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EMBASSY OF BOLIVIA 		
			
281/140/77
							

RESERVED
Santiago, 7 April 1977

Mr. Minister,
		Building on my encrypted telex Nº 91, I am hereby amplifying the
terms of the meeting I held past 1 April with the Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Chile, Vice-Admiral Patricio Carvajal.
The meeting started at 5:00 p.m. I was accompanied by this Mission’s
Minister Counsellor, Augustin Saavedra Weise and by Press Advisor, Alfredo
Valdes Loma, responsible for taking notes. For his part, the Foreign Minister
welcomed me accompanied by the Director General, Commander Jaime Lavin
and a stenographer.
I began the conversation by stating that during my recent trip to La Paz,
I received instructions to request the Chilean Government for a clear position in
the face of the situation created between this country and Peru, after the former
rejected the Torre Tagle proposal; and to ask the Government of Chile how this
circumstance would mark the future of the maritime negotiation and how Chile
plans to carry forward its conversations with Peru.
I also stated that the recent visits to Santiago by senior personalities from
Peru were certainly proper to address issues as important as the ones mentioned.
I added also that the growing delay that affects the port negotiation is creating an
atmosphere of concern in our country, inasmuch as stagnation discourages the
public opinion.
The Foreign Minister replied saying that the recent visit paid by the
Peruvian War Minister, General Arbulu, was a retribution for the visit paid last
year by the Chilean Defense Minister, General Brady and that “nothing” had been
discussed in regard to Bolivia, for the conversations were restricted to strictly
military issues.
Despite the fact that it is difficult to believe that two senior representatives
of military governments did not address such a transcendental matter for the
South Pacific, as is the case of Bolivia’s landlocked condition, I accepted Admiral
Carvajal’s explanation and continued, noting that since Chile had subjected the
outcome of the negotiation to the fulfilment of letter “n”, of number 4 of its
response of December 1975, Bolivia insisted in its desire of knowing what steps
Chile proposed should be followed in the immediate future.
To His Excellency
Oscar Adriazola Valda
Minister of Foreign Affairs and Worship
La Paz, Bolivia
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The Foreign Minister commented that –in his view– the situation “has been
complicated” by President Banzer’s rejection of the condition for an exchange of
territories, uttered in his message of December 1976. He added that “the position of the
Bolivian President has caused the negotiation to be more sensitive than the Peruvian
response itself”. He then reminded me that the negotiation has been progressing “word
by word” and “painstakingly”. He then added that each aspect of what has been agreed to
bears “a lot of significance” and that Chile is concerned over Bolivia’s public request that
the condition for exchange of territories be eliminated, given that the latter is an essential
negotiation requirement inasmuch as Chile cannot accept the idea that its territory could
be reduced in size as a result of the agreement reached. He reminded me also that the
condition for exchange of territories was established from the very beginning of the
conversations with former Ambassador Gutierrez Vea Murguia.
Building on his explanation, the Minister said that there is “misinformation” in
certain Bolivian circles, because the idea is not to “mutilate” anyone, but to achieve
a solution to the exchange of 1907, made to amend the border and said that “at that
moment, no one spoke of dismemberment”. Finally, he reiterated, “the negotiation must
come to a conclusion with Bolivia and Chile keeping the same territorial proportions
with which they commenced processing the agreement”. Attention must be paid to the
fact that in this statement, Chile is implicitly accepting that the eventual exchange of
territories be made only in relation to territory, without contemplating marine waters, as
this Embassy informed Your Excellency in due course.
After Foreign Minister Carvajal’s lengthy explanation, I responded emphasizing
that his mention to General Banzer’s message was fitting, for it allowed me to clarify its
scope. I explained to him that this was an imaginative formula intended to overcome the
“impasse” created by the exchange of Chilean-Peruvian memorandums. I reminded him
also that what had been stated created a new scheme and that, in this context, Bolivia
defined its position, precisely with the purpose of presenting a formula that balances the
interests of the Parties. Likewise, when President Banzer proposed that Chile eliminates
its condition for the exchange of territories and that Peru amends its thesis on shared
sovereignty, he sought to create the proper conditions for the Chilean-Peruvian talks to
be resumed, a requisite which –as has been evidenced– is essential for the negotiations to
be successful.
In the internal sphere –I continued– President Banzer has had to bring together
the state of mind of the Bolivian people, in the face of the prolonged port negotiation
and its current critical state, which had resulted precisely from the absence of a “prior
agreement” between Peru and Chile, so the latter may dispose freely of the territory
offered to our country. Initially, the national public opinion considered that the solution
to Bolivia’s landlocked condition would be processed rapidly. For reasons that are even
of public knowledge, that did not happen and the growing skepticism of some spheres of
the public opinion in regard to the final outcome of the negotiations had to naturally result
in a rejection to the exchange, due to the uncertainty surrounding Chile’s competence to
cede the territory subject to the exchange.
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Thus, the path proposed by President Banzer cannot be regarded as an expression
of “Bolivian inconsistency”. It is the reflection of a situation that has been created
and that is alien to our will. I reiterated that Bolivia, by replacing the conditions
that limit the negotiation, has proposed a contemporary and expedited proposal
that is filled with concrete possibilities to create a prosperous joint development
pole in an area which is at present characterized by its state of inactivity.
Foreign Minister Carvajal interrupted my explanation stating that,
“Bolivians must understand that Chile cannot sell territory”. I replied that it was
not a matter of “selling” but of obtaining a just solution for the Bolivian problem.
Thereafter, I said that in the current state of affairs, there are two alternatives:
either Chile obtains the agreement with Peru to continue negotiating the proposed
territory or, solutions will have to be sought in a perimeter exogenous to the one
delimited by the Treaty of 1929. In the first case, the negotiation must be ChileanPeruvian, since Bolivia was not a Party in 1929; in the second one, it would be a
matter of an agreement between Chile and our country.
Minister, I did not mention a third possibility, a tripartite meeting, because
it had not been included into the instructions, but obviously this is a perspective
that could be explored.
The Foreign Minister asked whether our country had considered other
formulas. Among them, he mentioned the possibility that Bolivia gives Peru
Tacora Volcano, along with other resources that could be subject to a negotiation
with Torre Tagle. He added that since Bolivia has great reserves of sulfur and
since Peru is in need of this mineral, these alternatives could serve to discuss with
Lima the enlargement of the maritime front of the corridor proposed initially.
In the face of Minister Carvajal’s insinuation of the possibility of a joint
Chilean-Bolivian presentation of a new formula to Peru, I stated clearly that we
could not continue presenting formulas that lead us to new frustrations. In any
case, the presentation ought to be made by Chile, in pursuit of its “prior agreement”
with Peru. After certain hesitation, the Minister stated that Chile “could” make the
presentation unilaterally, provided that there is a prior understanding with Bolivia.
The preceding statement and the subsequent digressions of the Chilean Minister
were both similar to those expressed earlier and in regard to which I informed
your Office in Note 14/11/77 of past 7 January. The difference was the concrete
possibility that Chile consults Peru directly.
In view of my insistence in regard to the proposal put forward by President
Banzer, the Foreign Minister said he did not believe it convenient to issue a public
response to the message delivered by His Excellency so as to not create irritating
elements, for the
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Chilean position stipulating the exchange of territories as a sine qua non requirement has been
sufficiently explained to the Bolivian Plenipotentiary by both General Pinochet as by himself.
Resuming his explanation, Admiral Carvajal noted that it would be possible to start
with the drafting of a document recording the progress made to the present, in case a Peruvian
response is received, and that simultaneously to the drafting of said document, a formula
acceptable for Peru and its interests could be sought. He commented that he “understood the
Peruvians”, all the more after the intense campaign carried out by former President Velasco in
relation to Peru’s rejection to any formula to resolve Bolivia’s landlocked condition that might
overlap territories that were Peruvian. The new Head of State, General Morales Bermudez
–he continued– has “inherited” a complex situation and that is why problems have arisen. He
commented that –according to information he has had access to– the Bustamante Commission
agreed with the formula that he was proposing me and that the “manu-militari” Government
had evicted the commission and presented the infamous Memorandum of November.
He then said that what had to be done now was to try to seek solutions that
allow President Morales to offer his country appealing justifications to use them
at the level of Peru’s national public opinion and, particularly, with the residents
of Tacna, a town which is affected by a socio-economic underdevelopment.
Finally, he stated that at the international level, if an agreement as the one that is being
preepared preliminarily were to be reached, it would be difficult for Peru to persist in its refusal,
because it would be perceived as an “opposing” to the solution to Bolivia’s landlocked condition.
When requesting the Foreign Minister to be more precise in regard to the ideas he
put forward, he said we would meet again in the “coming days” and that, meanwhile, his
Ministry would prepare ideas to be sure of having a more coherent and clearer presentation.
In summary: the Foreign Minister reiterated the aspects put forward in our
preceding meeting, with the difference that on this occasion he did not refer to the fact
that his “country had information that would allow it to infer” that Peru could amend its
proposal. He introduced the new element –subject to our prior acceptance– of presenting
the new formula to Peru unilaterally and proposed to continue with the meetings so as to
make a more precise explanation. Finally, the position concerning the exchange of territories
is inflexible and La Moneda would rather not –unless there is pressure to the contrary–
respond to President Banzer’s message and preserve the fluency of the dialogue undertaken.
Awaiting for the Foreign Minister to call me to a new meeting
to broaden the ideas outlined, the meeting concluded at 6:00 p.m. I am
hereby informing Your Excellency of this for the resulting purposes.
Taking
advantage
of
this
occasion,
I
reiterate
Mr.
Minister
the
assurances
of
my
loftiest
and
most
distinguished
consideration.
		 				
						
[Signature]
					
Adalberto Violand Alcazar
						 Ambassador
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Annex 315
Joint Declaration by the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia and Peru,
7 June 1977 (extract)
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia
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JOINT DECLARATION BY THE MINISTERS
OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF BOLIVIA AND PERU

At the invitation of the Government of Peru, the Honorable
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia, Major General Oscar Adriazola
Valda, visited the city of Lima from 6 to 8 June 1977.
During his visit, he was received in a special meeting by His
Excellency the President of the Republic of Peru, Major General Francisco
Morales Bermudez Cerruti.
The Honorable Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia and Peru,
held talks in order to increase the ties that have permanently united their
countries. During these talks, they verified the multiple coincidences that
concern to different issues of common interest.
As a result of the talks and the mutual desire to strengthen, even
further, the traditional friendship between the two countries, the Foreign
Ministers of Bolivia and Peru decided to sign the following:
JOINT DECLARATION
The Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia and Peru declare with
deep satisfaction that this pleasant visit contributes to strengthening the
permanent ties that unite their peoples, based on the same historical origin
and which are projected towards a future of harmonious understanding
and growing collaboration, characterized by a constant and mutual
understanding.
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They fully reaffirm what was expressed in the Joint Declaration
of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia and Peru, signed in La
Paz on 23 November 1975, especially with regard to the adhesion of
their respective Governments to the principles governing international
relations, within the widest sense of justice, peace and security.
They also declare that they support the sovereign right of each
peoples to decide the political, social and economic system that best suits
their reality as an indispensable basis for the harmonious and beneficial
development of international relations.
During their talks, both Foreign Ministers devoted special
attention to issues related to hemispheric coexistence. In this sense, they
emphasized the significance of the commitments contained in the historic
Declaration of Ayacucho, signed in Lima on 9 December 1974, whose
fulfillment is intended to improve regional solidarity, promoting forms of
coexistence that consolidate the unity of Latin American peoples.
Within the framework of the traditional friendship that unites the
two countries, both Foreign Ministers constructively analyzed the problem
of Bolivia’s landlocked condition, in respect to its solution Peru reiterated
its broadest understanding. In that sense, they agree on the desirability
that, in the form and opportunity required, the best efforts should be
made, taking into account their respective national interests, in order to
concretize an effective and permanent solution for that problem, one that
corresponds to the purposes of strengthening the peace, development and
integration that inspire them and thus contribute to the progress and wellbeing of their peoples.
They reaffirm the need to conclude the work aimed at restructuring
the inter-American system in accordance with the resolutions adopted
at the VI General Assembly of the Organization of American States,
in order to enshrine the principles that will establish a new dimension
in hemispheric relations, one that accords with the current political,
economic, cultural and social circumstances of the world.
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[...]

At the end of their talks, the Foreign Ministers of Bolivia and
Peru express their special satisfaction for this meeting which has given
them the opportunity to reaffirm the willingness of their Governments to
strengthen the traditional ties that unite Bolivia and Peru and give them
greater depth and content through active cooperation, in accordance with
the mutual desire to promote the full realization of their peoples.
In witness whereof they signed the present Joint Declaration, on 7
June 1997.

[Signature]				
Army General					
Oscar Adriazola Valda				
Minister of Foreign Affairs 		
and Worship of Bolivia 				
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[Signature]
Ambassador
Jose de la Puente Radbill
Minister of Foreign Affairs
of Peru

846

Annex 316
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Chile, History of the Chilean-Bolivian
Negotiations 1975-1978, [1978] pp. 5 - 9 (extract)
(Original in English)
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Annex 317
Address by the President of Bolivia, Hugo Banzer,
23 March 1978 (extract)
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
General Secretariat of Information of the Presidency of the Republic of
Bolivia, The Outlet to the Sea: An Imperative Need (1978), pp. 30 - 36
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ON THE OCCASION OF THE IC ANNIVERSARY OF THE
LANDLOCKED CONDITION
Address by His Excellency to commemorate the IC Anniversary of the
Bolivian Littoral.
(La Paz, 23 March 1978)
The greatness of the peoples is not always forged in great victories
but in great sacrifices, because victory can be the work of material means,
but heroism is the patrimony of the spirit.
The heroic gesture, the virtue of those who prefer to surrender
their life rather than renounce their duties, corresponds to those who,
being momentarily weak against the force, rise above their own weakness
impelled by the love of their motherland.
The holocaust sacrifice of the great ideals is the means through
which, people and men reaffirm their historical personality and acquire
the capacity to be masters of their own destiny, it is the vital teaching that
the successive generations gather to fight, without fear, for reasons that
cannot be waived.
The figure of Eduardo Avaroa emerges with this historical
dimension, indicates a line of conduct and prompts us to direct our steps
along the broad path of freedom, independence, unity and renunciation.
In the context of our history the image of Eduardo Avaroa, acquires
an extraordinary connotation. It is the man who, driven by the deepest
feelings of love for his country, decides not
-30855
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to give way to the invader, and in the intimacy of his conscience he
resolves to immolate his life in the glorious projection of his destiny.
Eduardo Avaroa represents the most advanced formation of the
spirit. In him, Latin America finds the most perfect realization of its
history.
The destiny that marks the nations has wanted to bequeath us painful
and bloody episodes, distressing and shocking, but also admirable and
prodigious. And they are already like the historical matrix that determines
the supreme commitment of the generations of the future: the faith in the
trust of claiming the mutilated inheritance, the deep conviction of feeling
heirs of a superior cause, which is to take Bolivia back to the Pacific
Ocean from which it was separated by the greediness of the aggressor.
The Government of the Armed Forces, on this day dedicated to
the memory of Avaroa, invokes the patriotic sentiment of all Bolivians,
asking them to meditate, in the intimacy of their conscience, which
cannot be betrayed, on the meaning of the times in which we live in
confrontation with the past, and asks our youth to avoid the circumstances
that weakened, in bad times, the vitality of the nation. Only this way will
they be able to meet the challenges of the daily battle for the development
of Bolivia; a peaceful battle, but no less heroic, because it will allow us to
escape from underdevelopment and advance towards the goals that will
make Bolivia strong and respected, dignified and splendid, owner of its
destiny and able to impose the weight of its power on the scale of final
decisions. That is the empowerment that will lead us to the desired goal.
-31857
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On 23 March 1977, I promised that with honor we would raise the flags
that Eduardo Avaroa left on the Bolivian littoral so that, under that
symbol, the unity of our people will be strengthened, so that the events
which led to the loss of our access to the Pacific Ocean will never be
repeated.
Thus, on March 17th, at the beginning of the Week of the Sea,
we resolved the rupture of diplomatic relations with the Government of
Chile.
There are vital problems confronting some peoples, in pursuit of
which solution, it is necessary to explore all paths, to try all alternatives
and to exhaust all instances. And that is the commitment that the rulers
who are not looking for the easy success, the temporary applause, nor
the comfortable position to avoid the risks of complex negotiations are
willing to fulfill.
I hold, with the firmness born of my deep convictions, that the
service to the great causes of the country, should not be limited by the
fear of the uncertainty of the results. Conformity or passivity in the face
of the great challenges posed by historical events is an unjustifiable
cowardice.
We were encouraged by this motivation with dignity, without
subjection or claudication of any kind. We reestablished the direct
dialogue with the Republic of Chile, with the commitment to give
this dialogue a fundamental purpose: to seek, through just terms
and conditions compatible with our development, a solution for the
landlocked condition of Bolivia.
-32859
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Last year, on this same solemn date, along with the remains of Avaroa,
I realized that we didn’t believe that the path could be paved with the
persistence of rigid or unequal positions. Neither through conditions that
distorted the true purposes of understanding.
I emphasized that the difficulties and misunderstandings were
determining a loss of faith in the American capacity to effectively
implement, through sincere political will, at the service of the great
achievements, the ideal of building a destiny of solidarity for our peoples
and I added that on such grounds we would inspire our future decisions.
The sincere purpose of finding a way of solution for the great
Bolivian issue led us to restart the dialogue. In this patriotic attempt we
restored it. Chile disregarded the historical objective that we had given
it, so it was valid interrupting it, in order to denounce before the world a
new aggression, this time, against the good faith that must be the basis of
a constructive relationship between States.
Throughout its history, Bolivia has followed a conduct based on
good faith. Unexpected aggression, whatever form it may take, never had
a place in the conduct of our country, or in our thinking. Respect for all
peoples and their aspirations, the fulfillment of the word committed, the
style of full generosity, has been distinctive of the Bolivian foreign policy.
And the word and the commitment that others assumed with Bolivia was
always taken for granted.
-33861
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That spirit, which is a sign of adherence to peaceful coexistence, has
not always been responded with the reciprocity to which noble peoples
are obliged, which makes international solidarity, now interdependent, to
unfold within a framework of justice and cooperation.
Any disregard of the permanent values of international morality
hurts the American sentiment, which is based on the brotherhood of
nations united under the impetus of freedom and justice.
With the same sentiment, the Government of the Armed Forces of
the Nation, aware of its status as heir to a past of glory and dignity, has
followed a conduct of honor in all international negotiations. With the
same faith and with the certainty that the imperatives of both geography
and justice end up winning, we have acted always seeking a combination
of interests and a perspective for a future of great achievements.
The disregard of such a spirit has moved the Bolivians. It has
revived repeated delusions, but it has raised up a people, modest and
proud at the same time, which with a haughty voice states: Enough! Our
destiny is not to be played with, nor do we allow our aspirations to serve
other purposes than understanding and cooperation. We do not admit the
unhealthy purpose of deception.
In the interdependent international society in which we live, it
is necessary to address the interests of all members of the community
within a framework of effective equality. Bolivia never thought only
-34-
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min its claim to access the sea, although for historical reasons it would
have been fair to do so, but offered a formula that was a true alternative
for peace, development and integration. It knows that it is only with
generosity and a vision of the future that durable solutions can be reached,
since those who bear the seeds of injustice or unilateral advantage end up
being questioned, no matter how many years it takes. Time do not change
nor diminish the injustice.
And when that feeling has been defrauded, there is an aggression
against good faith, good faith that gives honorable character to the
relations between men and peoples.
And let it not be said now that Bolivia is disturbing peace in
America! We never attempt against the inheritance of others. Everyone
knows where aggression and dispossession comes from before, now, and
forever.
We have already said that for us the rights of men are an intrinsic
part of the rights of peoples. This is the moment in which the defense of
this principle must prove the degree of its sincerity.
We believe that Bolivia’s violation of its right to access the sea, which
is the violation of the right to life of an entire people, is the greatest
challenge to the true meaning of the role of international organizations.
FELLOW BOLIVIANS:
The efforts have not been in vain. The haughty voice raised in
every corner of the earth, proclaiming the legitimate Bolivian right to
free itself from the
-35865
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suffocation imposed on us ninety-nine years ago, has been engraved with
the word SEA in the conscience of the righteous men of America and of the
World, and from there one day, hopefully soon enough, will materialize
the ideal of getting back the attribute of our maritime sovereignty.
That day will come. I promise to all Bolivians, because I know their
strength in the face of adversity and because the rule of justice cannot be
postponed indefinitely.
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Annex 318
Public explanation made by the President of Bolivia, Hugo Banzer, in
regard to the rupture of diplomatic relations with Chile, 30 March 1978
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
General Secretariat of Information of the Presidency of the Republic of
Bolivia, The Outlet to the Sea: An Imperative Need (1978), pp. 37 - 49
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PUBLIC EXPLANATION MADE BY H. E. IN REGARD TO THE
RUPTURE OF DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS WITH CHILE
(Cochabamba, 30 March 1978)
Distinguished ladies and gentlemen, my dear collaborators,
Motivated by some good friends from Cochabamba, I wished to
come to this city to, with the humbleness of any soldier, inform of the
objective of reintegration with the sea and make an analysis of the cause
behind the reestablishment of relations with Chile and the rupture of
these relations. This is our intention on this occasion.
We shall start by recalling the state of Bolivia’s international
policies in regard to our landlocked condition in 1971. I do not wish to
go back to the past, because it will be historians and internationalists
who shall inquire into the history of the periods that preceded 1971. We
wish to start from that year in which we took charge of the Government
of Bolivia. We shall say that, at that point the dealings concerning the
Bolivian cause were indeed included into the Governmental agenda,
but were not present in the spirit of Bolivians, in the minds of writers,
historians and internationalists who sporadically wrote or made addresses
in relation to this problem.
-37-
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Deep inside, the impression was that of an anesthetized cause.
By taking charge of the Government in 1971, we had to make an
assessment of this national cause and inquire into the objectives of the
Bolivian people, because no Government can invent them. National objectives are of the peoples and rulers have to be capable of interpreting
them properly.
We realized there were clear objectives that the people followed
throughout their history, such as unity, integration, development and being reintegrated with the sea. Once these national objectives were identified, we sought to be further sure of them. The first thing we did was to
call, here in Cochabamba city, the geographic heart of Bolivia, former
Presidents, former Foreign Ministers, internationalists, civic institutions,
employment sectors, the farming sectors, business leaders, and heads of
the Armed Forces.
Thus, this landmark in our history was established here in Cochabamba, and it is of much relevance to me because this was an unprecedented event. In the past, no one had thought of convoking these distinguished personalities to a single meeting, to a single event, for the
purpose of identifying national objectives. And it was in this memorable
meeting that we were able to identify the objectives of national unity,
physical, cultural and spiritual integration, socio-economic development
and our reintegration with the sea.
-38-
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This National Consultation meeting concluded with the signing of
an act in which these national objectives were enshrined categorically.
Since then, the Government I still lead has been trying to achieve them,
starting with unity.
From that day onwards, we elaborated our projects for physical,
cultural and spiritual integration of the Bolivian people. Roads, highways, airports, and modern communication systems are steps towards the
attainment of that objective.
The considerable reduction of the indexes of illiteracy that had
been corroborated in the most recent national census is also an step towards the attainment of the national objective of cultural integration. The
determination and devotion of the Bolivian people to the national objective of revolutionary nationalism also respond to that objective of physical, cultural and spiritual integration.
I would not wish to make a detailed reference to the achievements
made in socio-economic development, but our country has indeed experienced socio-economic development. One would have to be blind no to
see that. Given that this additional objective has been achieved, the only
one that remained was our longed for and necessary reintegration with
the sea.
The Government I lead could not play the ostrich and hide its head
in the face of something that was not only deeply felt by the Bolivian
people, but also needed by them.
As a result, perhaps with certain impudence, but also with courage, we decided to face this problem that had been avoided by others. I
remember well that a well-known person from Cochabamba told me,
-39875
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“Mr. President, don’t you stick your nose into this problem, because it is
complex and complicated, and you might not be successful”.
But when one heads an institution as the Armed Forces, when one
seeks to interpret the longings of the people, their needs and aspirations
cannot be avoided.
That is why, soon after the national objective of reintegration with
the sea was established here in Cochabamba, we organized the Maritime
Commission with distinguished citizens who have deep knowledge of
this matter. The Commission, led by the Foreign Minister of the Republic,
worked for several months intensely exploring all possible alternatives
to attain the objective of reintegration with the sea. All these alternatives
were assessed within the framework of peace, and not war, within the
civilized framework of dialogue and good faith, which must characterize
any negotiation.
The Maritime Commission submitted its results after several
months and presented many interesting and valuable alternatives. The
Government had to choose one of them and complement it so as to make
it realistic and capable of fulfilling that longing and necessity of the
Bolivian people to be reintegrated with the sea.
We chose, as a result, one of those proposals and we complemented
it properly. That is all that can be said in regard to the work carried out by
the Maritime Commission and the Government of the Armed Forces.
Once we were in possession of these valuable assessments we
prepared a strategy to pursue this goal. We realized that we needed strong
global support, that we lacked that support,
-40877
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particularly in Europe and Asia, and that it had been faintly expressed by
some brother countries of the Continent. That is why, the visits paid by
who then held office of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to European and
Asiatic countries were scheduled. Our Foreign Minister did not travel to
those countries to gain medals or honors, he travelled to raise awareness
of the reality of the Bolivian maritime problem, of its true extent, not as
an aspiration but as a vital necessity.
After intense visits, which we regard awareness-raising visits, at
the global level, this campaign was also carried out in the Continent,
reminding the Governments and peoples of Latin America that there
remained a landlocked country, whose confinement was about to turn
centenary. We reminded them that two countries had already expressed
their awareness of the problem vigorously, Uruguay and Panama.
The other countries knew of the problem but were unaware of its true
magnitude. That is likely the reason why there was no vigorous support.
After this awareness-raising campaign, programmes and
presidential visits carried out at the international level, as the attendees
might recall, I travelled to Argentina, Brazil, Venezuela, Colombia,
Ecuador, Peru, Paraguay, Uruguay and the United States.
I did not travel to obtain honors either. I travelled in compliance
of a mandate by the Consultation Meeting of Cochabamba, to secure
categorical statements from the Heads of State –on behalf of their
peoples– in regard to the Bolivian need for reintegration with the sea;
these are categorical expressions of recognition of the right our peoples
have to return to the sea. Nine statements signed by nine Heads of State
have been archived in our Foreign Ministry.
-41879
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I believe this fact is an important landmark in the history of our landlocked
condition, because if memory does not fail, our landlocked condition
problem never obtained a massive support of this extent earlier. We
explained to the Heads of State our cause –our need– with realism and
passion. We did not travel to put forward revengeful intents, we travelled
to explain our desire to bathe at a maritime beach. We travelled to show
them the need felt by our people. That is why joint declarations were
signed.
After the presidential visits concluded, and led to the results I have
highlighted, international events that also set landmarks in the struggle
of the Bolivian people to be reintegrated with the sea took place. One of
these was the Foreign Minister Conference of Atlanta, where for the first
time within a Foreign Minister Conference all the attending Ministers
agreed to enshrine into the final act of that conference something specific
in relation to Bolivia’s landlocked condition.
That document was signed on half of the Governments represented
by those Foreign Ministers and it is, I repeat, a transcendental one. A
general assembly of the United Nations followed that conference soon
thereafter. The Bolivian people might be able to recall that the visit of
the President of the Republic to the headquarters of the United Nations
was untimely decided. We did not go to admire. The skyscrapers, we
went there to devote ourselves exclusively to submit to that honorable
Assembly a document that faithfully
-42-
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explained Bolivia’s need. We thought it was a proper scenario to make
a clear pronouncement. And I believe we did this, because the Bolivian
people praised our efforts at our return to the country.
Shortly afterwards, the 150th anniversary of the Battle of Ayacucho
took place and resulted in the signing of an Act by the Presidents and their
representatives. Act which, if examined by historians and scholars, they
will find that the only topic contained therein concerning the problems of
two countries and bilateral problems has to do with Bolivia’s landlocked
condition, in spite of the fact that at this point, at the 150th anniversary
of the Battle of Ayacucho, several countries still had and continue having
problems with their neighbors. Certainly, all these other countries would
have wished to refer to their problems in the Act.
Thus, that is yet another transcendental document for the Bolivians,
for the governments that will come in the course of its history, because
with it we managed to secure recognition and support for our cause. Now
that we have managed to secure the signing of documents as the Act of
Atlanta, with our participation in the General Assemblies of the United
Nations, we feel we have the necessary support.
But we are aware that support by itself does not guarantee the
achievement of goals, all the more in relation to an objective of such a
magnitude as our claim for sea access.
That is why the next step to take was direct contacts
and we consequently, at the invitation of the Chilean Head of
State, held an encounter in Charaña. We had been invited so the
Presidents of both our countries met in the border, but we believed
it would have been unjustifiable to merely meet eachother. We
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thought progress had to be made in our intention and that advantage had
to be taken of this contact, the first personal, direct and formal one with
the Government of Chile.
That is why we decided to sign a Joint Decoration reestablishing
diplomatic relations.
The Act of Charaña had and has the fundamental, and almost
exclusive, purpose of reestablishing relations with Chile to find a solution
for Bolivia’s landlocked condition problem. This has thus been enshrined
therein categorically.
Once relations were reestablished, we rehashed the proposal made
by the Maritime Commission, which had been duly complemented and
implemented and we put it before Chile as a Bolivian proposal through
our diplomatic representation. Everyone is aware of the content of that
proposal, because it was made public. We proposed the cession of a
sovereign strip of territory that stretches from our territory to the Pacific
–thereby connecting our territory with the sea– as well as the transfer of
an enclave to the south of Arica, of an extension of 50 kilometers and of
15 kilometers of depth.
The Bolivian proposal contains no commitment to consent to
exchanging territories.
With this proposal we looked for something practical, something
we thought we could do.
Shortly afterwards, Chile submitted its response containing a
partial acceptance of our request. We were offered a strip of territory
under conditions, however, that many of the attendees might recall, i.e.
demilitarization of the transferred region, complete utilization by Chile
of the waters
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of Lauca River, exchange of territories, and compensation for marine
waters with two hundred miles of territory.
As soon as that response was submitted, it was duly analyzed and
we decided to accept it general terms, inasmuch as if we had rejected it,
the negotiation would have been terminated.
Thus, we accepted to negotiate in global terms but did not commit
to anything concrete. In a negotiation of this kind, the most prudent thing
to do was to overcome the minutest points of disagreement. I also wish
to remind the people of Bolivia –particularly those of Cochabamba, who
are present here– that at that point, Chile inquired into Peru’s view on
the Bolivian proposal, in keeping with the additional protocol to a Treaty
concluded by those two countries. This was a compulsory consultation to
which Peru replied essentially accepting the cession of a strip of territory
to Bolivia, but also set forth conditions, the main one of which regarded
the creation of an area of shared sovereignty among the three countries
within that strip. This response from Peru was received by the Chilean
Government, which refused to consider it, for reasons that ought not
to be analyzed on this occasion. I repeat, Chile refused to consider that
proposal and as a result the dealings concerning our problem and all our
efforts were interrupted, and we were unable to overcome this. Nothing
could be done.
After the dealings concerning our cause were interrupted,
personal contacts at the presidential and foreign minister level were held
occasionally or unintentionally.
The President of Bolivia went to great lengths in Washington to bring
together Peru and Chile and, after a series of difficulties,
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we managed to schedule a meeting, wherein our intentions were reiterated,
but we didn’t go any further. Our Foreign Ministries were instructed to
do everything possible because at that point Peru had stated that the
response it had put forward requesting Chile to accept the creation of an
area of shared sovereignty was not an expression of a final position.
We thought some room could be found to continue negotiating.
A few days after that meeting, some other ones were held between our
Foreign Ministers, who committed to continue the negotiations at the
level of representatives.
Seeking to reactivate the negotiation, we sent an emissary to
Santiago. Unfortunately no progress was made and our representative
was able to ultimately confirm, on that occasion, that there was no
willingness to concede to our request.
At that point, the Government of Bolivia decided to break off
relations with Chile because we had tried out all instances, absolutely
all of them, from the awareness-raising campaign at the international
level, to the appointment of special delegates to try find a solution to the
problem.
We Bolivians believe Chile’s attitude mocks good faith –which
ought to characterize any negotiation.
We now ask ourselves, what have we lost? What have we gained?
We have lost time, evidently, but we gained other things. For instance,
we have managed to raise awareness in the whole world in regard to the
fact that there is a country, Bolivia, that is being landlocked and subject
to great injustice.
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And we have not only obtained that from the whole world but also from
most nations, which have expressed their strong support to our cause. I
do not wish to inquire into whether this had been achieved in the past,
but we have certainly achieved something more: we have discovered true
intentions and purposes. We now know what Peru and Chile’s intentions
are, and the Bolivian people are now in position to reflect on what can be
done in the future.
I would like to dedicate this final part of my address to final
considerations and conclusions. In this negotiation, from its begging to
its conclusion, including the Bolivian proposal of 26 August 1975, the
Bolivian Government made no reference whatsoever to exchanges of
territory.
Bolivia, in its proposal and responding to its principles, did not
even refer to the term compensation, and set forth the proposition –which
had thereafter been established in clear terms– for the use of resources in
benefit of the three countries.
Afterwards, President Banzer entered into details in regard to
the actions he and the Foreign Ministry had carried out to attain the
fundamental objective of our country, i.e. free and sovereign access to
the Pacific Ocean. He referred to the series of meetings and negotiations
entered into with the Governments of Chile and Peru and to their outcome.
He emphasized in the message uttered to the Nation he himself
made on 24 December 1976, wherein he had expressly asked Chile to
eliminate its condition concerning the exchange of territories and
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Peru to amend its request for the creation of an area under shared
sovereignty. He explained that Chile had subjected the validity of the
agreement to Peru’s consent, but that Chile itself did not do anything to
secure it.
General Banzer, now speaking, recalled that he had publicly
refuted those who had made false accusations in the sense that proposals
that opposed to the interests of the nation were made in Charaña. “Up to
now –he said– those who ascertained having any proof, have not made
their voice heard”.
Noting that many governments had adopted relaxed positions and
had risked nothing to attain the national objective of being reintegrated
with the sea, “with effusive speeches delivered every 23 March, we
will never reach our goal. We –he added– believe it is our inexcusable
duty to the motherland to seek out paths to achieve that goal. We did so
aware of the risks, but –as rulers– we did not wish to be indifferent to
the most deeply rooted national longing. We preferred to undertake that
responsibility, in spite of how complex it was, because that was the only
way in which we could keep our conscience clear and respond to a civic
duty”.
President Banzer recalled the attitude followed by certain former
governments which had, in meetings held in Arica, declared that there
weren’t any pending issues with Chile and invited the Head of State
of Chile to visit Bolivia assuring that they would not bother him with
the Bolivian claim for sea access. “I believe –said General Banzer– the
Bolivian people have already forgotten the importance of certain actions
that history will weigh”.
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President Hugo Banzer Suarez ended his address at the House of
Culture of Cochabamba declaring,
“Bolivia’s reintegration with the sea will become a reality, because the
goal towards attaining that goal will not be obstructed, in spite of the
fact that there are people who, albeit offspring of the motherland, with
unutterable ends, guard their personal views, in complete disregard of the
patriotism necessary to separate the fundamental national interests from
sectorial or personal interests. Trivial personal interests bear no relation
with the greatness of our motherland”.
“Now that all the means provided by diplomacy have been
exhausted, together with those characteristic of a country of reduced
potentials as ours, and all paths have been tried, we are able to confirm
that dialogue with Chile will lead to no positive solution. That is why we
decided to break off relations”.
“We had resumed them in pursuance of a concrete objective. Chile
walked away from its commitment, and it was thus perfectly valid to break
off relations once more. No harm has been caused to the motherland. To
the contrary, we have managed –for the first time and in documents that
have been solemnly signed– to have Chile and Peru recognize Bolivia’s
need and right to have a sovereign access to the Pacific Ocean. Our final
goal could not be reached, that is true, but at least we have tried to reach
it with determination, courage, good faith, and with a deep love to our
motherland”.
-49-

895

896

Annex 319
Minutes of the 6th Plenary Meeting, 9th Regular Session of the OAS
General Assembly, 24 October 1979
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
Organization of American States, General Assembly, 9th Regular Session,
1979, Vol. II, OEA/Ser.P/IX.O.2 (1980)
(Submitted by Bolivia as Annex 202 to its Memorial)

897

898

ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES
GENERAL ASSEMBLY

AG

NINETH REGULAR PERIOD OF SESSIONS
OEA/Ser. P
22 October 1979					AG/ACTA 134/79
La Paz, Bolivia					
24 October 1979		
								Verbatim
			
MINUTES OF THE SIXTH PLENARY MEETING
Date:
Hour:
Place:

24 October 1979
3:00 pm
Plenary Hall (Libertad Hall Sheraton)

President: 		
Mr. Gustavo Fernandez
				
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia
Attending:		Messrs.
Raymond Mathieu 			
(Haiti)
Jose Rafael Echeverria 		
(Costa Rica)
Carlos Ozores				(Panama)
Alberto Nogues 			
(Paraguay)
Jose A. Zambrana 			
(Venezuela)
Wosley P. Louis			
(Dominica)
Henry de B. Forde			
(Barbados)
Alfred A. Rattray 			
(Jamaica)
Eliseo Perez Cadalso 			
(Honduras)
Gonzalo Romero			(Bolivia)
Diego Uribe Vargas			(Colombia)
Viron P. Vaky 				
(United States)
Ramon Jimenez, son 			
(Dominican Republic)
Hector Dada				(El Salvador)
Edgar S. R. Amanh			
(Suriname)
Carlos W. Pastor			(Argentina)
Rafael de la Colina			
(Mexico)
Leonte Herdocia			(Nicaragua)
Jerome Jones				(Trinidad and Tobago)
Hector Dada				(Chile)
Mario Marroquin			(Guatemala)
Julio Cesar Lupinacci			
(Uruguay)
R. Garcia Velasco 			
(Ecuador)
Joao Clemente Baena Soares		
(Brazil)
Carlos Garcia Bedoya			
(Peru)
George Oldum				(Santa Lucia)
George Luoison			(Grenada)
		

Alfredo Ofilia, Secretary-General of the OAS

		

Jorge Luis Zelaya Coronado, Acting Secretary General of the OAS
899

900

-10The Members of this Organization ought to thus feel legitimately proud for their
valuable contribution to the task complied with to the present by the United Nations.
However, I believe I am hereby interpreting the thinking of the Secretary General by urging
the Governments represented here to preserve and strengthen that contribution, with not
only new ideas and formulas, but also giving exemplifying compliance to the principles
established by our organizations as well as to the resolutions intended to achieve concrete
results mainly in the fields of social justice, economy and international policy.
Mr. President, owing to the present circumstances, I will hereby make a brief
reference to the humanitarian work that the Organization carries out in cases of social
and natural disasters, of which those concerning the Dominican Republic and Dominica
are recent examples. This is an outstanding example of the aid and restoration efforts
offered to Nicaragua by the organs of the United Nations System and particularly by the
High Commissioner for Refugees, which with the active collaboration of the National
Reconstruction Government made it possible to repatriate 100,000 Nicaraguan refugees.
This makes necessary the utmost principled, and even financial, collaboration of American
States to the Office of the High Commissioner, so the latter is in position to comply with
its tasks, among which is the promotion of human values and the universalization of legal
concepts, such as, the concept of asylum –a concept of International Humanitarian Law, the
codification of which was pioneered by the Continent, and whose scopes can be increased
further with the full and unconditional adhesion to the Convention of 1951 and to the UN
Protocol of 1967, concerning the Statue for Refugees.
Mr. President, I have nothing else to say than to express my gratitude for this tribute
to the United Nations and to also state that we regard it as a proof of the will of American
States to contribute to the construction of a better world, one in which peace is reached,
progress is made, freedom is guaranteed and human dignity is respected.
Thank you, Mr. President. (Applause).
THE PRESIDENT: Thank you, Mr. Ambassador Perez Cuellar.
3.

Statement by the Head of the Chilean Delegation

THE PRESIDENT: I now give the floor to the Chairman of the Delegation of Chile.
THE REPRESENTATIVE OF CHILE (Mr. Daza): Mr. President, Honorable Chairmen of
Delegation, Secretary General, Deputy Secretary General, first of all, I want to congratulate
Alejandro Orfila for his re-election as Secretary General, and Ambassador Valerie McComie
for his election as Deputy Secretary General.
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At the request of the Government of Bolivia, the “Report on the maritime problem of
Bolivia” has been included into the Agenda of the Assembly.
Even though, we are to the present unaware of this report, the statements made by
different Bolivian authorities and mainly those issued by the Acting Constitutional President
of Bolivia, Mr. Walter Guevara Arce, confirm that by bringing forward this matter, the
intention is to bring to the discussions of this Assembly over which it is not competent.
From the statement made by the President of Bolivia it follows that what is sought
is to have the OAS intervene in a matter that hinders the territorial sovereignty of Chile and
that the objective pursued is to modify the situation that has been defined by an International
Treaty.
I hereby affirm also, with greater emphasis, that the OAS lacks competence and that
my country does not recognize it as competent to issue pronouncements on Chile’s territorial
rights.
How can it be intended to use to OAS for such an end, under circumstances in which
it not only lacks faculties to do so, but also, in accordance with its Charter, this organization
has been established to “defend the territorial sovereignty and integrity” of American States
(Art. 1); under circumstances in which these States have reaffirmed the principle pursuant to
which the “international order is essentially established by the respect for the sovereignty of
States and by the faithful compliance of obligations prescribed in treaties and other sources
of international law” (art. 3 b.)?
Can it be overlooked that if Bolivia’s intention were to be endorsed by the OAS, the
duty every State has to “respect the right that other States enjoy under international law” (art.
10) would be breached collectively as well as the rule according to which “the fundamental
rights of States are not susceptible to any impairment” (art. 11)? Because, Mr. President,
it is beyond any doubt that Chile exercises its territorial sovereign rights “in keeping with
international law”, by virtue of treaties that are in force and are fully valid. Likewise, no one
can challenge the fact that the right that any State has to safeguard its territory and the borders
that surround it are even more fundamental if one bears in mind that these are closely

linked to its very existence.

That is why I hereby invite all States present here to ponder calmly over the
transcendental values that are at stake.
Furthermore, any modification to the situation established under the Peace, Friendship
and Commerce Treaty of 1904, that does not emanate from a direct agreement between the
Parties would place the Organization in an open contradiction to the principle of respect for
treaties, which has been repeatedly enshrined by American States as one of the basic pillars
of the international legal order and of the Inter-American system itself.
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-12As early as in the Declaration of American Principles, adopted in the eighth American
International Conference (Lima, 1938), the American States affirmed:
“That the respect to the faithful compliance of treaties constitutes indispensable
norms for the development of peaceful relations between States, and that treaties
can only be revised with the parties’ consent”.
This principle was reiterated and developed in the Third Consultation Meeting of
the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the American Republics (Rio de Janeiro, 1942), which
adopted a Declaration on “continental solidarity in the observance of International Treaties”.
This declaration affirms that “respect for the word pledged in international treaties rests…
on both inconclusive legal precepts as in moral principles”…; “that agreements of the kind
referred to, be bilateral or multilateral, must not be amended or left without effect, unless the
will of those who have taken part in their creation consent to it…”; “that peaceful coexistence
among the peoples would be practically impossible without the strict observance to the
solemn pacts concluded”.
Can it thus be possible, Messrs. Delegates, that the OAS, conferring upon itself
faculties that it lacks, is consciously willing to endanger the peace and harmony that
fortunately exist in this part of America?
We sincerely believe that the answer is in the negative and that, on the contrary, our
Organization shall meticulously observe art. 17 of the Charter which reads:
“Respect for and the faithful observance of treaties constitute standards for the
development of peaceful relations among States…”
Idea that is reaffirmed by Art. 3, paragraph b), pursuant to which “International
order consists essentially of respect for the personality, sovereignty, and independence of
States, and the faithful fulfillment of obligations derived from treaties and other sources of
international law”.
But there is even more:
There is no international dispute of any kind between Chile and Bolivia that could
justify the intervention of the OAS or the recourse to the peaceful solution procedures
contemplated in the Charter, and I hereby call the Bolivian Foreign Ministry to refute these
assertions.
Unless it is held –turning good into evil and light into darkness– that the legitimate
exercise of rights conferred, the compliance with obligations, or the acceptance of situations
resulting from freely consented treaties –as is the case of the one that established the borders
between Chile and Bolivia– can be the subject of a controversy.
No, Messrs. Delegates, clearly and emphatically, NO!
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-13Bolivia’s aspiration to an own and sovereign outlet to the Pacific, which has been
recognized by our country, does not constitute and can never give place to any controversy
inasmuch as that aspiration, independently of how reasonable it is considered, does not
confer on Bolivia any existing right, and nor does it make Chile responsible for an inexistent
obligation.
Messrs. Delegates,
The above considerations lead us to affirm that the consideration of Bolivia’s maritime
issue by the OAS General Assembly, in the sense given by the Bolivian authorities, would
set a severe precedent for Inter-American relations. In fact, by broadening its competence
or disregarding principles as the respect for Treaties, the Organization would be unduly
intervening in the foreign affairs of a member State, running counter to art. 18 of the Charter.
In this way, the OAS would be enshrining, as a matter of fact, the breach of its very legality,
which would entail an unsuspected detriment to Inter-American harmony and coexistence.
Messrs. Delegates, this Delegation, my country, are unable to even imagine that any
member State would wish to see that our Organization, which has been painstakingly and
patiently established in the course of decades, ought to have such an ominous fate.
In our Charter, there is no provision that confers on this Assembly the faculty to
revise treaties, issue statements on their validity, or interfere in questions that fall under the
exclusive sovereignty of its Member States.
If this Assembly were to do so, we would enter into the dangerous field of breaking
legality –on which our coexistence is based.
If we were to act in that way, we would be opening the door to discuss and challenge
all the borders that have been established by way of treaties –as in our case– as well as the
situations that are currently pending.
Do the Ministers present here consent to seeing the OAS, or a political organ as the
Assembly, intervene in the amendment of America’s borders?
Do the Ministers consent to seeing the OAS discuss history, the wars that have
occurred in the Continent, their results, or the boundary treaties that were signed, on many
occasions, as a result of these conflicts?
Naturally, the answer ought to be in the negative.
The President of Bolivia, in his allocution before the Inaugural Session, made an
interpretation of the causes of the war that confronted us with Bolivia in 1879 that is not
supported by the history and that does not respond to
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-14the circumstances that gave place to that conflict, which Chile did not seek.
This reference made to the war forces me to analyze with certain detail the historical
circumstances that caused that conflict.
When diverse regions of America attained independence from America, they
adopted as their limits those established under the uti possidetis principle of 1810, namely,
the geographic demarcation that Spain had established amongst the different Viceroyalties
and General Captaincies for administrative ends, in the hope that this rule would allow them
to fix, without further complications, the boundaries of these new States.
Things did not go as expected by the first founding fathers. Spain did not define
meticulously the boundaries of the General Captaincies, or those of the Viceroyalties. The
boundaries had been altered too frequently and the diverse Royal Decrees and Royal Orders
by virtue of which they had been amended did not agree with one another. The administrative
provisions did not agree with the legal ones and these latter did not agree with the uti possidetis
principle.
We are all aware of the amount of conflicts that such a situation caused in our
continent.
Many provisions regulated the northern boundaries of the Captaincy General of
Chile. Among them, there was even one Royal Decree that set the boundaries between the
Captaincy General of Chile and the Royal Audience of Lima leaving the Audience of Charcas
(Bolivia) lacking an access to the sea.
But there are also some other historical precedents that confirm this assertion and
that come from the very Liberator Simon Bolivar, who, for the purpose of giving Bolivia
a sea access, tried to exchange with Peru, in 1826, a coastal territory to the south of Sama
River in return for territories that appertained to the high plateau 		
–his demarches
failed, nevertheless.
Pushing forward that intention, Irish General Burget O’Connor was tasked with
exploring the Chilean coastal territory of Atacama to seek a seaport. Cobija inlet was then
found suitable to that end, same which would ultimately turn into the only and precarious
maritime inclination shown by Bolivia.
This reality was thereafter confirmed by Bolivia itself, which in November 1906,
when denouncing the Treaty of Amity, Commerce and Navigation with Great Britain, stated
to the British Government that, in the facts, as early as 1840, Bolivia had lost its ports to the
sea and that as a result a great part of the Treaty had been rendered inapplicable.
Bolivia thus acknowledged that it exerted no presence in that coastal territory forty
years before the conflict began.
All these precedents exemplify the complexity of the issue that would then be addressed by our two countries.
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-15In 1842, when it was found that saltpeter could be used as a fertilizer, the interest
of exploiting it was naturally raised. Chile determined in 1843, via a decree, its fiscal
proprietorship over the guano deposits found to the south of Mejillones Bay, convinced that
it was thus exercising jurisdiction over territory that was exclusively Chilean.
Untill then, Bolivia had never challenged the territorial boundaries of Chile. Bolivia
only did so owing to the said decree, and gave place from then on to a discussion in which –in
a learned manner– the respective representatives of both countries invoked historical titles
based on different expressed provisions issued by Colonial Spain.

vec.
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-16In this lengthy diplomatic process, there was a great amount of events that prove that
Chile asserted legitimate rights over the territory that had given place to the conflict. The war
did not result from a premeditated act by Chile. It did not originate as the President asserted.
It was the result of a controversy that had remained latent for more than 35 years.
In this period, several treaties intended to solve the dispute created were concluded.
One in 1866, entered into with the Bolivian administration of General Melgarejo, which was
then disowned by his successor; a modus vivendi concluded in 1872, entered into with the
Bolivian Government and rejected by its Congress; the 1874 Treaty that was not complied
with by the Bolivian Government; followed by reiterated requests by Chile in the sense that
the dispute ought to be subject to international arbitration, which were received in response,
by Bolivian actions that were directed against Chilean rights and against Chilean people;
there was even an authorization by the Bolivian Legislative Assembly to have, as early as in
1863, the Bolivian Executive Branch to declare war on Chile.
However, from the Chilean viewpoint, Chile did not only intend to gain rights, but
was also defending its actual presence in the area that gave place to the conflict.
Certainly, the Delegates are unaware of the true extend of Chile’s presence in the
dessert and of Bolivia’s absence in that region. There is a very revealing aspect that regards
this assertion, which comes from Bolivian sources. According to Bolivian historian, Alcides
Arguedas, back in 1874, Bolivia’s population was integrated in the following way: 93% of
Chileans; 2% of Bolivians; 1.5% of Europeans; 2% of north and south Americans; and 1.5%
of Asians and others.
Life in the dessert was an exclusive result of Chilean efforts, capitals and men.
Foreign capitals did not breathe life into the dryness of the dessert.
It is necessary to also analyze the treaties that were entered into between both
countries back then, inasmuch as Bolivia’s disowning them caused the war.
The 1866 Treaty was a transaction and established the 24th parallel as the boundary
between both nations. Besides, under this treaty, it was established that the two countries
would share the incomes obtained from the exploitation of guano discovered and that would
be discovered between the 23rd and 25th parallels, as well as the rights to exploitation they
would obtain from the minerals extracted from that area.
A new Bolivian administration, in 1871, however, declared all the acts performed by
the Government that had concluded that Treaty null.
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-17Another stage in these intense negotiations ended in 1874, with the conclusion of a new
document. This new Treaty established the 24th parallel as the boundary between Chile and
Bolivia and put an end to the shared exploitation rights in the area that both States asserted
as theirs.
In return for that modification, however, Bolivia guaranteed, for a 25-year term, that
“Chilean people, industries and capitals” located in the area to which Chile renounced to
the north of the 24th parallel, would not be subject to “taxes, whatever their kind, other than
those existing to the present”.
This clause was fundamental for the understanding that had then been reached. It
was intended to replace the shared exploitation rights that represented interests for the two
countries. A new Bolivian administration, however, led by General Hilarion Daza, imposed
a law charging a ten-cent tax per quintal of saltpeter exported by the Antofagasta Nitrate and
Railroad Company, which was integrated by Chileans.
The Chilean Government started before the Government of Bolivia the necessary
demarches to ensure that the said treaty would be complied with in its entirety. These
demarches were, however, fruitless inasmuch as the Daza Administration in Bolivia did not
renounce its position at all.
In yet a new attempt, the Chilean Government instructed its representative in La Paz
to propose the Bolivian Government to subject the matter to arbitration and to suspend the
law in question until the matter was resolved through that channel.
This new reiteration of our request for arbitration was not only unanswered by
Bolivia but was actually responded by direct actions against Chile’s rights.
The Chilean representative was withdrawn from La Paz and the last note he sent to
the Bolivian Government placed on record the true nature of the reasons that had given place
to the War. The note reads, “Now that the Treaty 6 August 1874 has been breached because
Bolivia has not complied with the obligations stipulated therein, the rights Chile legitimately
asserted before the 1866 Treaty over the territory this treaty refers to are brought back to
life. Consequently, the Government of Chile shall carry out any action necessary to defend
its rights, and the Government of Bolivia ought not to perceive in these actions anything
other but the logical result of the rupture that its reiterated refusal to seek a just and equally
honorable solution for both countries has caused”.
And, what were these rights that Chile defended? The same ones that it had been
asserting throughout the lengthy diplomatic process I have referred to; those rights Chile
had renounced under condition of a transaction that was not respected and which, as I have
underscored, entailed its active presence in the area that gave place to the conflict.
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-18I have mentioned these precedents with the purpose of demonstrating that the war was
not caused by an alleged predetermined and deliberate action attributed to Chile, but because,
at a moment in history, unfortunately, our nations were affected by an event comparable to
others that took place in the continent and in the face of which each of our nations reacted
defending what they regarded as their rights.
The President of Bolivia has stated that the word “aspiration” distorts the proper
approach that must be given to the problem and invokes a treaty it was forced to conclude as
the basis of its rights.
This assertion runs counter to reality.
The 1904 Treaty was entered into after the armed conflict had ended. It was drawn
up in a patient and mediated manner and it was signed after a long period of negotiations
in which the parties explained their viewpoints. This fact alone stands in contrast to any
other peace treaty, which are generally imposed by a party on the other. Since 1880, year in
which Bolivia withdrew from the armed conflict, three years had passed before, at Bolivia’s
initiative, contacts were commenced and resulted in the Truce Pact, which, as its name
indicates, was transitory in nature.
In 1895, in the search for permanent peace, a treaty and two protocols were signed.
These provided Bolivia with an outlet to the sea, but were frustrated by the Bolivian
Parliament.
In 1900, after some government changes in Bolivia, the Bolivian Minister in Santiago,
Mr. Claudio Pinilla, informed the Chilean Government that Bolivia considered that the 1895
negotiation had ended and that it was willing open to seek solution formulas.
Our Legation in La Paz carried out active negotiating efforts.
The bases submitted to the Chilean Government by Mr. Aramayo were the following:
Pacific.

1.

Renouncement, on part of Bolivia, of any pretention over a port on the

2.
Commercial independence for Bolivia, for the purpose of which Chile would
grant it the most favored nation treatment.
3.
Payment by Chile of an amount of money that would be paid annually for
the construction of railroads that give Bolivian products an easy outlet to the Pacific.
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-19In 1902, in defense of these bases, the Government of Bolivia authorized Mr. Alberto
Ostria Gutierrez as its Minister in Chile. With this, Mr. Aramayo’s informal contacts ended
and official negotiations were commenced. These resulted in the signing of the 1904 Treaty,
on the basis of the Bolivian proposal originally submitted by Aramayo.
The 1904 Treaty, by which Bolivia renounced to its coastal territory, imposed on
Chile burdensome obligations.
The first one was to “recognize in favor of Bolivia and in perpetuity the broadest
commercial transit through its territory and ports on the Pacific”.
Under this provision, Bolivia can make use of all the ports that are found in the
Chilean coast and, under another provision of the same treaty, Bolivia is able to take part in
controlling its commercial exchanges by way of customs offices it is able to build in the ports
it chooses.
Chile committed further to build, at its own expense, a railroad connecting Arica
with La Paz and to transfer to Bolivia the section crossing its territory, which it did in 1928.
The truth is that this Chilean effort allowed Bolivia to connect with the oceanic routes of the
Pacific –connection which it lacked.
The Chilean Government also undertook to pay obligations incurred into by Bolivia
for guarantees up to the 5% on capitals allocated to build the following Bolivian railroads:
Uyuni-Potosi; Oruro-La Paz; Oruro-Cochabamba-Santa Cruz; La Paz-Beni and Potosi-Santa
Cruz.
Asides from this, Chile also undertook to pay the sum of 300,000 sterling pounds, in
the currency in force then.
Can it be rightfully asserted then that this instrument was imposed by force?
Is there any precedent in history of the victor country, which in this case allegedly
sought to mutilate Bolivia, imposing upon itself such burdensome obligations?
I ask the delegates to confirm whether a Treaty that contemplates such obligations
responds to the scheme of a document that was imposed by force. The truth is that this
instrument was the result of a negotiation in which the two Governments, freely, borne in
mind their national advantages.
General Jose Maria Pando, whose mandate was about to culminate, was the President
of Bolivia when the negotiations concerning the Peace Treaty of 1904 started. One of his
Ministers, General Ismael Montes ran for candidate as President hoisting the Peace Treaty
with Chile as his Government program, submitting, as essential basis for the pact, Bolivia’s
definite renouncement to a port on the Pacific.
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-20General Montes was elected as President of the Republic after a resounding victory
in the elections. The 1904 Treaty was negotiated, as a result, by two Bolivian Governments.
Referring to the 1904 Treaty and to General Montes’ electoral plan, Bolivian historian
and diplomat, Alberto Gutierrez wrote:
“The whole of the Bolivian population was informed of that program and were
able to ponder over its scopes and projections. Having seen that government
plan, which had been frankly disclosed, the Bolivian population responded in
the elections of 1904 with an unprecedented majority of votes in the history of
free elections in our country”.
The two Bolivian negotiators of the 1904 Treaty were elected presidents of Bolivia.
It is difficult to understand that a responsible population, a serious nation, would have granted
them the highest of national dignities, by entrusting them the direction of their national fate,
had they taken part in an act that opposed to Bolivia’s interests.
The 1904 Treaty was freely entered into by the two countries. It responded to both
nations’ interests and gave place to Chile’s rights. Any amendment of those rights is, thus, an
aspiration for Bolivia.
Mr. President, an attempt has been made in this Assembly at comparing the situation
of the Panama Canal with the 1904 Treaty concluded between Chile and Bolivia.
Such a comparison is absurd. There is no similarity between these instruments. All
the contrary, these are situations that contrast each other in the moral, legal and practical
fields.
The 1904 Treaty was concluded between Chile and Bolivia by responsible and
respectable Chileans and Bolivians. It was, furthermore, transmitted to, approved and ratified
by both nations’ public opinions.
The 1903 Treaty concerning the Panama Canal was entered into, on behalf of
Panama, by a French citizen, Mr. Buneau Varilla, surreptitiously before Panama’s diplomatic
mission travelled to Washington to precisely discuss that matter.
In the discussions that have taken place in Washington in relation to the new Treaties
concerning the Canal, President Carter acknowledged that before they were signed no
Panamanian had seen the preceding Treaty. As official sources from the United States have
revealed, during the signing of the 1903 Treaty, the personal and financial interests of Buneau
Varilla prevailed over any condition of equity for the Panamanian nation. In other words, this
agreement was clearly carried out without the participation of the Panamanian people.
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-21The Chilean-Bolivian Treaty is a boundary treaty that was concluded after lengthy
negotiations and that established in perpetuity the boundaries between the two nations. It
definitely resolved a boundary conflict recognizing Chile’s sovereignty over the territories
referred to in its provisions in a precise manner.
The stability and permanence of this kind of treaties have been acknowledged by the
Convention on the Law of Treaties, which provides precisely in its article 64, Nº 2, that the
rebus sic stantibus clause does not govern over treaties that define boundaries.
The Hay-Buenau Varilla Treaty is not a boundary treaty. The United States did not
acquire sovereignty over the Canal Zone, but the right to use it as if it were its sovereign,
exercising a jurisdiction that affected the Panamanians and giving place to a colonial enclave
that naturally wounded the dignity of the Panamanian people.
If one wishes to seek an example of two treaties that are completely different from
one another, that would precisely be the case of the 1903 Treaty concerning the Panama
Canal and the Chilean-Bolivian Treaty of 1904.
The President of Bolivia has stated that his country is landlocked and that such a
reality cannot be hidden speaking of “facilities”. That facilities depend on the exclusive will
of those who grant them and that those who receive them are at the mercy of the former.
Bolivia is neither landlocked nor granted “facilities” that are discretionally
prearranged. The “facilities” Bolivia enjoys emerge from International Treaties; they entail,
as a result, Bolivia’s rights and Chile’s obligations, which my country has not only complied
with scrupulously, but has even gone beyond them.
The Bolivian authorities insist in describing the alleged “landlocked” status of
their country, overlooking the fact that, as far as their connection with the Pacific Ocean
is concerned, there is a legal regime that gives their country, through Chilean territory, the
broadest and freest transit for its goods from and to Bolivia.
For reasons I would like not to judge, what is being sought is to disown that regime
which, furthermore, has not been static and has been permanently improved in the course of
time.
It is also worth recalling that, asides from the provisions of the 1904 Treaty, a
Commercial Traffic Convention was signed in August 1912, in Santiago, regularizing the
importation and exportation transactions to and from Bolivia as well as the decisive actions
falling on the Bolivian customs officers.
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-22In August 1937, a Transit Convention was entered into to detail even further the
meaning of the preceding convention.
On 31 January 1955, a Chilean-Bolivian Economic Complementation Treaty was
signed, for the purpose of amplifying and facilitating the free transit system that had been
accorded. The preamble of that instrument underscores, “the Governments of Chile and
Bolivia, motivated by the Americanist ideal of integration, have resolved to unite their
efforts to develop coordinated actions for the purpose of achieving, in successive stages, the
complementation of their economies and to contribute to the strengthening of their peoples’
economic independence”.
These fraternal postulates were reiterated fifty-one years after the conclusion of the
1904 Treaty and the head of the Bolivian diplomacy was then Minister of Foreign Affairs
and Worship, Mr. Walter Guevara Arce, current President of the Republic, whose signature is
present in the Treaty I have referred to and also in its Additional Protocol.
Further still, it must be noted that the Treaty of January 1955 contained an important
additional element that granted the free transit a greater content, which has not been enshrined
in Conventions that have been perfected at the international level to favor the transit of
landlocked States. This element entailed Chile’s commitment to give Bolivia facilities to
build, in Chilean territory, an oil pipeline to export Bolivian oil to international markets.
This commitment was perfected and concretized later in different agreements, creating a
servitude, in Chilean territory, that exceeds the traditional concept of free transit.
The only truthful fact is that Bolivia did not take advantage of the facilities and
capacity it enjoys through Chilean ports, despite enjoying preferential treatment and
franchises related to tariffs, storage, services, etc., for goods destined to and coming from
Bolivia, particularly through Arica and Antofagasta.
In 1974, the Governments of Chile and Bolivia approached the Economic Commission
for Latin America for the purpose of rationalizing the transit systems and documentary
procedures for Bolivian cargo crossing through the ports of Arica and Antofagasta.
These studies resulted in an integrated transit system implemented in the ports
of Arica and Antofagasta, the efficiency has merited the express recognition of Bolivian
authorities.
As far as roads are concerned, Chile has made a remarkable effort. It has built a road
connecting Arica and the border. My country has invested 80 million dollars in that road,
of which Bolivia is the main beneficiary. However, Bolivia has done nothing to build an
extension towards its territory, despite fact that it counts on the necessary financing within
international financing organs. There is more, the
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-23importance of this road has been acknowledged in Decision 94 of the Cartagena Agreement,
which regarded it an integral component of the Central Axis of the Andean Trunk System
of Roads. Chile, which is no longer a party to the Cartagena Agreement, has comprehended
and abided by that decision. Bolivia, a party to that sub-regional scheme, has ignored it to
the present.
As a result, to Chile or to any informed and objective observer, the international
campaign that Bolivia develops to submit to the international community its alleged
landlocked condition, seeking expressions of solidarity and support to try overcome it can be
regarded paradoxical.
There is a significant element that I have pointed out in preceding opportunities in
which I have had to respond to the observations formulated.
In 1965, after a lengthy process, the Organization of the United Nations called a
Conference that ended with the Convention on Transit Commerce for Landlocked countries,
document that was laboriously drafted and that included the principles and rules that the
international community regarded adequate to solve the transit issues faced by countries of
these characteristics.
Bolivia has not ratified that instrument because the facilities that it contemplates are
inferior to the ones granted by my country and that have been enshrined in the course of time
in documents and actions of which the Bolivian Government is fully aware and in which the
President of the Republic, Mr. Walter Guevara Arzo has participated as an important and
remarkable actor.
That is why we must hereby affirm that the alleged Bolivian landlocked condition
does not exist.
Let us listen to what a prominent public Bolivian man, former President Victor Paz
Estenssoro, has stated in a letter addressed on 25 September 1950 to another prominent
Bolivian man, former President Hernan Siles Suazo and which was published in La Nacion
newspaper form La Paz city on 19 June 1964:
“As far as we are concerned, the port problem is not among the priority issues
Bolivia is facing. The frequent statement that our underdevelopment results
from our lack of an outlet to the sea is not just infantile but biased as well, as it
seeks to divert the public attention from the true causes of Bolivia’s stagnation.
From a national-interest perspective, it is more urgent and convenient for us
to focus our capacity, energy and resources on developing the major potential
elements, both at the economic and human levels, that Bolivia contains.
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-24… Paradoxically, it is not in our best interest to have the port issue immediately
resolved but, rather, postpone it to some future point in time.”
If one analyzes seriously Bolivia’s underdevelopment, the validity in the present time
of the concepts put forward by former President Paz Estenssoro in 1950 can be corroborated.
The truth is that Bolivia has facilities that it does not exploit and an insufficient
infrastructure to utilize the benefits Chile grants it.
As I have noted and I reiterate it, Bolivia enjoys a privileged regime that stands above
all landlocked States of the world owing to the facilities that my county has granted and that
exceed by far the obligations assumed with that country.
It has been held here that, with the tenor of an accusation, that Bolivia’s landlocked
condition affects the peace and security of the continent.
I request the Bolivian representatives to point to at least a single Chilean act that
could entail a threat to peace.
The situation is completely the opposite. In spite of the fact that at Bolivia’s decision,
diplomatic relations between our countries were ruptured, numerous acts evidence our
country’s absolutely pacifist attitude.
The Bolivia-Chile Joint Boundary Commission has recently concluded a positive
work of replacement of the landmarks at the border; our railroad and port authorities
permanently look after issues connected with the transit of Bolivian goods; our universities
and hospitals continue receiving Bolivian interns.
And, given that I am hereby affirming the pacifist will of my country, the logical
conclusion is that the threat to peace can come only from Bolivia.
There is no other inconsequent and contradictory attitude than seeing the country that
can alter peace seeking to denounce that danger before this Assembly.
No other interpretation is possible. My country can thus not accept that the legitimate
application and observance of a valid and lawful treaty could entail a threat to peace.
Mr. President, Honorable Delegates: Based on the foregoing, it is clear:
-That Bolivia has an aspiration and not a right;
- That Chile has been willing to satisfy that aspiration;
- That the OAS has no jurisdiction to rule on Chilean territories whose borders
have been defined by an International Treaty;
- That in no circumstance, exercising rights that emerge from a treaty could
constitute a threat to the peace;
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-25-That Bolivia’s under development has nothing to do with its landlocked condition, inasmuch as it counts on broad and unrestricted access to the sea.
All the above evidences that Bolivia has chosen the incorrect path in appealing to the
OAS to satisfy its aspiration.
It will not be able to satisfy it here!
I would like to state with the utmost emphasis that Chile will never accept that any
international organ should consider or issue rulings on questions that concern the exclusive
competence of Chile’s sovereignty.
As I have stated, it is the Chileans and only the Chileans who are fitting to decide on
the fate of their territory.
In 1975, the Government of Chile committed, seriously and with the best good faith,
to enter into a negotiation to give Bolivia a sovereign outlet to the Pacific Ocean. This negotiation was frustrated by Bolivia.
History is in our reach, all the more recent history. Some of the people who took part
in these events might even be present here.
Bolivia not only frustrated this negotiation, but has also disturbed the possibilities
for positive actions between our countries with an unnecessary anti-Chilean campaign.
It is necessary to reestablish the atmosphere of respect we have not ruptured.
Honorable Delegates, once this atmosphere is reestablished, only through dialogue,
mutual comprehension and on the basis of serious proposals, the path for a sovereign outlet
to the sea could be opened for Bolivia.
This is, and not another, the viable path!
Let us seek, once more, in a perfect synthesis between fraternity and solidarity, the
pathways that may give place to a reasonable and acceptable solution so as to share a common destiny, standing before, without obstructions, an horizon filled with possibilities and
hopes for our peoples.
THE PRESIDENT: Thank you so much Mr. President of Chile.

[…]
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Annex 320
“Reserved Report on Port Negotiations with Allende”, Hoy (Bolivia),
3 December 1983
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
Hoy Newspaper (Bolivia)

933

934

LA PAZ, SATURDAY 3 DECEMBER 1983
“RESERVED” REPORT ON PORT NEGOTIATIONS WITH ALLENDE
By Juan Pereira Fiorilo

935

936

Given that, owing to the time, a single document is all that
has remained for the history of diplomatic relations between Bolivia
and Chile and of the negotiations held until 11 September 1973
with the Government of former President Allende, I am hereby
publishing the “Reserved” report of 11 September 1973, labeled
Nº STI 3303- 73, which I submitted to Foreign Minister Mario A.
Gutierrez, in his capacity as the negotiator of the Government of
Bolivia before Chilean Ambassador, Juan Somavia, both of which
have discharged the functions corresponding to the directions
followed by the integration policies pursued by both countries,
which ended on the said date, as a result of the coup d’état by
which General Augusto Pinochet seized power and Salvador
Allende died in the Casa de la Moneda.
I believe this document is of vital interest at present, in light
of the decision adopted by the OAS, in Washington, to have the
Foreign Ministers of Bolivia and Chile meet –possible in January
next year– under the aegis of the Government of Colombia.
As the Bolivian Ambassador tasked with negotiating with
the Government of Allende, I hereby emphasize that the course
of negotiations with Chile was communicated to the Government
of Peru, by means of the latter’s Plenipotentiary Ambassador to
the Cartagena Agreement Commission, General Luis Barandiaran
Pagador, bearing in mind the warning that had been made by the
Peruvian Government in the sense that Peru would not consent to
the transfer to Bolivia of the city of Arica, inasmuch as that city
was still perceived by Peru as a “captive city”, thesis that had been
put forward by General Juan Velasco Alvarado, President of Peru,
who even thought of resorting to arms to regain that city.
That is why among the alternatives contemplated, the
transfer of Arica is not being studied, but rather the cession of a
strip of land that must reach the vicinities of that city as well as,
on the other hand, one or two enclaves, on basis of the Iquique and
Mejillones ports.
The high political level meeting had to be carried out on
14 October 1973 in the city of Cochabamba and that had been the
result of the agreement entered into by the integration authorities
of Bolivia and Chile, which had been appointed earlier by Foreign
Ministers Mario R. Gutierrez on part of Bolivia and Orlando
Letelier, on part of Chile, both of whom met in the city of Lima to
discuss the issue that was thereafter confirmed by the new Chilean
Foreign Minister Clodomiro Almeyda.
TEXT OF THE REPORT AND AGENDA
La Paz, 11 September 1973
STI. – N° 3303 – 73
Distinguished Foreign Minister:
In accordance with your instructions and in conformity
with what Your Excellency had
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discussed in Lima with the former Foreign Minister of Chile, Mr.
Orlando Letelier, we held an analysis meeting in the way in which
the meeting of the Bolivian- Chilean commission had to be carried
out with the Director of the Office for Integration of the Chilean
Foreign Ministry, Mr. Juan Somovia, and the following was agreed
to therein:
Discussion topic: INTEGRATION FACTORS
This topic has the following analysis topics:
A) Discussion on the possibility that Chile gives a corridor
between the border with Peru and part of the territory Arica
Department (to the north of Arica city) but with the utilization of
the Chilean port system in that city, with the following alternatives:
a) Cession of the corridor with full Bolivian sovereignty.
b) In the event that Peru opposes to this, cession of the
corridor with the right to utilization, in perpetuity, in accordance
with the thesis put forward by Chilean former Foreign Minister
Gabriel Valdez Larrain.
B) In the event that the Arica thesis does not prosper (mainly
if acceptance is not given to freely utilize the ports of that city, due
to the high cost that building docks in places that are not suitable
would entail –owing to geographical conditions– the possibility of
an enclave must be analyzed:
a) In Iquique, close to Oruro city, with a paved highway
that reached our border and which is a troublesome city for Chile,
inasmuch as it cannot activate its economic development in any
way.
b) Mejillones, which whereas it owns a railroad that is
connected with Bolivia, considerable investments would have to
be made to utilize it.
C) The compensations Bolivia would give and that would
have to be analyzed immediately with the National Security
Council and with a high level Ministerial Commission would be:
a) Electrification of the north of Arica, by selling them
energy using the El Bala dam, which would be the only reason to
build it, because otherwise there would be nowhere to consume its
hydroelectric power potentials.
b) Binational steelmaking enterprises and of non-ferrous
metals (smelting enterprises and creation of secondary or related
enterprises) with the utilization of minerals from Bolivia and/or
Chile.
c) Basic Chemical industries, to exploit salt, sulfur, and
borax, and their related industries.
d) Bi or multinational petrochemical complex.
e) Binational mechanical metals plants.
In regard to this,
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Bolivia would have to request that these enterprises
be located within Bolivian or Chilean territory, with
rights to extraterritoriality so their administration
is agreed to within a policy of indemnifications
and social guarantees for the workers of the other
country who work in the plants, as well as the
transportation of those products, etc.
The above will be discussed in relation
to the Bolivian port problem and the possible
compensations, but emphasizing that these
“compensations” entail the organization of
enterprises where the right to sell electric energy,
by Bolivia to Chile, will be paid by the latter;
thereafter, the binational enterprises will be jointly
exploited, but they might entail a production
reaching hundreds of million dollars to the benefit
of both countries.
OTHER ISSUES
Other aspects to be discussed include:
1.- Assessment of trade and perspectives to
increase exchanges.
2.- Industrial complementation agreements.
3. Scientific and technological cooperation.
4.- Mobilization issues (rail transport, road
transport and port rationalization).
I must hereby inform that before a new
Government took office in Chile, both countries
agreed to hold a meeting in Cochabamba on 14
October.
On basis of the above, I hereby suggest you
to invite the National Security Council and the
Ministers of State and the political and economic
sectors to meet in your Office to analyze in detail
the Bolivian proposal.
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The Chilean Delegation had to be led by the
Undersecretary of Economy, Dr. Armando Arancibia.
With this, I conclude my report.
To H. E. Mr. Mario Gutierrez Gutierrez
– Minister of Foreign Affairs and Worship. Hand
delivered.
AGENDA DRAFT FOR A BOLIVIAN-CHILEAN
MEETING
1) Exportation quotas for products covered by Decision
29. Sugar, cotton.
2) Regulation of Article 78 of the Cartagena Agreement.
3) Bolivian products to be exported in 1973 to Chile
(Sulfur, meat, cotton, other agro-industrial and
manufactured products, tin).
4) Transportation issue D-54.
5)
Binational
enterprises
for
industrial
complementation.
6) Border traffic or free commerce zone with the
Chilean market.
7) Extension of warehouses in Arica for oil, at the port
terminal and ballast tanks.
8) Decision 57 (mining machinery and other products)
9) Possibilities for the exportation of sulfuric acid.
THE NEW NEGOTIATIONS
The Minister of Foreign Affairs, Jose Ortiz
Mercado, presented a report last week to the members
of the International Affairs Commission of the
Chamber of Deputies in regard to the negotiations
held by him with the Chilean Foreign Minister, Miguel
Schweitzer, in relation to the proposal
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put forward by the President of Colombia, Mr.
Belisario Betancur.
On basis of the partial information that have
been provided by national and international sources,
the process has ended with the “vote for consensus”
of Washington, given in New York, where in the
antechamber of the UN General Assembly held that
year, the Foreign Minister of Colombia proposed
Bolivia and Chile his thesis of amicable cooperation
and this would be the reason why the address delivered
by the Bolivian Foreign Minister on that occasion
lacked strength to put forward, as in preceding years,
permanent rights silence of the Chilean Foreign
Minister, is a sign in principle of Chile’s consent to
Colombia’s proposal.
The recordings of the OAS Session, held in
Washington, where Colombia put forward its written
proposal and the written responses transmitted by
Bolivia and Chile as well as the other allocution, also
written in some cases, in which the position adopted
by Bolivia, Chile and Colombia are a sign that this
agreement had been prepared earlier.
THE NEW BOLIVIAN THESIS
Despite the “reserved” nature of the report
presented by the Foreign Minister to the Chamber of
Deputies and which will possibly be communicated in
the interpellation requested by Senator Oscar Zamora
Medinacelli to Foreign Minister Ortiz Mercado, serve
only to inform on the way in which that negotiation
and the final agreement were carried out, but the
Deputy Commission has not been informed of what
will be the plan or thesis that Bolivia will wield in the
meeting to be held with the Chilean Foreign Minister.
And as we have stated, this situation worries us.
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By publishing the “reserved” report of 1973,
we are taking that step, inasmuch as that had been
the position adopted by Bolivia back then.
Unfortunately, Hugo Banzer Suarez has
entered into a dangerous conversation, since
the “Charaña encounter” and the “Corridor”
negotiation with an exchange of territories,
including the 200 miles of maritime space which
Chile would transfer so that nation trespasses our
Andean border and introduces itself as a spear, be
by seizing the Andean summits of our divorcioaquarum, or by gaining sovereign rights over the
wealthy mining territory of Lipez.
And that was what caused me to accuse
Banzer Suarez as a traitor to the nation, inasmuch
as in earlier negotiations with Allende, exchanges of
territory were not discussed and the only advantage
that was offered to Chile was the possibility of
selling electric energy to supply its northern region.
By publishing the document transcribed
here, we sought to clarify the reasons behind our
campaign against Banzer Suarez and the reasons
why I had adopted that extreme attitude.
But, this must also serve the current Chilean
Foreign Minister as a warning, because, as we will
analyze in coming notes, we will also inform of the
way in which Chile acted, with Pinochet, in the
weeks that followed the political change in that
nation, to disown what had been anticipated in the
negotiations with Allende and see how the Foreign
Ministry of Chile set the basis for its subsequent
trap, on which Banzer and his Ambassador in
Santiago naively or by lack of capacity fell. The
territorial exchange.
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Annex 321
“Orfila praises Colombia’s initiative in regard to Bolivia’s landlocked
condition”, Ultima Hora (Bolivia), 21 November 1983
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
Ultima Hora Newspaper (Bolivia)
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Orfila praises the Colombian initiative regarding Bolivia’s
landlocked condition
Ultima Hora, 21 November 1983

The Secretary General of the OAS, Alejandro Orfila, issued the following statement
in Washington last Friday, following the acclamation with which the XIII Conference of the
Organization accepted the Colombian initiative so that Bolivia and Chile can re-analyze the
issue of our landlocked condition.
Orfila especially praised the efforts made by Colombian Foreign Minister Rodrigo
Lloreda Caicedo and the invitation of President Belisario Betancur to a meeting of the Foreign
Ministers of Bolivia and Chile in Bogota:
Last Monday I spoke before the General Assembly of the Organization of American
States about the itinerary of America. I referred to the path traveled and to the point that must
be travelled to consolidate the American homeland. I pointed out, among other things, the
aspiration that the solidarity of the interested Parties leads to an outlet to the sea for Bolivia
in the future.
At the session of the General Assembly this morning, there was an event that can
become a fundamental basis for an eventual solution of that issue and in an important
beginning of the renewal that Bolivia and Chile exhort, so that in a spirit of American
fraternity they initiate the process of rapprochement and strengthening of the friendship
between the Bolivian and Chilean peoples, in order to normalize their relations, overcome
the difficulties that separate them and find a formula that makes it possible to grant Bolivia a
sovereign outlet to the Pacific Ocean, consulting the reciprocal conveniences and the rights
and interests of the Parties involved. In this ovation were revived the luminous moments
that the Organization has lived in the past and the effectiveness and greatness that should
characterize its future.
The Chancellors of Bolivia and Chile are the great architects of this principle of
agreement that can lead to the solution of a situation that concerns the continent. They
demonstrated –as it was said in the Assembly by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Colombia,
Rodrigo Lloreda Caicedo, who acted as a brilliant intermediary in the negotiations prior to
the Resolution approved by the Assembly– great political maturity and civil value.
Also noteworthy is the gesture of the President of Colombia, Belisario Betancur,
who has expressed his willingness to promote a meeting of the Chancellors of Bolivia and
Chile, in order to begin the process of rapprochement, solidarity and negotiation. This has
once again shown the pioneering spirit with which the President of Colombia contributes to
facilitating to the solution of American problems.
The vital spirit that characterized the session held today within the General
Assembly is a good omen that should encourage the establishment of a new OAS, a dynamic,
supportive, ambitious and modern institution. An organization dedicated to addressing the
crucial problems of the Hemisphere and forgetting the minor interests that have occupied
much of its attention in recent years.
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Annex 322
Letter from the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Chile, Miguel Alex
Schweitzer, to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Colombia, Rodrigo
Lloreda, 15 December 1983
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
U. Figueroa Pla, The Bolivia’s Maritime Claim before International
Fora (2007), pp. 502 - 503
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Santiago, 15 December 1983
His Excellency
Mr. Rodrigo Lloreda,
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Colombia
Bogota
Dear Rodrigo:
I am writing these lines in connection with the telephone conversation
we had yesterday.
As I had the opportunity to express to you, the recent statements
made in Buenos Aires by President Siles and President Betancur caused
much concern in Chile, since both statements give a misleading view
regarding the valuable Colombian intervention, and yours in particular,
in the OAS General Assembly and its future scope.
The Bolivian President, in effect, has said that Bolivia would not
normalize its relations with Chile until Bolivia’s maritime “right” is
negotiated. It has also characterized the Colombian intervention, past and
future, as a “mediation.”
I do not need to point out to you that this interpretation moves
away from the commitment adopted by the Foreign Ministers of Chile
and Bolivia. As expressed explicitly in the respective Resolution of the
OAS, the first thing to be sought is the rapprochement and diplomatic
normality between the two countries and then consider the pending
disputes. We conceive all of this as a gradual process in which Colombia,
as you pointed out in the meeting held last November 16th, “would not
act with arbitration or mediator criteria,” but offered, as a friend of both
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countries, to help normalize and bring relations closer between them
“without the intention of taking part in the respective talks,” so that once
bilateral relations are normalized, Colombia would stop participating.
I am glad that in yesterday’s telephone conversation you have
confirmed this appreciation to me, and I really thank you for your kind
offer to send Jose* and me a message at the end of the year that frames
this issue in its exact parameters, according to what has been discussed
and agreed upon in Washington. I believe that this will serve to dissipate
any future misunderstanding, particularly with regard to the precise
objective of the next meeting in Bogota.
As you will have noticed, since my return to Santiago from the OAS
meeting, I have been particularly cautious in my statements, precisely in
order not to provoke Bolivian susceptibilities in this really complex and
delicate issue. The Chilean public opinion is also particularly sensitive in
this matter and would react very unfavorably to any deviation from the
understanding reached.
Thanking you for your understanding, I greet you with the
invariable affection of always,

Miguel Schweitzer Walters

*Jose Ortiz Mercado, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia.
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Annex 323
J. Dunkerley, Rebellion in the Veins, Political Struggle in Bolivia,
1952-82 (1984), pp. 10 - 13 (extract)
(Original English)
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Annex 324
Note from the Permanent Representative of Bolivia to the United Nations,
Jorge Gumucio Granier, to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia,
Jose Ortiz Mercado, MRB 58/84, 16 February 1984
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia
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PERMANENT MISSION OF BOLIVIA
TO THE UNITED NATIONS
							New York, 16 February 1984
							MRB – 58/84

Mr. Minister:
		
I have the honor to attach hereto the 4 notes for the file containing the summaries of the 4 consultation and work meetings held during the XIII Assembly of
the Organization of American States with reference to the Bolivian maritime issue.
		
For this reason, I repeat to Your Excellency the assurances of my
highest consideration.

						Signature
				
JORGE GUMUCIO GRANIER
						Ambassador
					Permanent Representative

His Excellency
Mr. Jose Ortiz Mercado
Minister of Foreign Affairs and Worship
La Paz, Bolivia
ANNEX.
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PERMANENT MISSION OF BOLIVIA
TO THE UNITED NATIONS

Meeting held on Wednesday, 16 November 1983, 6:00 p.m.
Headquarters of the Presidency of the Permanent Council of the OAS
At the headquarters of the Presidency of the Council of the OAS, on
Wednesday, 16 November 1983, at 5:00 pm, the Colombian Foreign Minister, Mr.
Rodrigo Lloreda Caicedo, accompanied by the Colombian Ambassador to the OAS,
Mr. Federico Posada de la Peña, with Chilean Foreign Minister Miguel Schweitzer
accompanied by the Ambassador to the OAS Pedro Daza and the Director of Foreign
Policy Jaime Lagos and the Foreign Minister of Bolivia, Mr. Jose Ortiz Mercado,
who was accompanied by Ambassadors Fernando Salazar, Alfonso Crespo and Jorge
Gumucio, to discuss the Bolivian maritime issue included on the agenda of the XIII
General Assembly of the OAS.
The Chancellor of Colombia began the meeting by reiterating his country’s
deep friendship towards Bolivia and Chile and the desire to collaborate in the
rapprochement of both countries. He also reiterated his intention to cooperate in
creating a propitious environment without directly intervening in the substantive
part, nor presenting solution formulas. He then recalled that for this purpose it was
necessary to take small steps and very calmly, not to accelerate the process or think
of miracles, to show imagination and new approaches, he understood that in Bolivia
the issue of access to the sea was very important, it had a deep historical root and in
Chile the problem of relations was also important and deserved the attention of the
public opinion.
He recalled that this situation ultimately involved not only Bolivia and Chile,
but also a third Party that had to be incorporated in the appropriate moment during
the talks, he clarified that Peru should ultimately be invited to participate in this
rapprochement, probably in a next phase.
He recalled the informal talks in New York in order to reach an agreement
at the meeting at the OAS. He recalled that Bolivia was concerned with solving its
maritime issue, introduced the issue at the OAS, achieving a hemispheric consensus.
In this regard he mentioned that he saw that Bolivia did not submit anything, nor
circulated anything while waiting for this meeting.
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2.
He mentioned that Colombia did not have an opinion on this matter and that
it was up to Chile to give its opinion so that the following steps could be taken, which
should be methodical and certain, in order to achieve a rapprochement that benefits
the Parties.
Chancellor Ortiz thanked Chancellor Caicedo for his cooperation and effort
and indicated that it is a gesture that committed us forever and reiterated that Bolivia
acted in a broad and sincere way in keeping what was agreed with Chile in New
York, that the declarations were tone downed, that it had not “lobbied” or asked help
to any other country for this meeting, and that the Foreign Ministers of other nations
who mentioned their open support for the maritime issue at the OAS had done so
spontaneously.
He mentioned that, based on the New York meeting, Colombia had an
important role in allowing the transition from the multilateral support dimension to
the bilateral solution, taking into account the strong tendency of the public opinion in
Bolivia that distrusted this due to past experiences.
Chancellor Ortiz referred to the contents of the Draft Report, to his speech
and presented a Draft Resolution that would allow Bolivia to continue the process of
rapprochement. (Annex A).
The Chancellor of Chile thanked the intervention of Colombia and went on
to refer to what was proposed by Chancellor Ortiz. Quite frankly, he said that he
disagreed with the new interpretation of what had been agreed in New York and that
in the understanding of what was originally agreed to, Chile had made no objection
to the inclusion of the maritime issue in the OAS.
He recalled that the fact that the maritime issue was maintained within the
OAS once again caused irritation in the spheres of Santiago. He understood, as was
agreed upon, that Chile did not accept the regional Organization as competent, hence
Colombia would make a Declaration of invitation to the Parties and Chile was willing
to accept it. This process of rapprochement had to culminate in the reestablishment
of diplomatic relations, which understood the care that Chancellor Ortiz conferred on
his public opinion but also that he had a public opinion to answer to.
He emphasized that he saw a positive change in the Foreign Minister of
Bolivia in the face of the fact that a friendly country urged a rapprochement that Chile
could not refuse. He said that the Resolution presented by Chancellor Ortiz continued
to address the maritime issue as if it were a multilateral issue, which made it very
difficult to reach a solution.
Chancellor Ortiz indicated that it was impossible for him to accept any
mention of the process of rapprochement without specific reference to the maritime
solution of Bolivia, the Chancellor of Chile replied that it was also difficult for him
to accept that the process of rapprochement should be subjected to finding a solution
to the maritime issue and highlighted that the opportunity offered by Colombia to
facilitate the meeting should be exploited and that the mention of the substantive
aspect of the diplomatic relations did not preclude a subsequent maritime negotiation.
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In this regard, the Chancellor of Chile considered appropriate the mention made by
Chancellor Lloreda Caicedo that in a next stage it would be necessary to incorporate Peru in
order to achieve a solution that contemplates the interests of the three countries.
Ambassador Salazar indicated that Bolivia had not circulated any Draft Resolution
on the understanding that a common position should be achieved. Chancellor Ortiz reminded
Chile that the meeting was being held on the occasion of the OAS Assembly in which Bolivia
had the maritime issue registered and that had been addressed in the last five years.
Chancellor Rodrigo Lloreda said that after listening to both Foreign Ministers found
the draft report and speech of the Bolivian Foreign Minister as very good, but not so the
draft Resolution. Thus, as he understood it, the Chilean position summarized the situation as
follows:
1)
To look for an honorable detachment by both Bolivia and Chile from their already
publicly established positions.
2)
Colombia or a Commission of friendly countries in the hemisphere could seek to
achieve a rapprochement between these countries, however, because of the complexity of the
issue, it is suggested that for the moment only Colombia should take over the management
of the rapprochement process in order to avoid that the process gets complicated by the
immediate intervention of other countries.
3)
Bolivia wanted to reach a dialogue with Chile but through an adequate channel to
take the negotiations out of the OAS mechanism, through a Resolution and at the same time
to maintain the issue within the Organization in order not to create frictions, as well as being
careful to use other multilateral channels.
The Chancellor of Chile reiterated that he could not accept that the issue remains in
the multilateral sphere.
Chancellor Lloreda pointed out that he hoped Bolivia would suspend its action in the
multilateral arena if Chile entered into negotiations and proposed further important steps to
follow in order to improve the situation.
1)
To not address the issue at the multilateral sphere, since it enshrines a mechanism
that is not accepted by Chile.
2)
That for the moment we have to talk about rapprochement in order to understand
each other, instead of resuming relations.
He mentioned that it should be noted that at this stage we could not remove the
bases of the Bolivian Government’s position, which would be the most affected by its public
opinion and indicated that it proposed on behalf of the Government of Colombia an “elegant”
resolution that would be the responsibility of Colombia and not of the Parties and that it
would seek the smooth passage to an extra-OAS mechanism in which the OAS would help
and not be the very instrument of solution; to that effect he mentioned the Contadora group
which was a mechanism in itself that had full support from the OAS, but also had its own
flexibility and dynamics necessary to any solution.
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The Chancellor of Chile thanked the Chancellor of Colombia and asked that the
Resolution should serve to help and not to stir up the public opinion, which in Chile was very
sensitive because Bolivia had given it “hard times” in various forums and occasions.
The Chancellor of Colombia said that the Colombian Resolution would be impartial
and that neither Party could impose its terms.
Foreign Minister Ortiz reiterated that Bolivia could not get the issue out of the
multilateral sphere without reaching a resolution that responded to the report Bolivia would
present.
The Chancellor of Chile accepted the suggestion of Colombia and announced that
he would make known his speech and his response to the report on the maritime issue in due
time.
He mentioned that in the substantive aspect he was concerned that a resolution
should continue to be discussed because he understood that Ambassador Salazar mentioned
Ambassador Daza that there would be no resolution.
Chancellor Ortiz replied that nothing could be done without a Resolution and that he
was willing to accept that after the Resolution, President Betancur will invite both countries
to solve their problems through negotiations.
Ambassador Daza noted that he understood at all times that there would be no
Resolution, but a declaration.
The Chancellor of Colombia reiterated that the Resolution was an instrument
proposed by Colombia and that it would urge the Parties to negotiate and rather proposed to
create a Working Group of representatives of the three Foreign Ministers in order to elaborate
a draft Resolution different from the one proposed by the Chancellor of Bolivia and that
allows to finish in a “happy way” this process initiated with Bolivia and Chile.
The Chancellor of Chile said that he accepted the Colombian suggestion but reiterated
that Chile, once again, is giving in to Bolivia’s demands only in the understanding that it did
so in reciprocity for the constructive spirit of the Bolivian Chancellor and in order to achieve
positive results so that it would accept a Resolution instead of a declaration.
The Chancellor of Bolivia reiterated his gratitude to the Foreign Minister of Colombia.
The members of the Working Group were then appointed, which should be presided by the
Ambassador of Colombia to the OAS, Federico Posada de la Peña, for Chile by Ambassador
Pedro Daza and the Director of Multilateral Economic Policy Uldaricio Figueroa and for
Bolivia by the Ambassadors Fernando Salazar Paredes, Alfonso Crespo Rodas and Jorge
Gumucio Granier. It was decided that the Working Group would meet on Thursday 17th in
the morning to begin its work.
						 Signature
					JORGE GUMUCIO GRANIER
						Ambassador
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Meeting held on Thursday, 17 November 1983, in the morning
Headquarters of the Presidency of the Permanent Council of the OAS
Attending the meeting were the Ambassadors to the OAS, Federico Posada de
la Peña of Colombia, Pedro Daza of Chile and Fernando Salazar Paredes of Bolivia,
as well as Ambassador Alfonso Crespo Rodas, Ambassador in Geneva and Jorge
Gumucio Granier, Ambassador to the United Nations and Uldaricio Figueroa Director
of Multilateral Policy of the Chilean Foreign Ministry.
In time to begin this meeting, Ambassador Fernando Salazar Paredes excused
himself and left to attend the Assembly at the same hour.
Ambassador Daza recalled that in the meetings held between Chancellors in
New York and in subsequent talks with Ambassadors Salazar Paredes and Posada de
la Peña, it was agreed that it should not be insisted on the presentation of a Resolution,
but that work would be carried out on the basis of a draft Declaration, however, he
was concerned by Bolivia’s insistence on presenting a Resolution.
In this regard, the Colombian Ambassador noted that as President of the
Working Group he could not change the instructions received from three Foreign
Ministers in the sense that the Meeting should prepare a draft Resolution, he then
stated that Ambassador Salazar Paredes effectively spoke of a Declaration, which he
understood referred to the one that the Foreign Minister of Colombia had to provide,
on behalf of President Betancur at the end of the Meeting of the Assembly; but he did
not recall that Ambassador Salazar stated that Bolivia would not seek a Resolution. It
is for this reason that he requested that the Meeting continue in accordance with the
mandate received.
The Bolivian Delegation presented a draft Resolution as a working basis for
the consideration of the Delegations of Chile and Colombia, which appears as Annex
B.
The Delegation of Chile indicated that it could not accept the wording of the
“Preamble” part, because it referred to previous Resolutions, two of which had been
rejected by Chile. It accepted the “Recital” but requested that the word “confinement”
should not be used, but rather “landlocked condition”.
In the “Operative” part they accepted paragraph 1, however, they requested
that reference be made to Chile’s position. They did not accept paragraph 2 for the
same reasons of the “Preamble” part.
Paragraph 3 was also unacceptable because it publicly conditioned the
resumption of relations to the maritime solution, an aspect that Chile did not share in
any way, nor did it accept paragraph 4 because it made explicit the consideration of
the issue in the multilateral sphere.
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In order to avoid a stagnation, the Colombian Ambassador suggested working
ad-referendum on the draft Resolution, leaving the controversial points to the
Chancellors’ decision.
The “Preamble” paragraph was accepted, leaving Chile free to introduce
reservations, since Bolivia considered its inclusion to be fundamental because it
reflected “the permanent hemispheric interest in finding an equitable solution that
allows Bolivia to obtain its own sovereign access to the Pacific Ocean”; in that regard,
Bolivia recalled that on the occasion of the meeting of the Permanent Council dedicated
to commemorating the 150th Anniversary of Bolivia (1975), Chile agreed to this
concept, and this acceptance was repeated during the X and XI General Assemblies of
the Organization of American States.
Regarding the “Recital,” it was clarified that Bolivia was not born in a
landlocked condition and therefore the term was inappropriate, and the Colombian
Ambassador suggested replacing confinement or landlocked condition for “Bolivia’s
lack of its own access to the sea.”
In the “Operative” part it was accepted to incorporate the observations by the
Delegates of Chile and Bolivia. The Chancellor of Colombia, at the request of the
Bolivian Delegation, would convey to the Foreign Ministers the constructive spirit
that both Delegations demonstrated at the meeting.
On points 2 and 3 and after a heated debate, some ideas were outlined to be
considered directly by the Foreign Ministers.
Regarding point 4, Bolivia kept its interest in maintaining it in the Draft. This
point was also left to the consideration of the Foreign Ministers.
This ended the meeting.
					
					
[Signature]
					JORGE GUMUCIO GRANIER
						Ambassador
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Meeting held on Thursday, 17 November 1983, in the afternoon
Headquarters of the Presidency of the Permanent Council of the OAS
Attending to the meeting were Foreign Ministers Rodrigo Lloreda Caicedo
from Colombia, Miguel Schweitzer from Chile and Jose Ortiz Mercado from Bolivia,
and the Ambassadors to the OAS Federico Posada de la Peña from Colombia, Pedro
Daza from Chile and Fernando Salazar Paredes from Bolivia, as well as Alfonso
Crespo Rodas Ambassador in Geneva and Jorge Gumucio Granier, UN Ambassador
for Bolivia and Uldaricio Figueroa Director of Multilateral Policy of the Chilean
Foreign Ministry. (Ambassador Salazar partially attended).
The meeting began under the Presidency of the Chancellor of Colombia.
The summary of the meetings of the Working Group presented by the
Ambassador of Colombia, which highlighted the points of controversy, was heard.
Once this summary was concluded, the Chancellor of Chile accepted the
wording of the “Preamble” paragraph although he mentioned that he would be obliged
to present reservations for the reasons already explained by Ambassador Daza. No
objection was made to the “Recital” paragraph.
He also expressed his conformity for the first “Operative” paragraph, but
found paragraphs 2, 3 and 4 unacceptable for the same reasons that he, as well as by
his Representative, had stated at previous meetings.
In this regard, Chancellor Ortiz Mercado expressed his conformity with the
“Preamble and Recital” paragraphs, and believed it necessary to maintain paragraph
2, to which Chile could make a reservation as well as to the “Preamble”.
With regard to paragraph 3, he expressed his willingness to draft a new
wording that included both the process of rapprochement and the negotiations aimed
at solving the maritime issue.
Regarding paragraph 4, Bolivia considered that the issue should be kept
on the agenda so that either Party could request its inclusion at the next General
Assembly, if necessary. This way, the issue was not strictly included as it was in the
1979 Resolution.
The Chancellor of Colombia suggested, if possible, the elimination of
paragraph 2 because the Resolutions were already mentioned in the preamble part and,
on the other hand, they had been taken into account in the four previous Resolutions
that considered Bolivia’s own access to the sea as of hemispheric interest.
He added that if Chile’s reservations were presented for both paragraphs, it
would diminish force from the Resolution and it was preferable that it should refer
only to the “Preamble,” thus saving the position of Chile that should compromise its
agreement to the entire operative part.
983

984
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After a heated debate, both Foreign Ministers expressed their conformity with
the Colombian suggestion.
Another point of discussion was paragraph 3 (new paragraph 2), after a long
exchange of points of view, counting for that the clever guidance of the Chancellor of
Colombia, the drafting of a new paragraph was accepted, but before that, Chancellor
Lloreda Caicedo emphasized that the process was aimed at “normalizing their
relations,” which did not immediately mean “normalization” and that the process
would include a formula that would make it possible to give Bolivia a sovereign
outlet to the sea that contemplates the reciprocal conveniences and interests of both
nations.
After heated debates regarding paragraph 4 (new paragraph 3), it was
established, based on the suggestion of the Colombian Foreign Minister who argued
that Bolivia found it essential to specify said paragraph and that Chile should accept
the fact that Bolivia, with or without mention, will always have the possibility of
including the issue in the Agenda of the next General Assembly.
The Chancellor of Chile finally indicated that, in response to Colombia’s
request and the conviction shown by Bolivia, he wanted to demonstrate once more the
constructive spirit that encouraged Chile by accepting the inclusion of that paragraph.
In view of the fact that the Draft Resolution was accepted by Bolivia and
Chile, it was decided unanimously to request the Foreign Minister of Colombia to
inform the Delegation of Peru immediately so as to be able to count on the points
of view of that country, which was considered intimately linked to a solution to the
maritime issue of Bolivia.
This ended the meeting.
							 [Signature]
						JORGE GUMUCIO GRANIER
							Ambassador
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Meeting held on Friday, 18 November 1983, in the afternoon
Headquarters of the Presidency of the Permanent Council of the OAS

IV.

Attending to the meeting were Chancellors Rodrigo Lloreda Caicedo of
Colombia, Miguel Schweitzer of Chile and Jose Ortiz Mercado of Bolivia and the
Ambassadors to the OAS Federico Posada de la Peña of Colombia, Pedro Daza of
Chile and Fernando Salazar Paredes of Bolivia, as well as Alfonso Crespo Rodas
Ambassador in Geneva and Jorge Gumucio Granier Ambassador to UN by Bolivia
and Uldaricio Figueroa Director of Multilateral Policy of the Chilean Foreign
Ministry. Ambassador Salazar Paredes had to preside the Delegation of Bolivia in the
Assembly and was not able to participate in the meeting, but later he was informed of
what was agreed at the meeting.
The Colombian Foreign Minister, in time to report his conversation with the
Peruvian Chancellor, who delegated all responsibility to the Peruvian Ambassador
to the OAS, Mr. Luis Marchant, made known the agreement of that country to the
draft Resolution provided that it includes the following modification in the final part
of paragraph 2, “including in particular a formula that would make it possible to give
Bolivia a sovereign outlet to the Pacific Ocean, on a basis that consults the rights and
reciprocal conveniences of the Parties directly concerned with the problem.”
To this the Chancellor of Chile asked for the change of the word “rights”
to “interests” and the one referred to “of the Parties directly concerned with the
problem” to be modified by “all the Parties involved.”
Chancellor Ortiz, in time to refer to the proposed amendments, stated that he
saw no problem in incorporating the word rights that could be mentioned alongside
interests and reciprocal conveniences. He also accepted the Chilean proposal to
change the last part by mentioning “all the Parties involved.”
With the observations mentioned above, the draft Resolution was approved
and was to be presented by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Colombia.
The Foreign Ministers and Representatives then made some comments
regarding the speeches of both Bolivia and Chile, in order to reduce or eliminate
concepts that could create discomfort.
_________________________________________________________
During the treatment of the issue, in a [note] aside Ambassador Marchant of Peru
asked to delete the word “all” from the new paragraph. This request was accepted
by Bolivia since it was a Chilean initiative. The Peruvian paragraph, as originally
proposed, is contained in Annex C.
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2.

Bolivia asked Chile not to use the word “landlocked condition,” that the
peace treaties were freely agreed, and that the free transit granted to Bolivia was
exceptional and largely satisfactory, and that Bolivia had aspirations and not rights.

							 [Signature]
						JORGE GUMUCIO GRANIER
							Ambassador
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ANNEX A
(Resolution draft)
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
“HAVING SEEN:
Resolution AG/RES. 426, adopted by the ninth period of sessions,
which declared ‘that it is of continuing hemispheric interest that an
equitable solution be found whereby Bolivia may obtain sovereign and
usable access to the Pacific Ocean’.
Resolutions AG/RES. 481, AG/RES. 560 and AG/RES. 602,
adopted by the tenth, eleventh and twelfth General Assembly period of
sessions, which ratify Resolution 426.
CONSIDERING:
That it is necessary to establish operative procedures for a
negotiation leading to a solution to the above said problem.
That Article 24 of the Charter prescribes the action of good offices
as one of the operative procedures.
RESOLVES:
1.
To reaffirm its support to the content of the above quoted
resolutions.
2.
To ratify the principle of peaceful dispute resolution, in
accordance with the OAS Charter, reiterating its decision to cooperate in
the preservation of international peace and security in the continent.
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3.

To appoint a Good Offices Commission integrated by

representatives of the following countries…
4.

That Commission shall call, jointly or separately,

representatives of the Governments of Bolivia and Chile to study the
current situation concerning the absence of diplomatic relations between
both States to then formulate the proposals that it regards appropriate.
5.

To urge the Governments of Bolivia and Chile to give

their support to the tasks entrusted to the Commission referred to in the
preceding article.
6.

To authorize a Commission to, if it deems it advisable,

establish contacts with any other country involved in the Bolivian
landlocked condition problem.
7.

To request the Commission appointed in article 3 to present

a report on the progress or outcomes of its demarches before the XIV
OAS General Assembly meeting”.
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ANNEX B:
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY:
“HAVING SEEN,
Resolutions AG/RES. 426 (IX-0/79), of 31 October 1979; AG/
RES. 481 (X-0/80) of 27 November 1980; AG/RES. 560 (X 1-0/81) of
10 December 1981 and AG/RES. 602 (XII-0/82) of 20 November 1982,
in which, respectively, it is declared and reiterated that it is of continuing
hemispheric interest that an equitable solution be found whereby Bolivia
may obtain sovereign usable access to the Pacific Ocean; and
CONSIDERING:
That in a spirit of fraternity and with a view toward American
integration, it continues to be necessary to achieve the objective set
forth in the preceding declaration and consolidate a climate of peace and
harmony to stimulate economic and social progress in the area of the
Americas directly affected by Bolivia’s lack of its own access to the sea.
RESOLVES
1.
To take note of the report presented by the Government of
Bolivia in regard to Bolivia’s landlocked condition problem.
2.

To reaffirm the resolutions mentioned above.

3.
To urge Bolivia and Chile to reestablish simultaneous
diplomatic relations to commence direct negotiations aimed at searching
the formula that may make it possible to give Bolivia an own and sovereign
outlet to the Pacific Ocean, on bases that take into account both peoples’
reciprocal advantages and true interests.
4.
That either of the parties is able to request that the item
‘Report on the Bolivian maritime problem’ be included in the next regular
period of sessions of the General Assembly”.
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ANNEX C
2.
To urge Bolivia and Chile, for the sake of American
brotherhood, to begin a process of rapprochement and strengthening
of friendship of the Bolivian and Chilean peoples, directed toward
normalizing their relations and overcoming the difficulties that separate
them, including, especially, a formula for giving Bolivia a sovereign
outlet to the Pacific Ocean, on bases that take into account the reciprocal
advantages and rights and interests of all Parties concerned.
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Annex 325
Aide Memoire “Meeting held with Chancellor Jaime del Valle”,
26 April 1984
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia
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REPUBLIC OF BOLIVIA
MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS
AND WORSHIP

AIDE MEMOIRE
MEETING HELD WITH CHANCELLOR JAIME DEL VALLE
Montevideo – 26 April 1984
1.
The meeting was held at the Uruguayan Foreign Ministry during
the reception offered to the Ministers attending the ALADI conference.
There were no witnesses and the reunion lasted an hour.
2.
Jaime del Valle is known for being a tough person, of the right
wing (he had been a member of Patria y Libertad party), but he tried
to appear kind and conciliating during the meeting. He recalled that he
has a sister (who is married with Dr. Jorge Siles Salinas) who lives in
La Paz and that he himself has ties with Bolivia. He said that although
those circumstances could impair him, he was willing to do as much as
he could so as to formalize relations with Bolivia and solve the maritime
issue.
3.
He reiterated that just as him, President Pinochet has a real interest
in solving that matter, although Pinochet has little hope in solving it, on
account of the changes and the Bolivian inconstancy. I believe this is not
a matter of an immediate conclusion and that it may take from one to two
years and a half to tackle it.
4.
He showed much interest in the fact that the dialogue engaged
into in Washington and President Betancur’s support ought not to be
interrupted. He suggested several times that the negotiations of Geneva
should be continued.
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2
(At ALADI Santiago offered as the basis for the coming Foreign
Minister meeting, to which –as I told him– Bolivia would not be
able to attend). He seems to be worried for breaking the international
isolation of Chile.
5.
He said that, to Chile, dialogue with Bolivia had three
stages: normalization, resumption of relations, and negotiation,
which could solve these issues (normalization and simultaneous
negotiation in order to resume relations), but that Chile could not
accept the Bolivian conditioning. He insisted that Chile also has
public opinion issues. In turn, he pointed out that the public opinion
in Bolivia seemed to be manipulated by the Government, which
revived the issue whenever there were internal problems.
6.
He understands that the normalization (which could best
be seen as distension) is an essential requirement to improve the
atmosphere of dialogue between the two countries. To avoid direct
attacks, to increase exchanges, to stimulate sport visits, etc, could be
positive factors towards that direction.
7.
He requested that we make public statements regarding our
meeting, and that we say that the Geneva meetings continued and
that we will soon meet in Bogota.
8.

In summary my reply was:
a. President Siles had either equal or greater interest in solving
the maritime issue. We were glad to know his position aimed at
negotiating with sincerity, but experience had taught us to be
cautious.
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b. We did not want to disturb President Betancur, but we needed
to ensure the depth and seriousness of this dialogue. Distension
should be parallel to serious conversations on the substantial
issue, at either a reserved or public level. There will be neither
normalization nor resumption of relations without this requirement.
c. The Bolivian public opinion is not manipulated
by the Government. There is a national awareness in
regard to the maritime issue that Chile cannot ignore.
d. Bolivia required a process of internal consultation
in order to formulate a position of national consensus.
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I held a meeting with the Foreign Minister of Chile, Jaime del
Valle, on occasion of the ALADI Foreign Ministers Conference. We
discussed issues related to the meeting and we exchanged ideas on
the continuation of relations between both our countries, which had
started with the invitation made by Dr. Belisario Betancur, President of
Colombia, in implementing the Resolution issued by the OAS Assembly
in Washington.

I told the Foreign Minister that the issue concerning Bolivia’s
landlocked condition is a question of permanent national interest, placed
above any political or ideological internal difference. On account of that
circumstance it is essential to immediately start the process of consultation
in Bolivia, for the purpose of defining a position of national consensus,
on whose basis the aforesaid relations might be able to continue.
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Annex 326
Report from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia concerning the
Bolivian-Chilean Negotiations between 1983 and 1984,
9 November 1984
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia

1009

1010

REPORT

1.
On 31 October 1979, the OAS General Assembly approved
Resolution 426, declaring that “it is of permanent hemispheric interest
to find an equitable solution by which Bolivia obtains sovereign and
useful access to the Pacific Ocean”, “to consolidate a stable peace that
stimulates economic and social progress in the area of the Americas
directly affected by the consequences of Bolivia’s landlocked condition”.
To that end, the Resolution recommended to the States concerned
“that they begin negotiations aimed at giving Bolivia a free and
sovereign territorial connection with the Pacific Ocean”, negotiations
that must take into account the rights and interests of the Parties
involved.......................... and consider, among other things, the inclusion
of an integrated multinational development port area and, take into
account the Bolivian approach of not including territorial compensations”.
2.
The XIII OAS General Assembly, held in Washington in
November 1983. approved Resolution Nº 686, urging Bolivia and
Chile to initiate, in the interest of American fraternity, a process of
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2.

rapprochement and friendship between the two peoples, intended to
seek normality in their relations tending to overcome the difficulties that
separate them, including in particular a formula that makes it possible to
give Bolivia a sovereign outlet to the Pacific Ocean, on bases that take
into account the reciprocal advantages and the rights and interests of the
Parties involved.
Subsequently, on 19 November 1983, Dr. Belisario Betancur,
President of Colombia, invited the Governments of Bolivia and Chile to
meet with their Ministers of Foreign Affairs in Bogota, in order to find a
solution to Bolivia’s maritime problem, contemplating a sovereign and
useful access to the Pacific Ocean.
3.
In order to carry out these purposes, the Foreign Ministers of Bolivia
and Chile took advantage of various initial conferences to establish
discussions to define the procedures and context in which Resolution Nº
686 of the OAS Assembly could be complied with.
In Montevideo, during the ALADI meeting held in April 1984,
Bolivia maintained the need to ensure the continuity and depth of the
dialogue, and requested a deadline for an internal consultation process to
achieve a national consensus position on the
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negotiations, which would be proposed to Chile at a subsequent
opportunity.
At the meeting in Mar del Plata, 20 June 1984, Bolivia proposed to begin
the talks on the substantial issue: the Bolivian outlet to the Pacific Ocean.
The normalization of relations and their eventual official reestablishment
would move in parallel to the treatment of the substantial issue. The
Chancellor of Chile offered to respond to the Bolivian proposal at the
New York meeting.
4.
These talks culminated in New York City on 2 October, on the
occasion of the General Assembly of the United Nations, at which, in the
presence of the Chancellor of Colombia, an agreement was reached on
the procedure and the scope of the negotiations, which would begin in
Bogota between the Foreign Ministers of Bolivia and Chile, to begin a
negotiation on all pending bilateral problems, in particular on a “formula
that will make it possible to give Bolivia a sovereign outlet to the Pacific
Ocean”. Simultaneously, both Foreign Ministers would approve a list and
the timetable for the bilateral rapprochement actions, previously prepared
through the diplomatic channel, to eliminate the disturbing factors in the
dialogue between the two countries.
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The understanding indicated that if the Bolivian proposal is to
solve the problem within territories included in the Complementary
Protocol to the Treaty of 3 June 1929, the Republic of Peru would be
invited to participate in future talks. In addition, Bolivia and Chile would
keep the Government of Colombia informed of the progress of the talks
and request their good offices when they considered it appropriate to
maintain the dialogue.
It was also agreed that while the talks last, the countries would
present the Bolivian maritime problem in international forums, consistent
with the progress of the negotiation.
5.
A joint communique from Bolivia and Chile had to initiate this
agreement in New York, indicating that the preparatory phase of the
negotiations had been completed, after its procedure was agreed to. The
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Chile handed over to the Ministers of
Bolivia and Colombia a draft of that communique on 3 October 1984.
6.
On 3 October 1984, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Chile
communicated to the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Colombia and
Bolivia the decision of his Government to suspend the signing of the
joint communique, in which the aforementioned agreement would
be published, referring to discrepancies with the text of the speech
delivered by the Bolivian Foreign Minister at the UN, which delimited
the framework of Bolivia’s rights to the sea.
1017

1018

										5.

In spite of this, in the contacts held through the Foreign Minister of
Colombia, Bolivia and Chile thereafter stated their intention to continue
the talks. Bolivia was prepared to do so in accordance with the statement
issued by its Foreign Ministry on 7 June, according to which “Bolivia
maintains its unalterable willingness to comply with the exhortation of
the American countries to hold negotiations with the Parties involved,
within the framework of the Inter-American system and on the basis of
the New York agreements”.
7.
Bolivia, in keeping with its early position and in respect for the
OAS agreements, maintains its intention to establish, with the Parties
concerned, a frank, open and unconditional dialogue on the problem of
Bolivia and the difficulties that separate the countries of the region.

				

La Paz, 9 November 1984.
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H. Muñoz, The Foreign Relations of the Chilean Military Government
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[…]
Chile’s relations with neighboring countries
Bolivia
The quality of relations between Chile and its neighbors has been
a traditionally characteristic element in Chile’s foreign policy. From that
perspective, a qualitative demonstration of Chile’s political isolation is
reflected in the unprecedented support Bolivia has received since the
late 1970’s in relation to its claim for an outlet to the Pacific through
Chilean territory. Although in the past, Chilean diplomacy had prevented
Bolivia’s landlocked condition from being discussed within international
fora , similar efforts made by the Administration of General Pinochet had
little to no success.
By early 1975, General Pinochet took the initiative to put an end
to Bolivia’s claims, which had already become centenary. On 8 February,
he met his Bolivian counterpart, Hugo Banzer, in the bordering towns of
Charaña and Visiviri, where, together with agreeing to resume diplomatic
relations –interrupted for 13 years– they undertook the commitment
to “seek solution formulas for the vital issues they both face… within
reciprocal advantages and in due regard of the aspirations of both the
Bolivian and Chilean peoples”. In August, the Bolivian Government
sent the Foreign Ministry some tentative propositions that consisted
basically in the cession of a corridor to connect its territory with the
ocean, together with a 750 kilometer enclave in Chilean territory, within
the vicinities of some of its main maritime ports. The Chilean response
______________

16 For instance, before the Presidential meeting of Punta del Este of 1967, Bolivia subjected its participation to the inclusion of its
landlocked condition problem into the agenda, Chile opposed to this Bolivian appeal and the topic was not discussed. The Bolivian
President chose, as a result, not to attend the meeting.
17 “The Act of Charaña”, quoted by Luis Jerez Ramirez, Chile, a complex neighborliness, (Netherlands, undated, ) p. 139
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was transmitted by mid-December, accepting only the idea of the corridor and a
sovereign coastal strip for Bolivia in return for compensatory territory equivalent to
at least the same area and sea ceded to Bolivia.18
Although the Banzer Administration seemed supportive of negotiating the
exchange of territories, the conversations ultimately stagnated due to the opposition
against that formula within the Bolivian State and the consultations that had to be
made to Peru, by virtue of the fact that the region was found within the area of
territory that had been disputed in the war of 1879 and was subject to Article I of the
Complementary Protocol to the Lima Treaty, by which Chile and Peru settled their
conflict in 1929. That Article provides that neither of the two countries could “without
a prior agreement between one another, cede to a third power the entirety or part of
the territories which, in accordance with the Treaty they entered into on this same
date, fall under their respective sovereignties…”19 In response to the consultation
made by Chile in regard to the transfer of an area of territory to Bolivia, which was
supposed to be either in the affirmative or negative only, the Peruvian Foreign Ministry
introduced new elements intended to establishing the alleged existence of Peruvian
rights over the northern region of Chile. This situation created a new scenario that did
not respond to the consultation made.
After these events, the Chilean Government made new efforts to push
forward the decadent dialogue commenced in Charaña, showing itself supportive
of considering Bolivian intermediate-range proposals, such as the concession over
the Arica-La Paz railroad and the establishment of a regime of autonomy within
the strip of territory that had been offered in the negotiations, but without ceeding
sovereignty. However, a week after that, the Bolivian Foreign Ministry decided to
break off diplomatic relations with Chile, contending that there was a lack of “sincere
willingness” in the Pinochet Administration to continue with the dialogue.
Immediately thereafter, the Bolivian Government launched new diplomatic
efforts to take its claims for an own littoral to multilateral spheres, harvesting
unsuspected success in the years that followed. In the opinion of Luis Jerez there is
a direct connection between the international isolation experienced by Chile and the
growing reception that the Bolivian arguments obtained. As early as June 1978, when
inaugurating the Eighth OAS General Assembly, the President of the U.S. echoed
Bolivia’s claims, expressing his confidence that this dispute will be brought to a good
end for the sake of peace, and declared his “Government’s willingness,
[...]
____________________________

18 For a minute analysis of the Chilean-Bolivian relations see the remarkable paper prepared by Luis Jerez, ibid. pp. 88-161.
19 Ibid. p. 328.
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Guillermo Bedregal

Conciliatory attitude with Chile does not mean renouncing the
sea
“We must pursue our objectives with absolute realism”. – Jorge Siles
Salinas has just been appointed as Consul General in Santiago.
Presencia, Tuesday 25 February 1986
The Foreign Minister of
the Republic, Guillermo
Bedregal, has stated that
the conciliating attitude
followed vis-à-vis Chile
–of
which
President
Victor Paz Estenssoro
had
informed
last
week– does not entail a
renouncement by Bolivia
of its claim for a sovereign
outlet to the Pacific.
“I believe that what the
President is showing
accords with the present
historical and political
events that are occurring
in the globe and in our
country. The shift in our
work, I highlight work,
with Chile, is aimed
fundamentally at pursuing
objectives with absolute
realism”, said Bedregal.
He explained that Bolivia
has given a display of
a “conciliating attitude
vis-à-vis Chile: which is
suitable to hold dialogue
and is firmly based on the
interests of the country,
without
relinquishing
the
fundamental
objective of our foreign
policy, i.e. to have our
sovereignty over the
Pacific Ocean restituted”.

According to Bedregal,
this attitude will not only
allow better commercial
exchanges with Chile,
but will also facilitate
the plans for subregional
integration.
“I would like to state
here that the President
has instructed that a new
General Consul in Santiago
ought to be appointed and
that he chose, to this end,
Mr. Jorge Siles Salinas,
who is not a member
of the MNR party and
who does not share that
party’s views either”.
REESTABLISHMENT
OF
RELATIONS
The
Foreign
Minister explained that
some
consultations
have been carried out
to the present and that
the statements uttered
by the President do not
mean
that
BolivianChilean relations will be
resumed in the short-term.
“This is a matter
that has yet not been
proposed. I believe that
it corresponds to an
instrumental mechanism
which has been given
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excessive transcendence.
This is an administrative
act. There are other
more
transcendental
issues that go beyond the
merely formal aspects”.
He
anticipated
that Bolivia will seek
“imaginative formulas”
in pursuit of its main civic
objective. He said that it is
not a matter of tackling this
bilateral or multilateral
issue. “What we must do
is see this problem with
concrete realism. And the
facts have demonstrated
that this situation must be
addressed with caution”.
He mentioned as
an example Colombia’s
attempt at uniting the
Foreign Ministers of
Bolivia
and
Chile,
which, in his words, “is
pointless at this moment”.
He confirmed that he met
with the Chilean Consul
yesterday and that the latter
expressed
satisfaction
over the statements made
by President Victor Paz.
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GENERAL CONSULATE OF BOLIVIA
SANTIAGO – CHILE

CGB Nº 190-066/86					RESERVED
Santiago, 30 April 1986
Mr. Minister:
		
		
As agreed with Chancellor Dr. Bedregal Gutierrez in our
telephone conversation yesterday, in which I had the opportunity to
present to him the highlighted points of my meeting with Chancellor del
Valle, I have the honor to inform you of this meeting with the extension
and reservation of the case, since the telephone communication
only allowed a brief anticipation of the content of this note.
		
		
The aforementioned meeting took place in the Red Hall
of the Chancellery and lasted for more than an hour. It was not,
of course, my first meeting with the Chancellor, since I had been
able to exchange greetings and general comments with him
on the occasion of social and family meetings, among which I
should mention a lunch at his house a few days after my arrival.
		
The first words of the Minister were of a warm welcome,
expressing his satisfaction for the resumption of the dialogue
indicated by the Bolivian Government, especially due to President
Paz’s statements of last February. He made me see that I would be
given in the official spheres treatment as an Ambassador, keeping in
this respect the proper reciprocity with the General Consul accredited
to La Paz, and that our meetings could take place in his office, as
well as in his residence or in mine. According to the Chilean press,
the text of the statements made by President Paz Estenssoro to
the “La Republica” newspaper of Lima was commented by both
sides, in which the importance of the new openness policy initiated
between Chile and Bolivia was highlighted, as well as the economic
complementarity between both nations. I made reference to the
comments of Chancellor del Valle, which were reproduced by “El
Mercurio” newspaper edition of that same day; I expressed to him
that in my opinion they were extremely auspicious because of their
expressed approval to the criteria adopted by the President of Bolivia.
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Turning to the substantive issues, he told me that President
Pinochet’s and his own criteria were to follow a procedure in
which two action plans were established: one, a direct relationship
between the Foreign Ministers of Bolivia and Chile for the
maritime negotiation, seeking the precise formula to grant access
to Bolivia in the Pacific; and the other, referring to the negotiation
at the consular level, with a view of achieving a reciprocal
rapprochement aimed at a specific objective, namely, to create a
suitable atmosphere for a solution to the Bolivian maritime issue,
which will be achieved in the dialogue of Foreign Ministers.
		
Thus, Minister del Valle believes that the Consuls-General
of Santiago and La Paz, mainly the former, will be in charge of
supporting the realization of the final concrete objective, that is, the
agreement on outlet to the sea.
		
In the meantime, del Valle believes that talks must be held
between the two Chancellors; these talks could be informal at first
through meetings in the Chilean capital, taking advantage of the
family trips of Foreign Minister Bedregal, or in the international
meetings attended by both personalities; my interlocutor reiterated to
me that the first contact can take place “whenever Chancellor Bedregal
wants it,” and that meeting should be scheduled for an early date.
		
		
A fundamental aspect is the one concerning the starting point
in which the talks of the Chancellors would begin. Del Valle believes
that the starting point should be given by the talks carried out in 1984,
until the moment when they were interrupted by the misunderstanding
that arose in Washington at the United Nations Assembly following
the speech by the Bolivian Foreign Minister. In my opinion, this
concept is of the utmost importance, since it means that the talks will
not be resumed from scratch but will validate the points of agreement
reached in the negotiations held in 1984. This means, particularly,
that the previous diplomatic relations are not a matter of discussion
and, as regards the specific matter of the territorial exchange, Minister
del Valle addressed that subject granting it great significance;
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his words in this respect were almost verbatim as follows: “This
question should be addressed by neither us nor you, because if it
were said, for example, that Bolivia would be willing to talk to Chile,
provided that no conditions for a territorial exchange are imposed,
then this might not be perceived well by the public opinion and might
give rise to differences coming from the press or from comments
on the matter.” The Minister was therefore of the view that, since
the case is a difficult matter, it should be avoided and, if it is not
addressed, if it is systematically avoided, the problem can be erased
and vanished without Chile’s being asked to do so; “Chile is not going
to raise it –he told me– but it would not be appropriate that this matter
be suggested or mentioned by the Bolivian Government, forcing
the Chilean Foreign Ministry to pronounce itself on the matter.”
		
			
			
This matter deserves special consideration. It is known
that it was the stumbling block in the negotiations of 1975. Everyone
is well aware that the national opinion of Bolivia will never accept the
territorial exchange. In the current circumstances it can also represent
the cause of conflict that most seriously hinders an agreement. In favor
of an optimistic view, however, it should be recalled that in Chilean
and Bolivian diplomatic circles, in 1984 and in subsequent years,
the Chilean Foreign Ministry finally decided that it would not insist
further on the territorial compensation, main point of the negotiations
of 1975, which was overcome in the negotiations of 1984. There is
no document that categorically establishes this, but many exemplary
people claim that a verbal agreement was already reached in 1984.
		
			
The Chilean Foreign Minister continued to express that
as a concrete manifestation of rapprochement and goodwill on the part
of the Chilean Government and in consideration for Bolivia on the
diplomatic front, President Pinochet would soon receive me, and this
meeting could be held in the month of June, after the visits scheduled with
Chancellor Allan Wagner and the Foreign Minister of Ecuador, since the
arrival of both personalities is expected for the coming weeks. Following
this meeting, the President could formulate a statement recording
Chile’s clear intention to favorably consider Bolivia’s outlet to the sea.
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Meanwhile, in regard to another matter, the Chancellor
told me that he had been frequently disappointed by the Bolivian
authorities with whom he had participated in bilateral talks regarding
the solution of Bolivia’s landlocked condition. He reiterated his
spirit of frank sympathy and friendship towards Bolivia and his
purpose of acting in regard to our country in the same way as with
Argentina and Peru, that is to say, with the intention of achieving a
definitive arrangement and that that has been his greatest aspiration;
that he has worked in this direction with a loyal and consistent
effort but that he had been disappointed, particularly in 1984, when
Chancellor Gustavo Fernandez maintained with him cordial talks
at first, showing the same spirit at the meeting held a few months
before, in the OAS Assembly, avoiding to adopt attitudes that could
disrupt the atmosphere in which the negotiations between Bolivia
and Chile were taking place. But this attitude conveyed at the OAS in
1984 by Chancellor Fernandez was not maintained at the following
meeting in October of the same year when the Foreign Ministers
met in New York on occasion of the United Nations Assembly;
Chancellor Fernandez delivered a long speech in which he again
addressed the historical antecedents of the War of the Pacific, an
extreme that Bolivia and Chile had already agreed not to consider,
since not recalling the historical precedents and starting from the
current situation had been agreed to as a basic foundation of the talks.
			
In the opinion of the Chilean Foreign Minister,
recent signs of a positive change have recently been perceived on
part of the new Bolivian Government. Of course, the statements of
President Paz Estenssoro in February were considered in Chile as
meaningful for a purpose of rapprochement to this country, in order
to improve the level of their relations, making them more intense
and permanent, reactivating the commercial trade and seeking
economic and trade complementarity between the two countries.
			
I deemed it advisable to indicate to the Chilean Foreign
Minister that Undersecretary Dr. Abecia informed me by telephone
that today the Ambassador of Spain was to be decorated in the
Chancellery of La Paz and that the Consul of Chile, together with the
Ambassadors accredited in La Paz, had been invited to that protocol
act. From now on he will participate in all acts of the Diplomatic
Corps, being given the corresponding treatment of Ambassador.
On the other hand, I insisted on the words of President Paz
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Estenssoro reproduced in the Chilean press of today with reference
to the new openness policy initiated between both countries. I then
referred to the statements of the Chancellor of Chile published
that day by “El Mercurio” newspaper and other press agencies,
and considered them highly auspicious; his comments alluded to
President Paz Estenssoro’s statement to the Peruvian press, and the
way in which they were analyzed by the Chilean Chancellor was
also very positive from the Bolivian point of view. I told him that
before coming to meet him, I had telephoned La Paz to report the
complete text of the statements, reading them from the newspaper
“El Mercurio”.
			
The Foreign Minister referred to the forthcoming
future and said that in September and November, there will again
be international meetings that could create frictions between the
two countries, since the issue of the Bolivian sea access will once
again be addressed. I replied that this had its origin in a decision
taken years ago and that the approach is automatically repeated
and the countries involved in this question are urged to seek the
necessary formula to give a definitive solution to the issue of
Bolivia’s landlocked condition. Chancellor del Valle replied that
what happens at that moment is going to be very important and that
we must proceed with the greatest caution in the speeches so that
in no way these two meetings serve, as has happened before, as a
cause of disgust or distancing, which would be very painful for both
Governments.
		
I
told him, in turn, that I should express our desire
that Chile shows its willingness to consider the Bolivian maritime
issue and to address it with the firm will to arrive at a definitive
arrangement; that is, Bolivia needs a clear testimony of openness
on the part of Chile. Chancellor del Valle told me again that the
statement published today, expressing his own concepts about the
opinions expressed by President Paz to the Peruvian press, is a clear
manifestation of the intentions of the Government of Chile.
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Finally, I insisted on two points to which I gave the
greatest importance: first, that Chile should not give reasons for
Bolivia to interpret this gradualist Chilean policy as a way to delay
the solution, and avoid addressing the problem. He then stated
that there is no such purpose but that we must proceed without
giving any false steps, without giving rise to any adversary taking
advantage of favorable circumstances that are being presented
now to hinder the negotiation, to interfere, to hinder the process.
			
The other aspect refers to the need to consider the
third angle, which is that of Peru; he replied that, of course, this
need will be considered in all negotiations dealing with the Bolivian
maritime issue, which is a Bolivian-Chilean-Peruvian issue.
			
Finally, the Chancellor explained to me his
view that a preparation of the public opinion is needed,
seeking with prudence, but also without delay, a formula of
definitive arrangement regarding Bolivia’s access to the sea.
			
He ended the meeting in the friendly way in which
he had begun; I deemed it necessary, before leaving, to make a
point about a subject considered in the course of our conversation.
I said to the Foreign Minister that his comments on the possibility
that, during the next OAS and UN Assemblies, differences between
the two countries might arise, I do not want to understand them in
the sense that the attitude of our Delegates “would be subject to
observation” by Chile. He quickly replied that his comments were
not meant in that sense, since his purpose was to avoid any friction
that might occur while the negotiation between the two countries
is underway. Considering that a natural mistrust on my part was
dissipated, I said goodbye to the Chancellor, who reiterated his
interest in having an upcoming meeting with Minister Bedregal.
			

I hereby reiterate the assurances of my
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highest and most distinguished consideration.
							[Signature]
						JORGE SILES SALINAS
					
Consul General of Bolivia in Santiago

To His Excellency
Dr. Valentin Abecia Baldivieso
Acting Minister of Foreign Affairs
La Paz – Bolivia

1045

1046

Annex 330
Note from the Consul General of Bolivia in Chile, Jorge Siles Salinas, to
the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia, Guillermo Bedregal, CGB Nº
279-115/86, 13 June 1986
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia
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CGB Nº 279-115/86						RESERVED
Santiago, 13 June 1986
Mr. Minister:
		
With particular satisfaction I have read the Joint Declaration
signed by Your Excellency and the Peruvian Foreign Minister Allan
Wagner during his recent visit to La Paz. No less complacency I have
experienced by reading the note with which you have sent me that document.
		
I believe that the achievements reached in the signing of this joint
document point to the fundamental problems of our relations with Peru
in a range that includes everything related to a solution of the pending
problems between both countries, as well as in the activation of
mutual exchanges. There is no doubt that point 13, regarding Bolivia’s
landlocked condition, stands out in the total content of the issues
addressed, showing a clear and defined attitude of the Peruvian diplomacy
in favor of our maritime cause, which evidences –also– the favorable
predisposition of Peru towards the Chilean-Bolivian negotiation.
		
For all this, Minister, I must convey my personal support for
the good result obtained, which covers an important part of the talks
with Chile, flatly undermining the malicious comments in certain
sections of the press about an alleged adverse position of the Peruvian
Government. It is to be regretted that such misunderstandings continue
to be produced today, as the “El Mercurio” newspaper reports in a
communiqué retransmitted by the Agency France Presse (AFP), (I
attach photocopies), in which criticisms are mentioned concerning
the visit of the Peruvian Chancellor, which “has not produced
any position of the Government of Lima regarding the historic
Bolivian claim, despite the efforts of the Bolivian diplomacy.” It is
inconceivable that, now that the aforementioned point 13 is of public
knowledge, what is recorded in these news reports can still be said.
		
According to comments that I have gathered these
days, the statement with which Chancellor Jaime del Valle
alluded to the official document signed in La Paz by the
Foreign Ministers of Bolivia and Peru has the high meaning
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that corresponds to an explicit affirmation of a Chilean Chancellor
who, for the first time recognizes the full legitimacy of the direct
cooperation between Bolivia and Peru in order to make consultations
regarding our maritime issue.
			
Regarding the non-allusion to the intangibility of
treaties by the Peruvian Chancellor, I would like to express the
reservation that, in my opinion, Peru can never depart from the
“Pacta Sunt Servanda” principle because of the Treaty of Rio de
Janeiro that makes Peru the owner of extensive territories ceded by
Ecuador.
			
On this occasion, I reiterate to the Minister, the
assurances of my highest consideration.

ANNEX
							[Signature]
						JORGE SILES SALINAS
					
Consul General of Bolivia in Santiago

To His Excellency
Mr. Guillermo Bedregal Gutierrez
Minister of Foreign Affairs and Worship
La Paz – Bolivia
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CGB Nº 586-240/86				

RESERVED
Santiago, 2 November 1986

Mr. Minister:

		
In connection with the meeting we had in past days Undersecretary
Mr. Jorge Valdes and myself with Foreign Minister Jaime del Valle, to
present the text that Bolivia would propose at the XVI Regular Session of
the OAS regarding the typical subject of the “Report on the maritime issue
of Bolivia,” I deem it pertinent to transmit to you some brief considerations
arising from a careful reflection on the way in which the meeting took place.
		
I certainly share the opinion of Mr. Jorge Valdes regarding the
cordial way in which the conversation took place, in the presence of
Ambassador Gaston Illanes, Advisor to the Chilean Foreign Minister.
There was no friction and not even the slightest misunderstanding
arose, on the contrary, the friendly tone that has characterized the
reciprocal diplomatic relationship up to now prevailed. I consider the
attitude observed by the Chancellor when he was shown the document
prepared by the Chancellery of La Paz as something really favorable.
		
In fact, this document did not have in itself a frontal objection
from our interlocutors. The Chancellor merely proposed a few formal
amendments, but he insisted on his refusal to include item three referring
to any Party being able to request the inclusion of the issue at the next
Regular Session. This will undoubtedly be the major point of discrepancy.
The Chancellor did not object to the evocation, at the beginning of the
declaration, of the continuous series of resolutions ranging from 1979
to 1985; that is to say, the reference made to the precedents that will
give rise to the new Resolution of 1986 does not represent a cause of
annoyance for him, but the indication of future resolutions within the
next Regular Assemblies does trouble him, since he understands that
for those moments new pronouncements will not be necessary since the
fundamental issue that separates us will have been settled. This means
that the Chancellor is optimistic about the course of the negotiations that
will begin on the date to be established at the meeting in Guatemala to
analyze and define the specific issue of Bolivia’s landlocked condition.
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In this context, I would like to express my opinion that
the abovementioned item three could be withdrawn because it
would be unnecessary to include it, since there is a principle of
agreement that could eventually lead to erasing the reasons for
discrepancy between the two countries. As an alternative solution,
a sentence could be added to item three to satisfy the Chilean
concern, so that the wording would be formulated as follows:
“3. That either Party may request the inclusion of the matter
“Report on the maritime issue of Bolivia” at the next Regular
Session of the General Assembly, if up to that time no satisfactory
agreement has been reached between both countries.”
		
According to Minister del Valle, if item Nº 3 is maintained, he
would probably not be able to make a unilateral declaration in Guatemala,
asserting that his Government is willing to enter into talks with Bolivia
regarding the maritime issue in a friendly capital city as Montevideo.
		
In order to continue the friendly course of the talks held
until today, following the declaration of President Paz Estenssoro,
in March of this year, Minister del Valle is therefore prepared to
pass on the draft resolution that has been made known to him,
which would be voted against, probably by Chile (according to
its political tradition contrary to the OAS interference in matters
that affect the sovereignty of two States) or abstain from voting.
		
But, in addition, Chile would make a declaration, as
expressed above, stating its intention to talk with Bolivia soon
in another friendly capital city regarding our maritime issue.
		
This is, I think, the mood with which the Chancellor travels.
I am sure that Mr. Undersecretary agrees with my appreciations. The
next meeting of Foreign Ministers in Guatemala will therefore be of the
utmost importance in order to reach a final outcome favorable to our
interests, following the series of meetings held in Bogota, New York
and Lima. From this meeting it will depend the success of the whole
process followed up to now. I am sure that Mr. Chancellor will act in this
opportunity with the precision and wisdom that he has demonstrated
over these months. For my part, I can only wish you complete success
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in this difficult situation.
For this reason, I repeat to you the assurances of my highest and
most distinguished consideration.
						
						[Signature]
					JORGE SILES SALINAS
				
Consul General of Bolivia in Santiago

To His Excellency
Mr. Guillermo Bedregal Gutierrez
Minister of Foreign Affairs and Worship
La Paz – Bolivia.-
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Annex 332
Communiqué of the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia, Guillermo
Bedregal, 13 November 1986
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
Press and Information Direction of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
Worship of Bolivia, Informative Newsletter, N° 032,
15-30 November 1986, pp. 23 - 24
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COMMUNIQUÉ FROM THE CHANCELLORS OF BOLIVIA
AND CHILE IN GUATEMALA
At the end of the talks held in Guatemala, the Foreign Ministers
of the Republic of Bolivia and the Republic of Chile, Dr. Guillermo
Bedregal Gutierrez and Dr. Jaime del Valle, respectively, issued two
separate statements, the texts of which are the following:
COMMUNIQUÉ BY THE BOLIVIAN FOREIGN MINISTER
The Bolivian Foreign Ministry deems it important to report on
some aspects of its foreign policy in regards to Chile.
Some bilateral issues have been addressed in the commencement
of contacts with that country –the following are worthy of attention:
1.– The only system to solve problems lies in peaceful
conciliation, dialogue and understanding. No issue that compromises
peace between nations can depart from the negotiating formulas that, in
a civilized way, are consistent with the points of agreement that exist in
the framework of the common good between nations.
2.– In the talks held between the Foreign Ministers of Chile and
Bolivia in 1986, important aspects of rapprochement and understanding
between these two Governments have been found, favoring the
fundamental progress towards the solution of multiple common issues,
which have been considered in an institutional
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-24form within a bi-national commission that has begun its work in the city
of La Paz and will continue with the same tasks this coming December
in Santiago.
3.–The aspects related to the maritime issue of Bolivia, which
is regarded as a matter of substance, and those related to it, shall be
formally considered at a forthcoming meeting to be held in April 1987 in
the Oriental Republic of Uruguay, the hospitality of which commits our
gratitude to the Government of President Dr. Julio Maria Sanguinetti.
Guatemala, 13 November 1986.
[...]
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Annex 333
Communiqué of the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Chile, Jaime del Valle,
13 November 1986
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
Press and Information Direction of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
Worship of Bolivia, Informative Newsletter, N° 032, 15-30 November
1986, p. 24
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-24form within a bi-national commission that has begun its work in
the city of La Paz and will continue with the same tasks this coming
December in Santiago.
3.–The aspects related to the maritime issue of Bolivia, which
is regarded as a matter of substance, and those related to it, shall be
formally considered at a forthcoming meeting to be held in April 1987 in
the Oriental Republic of Uruguay, the hospitality of which commits our
gratitude to the Government of President Dr. Julio Maria Sanguinetti.
Guatemala, 13 November 1986.
COMMUNIQUÉ BY THE CHILEAN FOREIGN MINISTER
We have agreed with the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia
that, without prejudice to the important and fruitful talks and tasks that the
Rapprochement Binational Commission will continue to carry out, both
Foreign Ministers will meet in Montevideo at the end of April, in order
to discuss matters of substance that are of interest to both Governments.
On that occasion, with a broad and open agenda, we will have the
opportunity to engage in frank and friendly dialogue, which has been
made possible by the favorable atmosphere for which both Governments
have collaborated.

Guatemala, 13 November 1986”.
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Annex 334
Note from the Permanent Representative of Bolivia to the United Nations,
Jorge Gumucio Granier, to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia,
Guillermo Bedregal, 20 November 1986
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia
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On 9 November 1986, on instructions from the Minister of Foreign Affairs, I
went to Guatemala City to join the Delegation of Bolivia to the XVI Assembly of the
Organization of American States, in order to collaborate in the discussions between the
Delegations of Bolivia and Chile, which are a follow up of those held in New York during
the general debate of the XLI Regular Session held between September and October 1986.
Following the instructions of Chancellor Mr. Guillermo Bedregal, on
10 November, when I greeted Ambassador Gaston Illanes, Director of Foreign
Policy of the Chilean Foreign Ministry, who was my counterpart at the meetings
in New York, I told him that I had traveled to Guatemala to address with him the
technical aspects of the “question of substance” in the meeting of Chancellors
that should be held in April in Montevideo. Ambassador Illanes told me that
he had no instructions and that he will make consultations to his Minister.
On 11 November, I approached Foreign Minister Jaime del Valle and told
him about my consultation to Ambassador Illanes, and whether both Ambassadors
could devote time to the technical aspects of the meeting to facilitate the work of
the Ministers. The Chancellor of Chile told me that he understood the concern
of some Bolivian diplomats, including the Consul General in Santiago, but
that we should have faith and that the Government of Chile was interested in
resolving the substantial problem with Bolivia. He told me that –and he asked
me to inform Chancellor Bedregal– his Ministry was taking the necessary steps
to appoint a new Chilean Ambassador in Montevideo, who would be an Army
General, specialized in the northern region of Chile and had extensive knowledge
of the issues with Bolivia and Peru; in turn, this General had a very favorable
predisposition to resolve the issue with Bolivia in terms convenient to both countries.
The Chilean Chancellor added that he and the people who collaborated
with him had to make a special effort to manage their public opinion as
well as that of important sectors including the Armed Forces, which he
should therefore opportunely handle “the time” in announcing the calendar
drawn up with the Bolivian Chancellor, because in this delicate matter, not
only was the Bolivian opinion meticulous, but so was the Chilean opinion.
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-2The Chilean Chancellor confirmed to me that at the end of the
Assembly of the Organization of American States, he would submit an official
communiqué stating that in April 1987 a meeting would be held regarding the
substantive issue with Bolivia. The Foreign Minister said that at the moment
no technical talks were required and that he hoped that in Montevideo,
Bolivia would present a solid and viable proposal for Chile to consider with
all the due care and seriousness; that Bolivia and Chile should not repeat the
mistakes made in the negotiation of 1975-1976, where Bolivia presented a
solid document and nevertheless a satisfying solution could not be reached.
On 12 November, after the OAS Assembly approved the Resolution
on the Bolivian Maritime Issue, I met with the Chilean Foreign Minister
by chance, who effusively told me that the efforts to solve the problems
between Chile and Bolivia should culminate successfully. “We’re going
to achieve it, I’m committed to solving this longstanding issue,” he said.
Then he said to me, Ambassador, I want to tell you something for
you to convey to Chancellor Bedregal. Men are temporary and countries
remain. It is my wish that between the Chancellor speaking and Chancellor
Bedregal we leave a signed agreement so that our countries can resolve
their differences. If we think that the negotiation of the Beagle, under the
Holy Father, lasted about 3 years, we should not have any illusions that the
negotiation with Bolivia will be of short duration; so every step we take
should be safe and constitute an obligation that allows us to take the next step.
In this case, if Bolivia presents a solid approach at the end of April
1987, Chile with the best goodwill will have to study and respond to it
until the end of 1987, after which Peru will have to be consulted, and this
will also take a few months. This means that once the agreement between
our Governments is reached at some time in 1988, it will still be required
that the treaty be sent to the Bolivian Congress for its ratification, and the
ratification on part of Chile must also be issued in accordance with the current
Constitution. This means at the end of 1988, perhaps the beginning of 1989.
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-3The Chancellor of Chile continued by stating that with the best goodwill
of The Chancellor of Chile continued by stating that with the best goodwill
of Chile and Bolivia the negotiation process would take about two years from
April 1987 and in that sense it was necessary to consider that the Presidents of
Bolivia and Chile as well as the Foreign Ministers Bedregal and del Valle were
mortal, and in that sense the rapprochement between Chile and Bolivia must be
serious and not subject to the goodwill of the Presidents of Bolivia and Chile
or their Ministers of Foreign Affairs. Hence, to Chancellor del Valle it was
very important that from April 1987 all progress between the two countries
should be documented and serve as a source of obligation for the following
negotiators, should there be a change in the people in charge of the negotiations.
I told the Chancellor of Chile that it was my wish that this negotiation
culminates as soon as possible and that it would be ideal for the Foreign
Ministers Bedregal and del Valle to carry out the entire negotiations,
since they had achieved a proper personal closeness and were taking
the fundamental steps for a sound negotiation with the seriousness due.
Chancellor del Valle told me that this was also his wish but that we had to
be realistic and take into account possible contingencies and that in that
sense he had a personal interest in leaving the bases of the solution of the
Bolivian issue, in case he could not remain until the end of the negotiation.
The Chancellor of Chile reiterated to me that by the end of the Assembly,
he would issue a Communiqué formalizing the meeting of Montevideo and
told me that he was very pleased with Chancellor Bedregal’s statements to the
Chilean press, although some editorials still resented these statements because
Bolivia insisted on seeking an OAS Resolution. Subsequently, I submitted
to the Chancellor of Chile a Draft Joint Declaration prepared by Chancellor
Bedregal, establishing that the meeting regarding the substantive issue
would be held in Montevideo in April 1987. In the morning of 13 November,
Chancellor del Valle announced to me that he considered important for each
Chancellor to issue his own Communiqué. In this sense, each Chancellor issued
his Communiqué separately, distributing them to the OAS and to the media.
New York, 20 November 1986.

				
					[Signature]
Jorge Gumucio Granier
					Ambassador
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Annex 335
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Bolivia, Tricolor History
and Projections of Peace, Development and Integration of the
Bolivian-Chilean Maritime Dispute (1988), pp. 49 - 54, 192 - 194
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
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CHAPTER II
NEGOTIATIONS PRECEDING APRIL 1987

It could be said that the wheel was set in motion when President
Paz Estenssoro made official his Government’s intention to improve the
situation of relations between Bolivia and Chile during a press a conference.
Stating that the problem would be subject to a careful
analysis, Paz Estenssoro held that Bolivians “need a fresh approach
to the problem”, allowing concurrent factors to evolve towards
the achievement of an understanding between the two nations.
“If one analyses the situation with each of our neighboring countries
in regard to the structure and dynamics of their economies”, said Paz
Estenssoro on that 22 February 1986, “one reaches the conclusion that the
country with which we have the most economic complementation is Chile”.
“Chile could be a market for a great amount of Bolivian
products in this new phase of the economy that will derive from
crisis; crisis that also affects Chile, although for a great sector of its
population the remedy has been found, gradually but permanently,
with the exportation of remarkable amounts of its production, through
its dilated border with Bolivia, albeit this is not always done legally”.
49
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The information provided by the Palacio Quemado echoed
immediately in Chile. The spokesman of its Foreign Ministry told the
journalists that the concepts put forward by President Paz Estenssoro
“are consistent with what Foreign Minister Jaime del Valle has repeatedly
stated to commence a journey of contact between both nations”. The
spokesman held also that there is a need “to explore the possibilities
for a rapprochement process in economic, social and cultural aspects”,
as prior steps towards the achievement of goals in the political sphere.
Two days after President Paz Estenssoro’s meeting with the
Bolivian and foreign press, Foreign Minister Guillermo Bedregal stated
that the Government intended to start a new stage in the treatment of
the maritime issue, regardless of the error some politicians make.
Bedregal held that bilateralism and multilateralism are
not mutually exclusive in any way and that what is being sought
is the application of a real “political realism” of mutual benefit.
Concurrent with these events and by express instruction of the
President of the Nation, lawyer and journalist Jorge Siles Salinas was
appointed as Consul General in Santiago. He immediately travelled to the
Chilean capital to discharge his functions, for which he had been chosen
owing to his capacity and deep humanistic training. His relationship with
Foreign Minister del Valle (Siles is married to the latter’s sister, Mrs.
Maria Eugenia del Valle) is merely a coincidence, although in political
and diplomatic circles this relationship was believed to be favorable.
Soon after he arrived to the Chilean capital, the new Bolivian
Consul was interviewed by the press and he informed them of
his intention to take part in a “sincere and constructive” dialogue.
“It is not words in their restricted sense that matter in
this question. What matters is that friendly solutions are sought
within the contemporary perspective that currently governs
international relations and mainly in accordance with the
50
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criteria of Latin American integration that prevails everywhere at present”,
held the brand-new diplomat responding to the Chilean journalists.
Although there were varied reactions in internal circles, which
are the result of the particular mistrust that often affects the Bolivians,
anguished by their centenary landlocked condition and the repeated
preceding frustrations, which have already been recorded in our
distressed history, a new stage from which much could be expected was
unquestionably initiated with the Bolivian presidential decision.
Foreign Minister del Valle said on the premises of his Ministry,
“We must express our satisfaction because the statements made by the
President of Bolivia have coincided with what we have repeatedly stated,
that one of the fundamental things between the two countries is to seek a
rapprochement”.
Del Valle’s statements showed sympathy for President Paz
Estenssoro and clearly established a difference between his Government
and the preceding regimes. The Chilean press was not reluctant in
expressing its support for the new situation created by Paz Estenssoro’s
statements and the appointment of the new Consul either.
Coincidences, in regard to what was being planned, also occurred in
our country. Former Foreign Minister Jorge Escobari Cusicanqui pointed
in an interview to the need for Bolivia to “have an updated international
policy strategy”.
Many citizens also wrote many editorials that enriched progressively
the views of the Government in regard to its bases for action to face the
new situation in the field of bilateral relations, although, it seems worth
to reiterate it, actions in the multilateral sphere were never abandoned.
When the new situation created went into effect, there was a natural
curiosity in the people to know the view of the Peruvian Government,
in light of the interests that that country has in regard to any dealing
51
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between Bolivia and Chile. The Peruvian Foreign Ministry was careful,
understandably careful, in making relatively official statements, which
were relatively intended to recall the validity of the Treaty of 1929.
The first personal encounter between Foreign Ministers Bedregal
and Del Valle took place in Bogota in August 1986 on occasion of the
presidential inauguration of Colombian President Virgilio Barco. On
that informal instance, dialogue was held in regard to the need to make
bilateral progress in the new “fresh” initiative of President Paz Estenssoro.
The purpose Bolivian and Chile shared in coming together translated
in a new meeting held in New York between both countries’ Delegations,
by late September 1986, in which some issues of reciprocal interest
aimed at laying the basis for a future high level dialogue were analyzed.
Foreign Minister Bedregal held several conversations with
his counterpart Jaime del Valle. The latter was informed thoroughly
of Bolivia’s intentions, albeit in basic terms due to the informality
of the encounter. Furthermore, Guillermo Bedregal gave Jaime
del Valle two letters in which possible solutions to Bolivia’s
landlocked condition were outlined and guidelines to address the
matter in subsequent informal and formal meetings were suggested.
The second letter reiterated the Bolivian position to resolve
in diplomatic terms the question concerning the deviation of
Lauca River, which to the Bolivian Foreign Ministry was a
pending question, while to that of Chile’s it was a resolved matter.
Asides from the meetings held between the Ministers of
Foreign Affairs of Bolivia and Chile in regard to the maritime
issue, by decision of both Foreign Ministers the Delegations of both
countries held a meeting in New York to exchange opinions on the
agenda of pending issues and others that could make a rapprochement
between both countries possible, as a parallel and simultaneous action
52
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in search for a solution for the substantial question: Bolivia’s landlocked
condition.
As a result of these talks a Binational Rapprochement
Commission was created. The Bolivian Delegation that accompanied
Foreign Minister Bedregal to New York was integrated by the
Ambassador to the United Nations, Dr. Jorge Gumucio, the SecretaryGeneral of the Foreign Ministry, Dr. Felipe Tredinnick and the
director of the Bolivian Diplomatic Academy, Dr. Ramiro Prudencio.
The Foreign Ministers of Bolivia and Chile held a third informal
meeting on occasion of the Ministerial meeting of the SELA, in October in
Lima. A fourth and definite meeting between Foreign Ministers Bedregal
and del Valle was held in Guatemala during the XVI OAS General
Assembly. In these conversations, Foreign Minister Bedregal continued
explaining to Foreign Minister del Valle, in a highly didactic manner,
Bolivia’s position in regard to the substantial matter. Foreign Minister
del Valle’s subsequent attitude evidenced the little to no authority he
had to negotiate the matter. In any case, the Foreign Ministers issued in
Guatemala city remarkable press releases announcing a future encounter in
Montevideo to solve the substantial issue: Bolivia’s landlocked condition.
As a result of the abovementioned New York meeting, the
Delegations of Bolivia and Chile integrating the Binational Rapprochement
Commission held a meeting on 15 and 17 October that year.
The Bolivian Delegation was integrated by the following
senior officers of the Foreign Ministry, Mr. Felipe Tredinnick, Rene
Soria Galvarro, Dr. Carlos Trigo and Ramiro Prudencio. The Chilean
Government for its part authorized Messrs. Jaime Herrera, Lieutenant
Colonel Sergio Castillo Gonzalez and Juan Enrique Walker. Dr. Eulalio
Medina and Mr. Roberto Calzadilla also participated, on behalf of Bolivia,
in these work meetings. On behalf of Chile, on the other hand, participated
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Mr. Patricio Rodriguez Renteria and Mr. Emilio Ruiz Tagle Orrego,
Chile’s Consul General and Deputy Consul, respectively, in La Paz.
The Binational Commission devoted to study the agenda prepared
on basis of the topics approved by the Foreign Ministers in New York.
The minutes of this first meeting reflect the seriousness
with which each of the topics was considered in the instances that
were fitting at that moment. The following is a summary of them:
[…]

54
1091

1092

[…]
It is precisely there, in the discussion of these two issues, that the meeting
in Montevideo in April 1987 could have been resumed. Instead, everything was
started from scratch, losing everything that had been achieved twelve years ago.
This time Bolivia requested a corridor of a smaller extension: 2,750
square kilometers instead of 3 thousand; a larger coastline in the Pacific: 17 to 20
kilometers; it requested a corridor or an enclave (one of three alternatives). An
exchange of territories, which nobody demanded, was not included among the
compensations offered, and water, electricity and gas were demanded instead.
Chilean Foreign Minister Jaime del Valle not only heard and received
two Memorandums and maps, but sent his colleague Guillermo Bedregal a
Memorandum to request clarifications –request that was answered by another
Memorandum. The subject of this initiation of talks is contained in the Joint
Communiqué of April 23rd: “Bolivia’s proposal for a sovereign outlet to the
Pacific Ocean” and it was not considered as something new for the Chileans.
Five days later, on April 28th, Admiral Merino stated that he opposed to
the negotiation and that he would veto the agreement reached. Since then, Del
Valle has made an informational round which included the Governing Board, the
Corps of Admirals and Generals and some former Foreign Ministers, with poor
results, because he found opposition to analyzing an outlet to the sea for Bolivia.
On Friday, June 5th, the Bolivian proposal was made public. On Saturday
6th, Minister Del Valle explained at length to the press that it would be the subject
of a “serious... unflustered” study and that he had personally committed to giving
an answer before the end of the year.
Two of Del Valle’s assertions were especially important “Bolivia’s claims
have been reduced in size” and “the exchange of territories has not been discussed;
we have not addressed that subject; that’s the truth.”
192
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All these projects and good intentions put forward by the person
in charge of the Chilean Foreign Relations were suddenly terminated by
a statement that his own Ministry delivered to the press on Tuesday, 9
June: “by express instructions of the President of the Republic”, to reject
the Bolivian proposal based on a single reason: “it is not acceptable for
Chile... the transfer of Chilean territory... altering the national territorial
or maritime heritage.”
Del Valle did not appear to show any surprise and with the same
tranquility with which he explained the Government plans to “calmly
and seriously” study the corridor proposal, he revealed the reasons for his
abrupt rejection: “Our first surprise (in Montevideo) was to find the same
approaches with which they had already come to the negotiating table for
tens of years. That was for us a bucket of cold water...” And then: “The
sacrifice of [granting] a piece of national territory or a maritime area is
impossible. That is a reality.”
“One may or may not agree with the convenience for Chile to
negotiate a sovereign outlet to the sea for Bolivian through Chilean
territory, but another very different thing is the unfortunate, light or
irresponsible handling of our international relations, discrediting the
country and causing grievance to a neighboring country.”
Now, regarding the substantial issue, the reason given to terminate
the talks has all the characteristics of an excuse that other Chilean rulers
had not set forth for a century: the national heritage cannot be altered.
We did it in 1929, leaving Peru in possession of the department of Tacna
and keeping only the department of Arica, in order to achieve peace, and
we did it again for the Treaty of Peace and Friendship with Argentina in
1984, leaving in possession of that country, in order to achieve peace in
the south, enormous extensions of the Pacific Ocean that corresponded to
us to the East of Navarino, Cape Horn and Diego Ramirez Island.”
The rectification of our northern border, if one day the country
deems it necessary and beneficial to achieve true friendship with Bolivia,
193
1095

1096

development and integration will not be a damaging or unpatriotic act,
but the natural exercise of a sovereign and ownership right.”
I insist: “everything seems to have been an excuse of General
Pinochet and one of his typical impulsive reactions. Why did he accept in
1975 “to give a sovereign outlet to the Pacific Ocean,” in the same location
watered with the blood of our heroes? Why is what was then good bad
now? Why did he authorize his Chancellor to leave aside the territorial
exchange this time and negotiate on the basis of other compensations?”
“This unfortunate episode of the international policies of the
Military Government –which has resulted in the request for Del Valle’s
resignation– will undoubtedly contribute to increasing the isolation of
the Chilean nation. On this occasion, dubious electoral considerations –
calling for exacerbated patriotism– seem to have taken precedence over
the seriousness of such delicate negotiation.”
“The problem is complex. In its solution, factors other than those
concerning the national and international interests of Chile should not
intervene.”
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Annex 336
Minutes of the 2nd Meeting of the General Commission, 22nd Regular
Session of the OAS General Assembly, 19 May 1992
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
Organization of American States, General Assembly, 22nd Regular
Session, 1992, Vol. II, OEA/Ser.P/XXII.O.2 (1993)
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MINUTES OF THE SECOND SESSION1
		Date: 19 May 1992
		Time: 12:20 p.m.
		Place: Paradise Island Resort and Casino
President: Mr. Clement Maynard
Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs of Bahamas
Present:

Messrs.

John F. Maisto 				
(United States)
Ernesto Leal 				
(Nicaragua)
Ronal Mac Lean Abaroa 			
(Bolivia)
Lawrence Chewning Fabrega 		
(Panama)
Corinne Baptiste 			
(Trinidad and Tobago)
Celso Lafer 				
(Brazil)
Lawrence Sylvester 			
(Belize)
Juan Aristedes Taveras Guzman 		
(Dominican Republic)
Brian G. K. Alleyne 			
(Dominica)
Maurice A. King 			
(Barbados)
Mauricio Granillo Barrera 		
(El Salvador)
Denneth Modeste 			
(Grenada)
Jean-Paul Hubert 			
(Canada)
Willem A. Udenhout 			
(Suriname)
Maria Cristina Gomez de Sucre 		
(Venezuela)
Margaret E. McDonald 			
(Bahamas)
Jean-Robert Sabalat 			
(Haiti)
Patrick A. Lewis 				
(Antigua and Barbuda)
Joseph E. Edmunds			
(Santa Lucia)
Miguel Antonio Vasco 			
(Ecuador)
William V. Herbert 			
(St. Kitts and Nevis)
Sarita Saragosa 				
(Uruguay)
Santiago Oñate 				
(Mexico)
Benjamin Clare 				
(Jamaica)
Luis Guillermo Grillo Olarte 		
(Colombia)
Manuel Villacorta Miron 			
(Guatemala)
Oscar de la Puente Raygada 		
(Peru)
Guido Di Tella 				
(Argentina)
Herbert George Young 			
(Saint Vincent and the Grenadines)
Enrique Silva Cimma			
(Chile)
Marcos Martinez Mendieta 		
(Paraguay)
Juan J. Cueva 				
(Honduras)
Bernd H. Niehaus 			
(Costa Rica)
João Clemente Baena Soares 		
(Secretary General of the OAS)
Christopher R. Thomas 			
(Assistant Secretary General)
____________________
1 Classified earlier as AG/CG/ACTA 167/92.
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Report on the maritime issue of Bolivia (AG/Doc. 2817/92)
(Item 5 of the agenda)

The PRESIDENT: Our third item on the order of business relates to consideration
of the topics assigned to the Committee, according to the work plan that we have just
adopted. In this regard, I submit for your consideration the Report on the Maritime
Problems of Bolivia. I would like to point out that this item has a document which has
been distributed to the Delegations, classified as AG/doc. 2817/92. I offer the floor to the
Honorable Minister of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia to begin consideration of this matter.
The MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND WORSHIP OF BOLIVIA:
Thank you, Mr. President. First, I would like to express my gratitude for having moved
this matter to the first place, owing to its importance, and, with your authorization, I will
immediately turn to its consideration. Since item 5 of the agenda of the present regular
period of sessions is under consideration, it is my duty to provide information on the
aspects related to the application of Resolution AG/RES. 989 (XIX-0/89) of the Assembly.
As might well be recalled, this Resolution was preceded by Resolution
AG/RES. 426 (IX-0/79), adopted in the ninth regular period of sessions, and is
consistent with the Resolutions adopted on this matter by the assembly thereafter.
By the said Resolution, AG/RES. 426 (IX-0/79), the community of Member States
of the Organization declared that it is of permanent hemispheric interest that a solution
be found for Bolivia’s maritime issue and recommended “the States directly concerned to
commence negotiations directed toward giving Bolivia a territorial and sovereign connection
with the Pacific Ocean”. In this way, Mr. President, this Resolution, adopted within the legal
framework of the OAS Charter, made explicit its competences in regard to the functions
that it is called to perform, to preserve, promote and strengthen harmony and understanding
among the States of the Hemisphere and at the same time it announced the guidelines to
harmonize the faculties of the Organization with the competences and responsibilities of
the Member States. Thus, a proper interpretation of this Resolution leads to the conclusion
that the multilateral action of the Organization, intended to create a suitable atmosphere to
strengthen peaceful relations and cooperation in the region, is not incompatible but rather
contributive to both multilateral and bilateral actions that are of concern to the Member States.
Emphasis should be placed on, to this end, what has been recently expressed under
the Santiago Commitment to Democracy and the Renewal of the Inter-American System,
establishing “that the OAS is the political forum for dialogue, understanding and cooperation
among all the countries of the hemisphere”. The call for an inclusive and unrestricted
dialogue acquires in this way a special projection for the search of a proper solution to
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The wording of Resolution AG/RES. 426 (IX-0/79) and of the other 11
Resolutions that have been adopted by this Assembly on this matter, have acquired a
new meaning at present. The conduct that these Resolutions propose currently count on
a new and auspicious international atmosphere that highlights the openness to arrive to
understandings and agreements, as well as the attitudes that favor dialogue and negotiation
above belligerent positions and attitudes directed toward isolation and hostile competence.
On very few occasions of contemporary history, the superior interest
for peace, harmony and cooperation is asserted as the basic guideline for the
efforts directed toward a reciprocal balancing of partial interests among States.
This same conviction has been confirmed by the President of the Democratic
Government of Chile, Mr. Patricio Aylwin, at the OAS Headquarters past 14 May.
It is within this framework and this new international atmosphere that Bolivia
does not only reaffirm but reinterprets and offers a renewed instrumental content for
its traditional foreign policy, intended to achieve the objective of regaining its status
as a coastal State, which is inherent to its original territorial configuration, as a coastal
State on the coasts of the Pacific Ocean. For this reason, it is fitting to explain some
aspects related to the compliance of General Assembly Resolutions 426 and 989, quoted
above, and to reiterate some basic elements that inspire the abovementioned policy.
Mr. President and Messrs. Representatives, just as it has been explained on
many occasions, Bolivia’s reintegration with the coasts of the Pacific Ocean is the main
objective of my country’s foreign policy. The actions intended to achieve this objective are
inspired in the purpose of guaranteeing for the Bolivian State all the elements necessary to
reaffirm its independence and integral development, along with improving the conditions
of its integration into the regional system, the Pacific basin and international economy.
When Bolivia came into being as a sovereign and independent nation and as an actor
in the regional scenario, with a the legitimate projection of its jurisdiction and authority
over the territories and coasts of the Pacific Ocean, the Bolivian State possessed all the key
factors and resources to guarantee its integral development and enjoy the capacities and
potentials to be part, without any restrictions, of the international economic community.
Particular historical circumstances that are widely known by the community of States
of the region, forced my country to renounce those territories and coasts on the Pacific, altering,
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-301in the substance, the foundations of the Bolivian State. The deep significance of this
territorial changes lays on the loss of vast territories that were the richest in copper
in the world and the loss of Bolivia’s condition as a coastal State on the Pacific Ocean.
We do not ignore the fact that certain postulates of Bolivia’s foreign policies,
directed toward regaining our country’s condition as a coastal State, give place to
natural disagreements or discrepancies with brother countries, which for legal reasons,
or guided by historical, strategic and political purposes, end up being involved.
Bolivia is still firmly convinced of the pertinence of peaceful means
to settle and even bring together the national interests and objectives of
the States that, one way or another, are involved in the problem before us.
Due to this circumstance, Bolivia has postulated on different occasions the path
of direct negotiation as the most appropriate to overcome these discrepancies and reach
understandings that are reciprocally advantageous. We are confident that dialogue is
the most efficient means to reconcile discrepancies and facilitate the comprehension
of particular objectives and interests that are in conflict with one another. Negotiation
is, definitely, the most appropriate instrument to adjust, between the Parties involved,
reciprocal contributions and agree upon, on this basis, the terms for a new coexistence.
There are positive historical precedents that are worth recalling. For instance, in
1950, the Governments of Bolivia and Chile, by means of an exchange of communications,
expressed the coinciding intention, and I quote verbatim, to “formally enter into a
direct negotiation to satisfy Bolivia’s fundamental need for an own and sovereign
outlet to the Pacific Ocean”… and added… “and for Chile to obtain compensations
that are not territorial in nature and that effectively take into account its interests”.
The two countries agreed that, in this way, a solution to the problem of
Bolivia’s landlocked condition would be found. Likewise, they agreed that the
pertinent negotiations had to result in an understanding reached –verbatim– “on
basis that take into account both nation’s reciprocal advantages and true interests”.
In like manner, it is important to mention the process of negotiations commenced
by Bolivia and Chile in 1975, which resulted in a formal proposal to give Bolivia “a
sovereign maritime coast, [and] a strip of territory extending from the coast to both
countries’ border”. These experiences are an eloquent demonstration that dialogue is an ideal
recourse to seek solutions that are reciprocally advantageous when States promote or defend
interests and objectives that seem to be in conflict, in spite of how difficult they might be.
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302Mr. President and Messrs. Representatives, temporary solutions for the difficulties
endured by my country, due to both the loss of its condition as a coastal State and to its
peculiar geographical position, are being proposed via an external contributing action
that seeks to obtain, in cooperation with other neighboring countries and the region,
diverse and greater access facilities to the systems of maritime transportation. In
this connection, it is important and worthy to mention the recent agreement entered
into between Bolivia and Peru for the utilization of a free zone in Ilo port and the
development of a multi-sectorial project in beaches adjacent to this port, which includes,
inter alia, a free commercial and industrial zone under Bolivian administration, as well
as the construction of port facilities and the establishment of binational fishing fleets.
The Ilo Agreements concluded between Peru and Bolivia are a good example of
cooperation based on a defined criterion intended to integrate both countries’ interests and
needs. This criterion is inspired, as a matter of fact, on the notion of Bolivia’s need to access,
with more fluency and freedom, the systems of maritime transportation and are combined with
Peru’s interest in creating conditions to promote the economic development of a specific region
of its territory and, at the same time, access, through Bolivia, the Atlantic Ocean, employing
new port and navigation facilities offered by the waterway on Paraguay and Parana Rivers.
However, by underlining our openness for an understanding with Chile, it is
necessary to reiterate that we are seeking transitory solutions to the operative problems
of our foreign commerce, without prejudice or decrease of the need to regain the
condition as a coastal State, which is necessary for our future integral development.
My country’s foreign actions are directed toward this development in a concrete
way, with diverse forms of cooperation, mainly in the field of economic relations with
neighboring countries and, particularly, with Chile. These efforts, asides from addressing
the most urgent aspects related to neighborly relations, are intended, in our view, to
improve the atmosphere of these relations and facilitate a better comprehension of the
nature of our needs and the justice of our cause, creating proper conditions to provide
the necessary and unavoidable treatment of all questions inserted in the bilateral agenda.
Within this line of action, in a recent period, important works have been completed
by the Bolivia-Chile Joint Boundary Commission, owing to which difficulties have been
overcome to give continuance to the demarcation works that must be carried out in the
broad border between our two countries. The progress made is the result of a pragmatic
and constructive approach adopted consciously by the Governments of Chile and Bolivia;
at the same time, they are a testimony of the possibilities granted by dialogue to face the
most diverse and difficult questions that concern the relations between both countries.
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-303Similarly, efforts have been intensified to explore, jointly, a new framework intended
to regulate commercial exchanges between Bolivia and Chile and, even, lay the basis for a
progressive complementation and integration of the two national economies. These efforts
are also inspired in the identification of matching interests, together with the coinciding
guidelines of our economic policies.
Mr. President and Messrs. Representatives, the intention of my country is to address,
with pragmatism and responsibility, the different questions inserted in the agenda of the
relations between Chile and Bolivia and is based on the conviction that it is necessary to create
common interests and real solidarity, directed toward maintaining on solid foundations the
efforts to seek a proper understanding, comprehension and harmony between our countries.
At the same time, however, this intention is inspired in the conviction that these
efforts will gain a true meaning and have greater possibilities to succeed, insofar as they are
accompanied by the shared intention to face with the same determination and frankness, all
issues that concern our bilateral relations and, particularly, Bolivia’s territorial reintegration
with the coasts of the Pacific.
Finding a permanent and reciprocally advantageous solution for this complex matter is an
essential condition for the relations between both countries to effectively enter into a new
stage. Similarly, it is an inexcusable requirement that these relations extend towards an
integral coexistence, rich in future complementary possibilities that guarantee a growing
integration and a greater wellbeing for both nations.
Finally, Mr. President and Messrs. Representatives, I am pleased to state before this
noble Assembly, based on the democratic system that governs our two countries, that the
Government of Bolivia is completely open to enter into frank, friendly and brotherly talks
with Chile so as to find definite and reciprocally advantageous solutions to the centenary
maritime issue, which, as long as it continues, will cause the atmosphere of distrust and
uncertainty in the Southern Cone of the Continent to remain latent, as an improper and
obstructing situation that prevents the great American project of growing integration among
our nations from materializing. Thank you very much.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, Mr. Minister. I now have the honor of giving the floor
to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Chile.
The MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF CHILE: Mr. President, Messrs.
Foreign Ministers, Messrs. Representatives:
I have listened with special interest to the words uttered by my dear friend, the
Foreign Minister of Bolivia. In the content of his allocution there are two parts that are
perfectly defined, one that returns to the erstwhile concepts that the OAS General Assembly
already is aware of because they are the
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a result, I will omit referring to them for obvious reasons.
We would like to look into the future, and we want to look into it with the spirit of
brotherhood and harmony with which we have been doing this. It is sufficient, Mr. President,
to recall that this matter was already discussed in the preceding Assembly of Asuncion of
1990 and in the Assembly of Santiago of 1991, and fortunately I believe I am in position to
inform the honorable OAS Assembly that we have not waste any time in these recent years.
And we have not wasted it because, as my colleague has already recalled, President Aylwin
has declared, as soon as he took office on 11 March 1990 and after our country returned
to democracy, that he intended to move in tune with his Latin American peers. And in
the face of any pretension formulated inside our country, in the sense that Chile ought to
look towards Europe and other continents because it had abandoned the developing world,
President Aylwin declared categorically that we wish to walk along with our Latin American
peers because we believe that integration is the final goal of our Continent.
As a result of this integration, this Foreign Ministry has been imparted specific
instructions from our Head of State to act not only along with the Republic of Bolivia and
mainly with the countries of the Southern Cone, but also, at the same time, with the whole
Continent, at a deep level of brotherhood, leaving testimony of the fact that there are no
problems in the Southern Cone of the Continent and that there is nothing that could at
present weaken the degree of harmony within which the Southern Cone is working. That is
the way in which we have put an end to all boundary conflicts we have faced –many of which
are more than centenary.
I am truly pleased to state, by way of example, that through the path of direct
negotiations we have been able to solve with the sister Republic of Argentina twenty-four
pending boundary disputes, leaving a testimony that has become an example for the other
brother countries of the Continent.
As the Foreign Minister of Bolivia has also recognized, in the same harmonious
way, through the path of joint commissions, we have fortunately put an end to nine pending
questions related to border landmarks or their allocation along our border in a way that has
been praised not only in our country but also in the sister Republic of Bolivia.
In regard to the problems related to the maritime issue to which my distinguished
colleague has referred, he is well aware that these have been resolved by a treaty and that our
country has permanently upheld the inviolability of treaties. That is why we are not interested
in going back to the past, we desire to walk conjointly with Bolivia and with the other countries
of the continent with a future-oriented approach.
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305My distinguished colleague has stated that in the bilateral sphere Chile and Bolivia
are making positive progress and this is absolutely true, Mr. President. I would even dare state
that, in recent years, from the Assembly of Asuncion of 1990 to the present, we have made
more progress in the harmonious order of our relations with Bolivia than in preceding years.
Hoping not to tire this honorable Assembly, I would like to simply mention, by way
of example, what we have accomplished in these past two years. First, we have moved forward
in the negotiations intended to reach an agreement on economic complementation or free
trade with Bolivia. This would have been incomprehensible or unbelievable in the past. We
would like to state that the commissions are working at such a degree of harmony that it is
very probable, Mr. President, that we soon reach a complementation agreement between our
countries. I would also like to add that this has not only been the initiative of our Governments,
it was also the result of the requests made by the respective business sectors which, convened
in La Paz last year, elaborated what was then labelled as the “Act of La Paz”, urging the
Governments of Chile and Bolivia to reach an agreement on economic complementation.
That is why we are working in harmony and reciprocally creating an atmosphere of
collective awareness so as to eliminate the distrust that existed in the past not only between our
Governments, but also between our peoples. We have the burning desire and the conviction
that, in order for our relations to be increasingly harmonious, it is essential that our peoples
understand each other. So long as there is no collective awareness in regard to the need that it
is just for the countries of our region to act united consistently with the beginning of the XXI
Century, there is no doubt, Mr. President, that too little might be done at the highest levels.
Asides from these aspects I have referred to in regard to economic complementation,
we are working together, in a field of broad cooperation, in the energy field and in the
construction of the pipeline that will supply the northern region of Chile with gas,
all this investing and utilizing natural gas from Bolivia. We have created the ChileanBolivian Chamber of Commerce and we have remarkably increased our bilateral trade.
In 1991, we achieved the record of 132 million dollars in trade exchanges between Bolivia
and Chile, which entailed an increase by more than a hundred percent in comparison
to the numbers registered in 1989, discounting the business carried out in Zofi and
Iquique in relation to trade to Bolivia, which exceeded the 200 million dollars in 1991.
Our country has promoted the construction of a highway from Arica, following the
Tambo Quemado route, to the border, i.e. La Paz. The Chilean side is making such progress that
only 20 kilometers are missing to conclude the construction of this highway in Chilean territory.
Bolivia, owing to a loan obtained from the IDB, has fortunately also obtained financing for this
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-306highway that will soon allow its access. In any case, the Chilean part will be finished by the
first semester of the next year so La Paz and Arica are connected through a first-rate highway,
in six hours and a half. This evidences how the reality has demonstrated progressively, in a
definitely pragmatic sense, that it is possible that our nations unite in a deeply rooted desire
of reintegration.
Eliminating the visas for Bolivian tourists and citizens to travel to Chile, although we
do not have diplomatic relations, which is why we could not agree to this under an agreement
between the Parties, was a unilateral determination taken by President Aylwin. The request
for visas has been eliminated for some time now, allowing Bolivian citizens and brothers to
visit our country freely, without impediments that might entail obstacles of any kind. We were
thereafter immediately informed that the Government of Bolivia acted in the same way, which
means that it is completely feasible to attain common objectives in the bilateral sphere, as long
as there is a desire and impetus to act in the field of harmony, which is precisely what we have
been doing.
I would like to also announce that together with eliminating the requirement for visas,
which is with no doubt a relevant circumstance for our countries and peoples to come closer,
conciliation has been reached –as I had stated– in eleven sectors that entailed difficulties to
the demarcation of our borders.
But we have gone even further in the short term, Mr. President. The Chilean Head
of State has sent a draft law, the approval of which is being assessed at the Congress of the
Republic, to the effect of eliminating the ban on Bolivian citizens and those from other
bordering countries to purchase property in our territory, which would allow, as soon as the
draft is approved –which will undoubtedly happen–, Bolivian brothers to purchase property
in the northern region of our country or in any other one, both for touristic ends as for
industrial purposes. I would also like to inform that an industrial region has recently been
created in Arica, which, as soon as the law draft is approved, will allow Bolivian entrepreneurs
to purchase property in that region in order to establish industries there.
As the honorable OAS Assembly is well aware, at Chile’s sole expense, in keeping with
the provisions of the 1904 Treaty, Chile built the Arica-La Paz railroad. This railroad belongs
to Chile in the section that crosses its territory and the section crossing Bolivian territory
was transferred to Bolivia. We have even gone further and have now proposed the Bolivian
Government the free transfer of the Arica-La Paz railroad to the sister Republic of Bolivia.
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and proposed instead the creation of a joint Chilean-Bolivian enterprise to administer that
railroad together through the private channel. We are willing to do so. We believe that would
entail the privatization of an enterprise that currently belongs to both States. To us, either
of the two formulas is irrelevant, but the defined purpose of the Chilean Government is to
progressively, as had never happened in the past, harmonize our relations with Bolivia. The
fact that the military geographical institutes of both countries have prepared a joint mapping
of their respective territories is evidence of how much progress can be made when there is a
clear determination to do so.
The signing, to that end, in April 1992 of a memorandum of understanding that sets
the bases for the future conclusion of an agreement on prevention, control, inspection and
suppression of the consumption and illegal trafficking of narcotics is yet another demonstration
of the fact that despite of the absence of diplomatic relations –not of our choosing but because
circumstances have led to that unfortunate situation– we have made progress in the bilateral
field, which is the one within which Chile has always upheld that relations between Bolivia
and Chile ought to be conducted.
In the education, cultural, academic, music and cooperation fields, the activities
Bolivia and Chile, or better said the Bolivian and Chilean citizens have been jointly carrying
out are also of particular importance.
In a single word, Mr. President, and I conclude my allocution with this, we are
implementing with Bolivia a set of activities that have been given priority in recent years, and
that will allow bringing closer both countries’ wills and moving forward together in what by
virtue of history and facts will with no doubt constitute the American integration promoted
more than 160 years ago within the Panama Congress by one of the great founding fathers of
the Hemisphere.
This brief but substantial summary I have just made is a clear demonstration of
the fact that understanding and dialogue between Chile and Bolivia is already underway.
We have even reached the point of –as my distinguished colleague, the Foreign Minister
of Bolivia, has rightly stated– agreeing on the issues in regard to which we both concede
there are disagreements, allowing us to look into the future of our countries with great
hope. As a result, I would even dare request this honorable Assembly to allow Bolivia and
Chile to continue walking on the path of bilateralism, on which we have made much more
progress in the last two years than when there were disagreements and discrepancies,
which are with no doubt part of past history and have disappeared forever under the
light of hope with which we look into the future of our two brother countries. Thank you.
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-308The PRESIDENT: Thank you, Mr. Minister. I now have the
honor of giving the floor to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Brazil.
The MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF BRAZIL: Mr. President,
my Delegation, the Delegation of Brazil, has listened with the greatest interest
and sympathy, as I am sure the other Delegations did, to the allocutions by
the Foreign Ministers of Bolivia and Chile in regard to this agenda item.
I would also like to place on record our satisfaction over the evolution of
the relations between those two friendly nations. We hold the hope, and we go even
further, we are confident that the progress made in these relations –closely followed
by the countries of this hemisphere– will decisively contribute to strengthening
solidarity and will improve Latin American coexistence. Thank you, Mr. President.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, Mr. Minister. I now have the
honor of giving the floor to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Panama.
The MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF PANAMA: Mr. President, to my
country, Bolivia and Chile are both brother countries, not only because we share the
same continent, but also because we speak the same language and are part of the IberoAmerican family. Many Panamanians have seen our struggle to abrogate the HayBunau-Varilla Treaty –which granted perpetual rights to the United States over our
territory– reflected in the efforts Bolivia has been making to regain its outlet to the sea.
To Chile, on the other hand, we owe to a large extent the bases of our national
education system, inasmuch as the first pioneers in education in Panama were schooled in
Chilean educational establishments, that is why Chile’s presence in Panama is undeniable
and is a reason to be proud of. As a result, Mr. President, to me, as Foreign Minister of
Panama, it has been and it is a great satisfaction and pleasure to observe the way in which
this Organization has been considering, owing to the proper understanding sought by
Bolivia and Chile, the existing differences that divide them. I am confident that these
feelings of satisfaction and contentment are shared by all of the attending Delegations.
But as an Ibero-American, I am also hurt by the fact that, although this
communication is progressively improving between Bolivia and Chile, these two
countries don’t have Ambassadors in one another’s country. And I say it hurts me because
Panamanian democracy has endured from its very beginning the absence of many IberoAmerican Ambassadors, so we are fully aware of what this absence entails. Thus, nothing
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-309would be more encouraging for a united America than seeing that Bolivia and Chile put an
end to their differences. I hold the hope that this will soon become a reality.
Many decades ago, Mr. President, Chile was a very positive factor in finding a
solution to our boundary issues. Nothing would be more pleasing for my Government than
proving help for Bolivia and Chile to achieve a solution to their differences. Thank you very
much.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, Mr. Minister. I now have the honor of giving the floor
to the Honorable Minister of Foreign Affairs of Costa Rica.
The MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND WORSHIP OF COSTA RICA:
Thank you, Mr. President. We have listened with great satisfaction to the statements made by
the Foreign Ministers of Bolivia and Chile and we are aware that these two brother countries
are increasingly coming together, as could not have been otherwise, through the path of direct
dialogue and bilateral actions; they have evolved, overcome this crisis, this problem which
is an American problem also. Whenever we talk, we speak of the importance of this absolute
unity in all fields. This has been quite satisfactory and we hope it continues like that.
That is why Mr. President, I hereby recommend with all due respect that we interrupt
this debate, see with satisfaction how relations between Chile and Bolivia continue developing
through a proper channel, and make a statement in that connection.
In light of the progress made so far and the importance and amount of issues we
must address, we would recommend declaring this discussion over and congratulating both
countries and their Foreign Ministers for such a mature, positive and fraternal attitude shown
within the American sphere. That’s all Mr. President. Thank you.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, Mr. Minister. The progress made and the position
mentioned will be reflected in the record of the meeting.
4.
Place and date for the 23rd regular period of the General Assembly sessions
(AG/doc. 2853/92) (item nº 3 of the Agenda)
The PRESIDENT: I wonder if we may then vary the agenda slightly to facilitate the
Honorable Minister of Foreign Affairs of Nicaragua. I would like then to deal with item 3
of the agenda, which is the determination of the date and place of the twenty-third regular
session of the General Assembly. I have the honor to give the floor to the Honorable Minister
of Foreign Affairs of Nicaragua.
The MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF NICARAGUA: Thank
you, Mr. President. It is frankly an honor and pleasure for me to reiterate the
offer made the Government and people of Nicaragua for our country to […]
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J. Gumucio Granier, The Landlocked Condition of Bolivia in the World
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Minister Chacon informed the convention Delegates that Chilean
President Rios, by late December 1944 and early 1945, had discussed
directly with Bolivian Ambassador to Santiago, Fernando Campero
Alvarez, and that on both these occasions the Chilean President had
expressed his concern over the fact that Bolivia could raise its maritime
claim
94
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before the upcoming Mexico and San Francisco Conferences; the Chilean
Head of State was open to hold bilateral dialogue with Bolivia to immediately
give the latter an outlet to the sea and that, for this purpose, it was essential
that the Bolivian Government informed him of the compensation it
would give in return. Chacon quoted President Rios and asserted, “the
Bolivian port issue could be solved by mutual agreement”, and asked
Campero Alvarez, “we would give you Arica, what would you give us”

[…]
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-268The REPRESENTATIVE OF CANADA: Mr. President, on the basis of the oral translation that
has been provided, I guess I should be able to provide support to that declaration, but again we would like
to see the text eventually. But to have the procedure continue, we would support it ad referendum. Thank
you.
The PRESIDENT: If I understood correctly then, you support the declaration draft.
The REPRESENTATIVE OF CANADA: Mr. President, what we are saying is that we do not have
an objection to it.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, distinguished Minister of Canada. I believe we can thus give
satisfaction to the proposal put forward by the Delegation of Colombia and declare the declaration draft
submitted by the Delegation of Brazil adopted by acclamation. [Clapping].
If there are no more observations, the Presidency believes that the Commission could take note
and in form the plenary of this. It has thus been agreed to. I now give the floor to the Representative of
Argentina.
The REPRESENTATIVE OF ARGENTINA: Thank you, Mr. President. I would simply like to
thank all the delegations that have taken the floor, particularly the Delegation of Brazil and the rest of our
brother countries of the Americas who have once more supported, as in preceding years and circumstances,
our Government’s position in regard to this just and peaceful claim for sovereignty over the Falkland
Islands. Thank you very much, Mr. President.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, Mr. Representative of Argentina. We will have to interrupt this
session until the Secretary General is back. The session is suspended for fifteen minutes.
[The session is suspended at 5:00 p.m.]
[BREAK]
[The session is resumed at 6:05 p.m.]
[The Minister of Foreign Affairs of Nicaragua occupies the Presidency]
The PRESIDENT: The third session of the General Commission is hereby resumed.
10.

Report on the maritime issue of Bolivia (AG/doc. 2941/93) (Item Nº 14 of the Agenda)

The PRESIDENT: We will now turn to consideration of the item related to the maritime issue of
Bolivia. The Minister of Foreign Affairs and Worship of Bolivia has the floor.
The MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND WORSHIP OF BOLIVIA: Thank you very much,
Mr. President. I will now read the corresponding report, with a brief prior clarification. Given the importance
of this declaration, which entails a formal explanation of the adjustment made to Bolivia’s foreign policy in
recent years, it will necessarily have to be lengthy. I will try to summarize this report, which is of so much
importance to Bolivia, as much as possible.
Mr. President, Messrs. Ministers and Representatives, Mr. Secretary General:
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-269Since item 14 of the agenda of this regular period of sessions is under consideration, I am to comply
with the honorable duty of informing the Assembly of some aspects related to the application of Resolution
AG/RES. 989 (XIX-0/89) of the Assembly. As might well be recalled, this Resolution was preceded by
ResolutionAG/RES. 426 (IX-0/79), adopted by the ninth regular period of sessions of the GeneralAssembly.
Through this Resolution, the General Assembly declared that it is of permanent hemispheric
interest to find a solution to Bolivia’s maritime issue and urged the States directly concerned to
“commence negotiations directed toward giving Bolivia a territorial and sovereign connection with
the Pacific Ocean”. Resolution AG/RES. 426 as well as the other ones that have adopted by the
Assembly in regard to this item made explicit, in accordance with the legal rules of the Charter of the
Organization, the latter’s competences in relation to the functions it must perform to preserve, promote
and strengthen harmony and understanding among the States of the Hemisphere. At the same time,
these Resolutions also set forth the guidelines to harmonize the faculties of the Organization with the
competences and responsibilities of the Member States.
In our view, the actions carried out by the Organization in relation to this matter, as well as
in regard to other questions that are of interest to strengthen regional harmony, is a contribution to
and is consistent with the actions, both unilateral and bilateral, that fall under the competence of the
Member States directly concerned with this topic. These actions do not entail any interference in these
States’ faculties. All the less if one bears in mind the fact that, as prescribed by Resolution AG/RES.
426, these actions are limited to recommending the Member States concerned to follow a determined
course of action.
The Resolutions issued by the General Assembly in regard to this topic –some of which have
been adopted with the consensus of all Member States of the Organization– concern a matter of vital
importance to my country’s foreign policy and they have a direct relation with the strategic objective
of regaining its condition as a coastal State, by reintegrating its territory with the coasts of the Pacific
Ocean.
For this reason, our Delegation periodically proposes that the General Assembly devote its
attention to examining the events that are, in one way or another, connected with the achievement
of the objectives set forth in those Resolutions. As a result, the main objective of this report is to
communicate to the General Assembly that we appreciate and are thankful for the examination of
these events. We believe that our appreciation and gratitude could serve as an element of judgment for
the Assembly to prepare, in due course, a perception and construction of its own concerning the factors
that influence the achievement of the objectives put forward in the said Resolutions.
The first point I would like to share with the Messrs. Ministers and the distinguished
Delegations has to do with the confidence we have in the favorable effect that the new atmosphere
that surrounds the regional system will, undoubtedly, have in the pursuit of the solutions that Bolivia
postulates to achieve its reintegration with the coasts of the Pacific Ocean.
As is rarely seen in the history of the relations among States of the Hemisphere and, in
particular, among the States of the South American region, the predisposition for understanding
and conciliation, as well as the attitude favoring dialogue and negotiation, have been affirmed
in an irreversible fashion. Similarly, as is rarely seen, the superior interest of peace, harmony
and cooperation among the States of the region has strengthened as a basic guideline for all
efforts directed toward adjusting in reciprocal terms the partial interests of these States. Within
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instrumental content, its traditional policy intended to regain its condition as a coastal State,
which is inherent to its original territorial configuration as a coastal State on the Pacific Ocean.
Mr. President, Messrs. Ministers and Representatives, although in this recent stage, namely,
since the twentieth regular period of sessions of the General Assembly, no substantial progress has
been made towards the compliance of the specific recommendations made under Resolution AG/
RES. 989, we cannot but express our gratitude for certain positive progress made in relations among
Bolivia, Chile and Peru, which bear a direct connection with the achievement of the goals set forth
in that Resolution and in the others that have been adopted by the Assembly in regard to this matter.
This progress can also contribute to gradually creating a proper atmosphere to
implement joint efforts directed toward giving full compliance to the recommendations
contained in these Resolutions and, particularly, the one contained in Resolution AG/RES. 426.
An event of singular importance, which my country has observed with special attention, is
the recent signing, on 11 May, by Chile and Peru, of agreements related to the application of the Treaty
of 1929 and its Complementary Protocol. These agreements are the result of both countries’ efforts to
reconcile their –divergent until recently– points of view and reach, in this way, formulas of understanding
in regard to questions deriving from the war of 1879, which had been pending for many years.
From the perspective of Bolivia’s interests, this event, and particularly, the content of the
instruments signed by Chile and Peru bear a double meaning: on the one hand, they remind us of the
conditional interrelation between the provisions of Article 2 of the Complementary Protocol to the 1929
Treaty and the possible formulas intended to satisfy Bolivia’s need for an own outlet to the Pacific Ocean
and, on the other, they overcome the indetermination that prevailed over the characteristics and scopes
of the rights acknowledged in favor of Peru in relation to infrastructure works found in Arica port.
The first element that has served as a basis for Bolivia’s traditional position to the effect of finding a
proper solution formula for my country’s claim for reintegration with the coasts of the Pacific will necessarily
require a reconcilement of the wills of Bolivia, Chile and Peru. Similarly, this element has been a reason to
highlight, even by prestigious analysts and scholars, the fact that this clause of the Complementary Protocol
to the 1929 Treaty is a sui generis provision, the main effect of which is to demand that the interests of the
three States be borne in mind to make possible an understanding that responds to my country’s claim.
Bearing in mind that this legal commitment was conceived and adopted in historical
circumstances that are different from the current ones, Bolivia holds the hope that, in due course, its
interpretation and application will be inspired in new concepts, which will necessarily be more flexible
and less orthodox, that the new circumstances and the new atmosphere of relations among the States of
our hemisphere impose as well as by the new spirit that seems to guide the relations among Chile, Peru and
Bolivia. Precisely, the formulas adopted with the purpose of overcoming discrepancies that existed in the
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-271integral application of the 1929 Treaty and the criteria that have guided these negotiations are
eloquent proof of the efficiency of the new ideas in place now and the relaxation of assumptions
or paradigms that have often placed obstacles to the solution of longstanding problems.
In our view, the rules of the agreements concluded in Lima, which refer to the rights recognized
in favor of Peru with regard to infrastructure works in Arica port, will perfect the agreements
themselves, accurately defining their nature and scopes and clearing the doubts that existed in relation
to the interpretation of that relevant clause of the Treaty of 1929 and its Complementary Protocol.
Now that the difficulties that obstructed the integral application of these instruments have
been overcome it is reasonable to suppose that favorable conditions have emerged to facilitate a flexible
and efficient interpretation of Article 1 of the said Protocol, in relation to possible solution formulas
that respond to Bolivia’s need for an own access to the Pacific.
The Lima agreements will undoubtedly have a favorable impact on the relations between
Chile and Peru. As the senior Representatives of both countries have stated, these agreements will open
the way to a new stage in their relations, inasmuch as they entail the overcoming of obstacles whose
origins date back to the past century.
The consequences of this important understanding are tantamount to the effects on the
relations between Bolivia and Peru resulting from the agreements signed at the outset of 1992, with
regard to my country’s participation in the development of the free zone and the administration shared
in Ilo port, in Peruvian territory, and are similar also to the consequences of the Agreement on Free
Trade signed by late 1992 with Peru, by which both countries resolved to perfect the regime applicable
to the free trade zone.
The agreements concerning the free zone and Ilo port were the result of a clear reciprocal
understanding of both countries’ interests. At the same time, they were the result of an accurate
interpretation, by Peru, of Bolivia’s need to project its economic system towards the vast area of
the Pacific basin, overcome the existing difficulties obstructing its foreign trade and open up real
possibilities to promote development projects in the coasts of the Pacific Ocean.
The Agreement on Free Trade was also the result of the reciprocal advantage of fostering an
accelerated integration of the national markets of Bolivia and Peru, by means of the total elimination
of the obstacles to bilateral commercial exchanges as well as the adoption of instruments to promote
investments and the active participation of private economic agents in the development of commercial
and financial relations.
It is thus evident that this understanding that has led to the signing of the Lima agreements,
as well as the understanding that led to the signing of the agreements on the free zone and Ilo port, and
the Peruvian-Bolivian Free Trade Agreement, are eloquent evidence of the fact that relations between
Bolivia and Peru, on the one hand, and between Chile and Peru, on the other, are entering a new
phase characterized by overcoming longstanding difficulties and by the implementation of imaginative
cooperation formulas.
This positive progress, in our view, influences the arising of conditions which, in due course,
might also contribute to an understanding between Bolivia and Chile –with Peru’s necessary consent–,
satisfying my country’s need for an own
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broad cooperation and integration in both the economic and political spheres of the three countries.
Mr. President, Messrs. Ministers and Representatives, one can also see, from a different
perspective, albeit not less relevant, the efforts made by Bolivia and Chile in the passing of the three
last years, for the purpose of implementing a new approach in the treatment of different questions
included in the agenda of their bilateral relations.
To Bolivia these efforts, asides from being directed toward responding to the most urgent
matters that concern neighborly relations, are intended to improve the atmosphere of bilateral relations
and, above all, to create proper conditions to give the necessary and unavoidable treatment, in the
future, to each of the matters included in our bilateral agenda.
By virtue of these efforts, the two countries, within the field of the Bolivia-Chile Joint
Boundary Commission, have reached satisfactory agreements for the existing discrepancies related to
boundary demarcation, which had been pending for many decades.
On the other hand, after lengthy negotiations, Bolivia and Chile signed, in April this year, an
integral Economic Complementation Agreement, by which they seek to amplify and strengthen their
commercial and economic relations and lay the foundations for a growing complementation and a
progressive integration of the economies of both countries.
Similarly, in November 1992, the two countries signed an Agreement on reciprocal
cooperation in regard to the control, monitoring and repression of the trafficking of illicit narcotics,
psychotropic substances and essential chemical products and precursors.
On the other hand, in March this year, as a result of a fruitful negotiation process carried
out by the competent authorities of the two countries, Bolivia and Chile concluded an Agreement on
International Air Transportation, aimed at regulating the services provided by the national enterprises
of Bolivia and Chile, both between the two countries as between them and third countries.
Finally, as a result of the talks held between the Ministers of Energy of Bolivia and Chile,
the two countries concluded, by mid-1991, a Memorandum of Understanding, in which they declared
their intention to implement joint actions so as to promote the application of specific projects in the
energy sector, particularly those based on a possible exportation of natural gas from Bolivia to Chile.
Thereafter and on this basis, they resolved to adopt an appropriate legal framework for these actions,
by incorporating into the Economic Complementation Agreement, which they agreed to in April 1993,
a special chapter on energy complementation.
A good part of the efforts carried out in the last three years have been concretized, particularly,
in the field of bilateral economic relations, taking into consideration the immediate interests of the two
countries and the existence, in these fields, of broad coinciding views.
However, the efforts aimed at improving political communications between the two countries
have also been significant. These have been carried out by way of informal talks between the Presidents
of Bolivia and Chile, as well as by encounters between the Ministers of Foreign Affairs and other
senior officers
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different political actors of both countries, as well as members of the respective congresses and
political party leaders.
This improved communication certainly has allowed a more accurate identification of points
of agreement between the two countries. As a result, to my country, these efforts have above-all an
instrumental aim, inasmuch as they are intended to progressively create the proper atmosphere and
conditions to face the challenge of finding, between Bolivia and Chile, and with the contribution
of Peru, a satisfactory solution for Bolivia’s need to have an own access to the coasts of the Pacific
Ocean.
Mr. President, Messrs. Ministers and Representatives, as we have stated on many occasions
and mainly on occasion of the twenty-second regular period of sessions of the General Assembly, the
reintegration of the Bolivian territory with the coasts of the Pacific Ocean are the main purpose of
my country’s foreign policy. The actions intended to pursue this goal are inspired in the purpose of
guaranteeing for the Bolivian State all the elements necessary to assert its independence, security and
integral development, and to also improve the conditions of its insertion into the international system
and, particularly, into the regional system.
Particular historical circumstances, which are well known to the community of the States
of the region, forced my country to cede the territories and coasts on the Pacific Ocean that were
part of the territory of the Bolivian State, by virtue of the uti possidetis juris principle and mainly by
virtue of the Boundary Treaties signed with Chile in 1866 and 1874. This cession resulted in a radical
modification of the fundamental bases for the existence of the Bolivian State and entailed a loss of not
only the wealthiest copper fields of the world but of a status that was inherent to its original territorial
configuration: its condition as a coastal State of the Pacific Ocean.
From that moment on and as a result of its forced territorial disintegration, my country faces
serious restrictions to address, in due course, the needs for its integral defense and development. The
lack of a direct and own access to the sea implies, as a result, a serious vulnerability in the resources
of its national capacities. A proper interpretation, from the perspective of the essential needs of the
Bolivian State, of these historical, legal and political factors, and of a deeply-rooted popular sentiment
that calls upon all sectors of the Bolivian society, without exclusions, results in the foundations on
which my country’s foreign policy in regard to this matter is based.
As the President of Bolivia, Jaime Paz Zamora, has underscored, the strategy that Bolivia has
set for itself to reach the goal of a full reintegration of the Bolivian State with the coasts of the Pacific
is an strategy of peace and integration; of peace because it unequivocally rules out all the means that
do not entail a peaceful solution to disputes between States, which are enshrined in the practice and in
International Law; of integration because it postulates solutions based on a reciprocal comprehension
of national interests and a development of common interests capable of substantiating arrangements
of mutual coexistence and noble basis for a harmonious and forward-looking coexistence.
This policy, which rehashes the meaning of particular historical events and elicits lessons
from the past, is not unconditionally adhered to past events. On the contrary, it projects my country’s
actions towards the future and postulates the urgency to use the new channels
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disposition of States to promote their national interests and harmonize these interests with those of
other States.
This is also a realistic policy, inasmuch as it ignores neither the permanent changes to the
circumstances experienced by the international community, nor the interests of the States concerned
in the achievement of their goals.
With regard to the first point, it postulates the advantage and need to adapt its means of action
to the changes produced within the international system and, particularly, within the regional system.
With regard to the second point, this policy does not ignore that some of its postulates and,
mainly, the achievement of its essential goals give raise to disagreements or discrepancies with the
States which, owing to legal, historical, strategic and political reasons, end up involved in this matter.
Due to this reason, Mr. President, reaffirming our firm adhesion to peaceful means to reconcile
and balance the interests of States, my country promotes the path of direct negotiations as the most
efficient means to satisfy its urgent need for an own outlet to the sea.
Put differently, Bolivia’s foreign policy in this matter seeks to reflect the experience gained
from the process of consolidation of its democratic system, characterized by the firm determination
of all political actors to implement negotiation and conciliation to the benefit of social harmony as a
condition for my country’s progress and development.
In summary, this external action seeks to combine, in a proper and efficient manner, the
inalterable objective that bears a direct connection with the material basis for Bolivia’s integral
existence and development, with eminently dynamic, versatile and flexible means that are consistent
with the new historical circumstances that surround the regional system.
Mr. President, Messrs. Ministers and Representatives, Bolivia’s confidence in the possibilities
granted by direct dialogue to explore and, when appropriate, agree upon new formulas that might
respond to its need for reintegration with the coasts of the Pacific Ocean, is based not only in a firm
conviction but also in some remarkable and advantageous experiences gained from the past.
In this connection, it is worth recalling, for instance, that in 1950, the Governments of Bolivia
and Chile, by means of a formal exchange of communications, expressed their coinciding intention to
formally enter into a direct negotiation to fulfill Bolivia’s fundamental need for an own and sovereign
outlet to the Pacific Ocean and for Chile to obtain compensations. On that occasion, both countries
agreed, in this way, to find a solution for the problem of Bolivia’s landlocked condition and agreed also
that the pertinent negotiations would have to result in an understanding reached on basis that take into
account both countries’ reciprocal advantages and true interests.
Similarly, it is worth recalling the negotiation process commenced by Bolivia and Chile in
1975, which resulted in an understanding to, in principle, reach an agreement on a territorial amendment
by which Bolivia would obtain a sovereign maritime coast and a strip of territory extending from the
coasts to the boundary between both countries. In this case,
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to be agreed upon would be based on corresponding compensations by Bolivia, which would be
negotiated before the conclusion and formalization of the respective agreement.
Also, on that occasion, Peru, after being consulted by virtue of the obligation prescribed
in Article 1 of the Complementary Protocol to the Treaty of 1929 signed with Chile, expressed, in
principle as well, its consent to a possible understanding between Bolivia and Chile, in the terms
referred to above.
These experiences are an eloquent demonstration of the great potentials of dialogue, as the
most appropriate recourse to seek reciprocally advantageous solutions for the particular situations that
arise when States assert or defend national interests or objectives that are apparently in conflict with
one another, but that, within direct communications, could show their potential to complement each
other.
Finally, Mr. President, Messrs. Ministers and Representatives, as I have just underscored,
Bolivia’s intention to face with realism and responsibility the different questions included in its agenda
of relations with Chile, and its intention to strengthen its relations with Peru are based on the certainty
that it is necessary to create real common and solidary interests directed toward supporting, on more
solid basis, the efforts to achieve a proper understanding, comprehension and harmony among our
countries.
As far as Chile is concerned, however, these actions are also inspired in the confidence that
they will gain a true significance and greater possibilities to succeed as long as they are accompanied
by the intention to face with the same realism and frankness, all the issues that concern the bilateral
relations and, particularly, the one related to seeking a satisfactory formula that responds to Bolivia’s
need for an own outlet to the Pacific Ocean.
Finding a reciprocally advantageous solution for this complex question is the essential
condition for relations between Bolivia and Chile to effectively enter into a new stage. Similarly, it is
also an essential requirement for these relations to project into a future-oriented solid and irreversible
cooperation and integration. Thank you very much.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, distinguished Minister of Foreign Affairs and Worship of
Bolivia. The Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs of Chile has the floor.
The UNDERSECRETARY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF CHILE: Thank you, Mr. President.
I have heard with keen interest the statements made by my appreciated friend and distinguished
Minister of Foreign Affairs and Worship of Bolivia, but I believe it is necessary to communicate the
opinion of my country in regard to this particular problem, within the framework, however, of a new
historical relation that favors bilateral dialogue between both nations, to which Chile attributes the
utmost importance and transcendence.
Mr. President, we have said it before: our Government has the firmest will to continue
pushing forward with Bolivia a great project of understanding, cooperation and bilateral development.
We have been doing this for the past three years, not only with Bolivia, but with all the countries of the
region.
However, the statements made by the distinguished Foreign Minister of Bolivia compel us
to reiterate what Chile has invariably upheld: territorial issues with Bolivia have been resolved in a
Treaty
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constitute the structure that regulates the peaceful lives of peoples governed by International Law
and, particularly, the Inter-American system, such as faithful compliance with treaties, the territorial
integrity of States and non-intervention into questions of the exclusive sovereignty of the States.
By referring to this matter, I would like to put forward certain considerations in regard to the
conceptual framework that guides our country’s foreign and Inter-American policies.
The foreign policy followed by President Aylwin gives a special priority to relations with
boundary countries. We are proud of underscoring that we maintain the most fraternal relations of
friendship based on mutual respect and unrestricted adhesion to International Law and treaties.
In fact, in the past days, we have signed with the sister Republic of Peru a set of transcendental
agreements that cover a broad range of aspects. These agreements reaffirm a new state of friendship,
mutual confidence and cooperation between the two countries.
Within the same perspective, Chile and Argentina have concluded remarkable covenants
that benefit their peoples, among which it is worth emphasizing on the agreements of economic
complementation, exchange of goods, capitals and services, development of boundary regions, and
exploitation of natural resources.
		
Thus, our foreign policy is consistent with Chile’s Americanist vocation. To the achievements
we have reached with brother countries I must add the free trade treaties concluded with Mexico and
Venezuela; the Treaty on the Reciprocal Promotion and Protection of Investments signed with the
latter, and the negotiations held with Colombia and Brazil. We also hope to enter into negotiations for
a free transit agreement with the United States in the near future.
Mr. President, as far as our relations with Bolivia are concerned, I must recall that the
Government of Chile has also adopted a series of measures the objectives of which are intended to
bring closer both countries’ relations, integration and development.
Regarding the ties between our peoples, the elimination of the requirement of visitor visas for
the citizens of both countries is worthy of mention.
The Joint Boundary Commission –which has rightly been mentioned by the Foreign Minister
[of Bolivia]– without there being any particular boundary issue pending, has satisfactorily concluded
the demarcation of 11 points of the border.
Important agreements have been concluded on issues relating to air traffic, as well as in
relation to monitoring and repression of narcotics trafficking, the utilization of the Sica-Sica-Arica
pipeline, and others.
Chile, as pro tempore Secretariat of the Rio Group, organized in Santa Cruz de la Sierra,
together with the Government of Bolivia, the Meeting of Foreign Ministers held by that group. On
that occasion, in an event of historical transcendence, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Chile and
Bolivia signed, with the presence of the attending Foreign Ministers, on 6 April that year, a remarkable
Economic Complementation Agreement, directed toward strengthening the economic-commercial
relations between the two countries.

1151

1152

-277Allow me, Mr. President and Messrs. Representatives, to explain this Agreement. This Agreement
defined a list of exportable products by country, which are free of any customs duty, including agricultural,
industrial and mining goods. Similarly, it included a list of unilateral concessions granted by Chile to
Bolivian products, for a total amount of 30.000.000 US Dollars, to mitigate the existing commercial gap.
But that is not all. In regard to physical integration, our country is about to conclude the pavement of the
Arica-Tambo Quemado road, which will facilitate communications between both peoples.
All this, Mr. President, clearly evidences our firm willingness to move towards integration, the
basis of these agreements we have entered into.
The understanding and cooperation Chile has strengthened with different countries have been
possible owing to the faithful and full compliance with obligations freely assumed under treaties. We wish
to emphasize that the measures agreed to with Bolivia, as well as those agreed to with other countries of
the hemisphere, correspond to Chile’s Americanist vocation, which seeks to preserve, promote, strengthen,
within a new impetus, harmony and understanding among American States and which has been welcomed
by the brother States that also pursue these objectives. It cannot be said that this policy responds to criteria
of multilateral instances.
Mr. President, the Government of Chile has –and it has demonstrated this with the concrete facts
that I described this afternoon– the firmest willingness to continue and strengthen with Bolivia this effort
to reach bilateral understanding, cooperation and development, reinforced by the creative and constructive
dialogue that has given such fruitful results in recent times.
This is a significant challenge that is of the exclusive competence of Chile and Bolivia and that
guarantees both countries and their respective people better levels of wellbeing, friendship and understanding.
Thank you very much.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, distinguished Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs of Chile. The
distinguished representative of Brazil has the floor.
The REPRESENTATIVE OF BRAZIL: Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, Brazil, as the
other Member States of this Organization, has heard with keen attention and a positive spirit the item
labelled “the maritime issue of Bolivia”.
We have listened with great interest, like in preceding Assemblies, to the statements made by the
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia and the Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs of Chile, gladly witnessing
the atmosphere of growing understanding and progressive strengthening of the relations between those two
nations. We believe, Mr. President, that we must take note with satisfaction of the information provided here,
confident that the persistence of the proper existing atmosphere and doubled efforts of the Governments will
allow the development and deepening of this encouraging dialogue between the two countries. Thank you
very much, Mr. President.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, distinguished representative of Brazil. The representative of
Panama has the floor.
The REPRESENTATIVE OF PANAMA: Thank you, Mr. President. We have heard with the utmost
attention the statements made by the distinguished Minister of Foreign Affairs and Worship of Bolivia and
the distinguished Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs of Chile. In this connection, the Delegation of Panama
applauds the efforts made by the two Governments
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carried out between the two countries, which will with no doubt help overcome all obstacles placed
in the way of harmony and good relations between the two countries and Governments. Thank you.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, distinguished Representative of Panama. The distinguished
Minister of Foreign Affairs and Worship of Bolivia has the floor.
The MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND WORSHIP OF BOLIVIA: Thank you, Mr.
President. First, I would like to thank your presidency and the Assembly for the patience with which
you have heard such a lengthy report, but which, as I said in the beginning, is of vital importance in
refining Bolivia’s foreign policy vis-à-vis Chile.
Second, I would like to simply highlight something that was said in the speech, and is that
Bolivia fully complies with and respects international treaties. I want to emphasize on this. There is no
doubt that my country respects its international agreements and the treaties signed. We are confident
that in taking into consideration the new conditions, that are being developed between our peoples,
later on we will sign a different treaty, that faithfully reflects the new conditions that we reach taking
into consideration the reciprocal conveniences between Bolivia and Chile.
Finally, I must highlight the recognition of the progress we have made –and which has been
mentioned by the Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs of Chile– in the still imperfect relations between
our two countries. We are confident that in the near future this progress will be able to materialize in
permanent solutions that ultimately result in a permanent solution to the differences that still exist with
the Chilean nation. Thank you.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, distinguished Minister of Foreign Affairs and Worship of
Bolivia. The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of the Dominican Republic has the floor.
The SECRETARY OF STATE FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF THE DOMINICAN
REPUBLIC: Mr. President, the Delegation of the Dominican Republic supports Chile’s position, in
the sense that the maritime issue of Bolivia be addressed bilaterally by the two countries, hoping,
naturally, that the just claim of the brother country of Bolivia will be resolved in a not too distant
future. Thank you, Mr. President.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, distinguished Undersecretary of State for Foreign Affairs of
the Dominican Republic. The Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs of Chile has the floor.
The UNDERSECRETARY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF CHILE: Thank you, Mr. President
and excuse me for having requested to take the floor for a second time. I just wish to express, after
these statements, that Chile reaffirms its position and believes this is a question of exclusive concern
of its bilateral relations with the sister Republic of Bolivia. Thank you.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, distinguished Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs of Chile. If
there are no further observations on this matter, we hereby bring this session to a conclusion. The
session is closed.
[The session ended at 6:50 p.m.]
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Annex 339
“Chile is willing to solve pending problems with Bolivia”,
La Razon (Bolivia), 20 July 1993
(Original in Spanish, transcription in Spanish, English translation)
La Razon Newspaper (Bolivia)
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La Razon , Tuesday 20 July 1993
FOR THE FIRST TIME ACCORDING TO MACLEAN:
CHILE IS WILLING TO SOLVE PENDING PROBLEMS WITH BOLIVIA
This statement admits the existence of differences and the willingness to solve them through an
understanding of “mutual convenience. While it only indicates the creation of conditions conducive
to facilitating the treatment of the agenda of bilateral relations, MacLean clarified that all items on the
agenda include the maritime issue.”
As a result of the signing of a Joint Communiqué with his Chilean counterpart, Foreign Minister
Ronald MacLean said yesterday that it is the first time, since 1904, that Chile recognizes that there is
a pending problem with Bolivia.
PENDING ISSUES
“In this Communiqué, we talk about pending issues and this is the first and only time that Chile
recognizes the existence of pending issues that must be addressed and tackled,” said MacLean.
The Chancellor recalled that in previous forums, Chile never wanted to acknowledge that it has a
problem with Bolivia, despite the assertion put forward by the former, claiming its sovereignty in the
Pacific Ocean.
Indeed the Communiqué admits the existence of differences and the willingness to solve them through
an understanding of “mutual convenience.”
THE AGENDA INCLUDES THE MARITIME ISSUE
“All the points on the bilateral agenda, of course, include the maritime issue, and I think this is a
substantial step forward that must be highlighted,” said MacLean.
He also pointed out that at the last Assembly of the Organization of American States, Bolivia made
it clear that no revision of any treaty with Chile will be considered, instead it will seek to work on a
new reality and will propose thereafter a new Treaty that reflects the new state of affairs of the two
countries and that provides a solution to the pending problems of the bilateral agenda.
The Chancellors of Bolivia and Chile at their meeting held on occasion of the III Summit of Presidents
and Heads of Ibero-American States held in Bahia, in addition to drafting the document, agreed to
disclose it at the same time in each of their countries, giving it a joint character.
This way, the Foreign Minister considered that the Communiqué is a testimony of the recognition
by both Governments, not only of the progress made in the bilateral relationship between the two
countries, but also a recognition by the Chilean Government to the effect that there are problems with
Bolivia that are pending a solution.
“This way, we have fulfilled the mission of closing the cycle of a diplomatic negotiation that has been
extremely important for us. The final conditions of this relationship are qualitatively unique, different
and better, and this is reflected in the document,” said the Head of the Bolivian diplomacy.
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Annex 340
P. Carvajal Prado, Charaña - An Agreement between Chile and Bolivia
and the third party at odds (1994), p. 27 (extract)
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
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27
First meeting between the Presidents of Bolivia and Chile

In mid-March 1974, the transfer of command of President General
Garrastazu Medici to President Ernesto Geisel took place in Brasilia.
This ceremony was attended by the Heads of State of Bolivia,
Chile, Uruguay and the First Lady of the United States, Patricia Nixon, as
well as Chancellors and High-ranking Personalities from other countries.
On that occasion, President Pinochet had an opportunity to speak
with President Banzer and then a Joint Communiqué was issued expressing
the willingness of both Governments to expand relations between the two
countries which, since 1962, had only economic ties through consular
offices.
Presidents Bordaberry and Pinochet also established an excellent
friendship that was complemented by the ties of Chancellor Ismael Huerta
with the very distinguished Uruguayan Chancellor Juan Carlos Blanco.
The Pinochet-Banzer meeting was the basis for a subsequent
resumption of Diplomatic Relations with Bolivia and for the General
Agreement for an outlet to the sea for this country.
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Annex 341
Joint Notes issued by Enrique Correa and Horst Grebe,
28 May 1996
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia
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JOINT NOTES ISSUED BY ENRIQUE CORREA AND HORST GREBE
These notes are the result of an exchange of personal reflections.
We consider that the eventual signing of a treaty between Chile and Bolivia is feasible.
The purpose of this Treaty is to agree on stable solutions to the problems inherent to the modern development
of our relations and to agree on imaginative and efficient formulas in the face of the problems that Bolivia
experiences due to its landlocked condition.
Chile is willing to negotiate a new treaty on the basis of full respect for the validity of the Treaty of 1904 and to
agree on mechanisms and facilities that make possible the Bolivian maritime presence, without this representing
a cession of sovereignty.
Bolivia considers the proposed formulas to be positive and is willing to negotiate agreements building on them,
without this representing a waiver of its claim for a sovereign outlet to the sea.
Notwithstanding this substantial difference in criteria, both countries consider that it is possible to reach
agreements on free transit, maritime concessions and coastal zones, scientific and business cooperation in research
and exploitation of marine resources and liberalization of the bilateral trade.
If in time the Bolivian and Chilean Governments agree on the fact that it is difficult to summarize such diverse and
complex matters in a single legal instrument, some of them and even all of them could be the subject of separate
and specific bilateral agreements.
In any case, the matters to be agreed are as follows:
1.
Modernization and improvement of the norms that guarantee the complete free transit and access of
Bolivia to the Pacific Ocean. If both Parties agree to this, it could be based on the technical criteria in which these
matters are adopted in the agreements linked to the inter-oceanic corridors. Naturally all this, without affecting
the bilateral commitments on free transit signed by Bolivia and Chile.
Bolivia and Chile share the common view that these free transit agreements constitute improvements and
modernizations of the principles of free transit signed in the Treaty of 1904, as well as in the 1912 Convention
on Commercial Traffic, the Free Trade Agreement of 1937 and the Arica Declaration of 1953, and that their
purpose is to ensure compliance with and render more effective the Chilean obligations derived from these legal
instruments.
2.
Arica.

Agreements on port concessions that allow Bolivia to have a dock, offices and a terminal in the Port of

In this context, Chile would be willing to grant Bolivia all that it has granted Peru under the Lima Convention and
in addition all that Peru has promised to grant to Bolivia in the town of Ilo.
This concession will be incorporated in the expansion Master Plan of the mentioned port. Similar concessions
could be added in other ports.
In any case the management of port facilities granted to Bolivia in the treaty would be in charge of private, mixed
or binational companies.
Bolivia has stated that concessions must be perpetual or with completely indefinite terms. Chile is willing to agree
on rules that ensure long-term stability in relation to the agreed concessions.
3.
Concession of a coastal area that is big enough to meet the needs of foreign trade, tourism, scientific
research, and other needs related to Bolivian development and those of both countries.
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This coastal area should be adjacent to one of the ports where concessions are made to Bolivia. This
concession area is conceived as a formula that contributes to a greater efficiency and productivity for
Bolivian port facilities in Chilean ports.
This coastal zone will also be managed by private, mixed or binational companies, which will act
within the framework of the agreements signed by both States.
Bolivia has proposed that these be perpetual concessions. Chile is willing to negotiate and sign
agreements that will ensure long-term stability for the concession of this coastal zone.
4.
Chile and Bolivia are committed to the creation of a Binational Corporation that links
public and private efforts in scientific research, navigation and exploitation of marine resources. This
Corporation will be organized, integrated and directed by academic and business organizations from
both countries.
5.
Bolivia and Chile will negotiate the signing of a Free Trade Agreement that completely
liberalizes their bilateral trade.
The Chilean Government is committed to taking measures intended to equilibrate the trade balance
between both countries. This measure will include unilateral measures by the Chilean side aimed
at creating opportunities for exporting Bolivian products to Chile, tariff liberalization, technical
assistance and encouragement of private investment by Chileans to exporting companies in Bolivia.
6.
The first phase of the negotiation of these agreements is aimed at the signing of a document
containing the general basis, principles and the framework for the new treaty. On that basis the two
countries would restore its diplomatic relations.
Proposed Schedule
The following schedule contains a proposal for the stages in the negotiation of the agreements
mentioned herein, without determining a rigid schedule.
- Preparation of a single document to serve as a basis for initiating the official negotiation
process.
- Examination of the document by the Foreign Ministries.
- Approval of the document, including any amendments that may appear pertinent, as a basis
for negotiation of the Treaty, or failing this, of the specific agreements that it contains. The
approval of these negotiation bases will be made official through an exchange of notes.
- Analysis and sectorial technical negotiation of the different subjects proposed in the
document.
- Elaboration, negotiation of a Memorandum of Understanding of the new Treaty or of the
Specific Agreements that are agreed to be negotiated or subscribed.
- Resumption of diplomatic relations.
- Negotiation of a new treaty or of the agreements that the Parties have resolved to subscribe.
- Subscription of the Treaty or specific bilateral Agreements.
La Paz, 28 May 1996

Enrique Correa Rios						Horst Grebe Lopez
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Annex 342
A. Ostria Gutierrez, Notes on Port Negotiations with Chile (1998),
pp. 4, 55 - 56, 201 - 202 (extracts)
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
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4
[…]

Visit made by President Peñaranda at
the invitation of the Government of
the United States. On 13 April 1943,
Ambassador Guachalla presented to the
Under-Secretary of the State Department,
Lumner Wells, a Memorandum stating
that the President of Bolivia, “will consider
an unavoidable duty, during his talks with
the President of the United States, to make
special reference to the issue concerning
the landlocked condition in which Bolivia
lives” and its need to obtain “an own port
on the coast of the Pacific.”
[…]
1175
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55

[…]
AUTHORIZATION TO SIGN THE
NOTES
The Minister of Foreign Affairs
of Bolivia, Pedro Zilveti Arce, welcomes
the suggestion contained in Note Nº
510/349, of 10 June 1950, to the effect
that the fragment reading “and for Chile
to obtain non-territorial compensations
that effectively take into account its
interests” should be added instead of
the one reading “and for Chile to obtain
compensations that effectively take into
account its interest”. On the other hand,
he further suggests
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56
the words direct and free (cablegram Nº
84, 12 June) should be added to the words
own and sovereign (i.e. referring to Bolivia’s outlet to the Pacific Ocean) in both
drafts.
[...]

1179

1180

					201
[Strong] representative men of INFORMATION PROVIDED BY
Chile, without giving rise to resentment THE HEAD OF THE BOLIVIAN
and receiving congratulations from them MILITARY JUNTA
instead –which is also of significance”.
On 9 December 1951, the Bolivian
Ambassador
to Chile was called to La
THE
POLICIES
FOLLOWED
BY NEW FOREIGN MINISTER Paz to cooperate in the wording of certain
EDUARDO IRRAZABAL CORDOBA reserved notes with Brazil. On the 21st of
that month, before returning to Santiago,
The new Minister of Foreign he explained all aspects related to the port
Affairs of Chile showed openness to negotiation to the Head of the Military
Bolivia from the start. Issues related to Government Junta, General Hugo
transit were resolved by him favorably Ballivian and to the Minister of Foreign
including the one regarded as the tax “on Affairs, Colonel Tomas Suarez. They both
sales” –which Bolivian people and cargo agreed with everything that had been done
in transit through Chilean ports had been in that regard and, furthermore, instructed
paying for seventeen years and which verbally the Bolivian Ambassador to
was equivalent to millions of pesos– as Chile to carry out studies to determine
well as the one related to the […] with a whether there is a proper port in the north
half percent to the favor of the Chilean of Arica.
When he was back in Santiago,
merchant shipping.
He did not address the port issue the Bolivian Ambassador complied with
because a waiting period had followed the his instructions in a meeting he held with
establishment of a de facto Government President Gonzalez Videla, wherein the
in Bolivia, following the resignation latter said that he had already instructed
of President Urriolagoitia. President the Chilean navy to carry out the said
Gonzalez Videla had always held that studies but that some instruments that
this question could only be negotiated had been tasked to the United States and
between two constitutional governments. that needed to be concluded to arrive at a
precise finding were still missing. Beyond
that,
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he expressed a favorable position in the Condor de los Andes, the Notes of 1
and 20 June 1950, which I had the honor
relation to the Bolivian port ideal.
to subscribe with you, open up a stage of
STATEMENTS MADE TO THE faithful understanding between Bolivia
and Chile, because the Government of
PRESS OF LA PAZ
Bolivia proposes therein “to enter formally
On occasion of his visit, into a direct negotiation to satisfy the
Ambassador Alberto Ostria Gutierrez fundamental need of Bolivia to obtain its
made lengthy statements to the press of La own and sovereign access to the Pacific
Paz in regard to different issues. He stated Ocean, thus solving the problem of the
in concrete terms to El Diario newspaper landlocked condition of Bolivia on bases
that take into account the mutual benefits
on 23 December 1951:
and true interests of both peoples”, while
the Government of Chile expressed in its
“THE PORT PROBLEM
turn that “motivated by a fraternal spirit
of friendship towards Bolivia, is willing
- Is there anything you’d like to share in
to formally enter into a direct negotiation
relation to the port problem?
aimed at searching for a formula that could
- That ideal continues and shall continue
make it possible to give Bolivia its own
as long as it is not fulfilled. All Bolivians
and sovereign access to the Pacific Ocean,
are aware of that. The negotiations –the and for Chile to obtain compensation of
initial phase of which was formalized a non-territorial character that effectively
with the Notes of 1 and 20 June 1950– takes into account its interests”.
have entered a waiting period. Naturally,
international affairs cannot be resolved in
a single day, as is the case with private
questions”.
On that same date, after being
asked on the state of the port problem, he
said the following to La Razonnewspaper:
- “I will reiterate what I have said already:
the port problem is the most sacred ideal
of the nation and it shall remain as such as
long as it is not resolved”.
- “As I stated in the speech I gave when
honoring the Minister of Public Works of
Chile, Merino Segura, and former Foreign
Minister, Walker Larrain with
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Annex 343
Verbatim Record of the 21st Plenary Meeting, 50th Session of the United
Nations General Assembly, UN Doc A/53/PV.21, 30 September 1998
(Original in English)
http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/53/PV.21
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Annex 344
J. Escobari Cusicanqui, Diplomatic History of Bolivia,
Vol. II, (1999), p. 174 (extract)
(Original in Spanish, English translation)
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174
[…]
Bolivia’s claim for an own sea access. As we said, in his book “Chile
between two Alessandri” (published in Santiago in 1962), Mr. Olavarria
Bravo refers to a serious Chilean interference to free transit and says
verbatim: “I quickly thought that maintaining the measure of suspending
shipments, which in fact implied a violation of the agreement on free transit
stipulated in the Treaty, would in the future give rise to the irremediable
loss of the precious argument that Chile had been very successful in
defending against these claims by claiming the immutability of treaties”
...In other words, free transit is for Chile only “a precious argument to
undermine the Bolivian claim” for an own and sovereign access to the sea.
The new President of Chile, Eduardo Frei, in statements made to
the media of his country on 10 March 1994, in order to respond to Bolivian
requests, said that his Government “is willing to address” all “issues with
Bolivia, including that of its landlocked condition,” and that “this pending
problem must be addressed in the light of the current international treaties.”
A few days later, that is, on the 13th of the same month, he said that
“Chile will help Bolivia access the world” …attributing this last sentence
to President Sanchez de Lozada who would have expressed it during his
visit to Santiago. He added that “the improvement of communication
channels through roads and railways” would be necessary for this.
Put differently, the current President of Chile would be willing
to talk about the main problem of Bolivia, but from the angle of
the Treaty of 1904, Treaty which in exchange of its own access to
the sea, stipulated transit facilities. The offer of helping Bolivia
to “access the world” is very vague... [inasmuch as] this access
could be achieved even by air. It is to be wished that the subjective
assessments of President Frei will be clarified and defined in order to
allow a rapprochement with Chile without reticence or suspicion.
[…]
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