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Venezuelans men and women must know the historical truth of 
their country. Guayana Esequiba is under claim inherited from the 
British colonialism, a two-hundred-year dispute over a territory 
legitimately owned by Venezuela. It is the story of a dispossession.

 
In a fraudulent and coercive way they have tried to snatch a terri-
tory on which Venezuela has irrefutable titles.

Nor the squatting, nor the activity or settlements on the Esse-
quibo grant any right. Nothing changes legitimacy. 
Today, we reiterate, with the only weapon of the Bolivarian Revo-
lution, diplomacy of peace, the claim of our rights to Guayana 
Esequiba.

 
This is the story.

historiCal foundation of guayana essequibo
In 1777, the Spanish empire established the Captaincy General of Ven-
ezuela by the Real Certificate of Charles III, an administrative act to 
unify several provinces politically, economically and military that until 
then were apart.

Thirty-four years later, on July 5, 1811, the people of Venezuela and 
their patriotic government signed the Act of Independence from the 
Spanish Crown, after a long war of liberation. Obviously, the new Re-
public of Venezuela inherits all the territory that belonged to the for-
mer Captaincy General, which set the Essequibo River as its western 
border.

The Dutch controlled most of the area currently occupied by the 
Republics of Guyana and Suriname. However, in 1814, at the end 
of the Napoleonic Wars, Britain forced the Netherlands to relin-
quish its territory by the west of the Corentyne River. The Trea-
ty of London signed on August 13 of that year, forcing Holland to 
hand over its possessions in Demerara, Essequibo and Berbice. 
For that reason, when Simon Bolivar proclaimed the “Gran Colom-
bia” with the signing of the Constitution in the Congress of Cucuta in 
1821, it is Britain whom the new Republic was forced to protest for 
the continued encroachment of English colonists to Venezuela’s ter-

the historiCal truth

“Venezuela must keep reasserting its fair claim over the 
Essequibo with more strength than ever in accordance with 
international law and through peaceful means. That is the 
reason why my first word and my first call is for national 
union, men and women of this Homeland.”

Nicolás Maduro
President of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela
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own Homeland. Disregarding the agreements.
Throughout the nineteenth century the British continued to move the 

Schomburgk line, increasing by 25, 000 km2 the imperial annexation 
and added a total of 203, 310 km2, until 1887 when Antonio Guzman 
Blanco had to break off relations with the empire. Only then, the British, 
under US pressure, accepted to go to arbitration to resolve the issue.

In 1895 another empire is involved in the situation, the US, with its 
own interests, which are in contradiction with the British Empire. The 
United States considers a threat to its interests in any territorial appro-
priation of America by European powers. This is the implementation 
of the famous Monroe Doctrine, in which the Government of the United 
States realizes that the Britain’s refusal to the judicial review of their 
titles would mean an appropriation.

froM the treaty of Washington
to the fraudulent aWard of paris
The Treaty of Washington is then signed in 1897. Under US and Britain 
pressure, Venezuela, at a disadvantage condition, is forced to accept 
an unfair arbitration, which provides that no Venezuelan will be part 
of the Arbitration Commission, Venezuela being represented by two 
Americans. Two Englishman represent the British side. The fifth arbi-
trator will be Russian, a personal friend of the Queen of England. The 
terms imposed on Venezuela in the arbitration express the enormous 
weakness of the country at that time, since it is known that the Ameri-
cans have never taken into account the interests of Venezuela.

The Arbitral Award of Paris (the transactions take place in the capital 
of France) signed in 1899 in violation of its own arbitration rules that 
should govern its decision, set out in the Washington Treaty of 1897. 
It was a political decision, without legal justification, imposed under 
coercion by the two great empires of the time. The arbitrators decide 
to strip Venezuela of 90 percent of its Essequibo territory, by a shady 
deal that would be uncovered many years later. Venezuela protested 
the decision.

The British Legation in Caracas informs the Venezuelan government 
that if before October 3, 1990 it does not send its demarcation commis-
sion; Britain will proceed to the demarcation by its own. The United 
States also put pressure on the Government of Venezuela to participate 
in the demarcation.

At the same time, in 1902, Venezuela is threatened with invasion and 
is victim of a naval blockade by England, Germany and Italy, to col-
lect debts owed to citizens of their countries. The traitorous oligarchy 
pressures Cipriano Castro to delegate the Venezuelan sovereignty to 

ritory, bounded by the Essequibo River. Article 6 of that Constitution 
states that “The territory of Colombia is the same comprising the old 
Viceroyalty of New Granada and the Captaincy General of Venezuela”. 
Surreptitiously, British settlers go beyond the Essequibo River and oc-
cupy lands in the lower coast of the Moruca and Pomerun. Immediately, 
in 1822, Simon Bolivar protests vigorously: “It is absolutely essential 
that those settlers either agree to be under the protection of our laws 
and obedience, or withdraw to their former possessions.”

Subsequently, in 1825, the Empire of Great Britain recognizes the in-
dependence of the Great Colombia and Guayana Esequiba as an integral 
part of the new Republic. Then in 1830, with the separation of the Great 
Colombia, Venezuela sets out in Article 5 of the new Constitution: “The 
territory of Venezuela comprises everything that Captaincy General of 
Venezuela had as territory before the political transformation of 1810.”

the aMbition of the british eMpire:
the sChoMburgK line
Despite this recognition by the British Empire, in 1835, the British gov-
ernment sent the Prussian Robert H. Schomburgk (a Prussian bota-
nist), to establish a map without consulting the government of Venezu-
ela. Schomburgk arbitrarily draws a line west of the Essequibo River as 
the new border of the then British colony with Venezuela, a map which 
a few years later, in 1840, the same Schomburgk changed, tracing a 
second line, which is published in London in a map upon which British 
Guiana aims to annex 141, 930 km2.

Immediately, in 1841, the Venezuelan Minister Alejo Fortique com-
plain to the British Government about the removal of the posts placed 
at the points established by the second Schomburgk line, to which the 
British government decides to remove the boundaries or markers set 
arbitrarily, thus recognizing  Venezuela’s sovereignty.

Finally, in 1850, Britain and Venezuela signed an agreement in which 
they undertake not to occupy the disputed territory between the sec-
ond Schomburgk line of 1840 and the Essequibo River. However, Brit-
ain again failed to meet its commitments. Due to the discovery of sig-
nificant gold resources in the Yuruari basin, they sent more settlers to 
the lands that they have agreed not to occupy.

In parallel to the invasion, they attempted to create an autonomous 
movement in the Venezuelan Guayana, based in Ciudad Bolivar, and try 
to annex it to the British Guiana.

A decade later, in 1861, during the Federal War, former President Pe-
dro Gual, leading a group of Venezuelan oligarchs, asks the British Em-
pire to tutelary intervene Venezuelan territory, taking Guayana’s terri-
tory as payment for debts acquired, in fact asking the invasion of their 
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This is the 
Geographical 
Statistical and 
Historical Map 
of Colombia. 
Look how they 
drew Colombia. 
Colombia was 
the old United 
Provinces of 
Venezuela, of 
New Granada 
and Quito, and 
we always got to 
the Essequibo. 
There is no doubt 
about that in the 
establishment 
of Venezuela 
and Colombia 
and then when 
Venezuela was 
founded again in 
1830. 
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Between 1966 and 1970, the Joint Commission operates delivering a 
final report in 1970. There is progress, but no final agreement is reached. 
Once this first phase of implementation of the Agreement is exhausted, 
the two sides decide to freeze the negotiations. However, in 1970 the 
Protocol of Port of Spain is signed between Guyana, the United Kingdom 
and Venezuela, by which, without renouncing the rights of the parties, 
for a term of 12 years, Article IV of the Geneva Agreement is frozen, 
which refers to the choice of means of settlement for the dispute.

After those twelve years, in 1982, Venezuela decided not to ratify the 
Protocol of Port of Spain and therefore bilateral negotiation based on 
the Geneva Agreement is reactivated.

For that reason, the Geneva Agreement of 1966 is in force today and 
regulates the means of settlement and acting of all parties involved. 
When the Cooperative Republic of Guyana grants concessions to inter-
national companies in disputed territory, as is the case of Exxon Mobil, 
it is in violation of the Geneva Agreement, it never consulted nor has 
the acquiescence of Venezuela.

A year later, in 1983, Venezuela proposes the direct negotiations with 
Guyana, but it does not accept and proposes three alternatives: the UN 
General Assembly, the Security Council or the International Court of 
Justice, Venezuela rejects these proposals.

the good offiCer
I takes four years until 1987 when Guyana and Venezuela decide to 
accept the method of the “Good Offices” that starts in 1989 and which 
has had three designated officials: Alister McIntyre (1989-1998), Oli-
ver Jackman (1999- 2007) and Norman Girvan (2010-2014). During 
the tenure of the latter it was when more fruitful activity took place. 
This means is still valid, even when, due to the death of Girvan, there 
shall be, by mutual agreement, a new designation, which, according to 
the Geneva Agreement, it must be done by application to the UN Sec-
retary General.

the bolivarian revolution: reaffirMation
of the territorial integrity
After the adoption in 1999 of the Constitution of the Bolivarian Repub-
lic of Venezuela by the Venezuelan people, which states in Article 10 
the substantive elements of the Venezuelan territory with the modifi-
cations resulting from treaties and arbitral awards not null and void, 
therefore reaffirming the constitutional tradition of disregard of the 
Award of 1899, the foreign policy of Venezuela to the Caribbean con-
solidate diplomacy of peace, integration and partnership, denying any 

the US government and negotiate the payment of this debt with the 
British Empire.

It is only in 1949 when the fraud of the Arbitral Award of Paris is dis-
covered, with the publication in “The American Journal of International 
Law” of the Memorandum of Severo Mallet Prevost, who discloses the 
real negotiation done behind closed doors by arbitrators of the award 
of 1899. This document highlights the unethical, unlawful conduct 
that make Venezuela undergo a real scam, dispossessing it of 159,500 
square kilometers of territory legitimately owned by Venezuela.

the ClaiM of venezuela and the geneva agreeMent
For this reason, in 1962, the Chancellor of Venezuela, Falcon Briceno 
denounces before the 18th Assembly of the United Nations that the 
decision of 1899 is null. Such was the effect of his arguments that the 
United Nations initiates a debate about the rights of Venezuela before 
the British colonial power.

Until then, the debate was between an imperial power and a sover-
eign Republic. But the British decide to incorporate to the discussion 
a third party, the aspirations of the British Guiana colony for indepen-
dence.

Venezuela recognized the right to independence of Guyana, faithful 
to his anti-colonial tradition, but never giving up the defense of its land 
rights: For us there is no contradiction in our historical claim, which 
has more than a century, and a free existence, independent, sovereign 
and prosperous Cooperative Republic of Guyana.

In 1966 the Geneva Agreement is signed in which the governments 
of Venezuela, Britain and the colony of British Guiana recognize the 
existence of a dispute over sovereignty on the Essequibo, and proce-
dures are established to find a solution by peaceful means. This treaty 
provides the legal foundation of the dispute. The agreement states that 
“no acts or activities taking place while it is in force shall constitute a 
basis for asserting, supporting or denying a claim to territorial sover-
eignty in the territories of Venezuela or the British Guiana or create 
any right on sovereignty in these territories, save as such acts or activi-
ties are the result from any agreement reached by the joint committee 
and accepted in writing by the Government of Venezuela and the Gov-
ernment of Guyana.”

In addition, the Geneva Agreement provides various methods of 
peaceful resolution of conflicts in accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations, so that, a Joint Commission is established by agree-
ment between Venezuela and by the then already independent Coop-
erative Republic of Guyana.
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possibility of military resolution. Article 153 of the Constitution order 
to promote and encourage Latin American and Caribbean integration 
in order to move forward towards a community of nations.

Consequently, on a state visit to the Cooperative Republic of Guyana, 
in 2004, President Chavez proposed to favor the integration mecha-
nisms and exchange mechanisms on territorial differences, always 
within the framework of the Geneva Agreement. Thus, on September 
6, 2005, Guyana joined the Petrocaribe Energy Agreement signed in 
Jamaica.

Despite the efforts of dialogue, in 2012, Guyana requested unilateral-
ly and without consultation, to the United Nations, the extension of the 
outer limits of the continental shelf, an action that Venezuela protested 
claiming that the maritime area is yet an area to be defined.

A few months later, in the year 2013, always with the spirit of seeking 
the best for both countries, President Nicolas Maduro in an official visit 
to Guyana, in which he reiterates that the territorial dispute is a legacy 
of the old colonialism. However, that same year, on October 10, the in-
cident with the oceanographic research vessel “RV Teknik Perdana” oc-
curs in which the vessel ventures into territorial waters of Venezuela.

On February 26, 2015, Venezuela requires Guyana and Exxon Mobil 
the cessation of their activities in the Stabroek block, warning of illegal 
operations in an area still under claim. Despite the warning, on March 
5 Guyana installs an offshore oil rig on the seafront of the Essequibo 
territory.

“Peace, peace, peace will be our final 
destination, will be our life! And will also 
be our victory!!”

Nicolás Maduro
President of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela
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The map of 
Agustin Codazzi 
of the Republic 
of Colombia, La 
Gran Colombia 
(the Great 
Colombia) of 
Simon Bolivar 
of 1821, exposed 
the fair claim 
of territories 
to the east of 
the Essequibo 
River, “Territory 
considered 
usurped by the 
British, the note 
says in two big 
regions.
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geneva agreeMent - 1966 
agreeMent 1 to resolve the Controver  sy betWeen venezuela and the united 
King  doM of great britain and northern ireland over the frontier betWeen 
venezuela and british guiana. signed at geneva, on 17 feb  ruary 1966

The Government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, in consultation with the Government of British Guiana, and the 
Government of Venezuela ;

Taking into account the forthcoming independence of British Guiana; Re-
cognising that closer cooperation between British Guiana and Venezuela
could bring benefit to both countries ;

Convinced that any outstanding controversy between the United King  dom 
and British Guiana on the one hand and Venezuela on the other would 
prejudice the furtherance of such cooperation and should therefore be ami-
cably resolved in a manner acceptable to both parties ;

In conformity with the agenda that was agreed for the governmental con-
versations concerning the controversy between Venezuela and the Uni  ted 
Kingdom over the frontier with British Guiana, in accordance with the joint 
communiqué of 7 November, 1963, have reached the following agree  ment 
to resolve the present controversy :

ARTICle I

A Mixed Commission shall be established with the task of seeking satis  
factory solutions for the practica! settlement of the controversy between 
Venezuela and the United Kingdom which has arisen as the result of the 
Venezuelan contention that the Arbitral Award of 1899 2 about the frontier 
between British Guiana and Venezuela is null and void.
 

ARTICle II

(1) Within two months of the entry into force of this Agreement, two re-
presentatives shall be appointed to the Mixed Commission by the Govern  
ment of British Guiana and two by the Government of Venezuela.

(2) The Government appointing a representative may at any timereplace 
him, and shall do so immediately should one or both of its representatives 
be unable to act through illness or death or any other cause.
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ARTICle III

(3) The Míxed Commíssíon may by agreement between the representa  tives 
appoint experts to assist the Mixed Commission, either generally or in relatíon 
to any individual matter under consideration by the Mixed Commis  sion.

ARTICle IV

(1) If, within a period of four years from the date of this Agreement, the 
Mixed Commission should not have arrived at a full agreement for the solu  
tion of the controversy it shall, in its final report, refer to the Government 
of Guyana and the Govemment of Venezuela any outstanding questions. 
Those Governments shall without delay choose one of the means of peace-
ful settlement provided in Article 33 of the Charter of the United Nations.

(2) If, within three months of receiving the final report, the Govem  ment of 
Guyana and the Government of Venezuela should not have reached agree-
ment regarding the choice of one of the means of settlement provided in 
Article 33 of the Charter of the United Nations, they shall refer the de-
cision asto the means of settlement toan appropriate intemational organ 
upon which they both agree or, failing agreement on this point, to the Se-
cretary-General of the United Nations. If the means so chosen do not lead 
to a solution of the controversy, the said organ or, as the case may be, the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations shall choose another of the means 
stipulated in Article 33 of the Charter of the United Nations, and so on until 
the controversy has been resolved or until al1 the means of peaceful settle-
ment there contemplated have been exhausted.

ARTICle V

(1) In order to facilitate the greatest possible measure of cooperation and mu-
tual understanding, nothing contained in this Agreement shall be interpreted 
as a renunciation or diminution by the United Kingdom, British Guiana or 
Venezuela of any basis of claim to territorial sovereignty in the territories of 
Venezuela or British Guiana, or of any previously asserted rights of or claims 
to such territorial sovereignty, or as prejudicing their position as regards their 
recognition or non-recognition of a right of, claim or basis of claim by any of 
them to such territorial sovereignty.

(2) No acts or activities taking place while this Agreement is in force shall 
constitute a basis for asserting, supporting or denying a claim to territo  rial 
sovereignty in the territories of Venezuela or British Guiana or create any 
rights of sovereignty in those territories, except in so far as such acts or ac-

tivities result from any agreement reached by the Mixed Commission and 
accepted in writing by the Government of Guyana and the Government of 
Venezuela. No new claim, or enlargement of an existing claim, to territorial 
sovereignty in those territories shall be asserted while this Agreement is 
in force, nor shall any claim whatsoever be asserted otherwise than in the 
Mixed Commission while that Commission is in being.

ARTICle VI

The Mixed Commission shall hold its first meeting at a date and place to 
be agreed between the Governments of British Guiana and Venezuela. 
This meeting shall take place as soon as possible after its members have 
been appointed. Thereafter the Mixed Commission shall meet as and when 
agreed between the representatives.

ARTICle VII

This Agreement shall enter into force on the date of its signature.

ARTICle VIII

Upon the attainment of independence by British Guiana, the Govern  ment 
of Guyana shall thereafter be a party to this Agreement, in addition to the 
Government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire  land 
and the Government of Venezuela.

In witness whereof the undersigned, being duly authorised thereto by their 
respective Governments, have signed this Agreement.

Done in duplicate at Geneva this 17th day of February, 1966, in the
english and Spanish languages, both texts being equally authoritative.

For the Government of Venezuela: Ignacio IRIBARReN BoRGeS
Minister for Foreign Affairs

For the Government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland :
Michael STeWART

Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
l. F. S. BURNHAM
Prime Minister of British Guiana
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Charter of the united 
nations
paCifiC settleMent of 
disputes 
artiCle 33

1. The parties to any dispute, the continuance of which is likely to endanger 
the maintenance of international peace and security, shall, first of all, seek a 
solution by negotiation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbitration, judi-
cial settlement, resort to regional agencies or arrangements, or other peace-
ful means of their own choice.

2. The Security Council shall, when it deems necessary, call upon the parties 
to settle their dispute by such means.

MeMoranduM
Mallet - prevost

Memoramdum Letf with Judge Schoenrich
Not to be Made Public Excep at His Discretion after My Death

Judge Brewer and I sailed for europe in January 1899 in order to attend the 
first meeting of the Arbitration Tribunal which was to meet in Paris for the 
purpose of deciding the boundary between Venezuela and British Guiana. 
The terms of the Protocol which had been signed between Great Britain 
and Venezuela required that meet at that time. However, as if was found 
inconvenient for all those who should  be connected with the Arbitration 
to meet on date it was decided to hold merely a preliminary meeting, so as 
to comply  with the terms of the Protocol, and the adjourn the to a more 
convenient date. 

Before going to Paris, Judge Brewer and I stopped over in london. While 
there Mr. Henry White, Charge d' Affaires of the United States, gave a small 
dinner to which lord Justice Russell was invited. I sat next to lord Rus-
sell and, in the course of our conversation, ventured to express the opinion 
that the international arbitrations should base exclusively on legal grounds. 
lord Russell immediately responded saying: “I entirely disagree with you. I 
think that international arbitrations should be conducted broader lines and 
they take into consideration questions of international policy.” From that 
moment, I knew that we could not count upon lord Russell to decide the 
boundary question on the basis of strict rights.

 When we assembled in Paris the following June I met lord Collins for 
the first time. During the speeches by Sir Richard Webster, the Attorney 
General, and by myself (the two of which consumed 26 days) it was quite 
obvious that lord Collins was sincerely interested in getting t the full facts 
of the case and in ascertaining the law applicable to those fact. He, of cour-
se, gave not indication as to how he might vote on the subject but his whole 
attitude and the numerous questions which he asked were critical of the 
British contentions and gave the impression that he was leaning toward the 
side of Venezuela.

After Sir Richard Webster and I concluded our speeches the Tribunal ad-
journed for a short  two weeks holyday. The two British arbitrators returned 
to england and took Mr. Martens with them.

When we resumed our sittings at the end of the recess the change in lord 
Collins was noticiable. He asked very few questions and his whole attitude 
was entirely different from what it had been. It looked to us (by which I 

“I entirely 
disagree 
with you. I 
think that 
international 
arbitrations 
should be 
conducted 
broader lines 
and they 
take into 
consideration 
questions of 
international 
policy.”

Judge Russell
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mean to the counsel for Venezuela) as tough must have happened in lon-
don to bring about this change. 

When all the speeches had been concluded in the month of August or 
early September the court adjourned so as to allow the Arbitrators to confer 
and render their decision. Several days passed while we anxiously waited 
but one afternoon I received a message from Justice Brewer saying that he 
and Chief Judge Fuller would like to speak with me and asking me to meet 
them at once at their hotel. I immediately went there.

When I was shown into the apartment the where the two American ar-
bitrators were waiting for me Judge Brewer arose and said quite excitedly: 
“Mallet-Prevost, it is any longer to keep up this farce pretending that we 
are judges and that you are a you counsel. The Chief and I have decided to 
disclose to you confidentially just what has passed. Martens has been to see 
us. He informed us that Russell and Collins are ready to decide in favor of 
Schomhurgk line which starting from Point Barima on the coast would 
give Great Britain the control of the main mouth of the orinoco; that if 
we insist in starting the line on the coast at the Moruca River he will side 
whit the British and approve of the Schomburgk line as a true boundary”. 
“However,” he added that, “he, Martens, in anxious to have a unanimous 
decision; and if we will agree to accept  the line which he proposed he will 
secure the acquiescence of lord Russell and lord Collins and so make the 
decision unanimous.” What Martens then proposed was that the line on the 
coast. should start at some distance southeast of Point Barima so as to give 
Venezuela control of the orinoco mouth; and that this line should connect 
with the Schomburgk line at some distance in the interior leaving to Vene-
zuela the control of the orinoco  and some  5,000 square miles of territory 
around its mouth.

“That is what Martens has proposed. The Chief and I are of the opinion 
that the boundary on the coast should start in the Moruca River. The ques-
tion for us to decide is as whether we shall agree to Martens’ proposal or 
whether we shall file dissenting opinions. Under these circumstances, the 
Chief and I have decided that we must consult you, and I now state to you 
that we are prepared to follow whichever of the two courses you wish us to 
do.” From what Judge Brewer had just said, and from the change which we 
had all noticed in lord Collins, I become convinced and still believe that 
during Martens’ to england a deal had been concluded between Russia and 
Great Britain to decide the case along the line suggested by Martens and that 
pressure to that end had in some way been exerted on Collins to follow that 
course. I naturally felt that the responsibility which I was asked to shoulder 
was greater than I could alone bear. I so stated to the two arbitrators and 
I asked for permission to consult General Harrison [General, and former 
President of the United States, Benjamin Harrison, was one of the Ameri-
can lawyers representing Venezuela before the Arbitration Commission]. 

PEACE AND PLENTY.
lord Salisbury (chuckling). “I like arbitration — In the PRoPeR PlACe!”

(Punch cartoon after the conclusion of the Tribunal of Arbitration. Octuber 11, 1899).

Severo
Mallet-Prevost 
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This they gave and I immediately went to General Harrison’s apartment to 
confer on the subject with him.

After disclosing to General Harrison what just had passed he rose in in-
dignation and pacing the floor described the action of Great Britain and 
Russia in terms which it is needless for me to repeat. His first reaction was 
to ask Fuller and Brewer to file dissenting opinion, but, after cooling down 
and considering the matter from a practical standpoint, he said: “Mallet-
Prevost. if it should ever be known that it in our power to save for Venezuela 
the mouth of the orinoco  failed to do so we should never be forgiven. What 
Martens proposes is iniquitous but I see nothing for Fuller and Brewer to 
do but to agree” 

 I concurred with General Harrison and so advised Chief Justice Fuller 
and Justice Brewer. The decision which was accordingly rendered was 
unanimous but while it gave to Venezuela the most important strategic 
point at issue it was unjust to Venezuela and deprived her of very extensive 
and important territory to which, in my opinion, Great Britain had not the  
shadow of right.

The above has been dictated by me on February 8, 1944. 
Severo Mallet- Prevost




