understood that on your side there are some objections to this approach and would like to 

learn what these objections are. 

Guyana 

In our opinion this matter has three different aspects, namely: 

1. The triangle 

2. Rights in the Corantijn 

3. The boundary on the continental shelf. 

Do you agree? 

Suriname

We proposed an agenda earlier in a Note submitted to the Foreign Office, namely in the Note Verbale of 3 

February 1966, viz.: 

1. The delimitation of the western sea border of Suriname over the territorial sea and the 

continental shelf; 

2. The demarcation of the western land boundary of Suriname, namely the western bank of 

the Corantijn; 

3. The setting up of a mixed commission for demarcation of the boundaries under 

discussion.  

Are you willing to talk on the basis of this agenda? 

Guyana 

Although we were not aware of this proposal earlier, we are prepared to accept it and to enter into 

discussions on the basis of this agenda.  We would now like to hear your ideas on the first agenda point 

before we explain our position. 

Dr. Essed asked if the Guyana delegation would excuse the Suriname delegation if they sometimes consult 

amongst themselves and indicated that he would allow individual delegation members to speak separately.  

This would contribute to a free and peaceful discussion. 
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REGARDING AGENDA POINT 1 

Suriname

There is usually a differentiation made between the territorial sea and the continental shelf. 

Before being able to draw the boundary in the territorial sea and on the continental shelf, it is first 

necessary to know where this boundary should begin. 

Later on we shall show you on a  map our proposal of the closing line of the Corantijn. This line separates 

the internal waters from the territorial waters.  Where this closing line intersects the left bank of the 

Corantijn, that is where the boundary line in the territorial sea and on the continental shelf starts.  In our 

opinion, this boundary line runs in the territorial sea and on the continental shelf in accordance with a line 

which runs parallel to the valley of the Corantijn.  This valley continues into the territorial sea and over the 

continental shelf with a direction of 10 degrees east. 

Dr. Essed also made the comment that, as appears from this explanation, Suriname seeks a quick resolution 

of this matter.  A large part of the world may expect that conflict between us will arise.  However, we want 

to arrive at a quick and peaceful solution with Guyana that will set an example for the entire world. 

Suriname

The closing line runs perpendicular to the main current of the Corantijn, unless special circumstances 

should prevent this.  In this instance there are no such special circumstances.  

The Surinamese proposal: 
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Guyana 

It would appear sensible to investigate how the 10 degree line was derived at in the past.  In the aide-

memoire of the Dutch government dated 4 August 1931, it is stated in section 3: ‘At the mouth of the 

Corantyne, the frontier will be from a point 6 degrees 0’25” Lat. N. and 57 degrees 8’ 10” Lat. W. in a 

direction pointing to the right N. 28 degrees 0 to the point where this line meets the outer limit of the 

territorial waters and from there in an easterly direction following the outer limit of the territorial waters’.  

This sentence has been cited in order to demonstrate that the original proposal of the Netherlands was not a 

10 degree line but  a 28 degree line.  Moreover, this line was only intended to delimit the boundary in the 

territorial waters and not to be a boundary line in the contiguous zone and on the continental shelf. 

The following took place in the 1930s: the commission which fixed the two boundary points in 1936 

considered that a line of 28 degrees in the territorial sea would cross the river channel and would hence 

make control over the river mouth difficult.  This consideration led to the 10 degree instead of the 28 

degree line being adopted as the boundary in the territorial waters.   

Seen against this background, the 10 degree line offers no support for fixing the boundary in the contiguous 

zone and on the continental shelf. 

Under these circumstances the boundary in these last two areas should be fixed in accordance with the 

relevant provisions of international law.  In this regard, the Conventions of Geneva of 1958 are of 

importance, in particular Art. 6, para. l of the Convention on the Continental Shelf and Articles 12 and 14 

para. 3 of the Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone. 

The application of the rules incorporated in these provisions to the delimitation of the boundary in the 

contiguous zone and over the continental shelf leads to a boundary line drawn in accordance with the 

equidistance principle which means a line of 33 to 34 degrees, which does not differ much from the line of 

28 degrees accepted by The Hague in the 1930s.  We are aware that the Kingdom of the Netherlands has 

ratified the above-mentioned conventions and has cited the equidistance principle in demarcating the 

boundary between the Netherlands, Germany and Great Britain. These countries have even agreed to a 

treaty on the basis of the equidistance principle. 

Furthermore, in 1958 The Hague proposed to Britain that the boundary between Suriname and Guyana in 

the contiguous zone and on the continental shelf should be delimited according to the equidistance 

principle.  This proposal was accepted by Britain.  In the Geneva Conventions there are exceptions made 

for two categories of instances, viz.: 
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1. When parties have agreed to another arrangement 

2. When historical circumstances lead to a different arrangement.   

In this case there is no question of exception 1 being relevant because we never have made a different 

arrangement.  

With respect to exception 2, we are of the opinion that, against the background of the 10 degree line, it 

cannot be rightfully said that there are historical circumstances which justify another arrangement than the 

equidistant line as the boundary. 

Although we shall examine this issue later in more detail, we would like to note here that Guyana, in the 

past, had claimed the thalweg of the Corantijn as the boundary.  In the 1930s it was agreed with The Hague 

that we would withdraw this claim in exchange for the recognition by The Hague of our rights on the 

triangle. 

If Suriname wants to comply with this agreement, it would make sense for Guyana to speak about drawing  

a closing line based on the fact that the Corantijn is a Surinamese river.  

Meanwhile  we would like to note that we are of the opinion that the closing line should not be drawn so far 

north as you propose.  In accordance with reality, the closing line in our opinion should be drawn between 

the two points of the river where the first noticeable narrowing of the river begins, which means that the 

closing line will have to run from Blufpunt on the Surinamese side to the Anna Morina Creek on the 

Guyanese side.  These two points indicate the first noticeable narrowing of the river.  The closing line as 

proposed by Suriname lies outside the river proper. 

If the agreement of 1930 relating to your recognition of our claims on the triangle and our recognition of 

your claims on the river is complied with by you, then we have no need to move the boundary in the river 

to the thalweg, as was proposed by The Hague in 1962 in a draft treaty. 

Suriname

With this draft treaty goes an aide-memoire. In this aide-memoire, of which the draft treaty cannot be seen 

separately, it is explicitly stated that this draft was drawn up by the Netherlands at the suggestion and the 

instigation of Britain.  Moreover, with the greatest emphasis, it  must be said that the proposal included in 

this draft was explicitly rejected by Britain so that this proposal no longer exists.  Guyana is urged to take 

this expressly into account. 
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Guyana 

The previous comment should not be understood incorrectly.  Guyana definitely does not now want to 

claim the thalweg as the boundary in the Corantijn River.  Guyana only wants Suriname to respect the 

rights of the Guyanese users of the river. 

Suriname

Nevertheless, we want to state explicitly that the proposal of 1962 was a British proposal that reached the 

Netherlands via diplomatic channels. 

Guyana 

Guyana is not aware that the proposal originated in Britain.  

Suriname

But this is  clearly stated in the accompanying aide-memoire.  To repeat: the draft was explicitly rejected by 

Britain in a subsequent diplomatic note.  

Guyana 

This question about 1962 is not our most important point.  It was only mentioned in passing.  Actually, we 

only wanted to say that by accepting the thalweg as the boundary, a closing line is no longer necessary. 

Suriname

The last statement is not correct.  A closing line is always needed.  However, if the thalweg constituted the 

boundary, the closing line would have to be determined by both parties whereas now, given that the 

Corantijn is a national Surinamese river, the closing line can be determined by Suriname only. 

The necessity of a closing line is therefore independent of the question of where the boundary runs.  The 

closing line in all cases runs where the river ends and the territorial sea begins.  It should always be clear 

where the territorial sea begins.  

It does seem useful at this point to discuss the purely technical question of whether or not a closing line is 

needed for to the delimitation of the boundary.  It is more useful to return to the agenda point under 

discussion, namely the delimitation of the boundary line in the territorial sea and on the continental shelf. 

The Surinamese side has given a detailed explanation of its position on the course of the boundary. There 

are many facets, but before addressing these facets one-by-one we would like to be informed as to the 

Guyanese position.  
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Guyana 

Assuming that Suriname accepts the agreement reached  in the 1930s, we believe that the boundary should 

run as we proposed in our last draft treaty of 1965, namely beginning at the point where the 10 degree line 

crosses the low-water line on the coast and continuing in the direction proposed by you in 1958 viz.

according to the equidistance principle, which would result in a line of 33 to 34 degrees which is close to 

the line of 1931 of 28 degrees. 

The general direction of the bed of the river is, according to us, not a relevant factor for the delimitation of 

the boundary in the territorial sea and on the continental shelf. 

Suriname

Before responding in detail to the Guyanese position we would like to state from the outset that in our 

opinion in the Geneva Convention it is intended to accord to the equidistance rule a supplementary role.  

Moreover, the exceptions underlying your reasoning are not as stated by you.. The treaties mention as 

exceptions ‘historical title’ and ‘special circumstances’ and not ‘historical circumstances’. 

As further clarification of the proposed 10 degree line: 

Starting point for Suriname’s position for the demarcation of boundary lines is the generally accepted rule, 

that for  demarcation for a boundary one must start from existing geographical features.  This starting point 

also lies at the foundation of the demarcation of the boundary between Guyana and Brazil and between 

Suriname and Brazil.  After all, the chain of hills, which separates the catchment basins of the Guyanese 

rivers and the Brazilian rivers as a geographical circumstance is decisive for demarcation of the boundary, 

hence the watershed.  So here we see that, in accordance with the applicable rules on this matter, decisive 

meaning should also be given to geographical circumstances.  

In delimiting the boundary in the territorial sea and on the continental shelf, we must first of all be guided 

by to the geographical reality.  

Here the river bed, just as in the previously mentioned example of the chain of hills, constitutes the primary 

boundary indicator.  This is the indicator that the geographical reality gives us.  If the geographical reality 

is not used as the starting point, delimiting the boundary becomes an arbitrary matter.  

In relation to what is stipulated  in the relevant articles of the Conventions of Geneva, it should be noted 

that the equidistance principle is not regarded as a compulsory rule.  Both the text of the conventions and 

the reports of the debates that preceded the conclusion of the conventions, use as a starting point that the 

demarcation of the boundary must be effected, in the first place, in accordance with the geographical reality 

and that, in case that no agreement can be reached on this basis, the boundary should be demarcated 

according to the equidistance principle as a sort of emergency solution.  For that matter, the words ‘failing 
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agreement’ in the treaties leave no doubt that the equidistance principle is accorded no more than a 

supplementary character. 

In summary, it can therefore be stated that the equidistance line is not laid down as the principal rule with 

exceptions, but that the principal rule is that the delimitation of the boundary must be done  in conformity 

with the geographical reality and that only if this offers no solution, the equidistance principle is to be 

applied.  In this regard, reference is made to sentence 2 of Article 12, paragraph 1 of the Convention on the 

Territorial Sea:  ‘This provision (equidistance rule) shall not apply, however, where it is necessary by 

reason of historic title or other special circumstances to delimit the territorial seas of the two States in a way 

which is at variance with this provision’. 

Therefore it is important that we should first concentrate our attention on the geographical reality. Also the 

so-called agreement of 1931 to which you referred earlier, demonstrates that, in proposing the 28 degree 

line, decisive importance was given to the geographical reality. 

The Suriname then states  that preferably it does not wish to discuss the position adopted by the European 

part of the Kingdom of the Netherlands in the Ems case.  

Guyana 

From our side we made only a very general reference is  to what is stipulated in the Conventions of 

Geneva.  We do not consider it  opportune to examine these conventions now in detail.  However, we will 

make the following comments: 

We are grateful for your explanation of the history of  the conventions.  However, we have the impression 

that in our legal systems there is a clear difference in starting point for interpretation of legal provisions. 

For our part, we restrict ourselves to the words written in the text itself because we consider these as the 

result of the debate which preceded the conclusion. It is precisely the huge differences of opinion which 

were expressed in this debate that oblige us to resort to the final text, the only certainty which there is at 

that point.  We stick to the opinion that, according to  Article 12 of the Convention  for the Territorial Sea, 

the median line is the principal rule and that the exceptions are only exceptions.  For the contiguous zone 

(see Article 24 of this convention) these exceptions are completely missing. 

We are of the opinion, that there is no case to be made in this instance for ‘a historic title’ or for  ‘special 

circumstances’ which would justify deviating from the equidistance principle. 

Presuming that the river bed, being Surinamese territory, constitutes a special circumstance in the sense of 

the conventions, then in any case it can only be a special circumstance in relation to the boundary 

delimitation in the territorial sea and not in relation to the delimitation of the boundary in the continental 

zone and on the continental shelf.  If the bed of the Corantijn should have followed the coast of Guyana in a 
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westerly direction, you would surely not claim that the border outside the territorial waters would have to 

follow the direction of the river bed, would you?. 

In relation to the delimitation of the boundary in the continental zone no reference is made of special 

circumstances.  If the river valley is not a special circumstance for delimiting the boundary in the 

continental zone how it could then be a special circumstance for delimiting the boundary on the continental 

shelf? 

In delimiting the boundary in the territorial sea the river bed could have been a special circumstance but not 

outside. 

In order to prevent any misunderstanding, it is pointed out that Guyana does not regard the river bed as 

constituting a special circumstance at all. 

Also the Netherlands in 1958, in light of its proposal to delimit the boundary in conformity with the 

equidistance principle, did not typify the river bed as a special circumstance.  This took place after the 

conclusion of the Geneva Convention.  It cannot be concluded that the Netherlands, if it had regarded the 

river bed as a special circumstance, would have proposed the equidistance line as the border in 1958. 

To regard the river bed to more than 100 miles off the coast as a special circumstance is simply not real. 

We are now laying out the arguments on which our position is based.  However, we definitely do not want 

to create the impression of being dogmatic.  We are open for your criticism of our position and when 

reporting to our Government we will take your differing opinions into consideration. 

However, for the time being, the above remains our position. 

Suriname

Guyana’s last point, in particular, is one of complete agreement between both of us.  We too suffice for the 

time being, with stating our position. 

Also, your difference in appreciation and interpretation of the facts and convention provisions should not 

be seen as unusual in the world. 

The difference in emphasis can possibly be explained by the fact that you view the case from a mainly legal 

perspective whereas we see it as more geographical. 

We are here to exchange our standpoints informally.  In this exchange of standpoints we from Suriname are 

only interested in looking at reality. We are conveying our own views and do not want in these free 

discussions to base our position, in any respect, on opinions of The Hague. 
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We express the point of view of Suriname and it should be important and of interest to your Government to 

learn about Suriname’s position.  

This is also the spirit and the atmosphere in which Prime Ministers Pengel and Burnham have set the stage 

for these discussions. 

Guyana 

We assure you that we are listening to the Surinamese point of view with great interest and consider it 

important.  We cannot, however, separate this ‘case’ from the context in which it was previously dealt with.  

Although we are happy to learn the Surinamese position in this matter, we have to take into account the 

manner in which, in the past, this problem has been influenced and dealt with by the Netherlands, and The 

Hague was the competent authority to deal with this case.  

This is the reason we refer to the 1958 Netherlands proposal and take the position that the border should be 

delimited in accordance with the equidistance principle.  Our reference to the agreement between the 

Netherlands, Germany and Britain should also be seen in this light. 

We are not insensitive to the fact that Suriname has its own opinion on this issue.  However, it is 

impossible for us, in an assessment of Suriname’s standpoint, not to view the case in conjunction with the 

standpoint previously taken by the Netherlands.  Even when Suriname becomes independent, it will still be 

regarded to have inherited the problem in the state left by the Netherlands as a result of the manner in 

which the Netherlands has dealt with it in the past. 

The meeting was adjourned until 3.00 p.m. 

After the break: 

Suriname

To conclude the discussion on the first agenda point, the following is noted: This case has a constitutional 

aspect for Suriname.  It is hence important to remember that the three countries which constitute the 

Kingdom of the Netherlands are independent in relation to decisions on affairs which only concern them 

alone.  That is the reason why no Dutchmen are involved in the present discussions.  We are authorized by 

the Kingdom to deal with this case completely on our own and to take decisions independently. 

We do not regard as completely improper that Guyana has brought up the earlier diplomatic 

correspondence; Suriname is however not bound by it.  We therefore also do not regard ourselves as being 

bound to the opinion of the Netherlands, for example in the conclusion of the agreement between the 

Netherlands, Germany and Britain, which agreement only concerns the European part of the Kingdom. 
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In reference to the comment on the difference in interpretation methods between our countries, it should be 

noted that the authority to employ national interpretation methods is restricted to the application of national 

law.  In the application of private and public international law the interpretation methods must be 

designated by the states involved. 

It is useful to recall explicitly that the diplomatic consultations on the delimitation of the boundary in the 

territorial sea and on the continental shelf has not resulted in a treaty.  Hence, Suriname is in no way legally 

bound to this consultation. 

Guyana 

We accept and appreciate that Suriname has its own opinion and that Suriname does not regard itself as 

being bound to what has been said by the Netherlands in diplomatic exchanges in the past.  However, no 

matter what the current constitutional position of Suriname may be, she cannot simply dispose of what the 

Netherlands, as the only entity authorized to speak on the foreign affairs of Suriname, has said. 

We do not ask you to disregard the behavior of the British government in the past.  From the viewpoint of 

both international law and courtesy we could not ask this of you.  A new country is not born in a vacuum.  

There is an inheritance of problems which have been created by the mother country.  It would not 

demonstrate much sense of reality to state that these actions of the mother country could be made undone 

just like that.  The point we want to make here is that the Netherlands, as recently as 1958, proposed the 

equidistance line as the boundary. 

We propose to regard this point as now having been sufficiently discussed.  We will report on this to our 

Government. 

Suriname

Once more we would like to reiterate explicitly that also in the 1930s there was never an agreement 

concluded between the relevant authorities.  Guyana has incorrectly suggested the opposite during the 

discussion. 

On this agenda point we have indeed listened sufficiently to each other’s standpoint.  We have understood 

your standpoint.  We will return to the Guyanese comment on the west bank of the Corantijn in the 

discussion of the second agenda point.  In relation to your proposal on the starting points of the closing line, 

however, we feel obliged to make the following remark: the line should begin at the point of the first 

noticeable ‘deviation of the general coastline’.  Blufpunt can never reasonably be regarded as the first point 

where a deviation from the general direction of the coastline occurs. 

Moreover, in conclusion we would like to point out that in the 1930s no treaty on the boundary between 

Suriname and Guyana was concluded whereas, on the other hand, the boundary between Guyana and 
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Venezuela  is based upon a treaty.  Nevertheless, Guyana has agreed to re-open discussions with Venezuela 

on this issue. 

Guyana 

We began our arguments by stating that there is no agreement on the boundary on the continental shelf and 

that precisely therefore the provisions of the Convention of Geneva are applicable.  The 1930s agreement 

referred exclusively to the river and the triangle and we hence reserve our rights on this point. 

Suriname

Suriname is quite well aware that the change in its constitutional position will not imply that it is not bound 

to properly concluded and legally binding agreements.  We also completely respect the Convention of 

Geneva being a multilateral agreement.  As far as this agenda point of the boundary in the territorial sea 

and on the continental shelf is concerned, we are only divided by a difference in interpretation of the 

convention and a difference in recognition of the geographical circumstances. 

REGARDING AGENDA POINTS 2 AND 3 

Guyana 

Guyana proposes that Suriname explains its standpoint on these agenda points first. 

Suriname

It is clear to everyone that the west bank of the Corantijn forms the boundary between Suriname and 

Guyana.  We have never heard anything from Guyana that there is a difference of opinion on this issue.  

We have only understood that Guyana has an opinion which differs from the Surinamese standpoint on the 

source of the Corantijn River.  Indeed, you protested against the Surinamese Government’s change in the 

name of the upper reaches of the Corantijn.  We therefore assume that you have a differing opinion on the 

source of the Corantijn and that you refer to this question as the triangle question. 

Guyana 

In our opinion the two next agenda points are closely related and we would like to propose that they be 

discussed together. 

Suriname

We think agenda point 3 is a simple question of jointly agreeing which technical experts should be selected 

in the joint commission that will conduct the necessary measurements. 

Guyana 

What we jointly want to discuss are the question of the Corantijn River itself and the triangle question. 
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Suriname

We are not aware of a river question or of a claim on the river.  The sovereignty over the river has been 

exercised exclusively by Suriname for years.  We would find it extremely regrettable that a recognized 

practice of more than 150 years, based on an international treaty, is suddenly being questioned.  We don’t 

believe that our neighbors mean this. 

Guyana 

We take the standpoint that there are two points, the river and the triangle. 

Suriname

There is a treaty of more than 150 years ago in which it is stated that the west bank of the Corantijn is the 

border.  Do you know this treaty? 

In fact, there are even two treaties, viz., one concluded between the Governors van Sommelsdijk and Peere 

and one in 1799 agreed between the Governors Frederici and van Batenburgh. 

Also in the laws of Guyana the boundary is stated to be the west bank of the Corantijn. 

Guyana 

We know the treaties, as well as references to them in the laws of Berbice.  However, at a certain point, 

Guyana made a claim on the river, a claim which it does not regard as conflicting with any treaty. 

We are not here today to repeat this claim.  We are not repeating the claim because we are of the opinion 

that in 1931 a binding agreement between the Netherlands and the United Kingdom was concluded 

whereby we withdrew the claim that the thalweg should form the boundary in exchange for a similar 

withdrawal by the Netherlands of its claim in relation to the New River triangle. 

We are prepared to continue on this basis.  We do not intend to open the discussion on the thalweg on the 

understanding that you do not re-open the question of the triangle.  In our opinion, the two points of the 

river and the triangle are so closely linked that they cannot be treated independently of each other. 

You stated that you are not aware of the fact that Britain at that time submitted a claim to recognize the 

thalweg as the boundary.  We shall hence entertain the history of this question in more detail. 

I will speak on the basis of the relevant diplomatic correspondence.  Firstly, the Netherlands aide-memoire 

of 2(7) August 1929 which relates to this claim by Britain.  It is a long document and I shall not bore you 

with the entire contents.  The third section, however, reads as follows: ‘The correctness of this 

interpretation, according to which a part of the river belongs to British Guiana, cannot be recognized by the 

Netherlands Government’. This is a clear rejection of the British thalweg claim. In a subsequent British 

memorandum dated 18 October 1930 a clear link is made in the fourth section between the claims of 

Memorandum of Suriname

Annex 17



 14 

Britain on the thalweg and the claim of Suriname on the New River as the boundary.  There is clearly even 

a matter of an exchange between the parties.  In the following Dutch memorandum dated 4 August 1931 

the Netherlands recognizes British claims to the Kuruni as the border and the same link with the British 

claim on the thalweg is made again. 

The subsequent British memorandum dated 6 February 1932 contains a confirmation and a clear 

acceptance of the exchange, in particular the second section which reads as follows: ‘His Majesty’s 

Government are gratified to learn that the Netherlands Government are prepared to recognize the left of the 

Corantyne and Kutari rivers as forming the boundary, provided that His Majesty’s Government recognize 

the rivers themselves as belonging to the Netherlands Government’. 

Furthermore, this memorandum of 1932 contains in section 9 a reference to section 7 of the 1931 Dutch 

memorandum.  This last mentioned section reads:  ‘The Netherlands Government are in principle disposed 

to include in the treaty an article safeguarding any existing rights of British nationals or companies which 

do not impede the navigability ( . . . . . )’. 

The Netherlands Government hence indicates here that it is prepared to respect the existing rights of British 

subjects on the use of the Corantijn and the Netherlands Government has thus recognized such rights of 

British subjects.  The Guyanese therefore have rights on the use of the Corantijn; rights which mean that 

they may use the Corantijn without permits, permission, etc. from Suriname. 

Furthermore, we would like to refer to a declaration by the Netherlands Minister of Foreign Affairs in the 

Netherlands Parliament in 1913 in which he recognized that the Corantijn River belonged jointly to both 

countries and should be an international river.  From the foregoing we only want to support the position 

that the 1929 claim on the thalweg as the boundary was not without legal basis.  In 1930 the Netherlands 

and Britain made an agreement with each other whereby an exchange took place. 

Now we would like to proceed with a discussion of the old treaties to which you referred. 

Suriname

Before you proceed we would first like to make some comments on what you have just said. 

We would first of all like to compliment you for your astute analysis of the diplomatic correspondence.  

However, we state emphatically that we disagree with this analysis and your conclusions.   Your argument 

is also related to the idea that there can only be a question of a claim if there is at least a reasonable legal 

basis for such a claim.  We are of the opinion that the so-called claim on the thalweg made by Britain in 

1929 is without any reasonable legal basis and hence maintain that there could never have been any 

question of any exchange as stated by you. 
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The west bank of the Corantijn forming the boundary is based on the 1800 treaty — a legal, international 

agreement.  The contents of this agreement are even reflected in the local laws of Guyana.  A clearer 

recognition therefore is not possible.  Moreover, before 1929 the British had always accepted, without any 

reservation, that the left bank of the Corantijn is the boundary.  The so-called claim of 1929 was just 

vexatious and Suriname is now not prepared in any way to review, neither separately nor in conjunction 

with any other aspect of the boundary, this indisputable legal fact that the west bank of the Corantijn river 

forms the border.  You will agree with us that we have the right to demand from you that undisputable legal 

facts are treated as such and that we cannot accept that you bring those directly or indirectly to the table as 

open questions.  We can explicitly inform you that we are therefore neither prepared nor authorized to 

make as a point of discussion the fact that the left bank of the Corantijn forms the boundary.  We are  

prepared to listen to you on the consequences of the fact that the river is a national river but we will not go 

further than that in any case. 

The often made statement that the border on the left bank of the Corantijn would be a unique event is not 

accepted by us.  There are more rivers where a similar situation exists either for historical reasons or as the 

result of a treaty.  This situation is accepted in international law without any qualification.  We urge you, as 

good neighbors, to take this into account. 

Guyana 

Although we are aware that by saying this we are repeating ourselves we would again like to point out that 

we are not making any demand for the boundary to be moved to the thalweg.  No matter how unfounded 

you find the claim made by Britain in 1929, the mother countries definitely did exchange their respective 

claims against each other. 

This is not the proper forum to go into a detailed discussion on whether the claim had sufficient basis or not 

to be considered as a legitimate claim.  The claim was nevertheless made and a compromise resulted.  We 

assume that Netherlands law and British law are the same on this point: neither party can dispute an agreed 

compromise on the grounds that one claim is later felt to be without a base.  This is valid in national law 

and also in international law.  You have pointed to the fact that there are several rivers in the world like the 

Corantijn.  This is indeed correct but we draw attention to the fact that the Corantijn is an exception in 

South America.  Even if the interpretation you give of the old treaties is correct, according to international 

law the users of the Corantijn who are Guyanese subjects would still have the right to this use.  This is true 

for the rights that existed before the conclusion of the treaties as well as for the rights that resulted from the 

conclusion of the treaties.  However, we consider as incorrect the interpretation which you give of the old 

treaties.  You assume that the agreement of 1799 also relates to the river itself.  We are, however, of the 

opinion that the agreement relates only to land.  In this regard it is instructive to examine a letter written in 

1794 by Governor van Batenburgh to the administrators of Suriname and Berbice which were both under 

Netherlands rule.  Van Batenburgh stated that Suriname, by law, did not extend to Duivels creek.  The 
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boundaries should be the same as those stated in the letter of cession from Willoughby to King Charles II.  

In this letter of cession the boundary of Suriname is stated as being one mile west of the Coppename River.  

The letter of  van Batenburgh to which we refer is dated 23 March 1794 and is addressed to the directors of 

Berbice in Amsterdam.  The agreement of 1799 should be seen against this background.  If you read the 

agreement of 1799 carefully, you can see stated explicitly in Article 3 that the islands in the Corantijn will 

continue to belong to Suriname.  In our opinion, it can be deduced from this that no arrangement for the 

river was intended in the agreement. 

We do not wish to become engaged in a detailed legal argument on this issue but only want to draw your 

attention to the facts and state that we, although we recognize the old treaties, have been able to construe a 

claim on the thalweg of the Corantijn by another interpretation than that which is given to them.  It is 

therefore incorrect to state that the claim of 1929 was unfounded.  However, we want once again to state 

emphatically that it is not our intention to re-open the issue of this claim.  Our only interest is to point out 

the exchange which took place in 1930 and to which we wish to make an appeal. 

In the declaration by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands in 1913, to which we referred 

earlier, this Minister also mentioned the existing rights of Guyanese on the river.  The aim of the 1939 draft 

was not only the mutual recognition of each other’s respective claims   on the entire river and on the 

triangle, but also the confirmation of existing users’ rights of British Guiana subjects on the river. 

We repeat with emphasis that we are not attempting to re-open discussion on the position of the boundary 

in the river.  We have indeed for a long time recognized the left bank of the Corantijn as the boundary, but 

this recognition was based on the ‘settlement’ of 1931. 

You appear to assume that the 1799 treaty was intended to demarcate a boundary.  However, we draw 

attention to the fact that there is no mention of the left bank of the Corantijn in this treaty.  It is a cession of 

territory, not a settlement for sovereignty over the water of the river. 

In summary, we thus state that the 1799 agreement referred to the cession of territory and that this 

agreement was not a boundary treaty in the true sense of the word. 

Suriname

Firstly, we observe that neither the island settlement in the 1799 agreement nor the fact that the agreement 

has the character of a cession affects our position that, since this agreement and as a result of this 

agreement, the left bank of the Corantijn has been uniformly and definitely fixed as the boundary.  Indeed, 

a historical analysis of similar agreements shows that this was earlier the manner whereby it was agreed 

that only land was ceded and that the river continued to belong to the sovereignty of the ceding country.  

There are numerous examples of this in the handbooks of international law. 
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Guyana’s position that the recognition of the left bank as the boundary is based on the so-called settlement 

of 1930 is incorrect.  This boundary line had been adopted more than one hundred years earlier and since 

that time has never been questioned.  Your position does not therefore correspond with reality. 

What was stated on the alleged claim of Guyana, as supposedly contained in the letter by Governor van 

Batenburgh of 1794, is refuted by the contents of the 1799 agreement which literally states that the territory 

between the Corantijn and Duivels creek belonged to Suriname’s territory before the conclusion of the 

agreement.  Governor van Batenburgh was apparently unable to maintain his argument. 

Guyana 

We would like to propose that the meeting be closed after we have had the opportunity to make several 

short comments. 

Suriname

Before you make your final comments we wish to raise two facts: 

You have on different occasions cited from the correspondence which was conducted in the 1930s between 

the Netherlands and Britain.  However, we have to point out that your interpretation of the exchange of 

letters of 4 August 1931 and 6 February 1932 is incorrect.  Britain, in fact, wrongfully described the 

recognition of the west bank of the Corantijn as the boundary as a concession.  The historical rights on the 

entire river at that point had already been definitely defined and had not been a matter of discussion 

between Britain and the Netherlands.  In this correspondence, Britain has simply inappropriately combined 

the issues. 

We had on our eastern boundary a problem similar to the question that is now keeping us divided.  This 

problem was resolved by the parties agreeing to allow technical experts to investigate which of the two 

sources of the river is the main one.  We take the position that the question of the triangle between 

Suriname and Guyana should also be resolved in this manner. 

Guyana 

Investigating by measurement which of the two sources of the Corantijn is the main source is a question 

upon which we would like to suspend judgment until after the resolution of the question of the 1931 

agreement tabled by us.  This agreement was indeed not followed by a formal agreement but your 

conclusion that this agreement is therefore invalid is emphatically rejected by us.  The ratification was only 

an external affair.  On the basis of correspondence we would be able to show that the 1931 treaty was 

intended to delimit the boundary between Guyana, Suriname and Brazil.  The point  where the three 

countries meet is a clear result thereof.  The delimitation of the point  where the three countries meet was

intended without ratification of an agreement.  The three-country point is, moreover, a result of the bilateral 
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agreements between Suriname and Brazil on the one hand and on the other hand between Brazil and the 

United Kingdom. 

Suriname

Your premise that there is a border agreement between Brazil and Suriname is incorrect. 

Guyana 

In any case, the three-country point is based on the 1931 agreement between the United Kingdom and the 

Kingdom of the Netherlands.  It is the realization of this agreement. 

Even if you are right that this agreement does not satisfy formal requirements, it would be very 

disagreeable for us if such an agreement were to be pushed to one side exclusively on the ground of a 

‘technicality’.  There are important interests at stake here and they can best be served by a frank and open 

discussion without resort to ‘technicalities’.  There is no doubt that until 1962 all draft agreements assume 

that the left bank of the Corantijn forms the boundary and that the triangle is Guyanese territory. 

A summary of diplomatic correspondence which shows the recognition of the triangle as Guyanese 

territory will follow. 

Suriname

We would like to point out that in 1956 the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Kingdom explicitly let it be 

known to the United Kingdom that the earlier negotiations definitely did not mean that Suriname’s claims 

on the Upper Corantijn forming the boundary had been given up.  We regard it as important that the good 

atmosphere which has been created here is maintained.  Like you, we want to place the emphasis on the 

main themes.  We are hence pleased that you also recognize the 1799 agreement given the fact that this 

agreement forms the basis of the definition of the sovereign rights of our countries.  This agreement forms 

the basis upon which we live next to each other.  This cannot be ignored no matter how either of us 

interprets it.  It has been the basis of our friendship for 160 years.  It divides us materially but unites us in 

spirit.  The events of the 1930s were not more than an attempt to elaborate this agreement.  The 

consultations of 1931 were conducted in this spirit as are these now in 1966. 

We hope that the 1799 agreement continue to be the binding agent between our two countries in the future. 

Guyana 

We are grateful for the consultation.  We shall report fully to our Government, in particular, of course, on 

your standpoint.  We are convinced that the good relations between our countries will continue.  A solution 

for the boundary delimitation will have to be reached.  We would like to receive an aide-memoire from you 

and we will send one to you.  We hope that the consultation can be continued at a higher level this year.  
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Would you give our best regards on behalf of the Government of Guyana to your Prime Minister and your 

Government? 

Suriname

From our side we will send you our viewpoint once more in a memorandum.  We will also convey your 

standpoint in detail to our Government.  We agree to an exchange of respective standpoints after the 

arguments have been further elaborated.  We propose that the next meeting, as suggested in the telegram 

from your Government, be held at the same level in The Hague.  We will then be pleased to act as host.  

We are particularly grateful for the very friendly manner in which you have received us now. 

Closure: 6 p.m. 
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