
C{7NTRACTING STATES AND COMMITTED TO THEIR UNDERTAKINGS IN

THE CHICAGO CDNVENTION. THEN THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 7 OF

THE CONVENTION COME INTD PLAY. IT IS DIFFICULT TO SEE HOW

MEMBER STATES, AS CI]NTRACT I NG STATES OF THE CONVENTION, CAN

EXTEND THIS RIGHT EXCLUS I VELY THEMSELVES,

TH I S PROVISION OF THE CONVENTION HAS NEVER BEEN ACTUALLY

INV{7KED AND TESTED IN SUCH A CONTEXT. IF CONTESTED BY THE

COMMUNITY IT WILL BE INTERESTING TO SEE HOW UNDER ARTICLES

84 AND 85, ON DISPUTES AND DEFAULT, OF THE CHICAGO

CONVENTION, THE ICAO CflUNCIL, OR ON APPEAL. THE AD HOC

TRIBUNAL OR THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE WILL RULE,

HOWEVER THE COMMUNITY MAY WELL MAKE CABOTAGE NEGUTIABLE ON

THE BASIS OF RECIPROCITY, ALTHOUGH THIRD COUNTRIES CAN BE

EXPECTED TO MAINTAIN THAT RECIPROCITY MAY BE NEGOTIABLE IF

F I FTH FREEDOMS AND CABOTAGE CONTINUE TO CO-EXIST I N THE

CflMMl1N I TY , HDWEVER. I F FI F TH FREEDOMS AND CABOTAGE WERE TO

D I SAPPEAR W I TH I N THE CC]MfHUN I TY . THEN CABOTAGE FOR TH I RD

COUNTRY CARRIERS I N THE CüMMIJN I TY WOULD BE NO MORE THAN THE
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