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miles of the United States coast identif y
themselves. I amn not; cornplaining about tis.
In an age of aeronautics, a country rnust pro-
tect its citizens. What I amn pointing out is
that in the interest of preventing pollution, in
the interest of protecting the flshing industry,
in the interest of protecting resources on the
sea bed adjacent to the territory of a coasta
state, other nations, and particularly our
friends the Axnericans, have by unilateral
action taken the necessary steps te safeguard
themaselves, their resources and their people,
without waiting for international law to catch
up.

The fact is, the law of the sea has not; kept
pace with cbanging conditions. The release
sent out by the United States information
service regarding the note wich was sent te
the Canadian goverrnent by the State
Departrnent, reads:

The United States does flot recognize any exer-
cise of coastal state jurisdiction over aur vessels
on the high seas and thus daes flot recognize the
right; of any state unllaterally ta establish a terri-
toil sea of more than three nautical miles or
exercise mare limited jurisdictian in any area
beyond 12 niautical miles.

We, therefore. regret the Introduction of this
legislation by the Canadian government which, In
aur view, constitutes a unilateral approach ta a
problem we belleve should be resolved by co-oper-
ative international action.

No one will disagree with the sentiment
that; it would be desirable to settle this or any
other problem by, to quote the United States
note, "co-operative international action". But
surely, we as Canadians have a right to know
how long we are expected to wait before
there are provisions in the law of the sea
wich wrnl protect oui people, our coasts and
our flsing industry.

Somo hon. Memnbers: Hear, hear.

Mr. Douglas (Nanaimno-Cowichai-ThO
Islands): Let me reniind the House that there
was a conference in 1926 at wich time the
United States called for an action of prohibi-
tion against the discharge of ofi into the sea. It
was voted down two to one. In 1954 another
"conference of the sea"' was held. A conven-
tion was established wich would have set up
a 50-mile area from the coast withla wich
the deposit of oil was forbidden. The United
States refused te sign this convention. It said
the provision should require only voluntary
adherence. At the 1958 conference the United
States offered a six-mile territorial sea zonE
to replace the three-mile lirnit. This proposai
was defeated.
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The so-called law of the sea as laid down in
variaus international conventions is vague
and archaic in rnany respects. In the main,
progress has only been made when nations
have issued unilateral declarations as to their
jurisdiction and have then sucoeeded in get-
ting those declarations incorporated in an
international convention at a conference on
the law of the sea. This was true of the
Norwegian fisheries doctrine of 1951, which
later was incorporated in the convention of
1958. It is true of the Trurnan declaration of
1945 regarding jurisdiction over the continen-
tal sheif with respect to exploitation of the
resources of the seabed, which was later
incorporated in the convention of 1958.
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I think that we, as Canadians, are on sound
ground in saying that where oui interests are
at stake we are justified in following the
example of sorne of the countries to which I
have referred and making a unilateral decla-
ration, then indicating our willingness to sit
down and discuss the matter with other coast-
al states in the hope that we can work out
international conventions that will be satis-
factory to al concerned.

We have been told that a note was deliv-
ered to the Canadian goverrnent by the gov-
ernment of the United States, though we have
only had snatches of it referred to in the
press. One report is to the eff ect that it is
understood the note "criticizes the Trudeau
cabinet's decision to reject the authority of
the court in these disputes". Tis rnorning's
Globe and Mail has extensive quotations
which allegedly corne from the note that the
State Department sent to the Canadian gov-
ernmnent. I always find it difficult to under-
stand why the press seemn to be able to get
copies of these notes, at least extracts from
them, but we in the House of Commons are
flot; able to get that information.

Mr. Baldwin: It cornes from Information
Canada.

Mr. Douglas (Nanaimo-Cowichan-The
*Islands): In tis news story, there is contained
*in quotation marks what is alleged to be a

staternent that appears in the United States
notes. It reads as foilows:

if Canada had the rlght to dlaim and exercise ex-
clusive pollution and resources jurisdiction on the
high seas, other countries could assert the right
ta exercise jurisdiction for other purposes, some
reasonable and some not, but ail equally lnvalld
acoording ta international law.

1 The two staternents I have quoted, and
wich allegedly corne from the U.S. note of


