
the territorial sea and of a coastal state's fishing rights. One of these was
the United States proposai which, while it also called for a six-mile terri-
torial sea and a further six-mile contiguous zone, differed from tie Canadian
proposai i that it provided for recognition, under certain circumstances,
of foreign fishing riglits in the outer six-mile contiguous zone. Another was
a joint eight-power proposai (co-sponsored by Latin-American and African-
Asian countries) allowing states to cb.oose their own breadth for the territorial
sea between three and tweive miles and providing for the application of the
twelve mile exclusive fishing zone where states elected flot to extend their
territorial sea to twelve miles. These were, li effect, the main formulae for the
setulement of these questions from which the Conference had to choose.

The Canadian proposai was the only one to win a simple majority vote
in the Commnittee on Territorial Waters (the vote was 37 li favour to 35
against, with 9 abstentions). lI plenary session, however, no proposai on
the territorial sea or the contiguous fishing zone was able to obtain the
necessary two-thirds majority support. The Canadian proposai received 35
votes li favour to 30 against, with 20 abstentions; the United States proposai
received 45 votes in favour, 33 against, with 7 abstentions; and the eight-
power proposai received 39 votes in favour, 38 against, with 8 abstentions.

While no Conference decision thus em~erged on either the question of
the breadth of the territorial sea or the contiguous fishig zone, it would be
miùsleading to look upon this lack oif agreemient as li any way signifying a
"failure" on the part of the Conference to make headway on these problenis
which unquestionably are among Uic most difficuit issues in Uic whole range
of international law. The inability of two-tbirds of Uic countries represented
at the Conzference to reach an accord on territorial-sea and flshery limits
should not obscure the fact that a very wide measure of azreement was


