LI

ral mejendments would ever be ratified by the
opasgo-thirds of ICAO member states neces-
to befy to bring them into force. _

ileble) To bring a modicum of order and com-
ered zin commitment out of this confusing ar-
f vapt of prdposals, Canada and a number of
maultjier countries tried to promote the idea
withpa “pac‘kage approach” whereby a new
provi ematid:nal convention, along the lines
ns (rthe NO{dic proposal, would be approved
to g the diplomatic conference as a more
to be nediaté measure (since the convention

- i . . .
ropostild come into force after ratification by
ier C#airly_ limited number of states), and
. endments would be approved to the
ce glicago convention as a longer-term mea-
dd parJ;E. Unfortunately, however, so many
conveParatelinterests were working at cross
ould fPoses ‘at Rome that it proved impos-
le to gain enough support for any type
ter'p]an.

| As if| there were not enough elements
tking against a successful outcome, the
b straW was provided by the intercep-
h on iugust 10, 1973, of a Lebanese
not il airliner by Israeli military aircraft.
f hayef t is subject was added to the Rome
da, time, which could have been used

were

esca oA .
d fleftXamine and to negotiate the proposed
t %o dEndments to the Chicago convention,

to ex takexi up at the beginning of the ex-
trodut rdinary assembly in censuring Israel
entionreover at the request of many states,
..+ fdiplomatic conference devoted a great
ughin .4 .
cal gl of time to considering unsuccessfully
it the the Hague and Montreal conventions
on I d be émended to cover “‘state acts” of
wiul interference with civil aviation
. sal,Fer than, as at present, just “state
ﬁ‘*’xe istance to the acts of individuals”.
", i? Considering the disappointing results
1atic i .
ent tc;he Rome meetings, was all the energy

:ended unsuccessfully to achieve a “joint
terron

F:l” cr}nvention worth the effort? On

[;e :rfp diplomatic activity, representations
l =

} publﬂcity, as well as the useful pres-
on a & exerted by influential and interested
OP3yns sdch as the pilots’ associations,
fzeﬂii;:ed many governments that might
.fc-r erwisel have been content to pretend
;i‘;na%!problgm did not exist to stand up and
on‘,t punted:

}', B:’ Mpst% important, a number of states,
the Beh may not have previously intended
0 €0 Jo so,|have contemplated or are now
Ir tw emplz}ting positively the ratification
'01"‘;””% e three existing international conven-
Tae ] It is easy to say, at this point, that
relie | is less pressing need for new inter-
CEE’]_enF)nal-machinery for taking “joint ac-
en.noy " agdinst states assisting hijackers
vide y that most states seem ready to accept
efi:;at ental international obligations by

ce, my conclusion is that it was. All

ratifying existing international conven-
tions. This encouraging development, how-
ever, was not apparent until very recently,
and is attribuable, to a great extent, to the
train of events and difficult choices trig-
gered by the original Canada/United
States initiative. It can at least now be
said that practically no state is hospitable
to hijackers. Recent incidents show that hi-
jacked planes have to wander from state
to state before finding even a semi-haven.

In the North American context, in-
creased security measures have undoubted-
ly been the most important single factor in
the dramatic decrease of incidents, Also
significant, however, is the deterrent effect
of the bilateral hijacking agreements en-
tered into separately with Cuba on Febru-
ary 15, 1973, by Canada and the United
States (followed on June 7, 1973, by the
bilateral agreement between Cuba and
Mexico). Canada first proposed the nego-
tiation of such a bilateral treaty with Cuba
in 1969, after the Cuban Government had
announced its intention not to become a
party to any international hijacking con-
ventions but rather to negotiate bilater-
ally, taking into account its relations with
individual countries. Well before these bi-
lateral agreements came into force, it had
become clear that a hijacker’s lot in Cuba
was not often a happy one. These agree-
ments and the attendant publicity now
provide clear confirmation of this fact.

It is evident that the time has not
yet come when governments can relax and
pretend that the hijacking problem has
been solved. Incidents still continue to
occur too frequently throughout the world.
Governments and airlines will not be able
to drop their guard in the foreseeable fu-
ture. Certainly, however, the across-the-
board attack on the interrelated aspects
of the problem has directly and indirectly
produced some positive results. As a re-
sult, individuals who might in the past
have been tempted to commit hijacking
and related offences now seem to be more
aware that the gamble is not worth the
risks, since there are very few places
left where punishment can be avoided en-
tirely. It is to be hoped that they are not
now using their diabolic ingenuity to de-
vise new methods of terrorizing innocent
citizens.

(This article was written before the Arab
terrorist hijacking incident which began at
the Rome airport on December 17. The
incident does not change the article’s
basic premise. Universal condemnation
of the incident should spur governments
to take further measures to eliminate the
problem.)
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