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SOME UNRESOIVED ISSURE OM TIE IAW OF THE SEA

Mr. Chairman.

After the introduction T hawve just received T think T should
say, like Yorl Rerra, -ut on my own hehalfl, that half of the lies w' ich
people say about me are untrue, OSpeaking tc an audience as knowled:iable
as this, as part of & nanel as “istinpuished as tris, and replacine as
qualified snd as important a person in this fisl# as Mr, Evensen, I shall
be mindful as a lawyer that the best defence is the ples of truth, and
mindful as a diplomat that a good diplomat must always speak the truth.

I shall therefore outline my views on the issues before us simply and
frankly.

Before doing 8o I should respond to the comments of the Chairman
about British Columbia., As you know, there are grert similarities between
British Columbia and Texas. Each consists of hupe territories; each grows
vast areas of wheat; esach produces substantial quantities of oilj and each
contains immense cattle ranches, The people nf each are described as
expansive Lln nature {some say "expansionist™ - our Minister of Fisheries is
also from Britisk Columbia). I+ is importsnt. however i¢ be awere of one
central Aifference between Pritish Columbia an< Texas: namely t'at we Pritish
Columhians are much more friendly towards the United States, This could
chanre, of course, if the proposed tanker traffic between Alaska and the
State of Washington comes to pass - but I have promised not to discuss that

subject.
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I am pleased to serve on this Fanel with suck eminent jurist .,

scholars and diplomats, T am particulerly Fapm te have with us my old
friend John Freeland of the United Fingdom. 7T hsve with me a newspaper

clipping from yvesterday's issue of the Wew York Times which reads in part:

n While American environmentalists press for iighter
repula*ion of shi-ning in cosstal waters to prevent oil
epille arising frem collisions =nd creundings, the
British have heen aritated by & similar prohlem arising
from tanker accldents in tre Dover Strait outside their
territorial seas,
il Stirred by a series of oil spills on Forlist beaches,
Parliament has moved to authorize the PFritish Government
to sink or seize any oil tanker ttreatening to pollute
Britain's stores, whether inside or cutsi'e thre three-mile
territorizl limit t++tat Britain claims. Canada teok similar
action a yesr ago when she set a 100-mile pellutien control
limit in the Arctic.
i Such unilateral encroachments on the traditional
freedom of the seas are di<turhing hecanse they could centri-
tute to 8 reneral hreaskdown of the internstion=1 law of the
sea., But nations cennot e bhlamed for moving to protect
themselves arainst pollutants with no respect for arbitrary
houndaries es-ablished in the days of sailing ships, If the
law of the sea is tm be saved it must be modified to provide
effective international controls over cargoes thnat threaten
Aistant shoras as well as the high seas trat are everyman's
haritage."

It is nice to have you on board John!
-.‘3!"’




I must sayv that the Tanel seems a 1ittle unbalanced from a
governmental point of view, with cnlv Chile, the United ¥Yindom and Ceneda
rerresented, snd enly myv friend Panl Bnro of fY'e Tamrrouns here alone to
represent the proponente of the old intern=tional law hased on the archeic
concept of the freedom of the hiph seas...and all tkat, However, I hope
that we ill helable to eive the audience acme indir~stion of tre wvarieties
of views which exist within the Tnited Naticons on the many unresclved Law
of the Sea issues.

There is no dearth of such issues. The prohlem seems tc be one
of selection. You have heard an excellent discussion already of the general
hackeround from Mr, Enre, from Mr. Freeland, and my old friend and colleazue
Mr. Zepers of Chile concerning the rance of consideraticns facing the
internstional community, 1 cannot aspire to ibeir elenuence, I.hope, however,
to outline some asp=ets of the prohlem as we Canadians see them, with =
view to sugpesting that there is really only one central issue facing the
internaticnal community, namely, the continued wiahility in today's world
of the concept of the freedom of t*e hirh seas a5 an asolute dectrine. 1In
order to do so T will make & necesss»ilv curser: snalvsis of some of tle
major issues wrich must he tackled v “he Preparator,; Committee to the t'ird
Law of the Sea Conference, and, ultimately by the Confarmnce itself.

One of thm main issues is ecleerly the incressing urgency in estab-
lishing an egquitable international regime, including machinery, for the
seahed and ocean floor bteyond the limits of national jurisdiction. As we
stated in the Prepsratory Committee in Geneva last moath, we knew of no
prohlem comparable in the demands ii places upon the international community
for innovation, imsgination, and sccommodaticn, It raises problems ranging
from Roundsries ouestions, (always one of the most sensitive issuss of concsrn

to states), to arms control matters, to the need for new concepts of rescurce
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administratioh, to economic problems relating to pessible morket disruptions;
t.n hasic gquestions concernine thke developmental needs eof tke t71ird world,
+o new problems concernings imternstional institutions, whick if unresclwed
eould lesd to e~nfliets not enly hetween states, hut even perhans
hatween state= and the Unlted Neticons its=1f, 41 of these complicated
problems are inh=rent in the topic. Whie' skould 1 discuss? The complexity
of issues can be reduced, in my view, to three central i-sues: (a) the need
to define “he limiis of aress of the seabed and ocesan flcer bhevond national
jufisdiction; (b) the need to estahlish an egquitable lepal regime for that
aresj and {c) the need to cre~te international mackinery tc adminisier the
regime. What are the prospects? Wh-t progress is heing made?

The prospects are uncertrin hecause w'ile presress is heing made
in some areas, tkere is 1ittle or nene in others. On limits, no progress has
been achieved thus far, heyond a moratoriom rescltulon nalliag upon stztes
not to encroach upon the area beyond n=tional jurisdietion., The rescliuicn
Eives no gnidelincs, rowever, as to where that ares hepins or ends. ‘de in
Canada hsve no special Aifficulty on *ris guection, s=ince we areo partiss to
the 195° Geneva Loaven*ion on thke Continental Shell, which represenis existing
internatienal law, We differ of course with those who read the Conventien
selectively, stressing the 200 meter ischath ¥ ile ignoring the overriding
provision laying down the exploitability test, We accept, however, that the
Convention is a Continental Stelf Convention, not an abyssal depth conventicn,
and that there is thus a limit to netional jurisdiction and that the area
beyond the stelf is alsc beyond national jurisdicticn. I refer here to the
geolorical shelf; that is to say, the continental margin,

Tn whet direction are we likely to proceed on ihis issue? No
one can say., It is possible to foresee, perhaps, an accommodation based on 2

non-discriminatery application of a 200-mile/200-meter distant depth fermula--
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non-diseriminatory in thet t'nse few st=ias 1i%e Canpde whpse peplo~ical
shelf ex!'rrds bevond suoh Aigtances sand deptks wonld retsin their pressnt
jurisdiction out t~ the edre of 1he continential ﬁnrgiﬂ. Oyr preblem, as
you know, is that the (a-aadian shelf, 1ike ibat eof certain other states
such as Arrentine, is deeply plscisted, and we are not orepared to accept
any proposition wherehy 91800oW shelves should be sacrcosanct while deeper
shelves would he truncated, T will come back itc this important issue of
non-diseriminstion a 1ittle later,

On the second importeant sub issue - the regime - some
consideratle propress has been mede. It was no small fest for the 126
memhers of the United Nations to have heen shle to work out, under thre
brilliant leaderstip of Amhassader Amerasingh of Cerlon, a Declaraticn of
Principles intended tn Jay the lepal foundetion for the nroposed regime.
While the de;]?rntiun ig not wholly satisfactory te anyon=, it is hroadly
acceptable 85 a comuromise te nesrly all. ZEven here, 1ittl= work has heen
“one 85 yet on the verv concrete snd practiecal prohlems which must he
+tackled in *trhe elahorstion of a2 reslly effective rescurce management syrstem.
Tt is our own view that final success or failure in the elahoration ef such
a system which must be development-oriented, protectins both cosstal states
and offshore developers as well as the interes*s of the international
community as a whole - particilarly the developing countrics, will determine
whether or not the endless hours and enormous funds already expended in the
U.N, on the seshed question, will in the end produce substantial henefits
for humanity as a whole, or will, instead, merely hamper development and even
hinder exploraticn. T should like to emphasize therefore ihe impertance which
the Can~dian Govermment attaches to developine an effective and practicable
resource management systems, Much work will have to be done on this gqukstion,

(You mav, incidrat211+, have noted that T referred te "humanity as a whole'.

Cur Prime Minister receqtly married. Two days before he married he gave a
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speech on women's rights, 7 den't know if trers is any ronnection
between these twe evants. Put -onstheless the Canadian delersaticn to the
Iaw of the Sea Trevsrvator: Committees bas since substituted tre phrase
Teommeon heriteee of humanity" and "henefit of humanity" for the former
phrase in vopue. There are seme whe might say with Winston Churchill
that "man embraces woman" but we want to ensure the converse as well.)

Orn the t'ird sub issue, the prorosed internatione? machinery,
once again little hss been achieved heyond the Secrefariat studies and some
useful U,N, ~“ebmtes and discussions. There is ss5 yet no action. What are
the prospects?
| On this as well as the preceding sub issue, we think *hat they
are good, providi-ag progress can he made on the first, namely, the questieon
of 1limits. Unfortunately, there are some extremely complicated precedural
questions involved, due to the insistence of a numher of stetes that limits
he considered pvipr to the elaboration of the repime in much greerter det =11
than has occurred trkus fer, Many stetes are mderstawdhly nervous ahout
considering the question of limits until thev have some better idea cf the
nature of the Tegime, but on the otker kand cther states are cauticus about
the nature of the regime in the ahsence of any clrsr guidelines on limits.

What are the prospects? There is some censiderable reason for
pessimism, lUnless the Preparatory Committee can begin to conduct its affairs
different]lr than heretcfore, we wont he able tc make the 1973 target date,
nor -any other. At la~t month's Geneva meeting, the Committee was un=hle to
meet at all for the first two weeks cf the session, due tc the procedural
difficulties I bsve mentioned, based largely upon differences of views
concerning priority of trestment of the varicus subjects te be includad on the
agenda of the third Taw of the Jea Conference.

How can we ovesrcome this procedural des”lock which is hlocking

further substsntive progress by the Committee? Can=da bas put forth o supgestiogn --
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== net a Tormal proporal -- merels a9 jAea wtph entails & course of

acticn invelving three elemenis, The first would he to create a rral
moratorium, States wonld ke ec=2lled upon to define their contiamatal shelf
claims by a specified date. Those uncertain as to bow {ar they may wish

to claim would specify s line beyond which they would newer claim. If
necessary a rider could be inecluded to the effect that ne state could claim
beyond 200 miles or to the edge of the continental margin. They would
adwvance such claims in the knowledge that their action would not predet-~rmine
internzticnal law on continental shelf limits but would nonetheless estop
them, and other states, from extending jurisdicticn heyond such declared
limits, The effect of such coordinated action by s'ates weuld he the
immediate d=finiti~n of the non-contenti~us ar~a of the seabed - the aras
which no one claims, which I think wou'd he substantial. No longer would the
existence cof such an area be a matter of speculation, conjiecture and
controversy. It wo:ld then exist in fact a5 well as in theory. The effect
would be to concretize the whol problem, The U,%, covld then turn to the
questicn of the precise delimitation of the limits of the area “e.ond naticnal
jurisdiction in 2 much more relsxed atmosphere, under much less pressure, It
may be said thet such a procedure would encourare wide claiws by states, but
our own view i that such a procedure would not cause any state to claim any
more than it would eventually claim in any event, Moreover such action would
not prejudge the development of international law except in one respect, namely,
that subsequent nepotiations could have the effect of expanding the non-
content.i~us area but could not have the effect of diminishing it. (It is
interesting to note that a few days affar we put forth our idea in Geneva

the PBureau of the “reparatory Committee proposed, and the Committee agreed,
that the Secretary General circulate a request to 211 member states of the

UM. to give particvlers of their Law of the Ses lepisla*tion whick would of

course include 811 of 1heir elaims to marine jurisdictﬁ“n;}
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A second element in our suspestion is that tre (LN, would,
simul teneously with the definition of tte non-cont entious area, establish
a skoletal internstirnal mectinery to cope with immediste provlams which
cannot sweit the rutcome of the U.N, Conference in 1973 or later. The
present resistance to establishing machinery before the area i= delined
wonld no lenger have a logical basis, Investors such as those involved
in the Deep Sea Mining Venture could proceed with some safety of investment.
There would be zn suthority which could protect tte internsts of the
international community while ensuring certainty of title toc the investor.
5Such mackinery need carry out only limited functicns at first, slthough it
would reguire the capacity te perform the whele range of functiens which
must ultimately ﬁe carried cut. There wonld te no need tc develeop 2 full
scale eletorate and expensive intern=ticnal bureaucrscy. A heginning,
however, cuu]d.hn made, Experience conld be developed and applied well
before the crucial perind of widesprrad exploitation of the resources of
the abyssal depths.

The third element in our sugpestion is somewhat more radical tran
the first two, It would consist of the woluntary a-ceptance by all coastal
statas of an "international development tax". Such a "tax" would consist
of a fixed percen‘age of all revenues wrich goevernments derive from offshore
development he;and.infernal waters, (It world not he possible to provide
for all revenue heyond the territerial sea because of disarreement of the
hreadtt of the territorial sea,) The fund thereby created would be used not
only to Adefray operating costs of the new internaticnal machincry but for
internatinnal development purposes. We have marde rough guestimates that the
revenues mirht amount to anything from 1.5 million te 15 millien dollars per month.

The situationm therefore is that we already have a set of principles

for the repime. With the three-ste- course of acticn which T hawve just
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outlined we would Also hsve an ares, sn administering avtherity, and
adminietretion funds, We think the idea is worth consideration, e
won't nress it, unless there is sufficient support, in which case we wouid
table a working paper, perhaps in the summer sessicn in Geneva and, sssuming
the response was favourable, later table & rescltuicn in the UM, If
delegations prefer to continue the procedural srguments for s few years then
we wlll not, of crurse, insist on puttine forth our ideus as a ferma]l proposal.
S50 much for the Seabeg. What arc the other major issues? Yeu
have already heard references to the rescoluticn passed at the XXVth UNGA
agreeing on the trird Law of the Sea Conference, a Resoluticn T might say
which was the product of extensive and lengthy negotiations in which Mr. Zegers
and I narticipated rather actively, That Res~ltuien msade specific mention
of a4 momber of issues., COne of these is the guestion eof the territorial sea
and internationa] straits. Censda now has a 17-mile terr torial s3s st we do
not need a Conference on that issme, (%We estahlished our territorial sea
unflaterally, of course, = the way every other sta'e has estsblished its
territorial ses.) We have no internstional streits - just non-internaticnal
straits such as the Horthwest FPa.ssage - so we don't need a U.N, Conference on
that question. However we recognize that trese issues are of considerable
importance to a number of other countries, particvlarly our neighbours to cur
north and our south, as well as to other major maritine powers sush as the U.K.
We recently stated in Oeneva that we considered it would be very [eolish to
downgrade the importance of tlis issue if we really want tc aciieve a
comprehensive settlement of tie Law of the 3ea, I need hardly poiat out thst
there is a relsticnsh'n and interpenetration of the many unresclved issuss of
the law of the Sea, and it thus is in our view necessary to include the
eroblems f the breadth of the territorial ses =2nd passare through internaticnal

straits witkin the halancing rrocess - in th's cese, a halance hetween the
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legitimate needs of coz tal states fer full sov reipqty over a helt of
water adiscent to L onir ceastlics, 2nd 4be eauall, 1oritinate needs of al)l
stat-s lor pass=-a ibrougk such waters. As a maior trading articn lacking
its own m=ritime fJlaet, Canada does not need to he persuaded of the iwrortance
¢f maintaining tre free passage of commerce. 0One of the crucial prohlems,
however, in our view, relates to the concert of ‘nnncent rassare, e
consider that t-is concept needs clarificati-« and redefiniticn., Wwst kinds
of passage are innrcent in today's world? Whst kinds of safegusrds are
necessary for the security of cosstal statrs? As we stated lart menth in Geneva,
in.our view the notion of "innocence" must be modernized, It is our con‘entim
that if a serirus attempt is made to do this, then we have an orportunity to
leave behind us the present situation of confrontasticon and pelarizaticn, whorehy
ovarly conservative attitudes hy some states produces radical responses by
others, w-ich in turn inereas~s the ripidity of the conservative positicn by a
circular rrocess., We zre concerned also thet failure to resnlve t!is prelem
could threaten the succeas of the Coaference on many other related issues,
It is impossihle te ser how tris issue will he resolved, but cur own helief is
that those countries which have made the most extensive cla ims might e
prepared to limit their clesims to specific t-pes of jurisficties in return
for the scquiesence on +'~ mert of ttose states wiich orreoss any claime e
12 miles

Anpther maior and compl-x issue arises out of the ‘nereasinely ureent
need for an accommodation wit in & =ew lepsl framewsrk otween the erowing
demants of distant-weter risting states for new sources of supply to mest treir
accelerating needs and the increasing concern on the part of eosstal states ic
pretect the livine rescurces of the woters off their cossts, There are no sasy
soluticns to this problem. From a polifical point of view it seems elrar that

distant-water fishing states will have to acceph some restraials ecn their
sasd L
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activities, Their activities are at present almost wholl unregulszted

and beyond the restrain's of law, on the basis of the increasingly archaic
doctrine of tke right to fish at will, founded in turn on the traditional
concept of the freedom of the viph seas. UOqually cl=arly, coasta) states
will have to accept thst there is st some peint a 1im+ to tre Aistance io
Wwhicth coastal states can extend exclusive fis'rries jurisdicti~n., It is
not easy to virualize a legal framework within wh eh such restraints will
he imposed nor the precise leral hasis for suerh pestraints. Unfortunately,
the complexity of the problem tends to suggest to marny pecple the need for
equally complex solutions. Our own approach is the ene which most fisheries
experts seem to be pradually acre t ing, n=mely, one based cn preferential
ripnts of coastal states. The accomme~ation might. he acrcess b+ all to the
hirh seas bheyond natirnal jurisdicticn, on the hasis of conservation
principles administered by the coastal stete =n behalf of the internsticnal
community, pending the establishment perhaps, ultimetely, if it proves
necessary, of some form of inférnatinnal regulatery suthority. Undoubtedls,
unless some such accommodation is worked cut, more and more coasta’l states
will find themselves o"liged to act 2s Canada has done to safeguard their
offshore fisheries rescurces,

Another auestion gpecifically veferred to in +he 1I,H, Re=clution
is scientific researekr, There i5 e¢-nirevars coneern ne the nature, extent
and lepal hasis ol 1he coastal stsies' inteperte i this Meld., The
Cont.inental Shelf convention provides that the consent of the ccastal state
is requirsd for research concerning the continen*tal #%=21f znd undertsaken there,
Bvan the UZA positicn on ocean data acquisibti~-n syrtem as communicated to
UHESCC drew attention to the need %c saf~puard the cca:ztal state apainst
actir ities ahove the shelfl inqimiecs]l tn its interests, Thus while some states

wish t~ ensure tre maximum freedom ¢ marine scientific ressarch with non-
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interferance from anr =ource - an obisctive which T am sure many in this
groun share = more and more ¢coastal states are hecoming alive fo the need
to at Jeast clarify the hasis for the protecticn of coactal states! inlerests,
Wrat are the prospects? Varhans tke golnti-n lipe scmewkere slonp
the lines of freedom of research in return for freedom of arcess to informs-icn,
Tnis audience is aware, however, of t'e sensitivity of t = guertion of access
to information gained with much Aiffieulty =nd 21 grest expence, It will not
he easy *to work out an accommodati~n which protec's the interects beth of
cogstal states and trose wishing feedom of research.
fnother major issue alsg referred to in the LN, Rescluticn and one
which in eur wisw covld nltimately make or break the Conference, is that of
pollutich. In ne other field is trere such an insdeguate, almost non-existent
legal framework consicting only of one fundamental principle, namely, freedom
of the high seas (supparted by » few IMOD conventions limited in scope and
applicaticn,) Under TMCO law & state can take remsdial measures cutside its
territorial sea, including even tte sinmkin~ of a ship involved in & maritime
casvalty and cauging or threstenine pollutien, "ut cannot take preventstive
measures fmn aveid such » gcasualt: such as orde-ins tte ship put. of certain
ereas or into port for repairs. Thre rationale of =uch a curiocus 1-gal principle
is the coneept of "fTap state jurisdicticn” which rives very shtert srrift o
the rights of coastal stetes, For example, flag state jurisdictinn hrooks no
intorference hy tre coastal state up to the moment of the disaster, tu* flag
state jurisdiction disarnears like magic at the moment a major pollution disaster
éccurs. Such jurisdicfiun doss not carry witk it the loricﬁl corollsry of
state responsibility; liability is left 4o ihe ship o'mer and the esrge owner.
This is a very curi-us s;stem of laws, whic* coa:tal states a2»e2 no longer
preprred to tolerate, |
s we pointed cut last mentb in Geneva, it is cn *his issu= where

we ccme face to Face with the dichohbomy hetween coastzl state interssts end ...l
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the deetrine of fresdem ¢f Lhe kigh sean, The axteasioq of Uicli rics
juri=dietion by cor-tal statss aormatl,; =l eels 071y ‘be Tish Ay yenr-lg
o7 relatively few states, Fwen the ewxercise of security comtrol --asures

wormally af eects only 'he neval or paramilitarm vestels of relztivelyv few
stdies, meinly those whe cansider tpsi troir worldwide stratspic intarests
are dependant rn maximum freedem of passape. The need to protect the
environment of the coasial state, however, con have sorious implications faor
the activities of all classes o” vessels cof all n=r1rn% - in the territorial
sea, in oyeclusive fisrin: 7ones, in internati-nal straits and en the Figh
gseas proper, It i= for this ressen thst we in Cans”ds econsider that it is
essentinl] to work out A sensible accommodsticn between coestal A+ maritime
inierscts,

Whick of the co-mplex range of issues rrisad Ty tle pollution problem
should go to TMCO? Weiek to Stockkolm? fAnd which teo the ihipd Tow of the
S5ea Conference? Our own view is tkat the 1572 Stockbolm Caaference provides
an ovrortunity for an interrowernmental multilaters] int=rdiccivlinary
speproach to tie prohlem, whereh: i+ will he possihls =et only to make
proFress on cmerete action rean’ring interncti nal ccopers*irn, "ut to prodfuce
2 deel=vatiern ef lea=al nrinc ples la.ing tr~ Tondsticn Ter & suhsenrusnt
maltila*eral convention. Tre 1673 Conference of T7137 fthe mandete of whizh iz
essentiall- *technical) ig +he olere wh-re certain of these principlas can he
translated into repulatory messures of navi satien, safety aad pelluticn
prevention, The Third Law of the 3za Conference provides an opportunity fer
governments Lo take 2 comprehensive legal appreosch to the pronlem ubleh takes
into account the close inter-relstionskip and interpenetration of thare and
tte other unresclved Lew of the Sea issues.

szt are the rrospects? It i wery diifficult tcsav. We can
envisage # multilsterzl conventien laving dewn anvireamental protectlen standerds,

witt enforcement left largely, for the loreseeaile future, to coasta]l stafrs,
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Sueck a comventicn cop™t be b hased pr flp rriaciple of tYe leert posei-le
inmiarference Wittt paserre, covsictent witl 41 = wwplep! icn of 4he qeripe
aavirenment, tot it weedld elesprly Fove to denrrt redieall. from ke reosent
laigrez-Tai-e anproach whereby the hifl seas are treated ae 5 ki~3 o Ao
man's land where any s*ste mav work its will without the sliebtest rogard
o the interests of otker statss or ~f t+e int=ronaticnal cormunity o2 a wkele,

T said a2t t'e ~utset of =v statement that | ceonsifer tkat 211 of
the major unresolved issu~s of the Taw of the S=a resolve themeslv s, eegentially,
inteo ona sinrle issue, n=mely, the viability of the doctri-e cof the fresges
of the high seas, We have heard such =n excellent prezentaticn sesterday
rn this subject by ¥r. Clinean that 1 de -ob proposc to dowvelep thal thame
=t length, as I hr? intended te do, 1 shall centins myself to queting fre.
tre steatement wl.ich I mede as Canadien repres-a*stive tr +he Firet Commithee
of the United N-ticons during the dehste con the Law of tre Sea item on lecemier L,
1770 when T said as fellows:

Grotius writing 30 varre apo observed thkat'sment thines

neeome eyxhavsted by proniscucur use...but :'st is ol Lne

cesa Pith the ses: it can he erbausted - mither % novicabien

nor by fisting, that ig t~ =85, in neith-r cf the two w=ss

in whieh it can be used."Traditimal conceptz of tre Law of

the 523 sre, of ermurse, founded upon the assum tions reflected

in this proncuncement hy one of tre most 1esrred publirists in

the fiels of tte Law of the Sea. Unfertunately, modern

technelogy bhas radicall, =1izred the whole nature ¢ the

rroblems requiring rezuin*inns bty tre law cf the sea, 2nd the

devel opment. of *he law has not kept race witt tie sdvaces of

techrlory., Grotius eon be ercused for not heing a»ls to

feresee the far-rmacking imnlications for the lzw of tte sea

af medern. *echnology, such == whather nuclesr s-ips an? losded
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suprTtakere sn= e ganalle Al innpeent passgire, whethay
radio=zctive wssla and nersve pas ma: e dpmped ‘nto the
ocearn on *te tasis of the rrinciple of the freedom ol the
tipk zeas, whether and whe* szfeguards are required for

o fstore dArilling, and whether fleeis of modern fishing
vessels vaster thap the Spanish Armsda cen be left tc fish
the hiph seas at will., We -annot be excused wowsver, for
ipnoring tke impact of modern tectnclogy upon rules desipned
for the days of sailinr ships and ancisnt empires. The
uses of the sea bave multiplied since tte time of Crotius,
The £~a3 10w c27 be exrausted hy "promifcuous use" and it is
incumbent upon us to dewvelop new lews to vrevent this

catastrophy™.

ﬁr. Chairman, T n=ed only add, in the Jipht of the present=tions
you kave alr adw hesrd this mereing from previcus speakers, thal in the
development, of such new laws it will e necesrrry for over: memer=-sia‘e
of the United Nations to be aware not only of its nsticnal intsrests hut of
the intrrests of othrr statec, in attemrtins tec work cu® sccommodations which
are acceptable to all, Impatant eopinica-f-rminy eroups such as the cne
I am speaking to today have an essential role to play in P2 uencing treir
own governmente in directicns which can lead *e such accommedsticn. It 1g a

responsible task,
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