Memorial of Guyana
Annex 69

Original in Dutch and attached. Translation provided by Guyana.

Report of the discussions held between Surinam and Guyana at Marlborough House,

London, England on 23 June 1966, commencing at 10.30 a.m.

Present:

Representing Surinam: Representing Guyana:

Dr F.E. Essed (Chairperson) Sir Lionel Lookhoo
D.G.A. Findlay Sol.-Gen. Shahiberdien
C.F. Calor F.H.C. John, UN

C.D. Ooft Representative of Guyana
I. Soemita

Dr N. Panday

H.R. Lim A Po (Secretary)

Interpreter: Ms van Schelle
Secretariat: Ms Sankar

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

* Einaar, Minister Plenipotentiary of Surinam in The Hague. Dr Einaar stated that he
was particularly pleased to be in London in order to discuss with the Guyanese
delegation the border 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, Higl}__(?ommissioner for Guyana in England, who remarked that it
was a special occasion for Guyana to have its first meeting as an independent country
with Surinam as there is a solid bond of friendship between Surinam 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 where the discussions are currently being held, it was remarked that the
room in this building was made available by the Foreign Office and can be regarded

as an independent venue.
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The Chairperson of the Surinamese delegation, Dr Essed, on behalf of his delegatlon
offered his thanks for the words of welcome and described the fact that the first
meeting of Guyana as an independent country is with Surinam 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 Surinam has come to discuss the border does not mean that Sﬁrinam has
come to discuss partition but rather a bond as borders have more of a binding than a
separating function. Seen in this light Surinam would like to fix the border on the
basis of technical principles so that we can work together on a clear and sound basis.
That is why Surinam has come to ask for the border to be demarcated and for a border
register to be set up.

Surinam 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 case has three different aspects, namely:
1. the triangle
2. nghts in the Corantijn
3. the border on the continental shelf,

Do you agree?

Surinam
We proposed an agenda earlier in 2 memorandum submitted to the Foreign Office,
namely in the oral memorandum of 3 February 1966, viz.:
1. the delimitation of the western sea border of Surinam over the territorial sea
and the continental shelf;
2. the demarcation of the western land border of Surinam, namely the western
bank of the Corantijn;
3. the setting up of a mixed commission to delimit the borders under discussion.

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

Guyana
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Although we were not aware of this proposal, 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 Surinam delegation if they
sometimes consult amongst themselves and indicated that he would allow individual
delegation members to speak separately. This would result in a free and peaceful

discussion.
AGENDA POINT 1

Surinam

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

Before being able to draw the border in the territorial sea and on the continental shelf,
it is first necessary to know where the border should begin.

Later on we shall show you on the map our proposal for a boundary between the river
and the territorial waters. Where this boundary intersects the left bank of the Corantijn
is the starting point of the border in the territorial sea and on the continental shelf. In
our opinion, this border 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 in the direction of 10

degrees east.

Dr Essed also made the comment that, as demonstrated by this proposal, Surinam
seeks a quick resolution of this issue. A large part of the world expects perhaps 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.

Surinam

The boundary marking the end of the river runs perpendicular to the main current of
the Corantijn, unless special circumstances should prevent this. However, in our
opinion, such special circumstances are not present.

The Surinamese proposal:

Diplomatic Documents



Memorial of Guyana
Annex 69

3
3
Ly

v CuiF S

A : - M A =/-¢u7‘~w-‘~;k

’e

L van 7 00ir’
e

.
Fivmgrde f

Guyana

It would appear sensible to investigate how the 10 degree line was derived 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 ]imif of the territorial waters and
from there in an easterly direction following this 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 but a 28 degree line. Moreover, this line was only
intended to delimit the border in the territorial waters and not in the contiguous zone
or continental shelf.

The following took place in the 1930s: the commission which fixed the two border
points in 1936 considered that a line of 28 degrees in the territorial sea would cut into
the river channel and would hence make control of the river mouth more difficult.
This consideration led to the 10 degree instead of the 28 degree line being adopted as
the border in the territorial waters.

Seen against this background, the 10 degree line offers no support for fixing the
border in the contiguous zone or on the continental shelf.

Under these circumstances the border in these last two areas should be fixed in
accordance with the relevant international law. In this regard, the Conventions of

Geneva of 1958 are significant, in particular Art. 6, para.1 of the Convention on the
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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
border in the contiguous zone and on the continental shelf leads to a boundary line in
accordance with the equidistance principle which means a line of 33 to 34 degrees—a
line not differing 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 treaties and has cited the equidistance principle in demarcating the border
between the Netherlands, Germany and Great Britain. Even these countries agreed to
a treaty on the basis of the équidistance principle.
Furthermore, in 1958 The Hague proposed to Britain that the border between Surinam
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 cases,
viz.:
1. when the parties agree to another arrangement
2. when historical circumstances lead to the adoption of a different arrangement.
In our opihion there is no question of exception 1 being relevant because we have
never encountered a different arrangement.
In relation 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 that of the equidistant line
as the border.
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
border. However, in the 1930s it was agreed with The Hague that we would
withdraw this claim in exchange for recognition by The Hague of our rights in the
triangle.
If Surinam wants to observe this agreement, Guyana can proceed to discuss the
position of a boundary to mark the end of the river based on the fact that the
Corantijn is a Surinamese river.
At this stage we would like to note that we are of the opinion that this should not
be drawn so far to the north as you propose. In accordance with reality, the

boundary will have to be drawn between the two points of the river where the first
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noticeable narrowing of the river begins, which means that the boundary will have
to run van 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 boundary proposed by Surinam lies outside the actual river.

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 observed by you, then we have
no need to extend the border in the river to the thalweg, as was proposed by The

Hague in 1962 in a draft treaty.

Surinam

Part of this draft treaty was an aide-memoire. In this aide-memoire, which cannot
be seen separately from the draft treaty, it is explicitly stated that this draft was
drawn up by the Netherlands in response to a proposal by and at the instigation of
Britain. Moreover, with the greatest emphasis, it is indicated that the proposal
included in this draft was explicitly rejected by Britain with the result that this

proposal no longer exists. Guyana is urged to take this expréssly into account.

Guyana
The previous comment should not be understood incorrectly. Guyana definitely no
longer wants to claim the thalweg as the border in the Corantijn River. Guyana

only wants Surinam to respect the rights of the Guyanese users of the river.

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

proposal that reached the Netherlands via diplomatic channels.

Guyana

It is not known in Guyana that the proposal originated in Britain.
Surinam

Itis very clearly stated in the attached aide-memoire. To repeat: the draft was

explicitly rejected by Britain in a later memorandum.
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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

border, a boundary marking the end of the river would no longer be necessary.

Surinam

The last statement is not correct. Such a boundary is always necessary. However,
the matter is such that, if the thalweg constituted the border, the boundary would
have to be agreed by both parties whereas now, given that the Corantijn is a
national Surinamese river, the boundary can be determined unilaterally by
Surinam.

The necessity of a boundary is therefore independent of the question of where the
border runs. The boundary is in all cases where the river ends and the territorial
sea begins. It should always be clear where the territorial sea begins.

It is possibly not sensible to discuss now the purely technical question of whether
a boundary is necessary or not to delimit the border. It is more useful to return to
the agenda point under discussion, namely the delimitation of the border in the
territorial sea and on the continental shelf, -

Surinam has a detailed explanation of its position on the course of the border.
There are many facets to our position but before addressing these facets one-by-

one we would like to leamn what the Guyanese position is.

Guyana _
Assuming that Surinam accepts the agreement made in the 1930s, we believe that
the border 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 according to the
equidistance principle, which would result in a line of 33 to 34 degrees that runs
close to the 1931 line of 28 degrees.

The general direction of the valley of the river is, according to us, not a relevant

factor for the delimitation of the border in the territorial sea and on the continental
shelf.

Surinam
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Before responding in detail to the Guyanese position we would like to state from
the outset that in our opinion the Geneva Convention is intended to accord the
equidistance principle a supplementary role. Moreover, the exceptions are not as
stated by you nor based on your arguments. The treaties give as exceptions

‘historical title” and ‘special circumstances’ and not “historical circumstances’.

As further clarification of the proposed 10 degree line:

Surinam’s position assumes the generally accepted rule in the demarcation of
borders that the demarcation must be based on geographical circumstances. This
assumption forms the basis of the demarcation of the border between Guyana and
Brazil and between Surinam and Brazil. After all, the chain of hills, which
separates the catchment areas of the Guyanese rivers and the Brazilian rivers, as a
geographical circumstance, is decisive in demarcating the border, it is the
watershed. In accordance with the relevant rules, geographical circumstances are
therefore given here overriding importance.

In delimiting the border in the territorial sea and on the continental shelf, we must
also, in the first place, address the geographical reality.

In this case, the river valley is, just as in the previously mentioned example of the
chain of hills, the primary indicator of the border. This is the indicator that the
geographical reality gives us. If the geographical reality is not used as the basis,
demarcating the border becomes an arbitrary affair.

In relation to the provisions 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 treaties and the reports of the debates that preceded the
conclusion of the treaties assume that the demarcation of the border must be
effected, in the first place, in accordance with geographical reality and that, if an
agreement cannot be reached on this basis, the border should be demarcated
according to the equidistance principle as a sort of emergency solution.
Moreover, the words ‘failing 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 and it has some exceptions. The principal rule is that the
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demarcation of the border must take place in accordance with geographical reality
and that only if this offers no solution is the equidistance principle 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 s at
variance with this provision’.

It is therefore better if we first concentrate our attention upon the geographical
reality. Furthermore, the 1931 agreement to which you referred earlier
demonstrates that, in proposing the 28 degree line, decisive importance was given

to the geographical reality.

The Surinamese delegation feels that we would prefer not to go into the position
adopted by the European part of the Kingdom of the Netherlands in the Eems

case.

Guyana

We have made only very general reference to provisions in the Conventions of
Geneva. We do not regard it as opportune now to examine these treaties in detail.
However, we will make the following comments:

We are grateful for your explanation of the history of the conclusion of the
treaties. However, we have the impression that in our legal systems there is a clear
difference in basic principles in the explanation of legal provisions.

For our part, we restrict ourselves to the words written in the text itself because we
describe it as the result of the debate which preceded the conclusion of the treaty.
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 our opinion that, in Article 12 of the Treaty of the Territorial
Sea, the middle line is the prinéipal rule and that exceptions are only exceptions.
For the contiguous zone (see Article 24 of this treaty) these exceptions are omitted

completely.
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In our opinion, no matter what, there is no question of “a historic title’ or of
‘special circumstances’ which would justify a departure from the equidistance
principle in this case.

Presuming that the river vél]ey, which constitutes Surinamese territory, forms a
special circumstance in the sense of the treaties, it can only be a special
circumstance in relation to the border delimitation of the territorial sea and not to
the delimitation of the continental (sic!, NS) zone and on the continental shelf

If the valley of the Corantijn had followed the coast of Guyana in a westerly
direction, you would surely not claim that the border outside the territorial waters
would have to follow the direction of the river valley?

In relation to the delimitation of the border in the continental zone no reference is
made to special circumstances. If the river valley is not a special circumstance for
delimiting the border in the continental zone how could it then be a special
circumstance for delimiting the border on the continental shelf?

The river valley can be a special circumstance in delimiting the border in the
territorial sea but not outside.

In order to prevent any misunderstanding, it should be pointed out that Guyana
does not regard the river valley as constituting a special circumstance in any
context.

In 1958, the Netherlands, in light of its proposal to delimit the border in
accordance with the equidistance principle, did not regard the river valley 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 valley as a special circumstance, would have proposed the equidistance line
as the border in 1958.

To regard the river valley as a special circumstance to more than 100 miles off the

coast 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.

10
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Surinam

Guyana’s last point, in particular, is one of complete agreement between the both
of us. For the time being, we are also satisfied to lay out our position.

Moreover, your difference in appreciation and interpretation of the facts and treaty
provisions should not be seen as unusual.

The difference in accent 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 are only interested in confronting the reality of the situation. We
are convéying our views and do not want to base our position, in any way, on the
opinion of The Hague.

We describe the standpoint of Surinam which should be of interest and possibly
important to your Government.

This is also the spirit and the atmosphere within which Prime Ministers Pengel

and Burnham prepared these discussions.

Guyana

We assure you that we are listening to the Surinamese standpoint with great
interest and consider it important. We cannot, however, separate this ‘case’ from
the context in which it was previously discussed. Although we are happy to learn
the Surinamese standpoint 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
Hague which 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 Surinam has its own opinion on this issue.
However, it is impossible for us, in an assessment of Surinam’s standpoint, not to
view the case in conjunction with the standpoint previously taken by the
Netherlands. Even when Surinam 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.

11
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The meeting was adjourned until 3.00 p-m.
After the break:

Surinam

To conclude the discussion on the first agenda point, the following is noted:

This case has a constitutional aspect for Surinam. 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. 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 independent]y_.

We do not regard as completely improper that Guyana has brought up the earlier
diplomatic correspondence; Surinam 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 tﬁe conclusion of the agreement between the Netherlands, Germany
and Britain, when such an agreement affects only the European part of the

Kingdom.

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 intemational law the interpretation methods must

be designated by the states involved.

It is useful to recall explicitly that the diplomatic consultation on the delimitation
of borders in the territorial sea and on the continental sheif has not resulted in a

treaty. Surinam is hence in no way legally bound to this consultation.

Guyana
We accept and appreciate that Surinam has its own opinion and that Surinam 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

12
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constitutional position of Surinam may be, Surinam cannot simply dispose of what
the Netherlands has said in the past as the Netherlands was the only legal entity
which was authorised to speak on the foreign affairs of Surinam.

We do not ask you to disregard the behaviour 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 border.

We propose to regard this point as now having been sufficiently discussed. We

will report these deliberations to our Government.

Surinam
Once more we would like to reiterate explicitly that in the 1930s there was never
an agreement made 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 point of the boundary between
the river and the territorial sea, however, we feel obliged to make the following
remark: the boundary 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 border between Surinam and Guyana was agreed whereas the border between
Guyana and Venezuela is based upon a treaty. Nevertheless, Guyana has agreed to

re-open discussions with Venezuela on this issue.

Guyana

13
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We began our argument by stating that there is no agreement on the border on the
continental shelf which is precisely why 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.

Surinam

Surinam 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 as it is a multilateral
agreement. As far as this agenda point of the border in the territorial séa and on
the continental shelf is concerned, we are only divided by a difference in
interpretation of the treaty and a difference in recognition of the geographical

circumstances.
AGENDA POINTS 2 AND 3

Guyana

Guyana proposes that Surinam explains its standpoint on these agenda points.

Surinam

It 1s clear to everyone that the west bank of the Corantijn forms the border
between Surinam 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 Coréntijn 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.

Surinam

14
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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.

Surinam

We know nothing of a river question nor of a.claim on the river. The sovereignty
over the river has been exercised exclusively by Surinam for years. We would find
it very regrettable if a recognized practice of more than 150 years, based on an
international treaty, were suddenly to be questioned. We don’t believe that our

neighbours mean this.

Guyana

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

Surinam
There is a treaty signed more than 150 years ago wherein 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 Govemors of
Sommelsdijk(?) and Peere(?) and one in 1799 agreed between the Governors
Frederici and van Batenburgh. o
Furthermore, in the laws of Guyana the border 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

15
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and the United Kingdom was concluded whereby we withdrew the demand that
the thalweg should form the border in exchange for a similar withdrawal by the
Netherlands of its demand 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 questlon 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 border. We shall hence examine this history
of this question in more detail.

I will speak on the basis of the relevant diplomatic correspondence. Firstly, the
Dutch aide-memoire of 2(7) August 1929 which relates to this demand by Britain.
It is a long document and 1 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
recognised by the Netherlands Government and 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 Britain on the
thalweg and the claim of Surinam on the New River as the border. There is clearly
even a question 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 -;‘)articular 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 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
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article safeguarding any exis{ing 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
Govemnment has thus recognised the presence of rights of British subjects on the
use of the Corantijn river. 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 Surinam.

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 recognised
that the Corantijn river belonged jointly to both countries and is an international
river. From the foregoing we only want to support the position that the 1929 claim
on the thalweg as the border 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.

Surinam
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 1s based on the idea that there
can only be question of a claim if it is based on at least one reasonable legal
principle. We are of the opinion that the so-called claim on the thalweg 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.

The west bank of the Corantijn forming the border 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 is not possible. Moreover,

before 1929 the British had always accepted, without any reservation, that the left

17

Diplomatic Documents



Memorial of Guyana
Annex 69

bank of the Corantijn is the border. The so-called claim of 1929 was nothing than
vexatious and Surinam is now not prepared in any way to review, either separately
or in conjunction with any other aspect of the border, this indisputablve 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 indisputable legal facts are
described as indisputable and that we cannot accept you opening this for
discussion either directly or indirectly. We can explicitly inform you that we are
hence neither prepared nor authorized to make as a point of discussion the fact
that the left bank of the Corantijn forms the border. We are possibly 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 claim that the border on the left bank of the Corantijn is a special
circumstance 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

neighbours, 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 border 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 1ot to be considered as such. 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 baseless. 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
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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 exclusively to land. In this
regard it is instructive to examine a letter written in 1794 by Governor van
Batenburgh to the administrators of Surinam and Berbice which were both under
Netherlands rule. Van Batenburgh stated that Surinam, by law, did not extend to
Duivels creek. The borders should be the same as those stated in the letter of
cession from Willoughby to King Charles II. In this letter the border of Surinam is
stated as being one mile west of the Coppename river. The brief by 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 itself carefully, you can see
stated explicitly in Article 3 that the islands in the Corantijn will continue to
belong to Surinam. In our opinion, it can be deduced from this that no
 arrangement for the river itself 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 the
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 the triangle
but also the confirmation of existing users’ rights of British Guiana subjects on the

Tiver.
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We repeat with emphasis that we are not attempting to re-open discussion on the
position of the border in the river. We have indeed for a long time recognised the
left bank of the Corantijn as the border but this recognition was based on the

‘settlement’ of 1931.

You appear to assume that the 1799 treaty was intended to demarcate a border.
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 border treaty in the true sense of the

word.

Surinam

Firstly, we observe that neither the island settlement in the 1799 agreement nor the
fact that the agreement has the character of a cession detracts from 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 border. 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.

Guyana’s position that the recognition of the left bank as the border is based on
the so-called settlement of 1930 is incorrect. This boundary had been adopted
more than one hundred years earlier and since that time has never been

questioned. This 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 Surinam’s territory before the conclusion of the
agreement. Governor van Batenburgh was apparently unable to maintain his

argument.
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Guyana
We would like to propose that the meeting be closed after we have had the

opportunity to make several short comments.

Surinam

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 Corentijn as the border as a concession. The historical
rights to 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 border 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 Surinam and

Guyana should also be resolved in this manner.

Guyana

Investigating by measurement which of the two sources of the Corentijn is the
main source is a question upon which we would like to suspend judgement 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 ah external affair. The fact is, we could show on the basis of
the correspondenpe that the 1931 treaty was intended to demarcate the border
between Guyana, Surinam and Brazil. The place where the three countries meet is
a clear result of this demarcation which was intended without the ratification of an

agreement. This three-country point is, moreover, a result of the bilateral
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agreements between Surinam and Brazil and between Brazil and the United

Kingdom.

Surinam
Your premise that there is a border agreement between Brazil and Surinam 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 border and that the triangle is
Guyanese territory.

A summary of diplomatic correspondence which shows the recognition of the

triangle as Guyanese territory will follow.

Surinam

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 Surinam’s claims on the Upper Corantijn
forming the border 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
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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 of the border demarcation will
have to come eventually. We would like to receive an aide-mémoire from you and
we will send one to you. We hope that the consultation can be continued at a
higher level this year. Would you give our best regards on behalf of the

Government of Guyana to your Prime Minister and your Government?

Surinam

We will send you our standpoint 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
Govemment, 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 pm.
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Varslag van da besprekingan gdhoudon'tunaon R
Suriname on Guyana op 23 juni 1966 in het = o
Halborough-llouca te Londen, Engaeland, ST
aanvang 10,30 uur v.w, .

Aanwvaexdig;

van Surinaamce zijdet : ¢ van Guyaneso zijdes :
Dr.Ix.F.E., Esoad (voorzitter) ' B§ir Lionel Lookhoo '
D.G.A, Findlay , -~ 6ol,Gan, Shahiberdien - :
Ch,F, Calor T - .. P.u.C. John, vertegan- :
Mr.C.D, Ooftc ' i ©.vwoordigar van Cuyana

I.,800mita . . "bij da V.N,-
Dr.N. Panday e L
Mr ,H,R, Lim A Po (sacrataria)

Tolks Mej.,van Schelle S S o : ,'”%4' ;
Sacr.Cuyanas Maj,Sankar, - - B e . : g

14
. De Surinnamgq_delqggc}g_yq;dt_gqgﬂﬂg_quqqqpa voorgestald
o ' door Pr,J.¥.E. Efndar, Gevq}ébqhg%g{q'n;qiucur;van
'~ Suriname in Den Haag. Df.ﬁinqqrunQQAC daarbij, dat het
hem bifronder verheugt in Londen te z£ijn om net da Guyanasa-
doelcgatie het grensverloop tussen beide landen te besprdken,
Dr.EBinaar zept aervan ovartuipgd te xijn dat partijan 1in
staat rullen z1jn te komen tot @an vreedzame oplosasing
van de bestaande probleman, .

B X P A

Nadat Dr,Einaar de vergadering heaft verlaten, wordre-
. do Surinaamse delegatiec walkom geheton door Sir Lookhoo, -~
-High Commicsionar van Guyana in Engeland, dizfaaa:bij
opuerkt dat hat voor CGuyana een bijzondere goebaurtenis
16 dat de eorste ontmoeting als onafhankel{jk Land
plaatevindt met Suriname. Tussen Suriname én Guyana
en tusesen hun raepektievelijkeo staatshoofdan bastaat
immars een goade vriendschap,
Het karakter van da ounderhavige bowprokingen. wil Guyana
rion als "a frea and frank oxchanga of viawg'",

‘van Guyana als onafhankelijk Yand plaatevindt met Suriname,: -
als eqan symbool van de gooda varstandhouding die sinds

eeacwven tusocaen beide landaen bestaat on wallicht ook in de
toekomst xzal bestaan, - - .
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Waar daxa sluitlijn da linkeroovar van-do Corantijn -
cuijdt, bogint de gronelijn in de torritorialo zea on
over hot continentaal plat. 0.4, loopt dore gronslijn
iue do terrfitoriala zoe on over het continantaal plat
volgens con 11jn diec evenwijdig loopt aman het dal van
da Corantijn, Dit dal zot zich in de tarritorianla zca
en ovax haet continentaal plat voort met ean richting
van 10 oooc,

»

"Dr.EBssed merkt vooxts op dat, golfjk uit do vootgqanda

uitconzatting blijke, ‘Suriname stxecft naar een spoediga |
oplossing van deze zaak., Een groot deel van de werald . S
vaerwvacht misschion dat er conflictan tussen ons zullen - f

vreedzame wijze tot cen oplossing koman, hctgaen ean
voorbeeld xal zijn voor da gehele werald,

Van Surinaomee zijder De sluitlijn loopt loodrecht op-

de stroomdraad vaun de Corantijn, taenzij bijzondare
omptandighadan dit xouden baletten. Dergelijka bijzondorc
ometandighadaon zijn 1.c, achtar niet nnnwozig.

Hat -Surinaemo voorstal:

> /(u-r’7- .
/L, A--,;.w-.u,g L

rverda f

Van Guyanese zi{fde; Het komt vaerstandip voor na te gaan

hoe men imn het verleden aan de 10°. 1ijn 1s gekoman,
In de aida memoire van da Nederlandse TYegering van 4
augustus 1931 staat in par.3: "At the mouth og the
Corawczne the froutier will be from a point 6°0'25" Lat.N,
nud 57 810" Lar.W 4in a direction poincing to the right
.28°0 to tha point whaere this linao mdets thd cuter limtt
of the territorial watexs and from thara Ia o eacturly
dircction following the ocuter limit of the territorial BEEI
vaters',

origincla voorstol van Nederland uniot ean 10° 11§n, maar.
con 28° iljn inhield. Bovendien wvas mat dcze 11jn slechtes
bodoeld de vaststalling van de grens in de . terricorialae
wateren en niat oon grenslijn in the contiguoun zong en
op hot continentaal plac, ;
Uet navolgende 1s in de dertigaexr jarcn gcbourdx Da coomisoifs :
diac in 1936 de twee granspunten heaft vasctgosteld, ovarwoog

dat oan 11ja van 28° 4n do territoriala mea hot riviax-

kanaal " &ou critjden on daarom do controln ovar ‘de rivier-
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WLj willan alvast aantokonen dat wijivan ocordeel zfjn

dat de sluitlijn niot mo vaer noordelfik moect worden

gotrokkaen als U voorstelt., In ‘ovorcenstaomming maet da
roalitoit sal do slufitlijn o.1, moatdn wordaen pgatrokken i
tusson de twae punten van da rivier .wasr da coréte
workbare vernauwing van de rivier begint, hotgeen betekdnt
dat de eluitlijn zal dienen te lopen van Blufpunt aan

de Burinaanmoo zijdo tot de Anna Hor{nakraok anan dd
Cuyaneec zijda, Dara twea punten goven do eeret merkbare :
vernauwing van dae rivier aan. Do sluitlijn zoalo door
Buriname voorgaesteld ligt buiten de eigaenlijke riviaer,

Indien hat accoord van 1930 wmeb,t, Uw efkonning van onzae
aanspraken .op do drfchoek an onzae erkonning van Uw aan- i
gpraken op da rivier door U wordt nagaloaefd, dan hobben. ;
vif ar goen bahoefte aan dat da grans in de rivier naar.
de thalweg wordt vorlegd, xoals door Dan Haag 4n 1962 1g
voorgesteld ia een concept vardrag, i

Van Suringsamse zijdes D14 dic goncapt verdrag bahoort C E
een aide memoire, Iun dezé aide memolira, wamrven het - :
concapt verdrdg niet loe mag wordan gaecien, staat ufit-
drukkelijk dat dit coucopt door Nederland io opgesteld
op voorstael en'inntigacio van Engeland, Bovendien vordt
er mot de messte klem en nadruk op gavezan dat het 41in
dit concept varvatte voorstal uitdrukkelijk door Engeland
i verworpon, zodat'dit voorotel niet meer bostaat,

Guyana wordt dringend verzocht hier bepaaldelijk rekening.
wade te willen houden, ' '

Van Guvaneoa zi1jder Da voorgannda'opmarking'moét'nidt-
verkoerd woxden bagrepan, CGuyana wil beelist thaane niat

do thalveg als grang in da Coruntijnrivicr.claimen. "
Cuyana wil slechts dat de rochten van de Cuyenase gebruf.’
kers van de rivier door Suriname worden geraspectaeaerd,. .

Van Surinnamse zijdot Niettomin willaen vij uicdrukkelijk
stollen dat het voorstel van 1962 san Britas voorotael vag .
dat Nederxland langs diplomstiaeka wag had bareikre,

Van Guyaneso xi{de: Het {ia Cuyans nict bokend dat het

voorutal van Lngeland mou zijo uitgogaan,

Van Surinaamoe z1jdos llat ctaat anders wal duidelijl 4in ¢
de bLegelaidende aide meaoira, Nogmzalo: het concept 4s
uvitdrukkelijk door Engeland b1j aon lacere nota varvorpen,

Van Guyancsa zijdo: Daza kveatie ovar 1962 1g unfat ons
balanpgrijkotae punt. Hot {ig glechts terloops aangahaald,  :
Rigenlijk hadden vij slechts willen gaggon dat bif aan-
vaarding van de thalwag als grens, gaoen aluiftlijn meer
nodig 'i'ﬂ",';_ X RN } e . N
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gobledon van da Quyaneso riviaren enjdo Braziliaanse

. schaidt, {8 ale gaografigcha OmuCandighoid bapaland

- voor da grons, da watorscheiding dusm Aan geografischae

omgtandighodon woerd hier dus, in ovoroonutemminp mot

dae ton doze galdende ragele, acn doornlnggovendo becokoni.

toagokand,

Ook bL1ij da bapaling van do grone in de torritoriole zaa

en op hot continentaal plat moaten wij ond in da eprate

. ploats richten naar do geografische realitoit; _ ;
llioxr 16 hat dal van do rivier, avopmale in het hiorvoran o §
gonoemda voorboeld de heuvelrug, do primaire grans- X
agowijxing, Dit 1s do aanwijzing dio da rceografische
realiteit ons geeft. Indien niet wordt uitgogaan van
do ‘gaografischo realitaeit, wordt de grencbopaling oen ‘

"arbicraire of gelfs willekaeurige aangelegenhaid, :
M.b.t. hot bepaaldoc in de betreffondo artikelen van de

‘-verdragen van Geneve, moat wordon opgemerkt dat lat

oquidiacnntioboginsol nict als dwingende ragel ig gaateld

Lowel de tckst van dao veordragen als de verslagen vao da - g

i

aon de vaststelling van do vardragen voorafgasndo debat--
tan, gaagn arvan ult dat de granevaststelling in de cerste
plaata dient t2 geschieden in overconstemming met de

geografieche raaliteit en dat, indien can ovoreanotomming
op dezae grondslag niet te bcreikon 1o, als ceen soort

noodoplosaing, de grana dicnt te vorden vaatgosteld volgen P
hat equidietantiebeginsel, _ '
“Trouveas da woordon "faillng agroemunt" in da vordragen
latnn buften CHijfel dat goan het oquidistnntiebevinsel
niet mooer dan ocn nanvullcnd karakter vard gageven,

Resumerond kan dusg uordon gesteld dat do aquidictancielijn
niet i{» gecteld als hoofdregael met uitzonderingen daarop,
"doch dat als hoofdregel -gelde dar de grensbepaling dient
"ta gaeechieden in ovoreenstcmming met de guografische .
rogliteiet on dat ecrot indien zulks geen sanknopingan
'biledt, het oquidistantieprincipe toopgsaging vinde,

In dit verband wordt verwezen naar zin 2 vap artikel 12
1id 1 van het vordrag betrecffonde do Territorial seay
"Thio provision (aquidistantieregal) shall not apply,
hovaver, whore 1t 18 necessary by reason of historic
titla or other nspecial circumstances to dolinit the
torritoricl seom of the two States 1in a uay vhiich 19

at varfanca wicth this provision",

Het 1 dus zaak dat wilj vooroerot onze aandacht concon—
troron op do gooprafische realiteit, Ook hacr zoganaamde
accoord voun 1931 dat U.eerder heoft aengohaald uvijst erop
dat men bij het voorstellen van de 28° I1{4n doorglag-~

" govende batokanie haoft coogakend aan de googrufiacha

xealitedit,

In dae delegatie van Suriname, z0 wordt van Surinaomses
z1jde medegedeald, bestaat hat gevoolen dat vif bij
voorkaur-nict .wengon in ta gaan op hat standpunt dat haot
Europase dool ‘van lhat. Koninkx{jk daxr Nadorlanden in da .
Enmn saak -hoaft 1ngonomon'-;,-.-,- -
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vao Qanayg, Haoe 14 niot agn ¢ noman dat Nedarland,

indiaen 81y het da3 van da riyiqg, alg bifzondera Omdtandfg..
heig bonchouwdo, in 1958 (q oquidintanclalijn,nle grang
Zou habbap Veorgaatald, I L :

llot dal yay, de riviqgy tot moar dap 3¢ niflan ute ggq kugg,

alo bijaondarg ometandighayg 8anmerken 1g oan 1rron11cait;;-

Van Suringnpge rijder Vooral het ‘laatgrg van Guyancge .

— ..

zlide Eastalgo ia ecn punt vVan grote overoenatemming:___
tusson opg boidan, Ook wig vo;atnqp Voorlopf. mat het . |

RN VR S N P .

feften ap vordrupabcpaliugcn BRg niat alg bijzondorhoid :
in de Yerald wvordgpn gozian,
lac Varachkil g4 accene kgp walliche worden Varklzagrg ufit B

‘1) geven hat atan&punt van Suriﬁa&é véer an heg {4 voér
Uy ﬂegcring valliche belnng:;jk an bqlangvgkknud hat

Van Gglanqgo zijda z
van Suriaama nat bgl:ngutulling-canhoren en.bolnngrijk
achten, W1y Lunpeq echter dayg "cage" ciot cholden van

da contaxtg Vaayxin zij Vroager i@'bahnndeld. Hoawey vig

‘An hee Vexladap iu’boinvlocd'enfin hct-varladau door
Nodorlang 1a bohendeld;'en'Dou Hagg uac'hct'cOmpetontc

. volgenp de mquidiatanticlijn moo:5wordon~vnctgéstcld;
1 t mobc:ook onze?varyij;;ng naarvdq.ovorocnkomat
tuandn.ugqopland,_Duicnlnnd'od'H?gelaud~wordonzgczion;_.u
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niot wogwarken wae ledorland als de autor gt dia
ullooufbevoegd vaa to epreken ovaer do buitr .andoe
betrakkingan van Suriname, haerft gocegd, 3

Van onza kant vragen wif U niet dg gcdragi#
do Britga regering uie hot varledon ta vor;
llat 10 uft gen oogpunt van internationaanl .
wellovendhaid dat wij dit niet van y kunne
Een unfouw lang ontstaat niat ujit ocen vocuuiy
orfeails van problamen dic door het moedar]g
secratlard, Het zoy alet getuigon van Taalit; .
to ostellan dat dege actics van hot moaderland zondar maqrf':’
kunnen vorden toniet podaan, Het Punt dat wij hiorvan _ S

n van

Wij stallen vVoor dit punt alg thang voldoenda beupquanf9
te besclouwan, W1ij zullon j
rnpportaren.

18 gesloton,
xijde tijdeng

teruggekbman. Ket becrekking tot Uw vooretel over (g .
beginpuntan van de 8luitliijn moet ons ecchter dge Volgendo
opmerking B0z van het hare} de 1lijn die t te beginnen

°p het punt vanp do G8rste merkbare “deviatfon of the
gaeneral cogstline”, Blufpunt kan 4n redelijkheiq Rinmer -
worden d4anganarke glg het eerptae Punt waar can afuijking

van dé algemane richeting van dq_kuqtlijn'optreedc,

Van Guyancsao zijda: Wij z14n onzae arguncontatie begoanen
RCL ta etallen dgt 8r t.a.v, de greng in het continantagl
plat gaon overoaenkopst bestaat aen dat juige daaron de

!gp.Sgsigggﬂud tijdo: Suriname is wfch or tardego van
bavuot dar da uijmiging in hnarvncnncnrochtolijko pooictia
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Van_Surinnamme z1 dot Er is een vardrag van maer danm
150 jaron vaarin tozchrevan otaat dat do veatolijke
oaver van da Corantijn da grens vormt, Is- dit verdrag
U bakand? ’

: . a feito eljn’ ox zalfg tvea voxrdragen, nl, d&4n geolotan
' : tuscen de Couvarneuro van Somnaledijk on Peora an LI-1-
in 1799 goslotan tuocgean da QGouvarnaurg Fraedorici on van’
Datcnburgh.
Ook in da wottaen van Guyana staat geschreven det de
grons werde gavormd door da wvastalijke ocaever van da

Corantijn,

N

!RB_QHXEEﬂEQ_Eiigﬁ‘ Da verdragan zijn ona bokond, evaenales - | é
de vermelding daarvan in de wottam van Barbica. Op “aaen
reker oganblik heoft Cuyana cchtar een claim godaan op
do rivier, wolke clafim z1iJ niet in 8txijd achtte mat enfig
vardrag, S
Vif x1jo hiZar niag vaandaoap om dago claim te herhzlen,
Wij herhalon daza claim nfat, opdat vij van oordeanl zijn -
dat 1a 1931 ean bindaonde afepraak tugpen Nedorland an
heg Vorenigd'Koniukpijk tot stand 1s gckonep,"uaarbij'
wif de e1g op da thalvog alg erens hebben ingotrokken
ia ru1l voor aan sogrtgelijka Ln;;ggg;ngfyqngﬂcdc:;gnd
van haar aig m.h.t..de;N¢QTRLYq§;d§1qhégk¢h,,_ oL
W1) zi4n beretd op daze bagig door ta gaan, . Wijf zifn
viet van plan de digcusoie ovar da. thalveg te openen,
uitsluitend opdat U de kwastie van de drichoek: ook niat
zult heroponen, 0,1, z_ij-n.‘c._!e-.-E.qqq_-_vqr.l.t.em_dg.:ﬁiviqx:.,ez.z.
de drichoak, daarom zo Rauy met.alkaar verbondon dgp
=1y niot onafhankelijk van elkear Lunnen wordon behandeld,
U atelda nfot bokend te z1jn maet hot fait dat van Engalsa
rijdo indortijd_cen_clqim'net bggroggiqugg; da thalveg
ale grans 1g ingndiond._Daarqm”zg%}ag\ugi_qp do hiatorie
van doze lkwestia nadarx ingaan, . v :
. 31k zal gpraeken aan de hangd van do relevante diplonaticka -
/ €orraopoundentic, Voorcerst do nedcrlandge ailde-gemoire
van 2(7) auguntus 1929, q4¢ op daze.els van Engeland
botrakking heaft, llat ig Qqn_lang_dq¢qmcnt en ik zal u
niot mat do pahaele inhoud vermoolon, De derdo'pﬂragzaaf
achter lutde: "pg Juiotheid dezor opvatting, volgens
wolka dug oan godeaolta van do gtroom tot Dr1t0 Cuyqqn .
zou behoren, kan door do HodorLaananaogqplng nict vorden :
arkend, en {a gan dutdaelijke ververping van.de Engelee . . N i
thalvagclainm, Tn de daarop govolgda Engelse nota van
18 oktober 1930 wordy in da vicrda paragraaf: aen duidelfjk
verband gelegd suapan da ¢laime van Engolang °p da thalvag -
en de claim van Surinane op.dq“NdQ'R1VQr_QIUVgpené. Ex
1o zolfs duidelijk sprake van can xuil tyguen partijon,
In de nota van Nederlandpe 51jdo van'4 autustus 193)
dila hierop volgt, arkont Hedarland " Engo
op de Codroan{ ajg 4
de claim van EBagaola

SR e
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en dat roods doarom van enfiga ruil alj oor U guatald

niwxner sprake kan zijn gowaest.
De gronn ala cijnde do waontelljka oawvi
boruct op hot vardrag vam 1800, ecn xe
nationalae overcankouct, De fnhoud van: ze ovoraeankomet

le zelfs neorgolegd in do lokale wettdl van Guyana,

Ean duidelijlera erkooning {6 dua nlctimopelijk, Daerngag:
ochter hebban do Engelsen vddr 1929 atoedo conder cnig |
voorbolioud panvanrd dat do linkeroever wvan da Coraatijn
da grens fg., De zgn. claim van 1929 wao danool vexzatolr
‘en Surinama 4 thano 1n geon onkol opzZichet bercid ditc
vaotataand rechtofeiz, dat de wvegtelifke ocaver van da
Corantijnrivier do grous vormt, nader ta boxian, noch

op zichzalf, noch in samenhang mot welk ander ccpoct

vdn de grano danook. U zult hat mot ous aeng zijn dat

wij or rechit op hebben van U te eisen vaststaande rachtg—
feiten als vaststaand te beschouwan on dat wij niec kunie
oaccopteran dat U deze hatzij direkt, hotcij indirekt alg
vragon tor tafal brengt, Wij kunnon U uitdrukkelijk mada-
delon dat wij dasrom niat bareid of gemachtigd zfin i
haet faeit dat do linkeroever van de Corantijn de grang :
vormt, oals @an punt van beszpraling ta naken, Wij zLjn
oventuaael boreld over de consaquenties van hot foit dat
de rivier acn nptionale rivier is, U aan te horaen, naar
verdex dan dat zullen vij in geon goval gean,

De vaker gedane bevering dat de grono .op de licnkeroever
-van de Corxsuntijn eon bijszonderheid zZ2ou zijn wordt door
ono niat aanvaayxd, Er zijn meerdoxe xivioren wasar hotzij
hiezorisch, hotrlj Lkrachtenn tractaat oca dergelijke
toaatand bcstqat.“Doze,pooqgaqq,iu.;q het volkenrecht )
zondar cenige aantekening goacaapteerd, Wij doen aeon dring
boroap op U, als goede ngburen, wet hat voorgaande raekani
te wvillen houden, :

van de.Corantijn
htogeldige fntor—

Van Guyonesa zijde: loewol wij ons arvan bewuast zijin dat
vi} door dit to =zeggen iIn harhaling treden, villen vij
oar nogmacls op wijzon dat wij geen ais villen ‘atelléen
m,b.t. de verplaatsing van de grens to: da thalveg,
oo ongefundeord U de in 1929 door Engaland gedcne claim
voit vindt, da moederlanden hebben nu eeumaal hun wvedar-—
z1jdsa cloims tegen elkaar uitgowissald, ’
Dit 13 niaet het Juilste forum om in aon gedetafilleerde
dincuenie ta tredoa ovor de vraoag of de¢ claim al daa niet
'é' voldoanda baeis had om alazodanig ta kunnen wordan aan-
| gowurkt, Do claim is niettomin gemeakt on er ig eon
compromis uit voortgakomen, Wij nemon aan det het Naderls
recht on het Engels racht fn daron hetzelfde zijn: gaen
vVau partijaen kan cen bereilkt compromis betwlsten cp gron
dat do ena claim- later als ongegrond worde fangevoald,
Dit geldt f{u hat nationssl recht, aem ook in het inter-
natfonanl racht. U heoft gevezen op hot folt dat cx onka!
rivieren in do wereld zijn zoula de Corantijn, Dit fs’
indardecod jufist, maar vij wijean exop dat de Coraatiin
_ean eanling s in Zuid-Amarika. 0ok al io da fntarprotat

¢
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vorden acarauono
wilde vostoctcellan,

j4 RS AY2

vayrdzag
foan o
Yau nCuurolan
: Qi congle

alecit over i

2t do overecaisiong van 1799 ;

van Territofir cn doz Jdez : ;

*TCTrag vas in de vare zfa van 5

. )

* by el 5
doca !

in h . :

dat do overennlkeast Lac ceie
ase,aforank doet aan onza iucs

deze cvéras

de e¢rlex

a gebaveerd op 2o zen
en dazrvoc
25 do 13 ©
ek nict fuy cverazcn

T

tvijsel
stetnaing

aa

uyoza, zoalg

aberan

-

sedenering kenneldijlk

1 zeuden wilicn vocozeecllisg e de
gaanf Ry wey o gclcganhci§ ig -
puerkingen e walion, h
Wil wengoa alvare ;
tvoetal Foi; ! :
2a peclteesd ult do corr
Javroem tusoen boge 3 en N
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; geaprely, zondar tocv'uCu “to ncuon Lot
: " Ey bestaat pgeon cwijicl over, dat Got 13562:
‘oevoreenficmatea nlfenan van het ptandpung gz
cever van da Cosaatijn de grebs vorst en do
Guysnecs tevrilsoir io. ‘ . :
Voljt cpcomnlne)y van dinlomaticle corre spond@ntlae waaruit’”
de erkenniay van de drlehook ale Guyancas grondazceblod
" zou volgen, o

A
o
i

n: Uid willen onzerzijda orop wijzan .-
H;1‘~:0r var Luitealanduwe Zgo%ba van het
Talkeldjl aan hee Vorenilgd Moniakriii-

i
E

3

. cef gepoveén dat de vroegore ender nau:clingen i
ﬂt betekenon deg daor Svrimenme dc-dansprelien” t
n—Cozan_ijn sle grene gowdon -#1jn prijspegeven !

. en het bljzeaded op priie dac de wchc nfcar i
d ig #eereﬁerd, behouden aliift. Ui) wiliecn hat %
accent cvenals U legpen op da grote. lijnea. Daorcm : i
verkeeze Lot ons dat ook U de overeentoust van 179 i

. crrent, pczien deze ovefecenkomnst do baois vcrv“ cn . :
da e éc souvereilne rechten ven. ‘onze 1cndoa ,;j %
Doz overxeeniome: vorse de basic waarop wij unezst clkaar - i
leven, DIt Len nilec worden veronschtzaand, cugeachit ’ : 3
welke li¢erpretatie le elk er ook aan OCVCuﬁ Her ip de ! R
bagie wan Jde vreiesdselisp geduronde 160 jeran 'VCt-Jcﬂoidt i E
6n3 evicel, uaar bindt due gcesatalijlk, De gebecurteni csun é

wi dc'ﬁxﬂor Jacen ziljn wmlet meex dau can poging’ Lot p

. na uitvueriking van doze ovareenkonst, In deza sceeT’ ﬁ
13, b _avuzieg van 1531 ncvoetd en In dezo bca"t Uordt A
thaus v 19656 vear evurlegd, : :
Hoge dege ovarcenkoust wan 1799 nog jarow et u’acmlgdol . i
tuogGa onze boide landea ziju, - S B A - F

1 32 ¥ daakbaar voor n“t uVCrlL
2diz aan onzs Hegering tanpo*&cru., fa
hut aijzon Tally uito:aava ontrent Uw staadpunt, U1j zija
fyvan gvertuisd dat de goede vaerstandhouding tussen onze- .
lengen zal bliljven, besdaan. Br zal eea oplogaing voor
de grengvastotelling moeten komen. Bif zoudan giarne
van U csa elde-n @oive entvangen ‘en wiy var oanze Laap
zallen U ool &4n doen goekomen, W i3 hopen dagt meoy dic
Jrar hor ovories o g”"“’ ‘nilveau !nl 'cy”Oﬂ VOP"““D‘“L,T .
Uile U €Cw Miniitor-Dre eut en Uy Rdgeri da counll engen
van Jde Regoerlmy van Luyana ovorbrcnnon7 '

nlide: Ui zulien ancv"Ljd" ocs steadpuntg
wota aan U doon teocksmen., dclk b{j sullen -
oexly Uw staadpunc uoorceuon.,ﬁij gaan: S
aede accaord lag da U“HL"M:juGe standpunten nd doT geargu-

ngeerd verden witgewicoeld, .
J ovtelilenu veor dat de volgcndc baspreking, seod
Lct telegrem van Uu Regering gasuggercard, op I
niveau in Dean Raag gal wocdon gchouoeﬂ. (ij cull
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