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CONTEMPORARY INTERNATIONAL LAW
CONCERNING THE SEABED

A —Artiele I, the 1958 Geneva Convention
on fthe Continenial Shelf

THERE Was, until 1958, little law on which to base
an argument in favour of or against the right of oc-
cupation of the bed of the sea. There existed & few
examples of traditional activities on the sea bottom
and beneath. Fearl ovsters, chanks, coral and sponges
had been explaited for a long time and undersea min-
ing from the shore was also well known. Authors made
refarence to the traditional concepts of res maullivg and
res communiz in connection with the high seas and
coneluded that the seabed and the ocean floor and
the subsoil thereof were, or were not, susceptible of
necupation,

The Truman declarations of 1945 began a new trend
in state practice which later resulted, after little more
than a decade, in the adoption of the only relevant in-
ternational convention, the 1958 Geneve Convention
on the Continenta! Shelf. There are other roles in
existence — national laws and bilateral or multilateral
conventions — which have a bearing on the subject
and to which 1 shall return briefly later, but the Gene-
va Convention is, to a large extent, the embodiment of
prezent customary international law in this field.
What that Convention lays down and whether or not
it is satisfactory is, in the main, what I shall discuss.
I shall also refer to recent developments in the U.N.
touching on the principles laid down in the Conven-
tion, and thus having important practical implications
for countries such as Canada.
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The freneva Convention on fhe Continental Shelf,
which is now in foree, having been rvatified by clese
to forty states, recognizes that coastal states may
pxercise certain rights in respect of the resources of
their continental shelves. However, the definition of
the continental shelf requires careful eonsideration.
Article 1 of the Convention reads:

“Far t.]u_-I purpoze of these articles, the term “continen-

tal shelf" i: used as referring {u) te the seabed and

subgoil of the suhmarine areas adjmcent tu the coast
but outzide the ares of the territorial sea. 1o a depth of

200 meters or, bevond that limit, to where the depth

of the superjacent waters admits of the exploitation of

the nitural resources of the said areas; (k) to the sea-
ied and subseil of similar submarine areas adjacent to
the coastz of islands,”™
It can be seen that this definition haz four main ele-
ments, as follows:

i1t the continental shelf consisis of the seabed and

its subsoil: the superjacenl waters are not in-

cluded ;

the rontinental shelf is adjacent to the coast;

the shelf begins where the territorial =zea ends;

and

f47 it is limited to a depth of 200 meters or by the
so-called “exploitability test.”

The first difficulty arises out of the concepl of ad-
jacency, This iz a crucial concept. What is adjacent?
To guete only one definition, that of the Concise Ox-
ford Dictionary, adjacent means “lving near, conti-
Fuous to * 10 miles? 100 miles? or more?

A second problem is raised by the inner limit of the
shelf being fized in refation te the breadth of the
territorial sea. It is well known that the Convention
an the Terriforia! Sea and the Contiguous Zone, also
adopted by the Geneva Conference of 1958, is silent
as to the extent of the territorial sea, agreement hav-
ing proved to be impossible at that time and again in
1060, As matters now stand, this means that the shelf
hegins at 3 miles for Canada and the United States
and at 12 miles for the USSE, while other states main-
tain that for them it begins at 200 miles.

A third problem — and the most serious difficulty
— is found in the double eriterion used for the outer
limits of the shelf; namely, 200 meters in depth or as
deep as a country can actually exploit the resources,
Although the inner limit is based on a horizontal con-
cept. that of distance from the shore, the outer limit
is a vertical one, that of depth. It was thought by the
International Law Commission, the primary UM,
law-making organ, which drafted the original version
of the Convention, that, as indicated in its report in
1953, the 200-meter figure represented a sort of gen-
eral or world average for the depth at which the hreak
between shelf and slope normally occurred. Now it ap-
pears that the world average is somewhat less than
this. However, the shelf can extend well beyond the
200-meter depth line — as in the case of Canada,

Moreover, it appears that the drafters of the Con-
vention did not think that it would be possible to
exploit areas beyond 200 meters for a long time to
come. However, we are now aware that actual exploita-
tion of petroleum resources has already taken place
al depths of 120 meters and that serious evaluation
drilling has heen done at 400 meters (off the coast of
Californial. It now appears to be only a question of
time and effort before much greater depths are
reached,

If a depth of 200 meters is not a practicable eri-
terion, then what of the exploitability test, the sec-
ond criterion that was proposed by the International
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Law Comnission in ite [inal draft arvticles and in-
cuded in the Convention? Dozs this mean that states
will cantinue o extend their jurisdiction deeper and
farther out to sen as technological progress is real-
ined?

It mav be surmised that the delegations at the U.*
Conference on the Law of the Sea in 1958 consideres
that the rules they were establishing were related only
ty the geologicu] shelf itself and that they were not
laving cdown rules for the exploitation of the deep
peean floor bevond the limits of the shelf or bevond
eguivalent limits of the seabed where there js no
geological shelf. as in the Persiun Gulf or off the
consts of parts of Latin America. However, the ox-
plottubility principle set out in the Convention has
led some authors Lo conclude — 1 quote the Japanese
authar, Professor Oda — that “it can be inferred
that, under this Convention, all the submarine sreas
of the world have Leen theorelically divided among
the coastal states at the decpest trenches.”

Professor Oda dees not disapree, however, with
another authoer, Professer Henkin, who has written
that “¥o government, 1 believe, would dare propose
this as the interpretation of the Convention; if one
did, the other nations would reject it.” I shall refer
later to the indication that the staies represented in
the United Nations have already rejected this inter-
pretation,

1 should paint out that even prior to the first United
Nations Ceonference on the Law of the Sea in 1958,
the Canadian view, as expressed in an official pub-
lication, was that “precision would not be forfeit ...
if the boundary of the shelf were its actual edge,
Where the actual edge might be ill-defined or where
there is oo shelf in & geographical sense, the boundary
might be sel at such a depth as might satisfy foresee-
able practical prospects of exploitation of the natural
resources of the seabed adjacent to a particular state.”
I shall return to this guestion later.

B.—0Other Articles of the Convention
Bearing in mind this analvsis of Article 1, a fur-

ther insight can be gained from Articles 2. 3, 4, 5
and 7 of the Convention into the precize nature of
the rights enjoyed by coastal states over the rather

imprecizely defined ares just described.

Article 2 states that “the coastal state exercises
aver the continental shelf sovereign rights" (not, it
might be noted, sovereignty) “for the purpose of ex-
ploring it and exploiting its natural regoyreos’ and
— these are my words — for no other purpose, These
“sovereign rights” are exclusive, in the following con-
text: that no other state may undertake these aetivi-
ties without the express consent of the coastal atate;
that these rights do not depend on oceupation or any
express proclamation; that the rights to be enjoved
do not affect the legal status of the superjacent waters
az high seas or that of the airspace above these
waters: that the enjovment of these rights may not
impede the laying or maintenance of submarine cables
ur pipelines on the shelf; and, finally, that exploita-
tion must not result in any unjustifiable interference
with navigation, fishing or conservation of the living
rezources, even though installations, safety zones and
other devices are permitted in order to allow fo
proper exploration and exploitation.

What would seem to emerge from this list of rights
iz that they are limited in nature and that they are
not to interfere with any right previously enjoved by
ather states, whether over the waters themsealves or
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on the very bottom, as in the case of pipelines and
cahles,

One of the major difficulties encountered in inter-
preting the Convention has been the determination of
the precise nature of the rights which are said to be
-avereign and exclusive but are not equivalent to those
craditionally arising from effective occcupation, that
is, ownerghip. There have been differences of view
over the interpretation to be given to those types af
living organisms belonging to sedentary species which
are considered to be, for the purpose of exploitation,
a part of the continental shelf. 1t has also been argued
— although the argument is strained — that one of
the possible effects of the concept of limited sovereign
rights is that juriadiction over the shelf does not ex-
tend to the freedom to install structures or devices
which are unrelated to the “exploration and exploita-
tion of the natural resources” of the shelf; for ex-
ample, military installations. However, it is already
wall known that continental shelves are being used for
that purpose, even though the nature and extent of
these activities are well-guarded secrets. It can easily
be seen that states are not likely to ignore their ze-
curity requirements simply because the Convention is
silent or unclear on the subject.

The exploitation of the resources of the seabed gives
rise to another difficulty. It is generally assumed that
there is hound to be a very large increase of activities
on the shelf in the next few decades. Unless the law is
made clearer, thers is a danger that the economic bene-
fits derived from the shelf resources will be of such a
scope as to contribute substantially to the erosion of
the legal basis for the free use of the high seas. The
provigions of Article 5 of the Convention, which allow
the coastal state to erect “safety zones” around the
inatallations and devices used for exploring or exploit-
ing the continental shelf, do not appear to be ade-
quate, from the legal standpoint, to permit coastal
atates to exercise that degree of jurisdiction and
eontrol in the area which is necessary to protect their
sovereign rights over exploitation of the resources of
the shelf,

Reference must algo be made to Article 6, which
provides for the delimitation of the continental shelf
hetween two states whose coasts are adjacent to or
opposite each other. These rules are impertant not
only from a bilateral point of view, for example, as be-
tween Canada and France and Canada and the United
States, but alsn because they represent the only firm
limitation to coastal states' jurisdiction,

Article 6 provides that in the absence of agreement
and unless another boundary is justified by special
circumstances, the boundary between the shelves op-
posite or adjacent to two states is to he determined by
application of the principle of the median or equidis-
tance line, If, therefore, the exploitability test of
Article 1 is not sufficient to limit the jurisdiction of
the roastal state, eventually it is the egquidistance ling
drawn somewhere in the midst of the ocean which se
limits that jurisdiction. Charts have been published
showing the result of such a concepl. Such a division
of the oceans would not only be inequitable, it would
alzo certainly give rise to a new type of territorial
conflict as well as to a colonialistic race to capture
new resources in distant regions.

. In brief, Article 6 is a confusing and, perhaps, in-
adequately drafted article which is already the =ub-
ject of an international dispute before the Interna-
tional Court of Justice. T will discuse some of the dif-
ficulties arising from this article when 1 later turn

{0 bilateral issues relating to the seabed which von-
cern Canada.

The eonclusion can be drawn from this diseussion
that the eneva Convention on the Contineniel Shelf
is not fully satisfactory. The Convention remains,
however, the only international instrument applicable
on a widespread scale, There is no question but that,
wenknesses notwithstunding, it embodies a large num-
ber of essential rules which, in any event, will have to
remain an integral part of whatever new law is de-
veloped. In spite of the criticisms being made of the
Convention, particularly in UN. discussions, it is
most difficult to offer workable alternatives and the
convention must be regarded as a remarkable achieve-
ment even if it turns out to be regarded, some years
henee, as only a good first try.

C.—Related Legal Aspects

[ have referred to a number of legal rights or rules,
traditional or otherwise, which have an important
bearing on the question of jurisdiction over seakbed
resnyroes. There are first of all the traditional free-
doms of the high seas:

(1) freedom of navigation;

{2y freedom of fishing;

{2y freedom to lay submarine cables and pipelines; and
{41 freedom to fly over the high seas.

Another freedom. which has perhaps a lesser status,
iz the freedom to undertake scientifie research on the
high seas,

After enumerating the four freedoms mentioned
previously, Article 2 of the 1938 Geneva Convention
on the high seas provides an additional rule: “These
freedoms, and others which are recognized by the gen-
eral principles of international law, shall be exercised
by all states with reasonable regard to the interests
of other states in their exercise of the freedom of the
high seas . . . " This is a most important concept to
retain and apply.

There is also the guestion of the prevention of pol-
lution and other hazardous and harmful effects from
any activity on the high seas, as iliustrated by the
recent disaster near Santa Barbara, California.

A more political aspect, but ome with important
legal vonsequences, is that of the use of the seabed
and oeean floor for peaceful purposes only. This, of
course, refers to disarmament and arms control meas-
ures. One of the main problems to be faced here is
how far the Great Powers are willing to go in getting
limitations on the military uses of the seabed which
are not imposed on the superjacent high seas. It i=
likely that the answer to this question will be known
only after patient negotiations in the Eighteen-Nation
Disarmament Conference in Geneva.

There is also the concept embodied in Article 6 of
the 1958 Fisheries Convention which recognizes that
iy poastal state has a special interest in the mainte-
pance of the productivity of the living resocurces in
any areas of the high seas adjacent to its territorial
gea.” This special interest may come to be recognized
in respect of all resources and all activities in areas
adjacent to a state's coasts. Fish do not respect terri-
torial sea limits, mor de mineral veins or oil pools.
From a security point of view, this special interest
ghould be even more evident, In fact, the concepls un-
derlying the Cenvention on the Continental Shelf, and
in particular the concepts of adjacency, seem to be
rooted in the notion of the special interests of the
coastal state,

. T




DEVELOPMENTS IN THE UN

A.—The United Nations Ad Hoc Committee
on the Seabed

The problem of jurisdiction over seabed resources
has been the subject of numerous meetings of inter-
natienal jurists and iechnicians over the last two or
three vears and has been treated in a very large num-
ber of publications, notably in the Uniled States. The
mast important development to take place in the
course of the last two vears, however, was undaubted-
Iy the introduction by the Delegation of Malta of an
item on the apenda of the 1987 General Assembly
(XXID calling for the “Examination of the guestion
of the reservation exclusively for peaceful purposes of
the seabed and the ocean floor, and the subzoil thereof,
underlying the high seas bevond the limits of present
national jurisdiction, and the use of their resources
in the interest of mankind.” Thiz resulted in a Hesolu-
tion by the General Assembly in December, 1967 es-
tablishing an od koe committee of 35 members, in-
cluding Canada, for the purpose of preparing a study
which would include:

ral a survey of intergovernmental activities and
agreements on the seabed and the ocean floor;

by an account of the scientific, technical, economice,
legal and other aspects of this item; and

ict an indication regarding practical meansz to pro-
mote international cooperation in the exploration.
conservation and use of the seabed and the ocean
floor resources.

The discussions of the committee have already given
ample evidence of the practical implicationz for mem-
ber states of the TN, consideration of the prohlem,
The report of the Technieal and Economic Working
Group of the Committee was perhaps its most notable
achievement. Ii gives a sober view of the geograph-
ical and economic realities of the present situation and
of the state of man's knowledge of the ocean and its
floor, and lawyers and politicians would be well ad-
vised to digest its contents. The report of the Legal
Working Group was, as expected, the most difficult
to prepare. There are, in point of fact, very few prin-
ciples in that report which were endorsed by all mem-
bers. It is mostly & summary of the views held by the
35 members on all legal aspects of the problem. This
ig certainly not surprising when one considers that
the adoption of any legal rule at this time might ir-
retrievably tie the hands of those supporting it. Can-
ada, for one, was not prepared to go beyond the enun-
ciglion of certain general principles which are by
themselves of a very far-reaching nature. These prin-
ciples, on which only a partial consensus proved pos-
sible at the last meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee,
read as follows:

(17 There is an area of the seabed and ocean floor
and the subsocil thereof, underlving the high seas,
which lies bevond the limits of national jurisdic-
tion (hereinafter deseribed as “this area™).

(2} Taking into account relevant dispositions of in-
ternational law, there should be agreement on a
precize houndary for this area.

(31 There should be agreement, as soon agz practie-
able, on an intermational regime governing the
exploitation of resources of this area.

{4) Mo state may elaim or exercise sovereign rights
over any part of this area, and no part of it iz
subject to national appropriation by claim of

sovergignty, by use or occupation, or by any other
means;

(5 Exploration and use of this area shall be carried
on for the benefit and in the inlerests of all man-
kind, taking into account the special needs of the
developing countries:

[6) This ares shall be reserved exclusively for peace-
ful purposes:

(71 Activities in thiz area shall be conducted in ac-
ecordance with internaticonal law, including the
Charter of the United Nations — and, T might
add, the Geneva Law of the Sea Conventiona, Ac-
tivities in thiz area shall not infringe upon the
Treedoms of the high seas.

B.—5Standing Commiitiee on the Seabed

Last fall, upon the submission of the Ad Hee Com-
mittee's report to the Twenty-third General Assemhly,
Canada joined with a number of other countries |GG
of them eventually) in sponsoring a resolution calling
for the establishment of a Standing or Permanent
Committee to suceeed the ad hac group.

Kuwait and Venezuela sponsored a separate resolu-
tion {in lew of an earlier amendment to the main
resolution’t which requested the Secretarv-General to
conduct a study on the advisability of establishing such
international machinery, (This resolution was even-
tually adopted, with Canada abstaining.?

Difficulties were encountered in determining the
mandate of the new Standing Committes, in particu-
lar over the USSR's insistence that every trace of
supranationality be removed from the resolution, and
their concern that the area to be dealt with in the
Standing Committee’s future consideration of the re-
gervation for peaceful purposes extend right up to the
territorial waters of states (as they proposed, unsuc-
cessfully thus far). (When the negotiations between
the co-sponzors and the USSR failed to produce agree-
ment on this latter point, the Soviets abstained on the
reaclution.)

Further difficulties arose concerning the Commit-
tee’s composition and size. Lengthy negotiations oc-
curred on these two questions, with the result that,
a5 a compromise, it was finally agreed to create a
Committee of 42 members (including Canadal), with
provision also being made for intra-group rotation
at regular intervals.

The reasolution ereating the new Committee was
finally adopted by the General Assembly, with no
negative votes and only a few abstentions {including
that of the USSR},

Two other important resolutions were also adopted
by the General Assembly. One, drafted largely by Ice-
land and co-sponsored by Canada and other countries,
called for internaticpal cooperation and a study hy
the Secretary-General on the problem of marine pol-
lution; the other, drafted largely by the United States
and also eo-sponsored by Canada and other countries,
provided for an International Decade of Ocean Ex-
ploration to begpin in 1970 under the aegis of the
United Nations,

It should perhaps also be noted that several pro-
posals were made, without success, to put a “freeze”
on claims to national jurisdiction over the seabed. A
number of lists of principles were also proposed, but
none was voted on.
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THE MAIN OUTSTANDING PROBLEMS

What are the main outstanding problems to be faced
at this juncture? What are the basic issues facing
the international community. and particularly the new
Standing Committee on the Seabed?

Parhaps: the most pressing one 15 the re-definition
of those areas which are to remain under national
jurisdiction. a matter now covered by the Geneva Con-
vention. The answer to this question will of course
alsp decide what area of the seabed iz to be placed
under some form of international regime. Many new
definitions have been proposed, starting with the
depth eriterion, which may vary from 200 meters o
550 meters, which certain authors claim to he closer
to the geographical nature of the continental shelf, to
1,000 meters, ete, . . . Others have suggested a formula
bazed on distance from the shore: this would ohvious-
Iy please the eight Latin American countries now
claiming 200 miles, Others have proposed a mixed
depth-distance formula; for instance, 200 meters and/
or 50 miles, whichever is more beneficial to the coastal
state. (This concept was referred to favourably in a
recent report by a U8, governmental eommission!.

The difficulty with these definitions is that they
are not susceptible to universal application. Although
any one formula might be considered as satisfactory
for a particular state or group of states, other states
could not possibly be satisfied with it. As far as Can-
ada is concerned, a cursary look at the Canadian shelf,
and I am referring here to the geological-geographical
entity, gives a clear indication of the scope of the
problem. The Grand Banks of Newfoundland, which
are undoubtedly continental shelf and slope, extend
for 300 miles and far exceed the depths envizaged. In
many places, the foot of the slope would be found at
around 3.500 meters, If one considers that the Flemish
Cap is but a natural appendix of our shelf, the dis-
tance becomes 400 miles. Is Canada to accept a severe
reduction of her continental margin and simply ignore
the advantages which nature has bestowed upon her?
Our eontinental margin has been roughly estimated
to be egqual in extent to 40 per cent of our land terri-
tory. We could probably afford to be generous, but
the question iz how generous and by virtue of what
eriterion, Obviously, the future economic progreas of
Canada is at stake and 30 may be other interests such
as security and fishing.,

Canada has nevertheless taken the positien that, ir-
respective of what may be permissible under existing
customary international law —and, as I said before, it
has been argued that, under existing internatiomal
law, a coastal state can legally extend its jurisdiction
to the limits of exploitation, subject only to the me-
dian line — the boundaries of national jurisdiction
nead to he clarified and related to more precise and
firmer legal eriteria. Canada is not aboul to claim the
large chunk of ocean floor beyond the geographical
shelf. However, although we have done some prelimin-
ary studies of the Canadian shelf, we are not vet in a
position to lay down any rule, becausze we do not vet
know, at least in any precise way, what the over-all
picture may be and what type of eriteria would meet
the widely different geographical circumstances of
the rest of the world.

A second most important decision to reach is related
to the legal regime which will prevail bevond the new
limits of national jurisdiction, once these are estab-
lished. This is one of the questions which the Seabed
Committee has been instructed to study. Here again,
many theories have been advanced. The one which at

present scems to be the mest popular, particularly
wilh smaller statez, iz the idea of international con-
trol. However, such control poses both qualitative and
quantitative problems. How detailed should such a
new system be? Should it attempt to cover all explora-
tion and expleitation activities in their minutest de-
tails, in a wayv similar to existing national legislation?
Or ghould it just lay down some general rules of the
road? It eould he confined to simple registration ma-
chinery whereby the states undertaking activities on
the seabed would simply be required to netify some
international ageney of their intentions and generally
keep the world community informed. Or apain, it
could imply the establishment of a new international
agency with adequate powers to lease areas of the
senbed, control all activities therein, collect fees, roval-
ties and other rvevenues and hold a percentage of
these for the developing countries.

1t is mueh too early for anvone to take a definitive
stand on these theoretical guestions. The few “draft
treaties” we have been able o study are far too ideal-
iatic and ton far removed from the political, techno-
logical and economic facts of life to be more than in-
teresting and perhaps useful background documenta-
tion. One should not forget that any new syvstem, if
it is to prove beneficial to mankind as a whole, will
have to be a practical, workable proposition not only
from the point of view of world politics but more es-
pecially from that of the private entrepreneurs who
will undertake such activities on behalf of states. The
huge amounts of capital expenditures required for the
development of the presumably vast resources of the
ovean floor will, in all likelihood, continue to originate
with private industry, Without an adequate guarantee
of a reasonable return, these funds will be diverted to
other more profitable undertakings. This is not to
sav that the new regime should be fitted to all of the
requirements of the mining and petroleum industries;
but rather that they are the ones who will do the work
and the new regime has to take this into account.

BILATERAL PROBLEMS

Before I conclude, T would like to draw your atten-
tion to a series of hilatera)l questions which have some
bearing on the develepment of international law, but
are more particularly of direct concern to Canada and
to the United States.

There ia now before the International Court of Jus-
tice in The Hague a case involving the demareation of
national limits of jurisdiction over a part of the North
Sea Continental Shelf between the Federal Republic
of Germany on the one hand and Denmark and The
Netherlands on the other, The question that has been
asked of the Court is: What is the applicable law?

This involves basically an interpretation of Article
6 of the Geneva Convention on the Confinentnel Shelf.
Germany has been arguing, first, that the line of egui-
distance was not a general rule of international law
and that any delimitation should be based on equity.
Latelv, the Germans have added thal in any event
there exist *“special eircumstances” in the case at
hand, and that a boundary line other than one based
on the eguidistance line is justified. The Dutch and
the Danes have heen relving mostly on the line of
equidistance.

The importance of the impending decision of the
Court for Canada can be seen in the fact that Canada
iz already engaged in negotiations with France in re-
speet of the delimitation of the respective natiomal
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jurisdictions over the continental shelf adjacent to the
Islands of St. Pierre and Miquelon and that negotia-
tions should soon be initiated with the United States
in rezpect of those offshore areas where our juris-
dietions meet, Although T am not at liberty to discuss
the substance of these negotiations, the Court's deci-
gion eould have an impact on them, irrespective of the
fact that Canada has not vet ratified the 1958 Con-
vention. If Canada is any example, it would seem that
the application of the principles involved in the Geneva
Convention on the Continenfal Shelf iz giving or is
likely to give rise to many bilateral and multilateral
disputes as to how to draw the dividing line between
competing jurisdictionz to the continental shelf of
adjacent coastal states. When the apparently simple
rules of the article are applied to the extremely va-
ried geographical circumstances in which conflicting
rlaims to a portion of the continental shelf can arise,
it becomes quickly apparent that the principles of
equitable apportionment which appear to underlie the
article seem to be imperfectly formulated., These im-
perfections become all the more apparent if attempts
are made to apply the artiele te situations where
islands lie adjacent to a land mass of another country.
There seems little question that the drafters of the
International Law Commission’s articles and of the
Convention itself could not have been fully cognizant

of the extraordinary complexities az well as the un-
usual and, it is submitted, ineguitable results that
could arize from the application of the eguidistance
principle,

CONCLUSION

I have attempted to outline some of the basie i8sues
now eonfronting the international community with re-
spect to the explovation and exploitation of the re-
sources of the seabed and the ocean floor. 1 hops that
1 have demonstrated the importance which the Cana-
dian government attaches to the guestion of jurisdic-
tion over that area of the earth’s surface as well as of
the extreme complexity of the difficulties to be re-
solved, We firmly believe that any approach to these
difficulties and any attempt at elaborating solutions
musl be made cautiously and in a realistic manner. Tt
is not being negative to be prodent, It iz not to be
without idealism or understanding of the plight of
the less-developed countries to proeeed in such 8 way
as to ensure the orderly development of seabed re-
sources on the basis of sound economic and technical
facts. We must move ahead as rapidly as posaible, but
we must not scrap the existing rules of international
law until we are assured that better rules have been
devised to replace them.

(Reprinfed from The Canadion Mining and Metallurgieal Bulletin, May, 1868}
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