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CONSI])ERAT]~ON .OF QUESTIONS ~"ERRED TO. THE"SUB-COI~,IITTEE ]3Y T}~ CO}-E,,LITTEE UNDER 
THE. T'.E~.~S OF THE "AGREEMENT R~CI ,{ED ON ORGA}~ZATION OF WOB/{" AS P,~AD OUT BY T~ 
CHA!P~.~ AT THE 45TH}~EETINC OF TIKE CO.lV~IITTEEHELD ON 12 }.~.~RCH 1971 (continued) 
(A/AC. 138/SC.  I I I / L . .  2 7 - 4 1 ) .  ,. . . . . .  , ., 

The CHAII~£&N invited the sponsors of proposals relating to the 
. .  

preservation of %he marine environmen%~ scientific research and the development 
• . 

and transfer of technology %o introduce them. 

~. ~'IOORE (United States of America), introducing the draft articles on 

~he protection of the marine environment and the prevention of marine pollution 
. .:" 

submitted by his delegation .in document A/AC.138/sc.III/L:40, ssid that marine 

pollution was a global problem requirihg-a-t~y international solution and that . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

the many new and intensified ocean uses to be considered by one Law of the Sea 

Conference might Pose significant-risks of environmental damage which must be 

dealt with promptly and effectively. .The Conference shottld establish an adequate 

_j_~isdictional basis for co-ordinated in.ternational action, which would have to be 

adapted %o .the needs of each specific threat to the marine environment. Vessel- 

source pollution problems~ for example, were fundamentally different from those 

raised by land-based sources or sea-bed resource activities and required different 

solutions. A distinction .must also be made between jt~risdiction to set Standards 

and jurisdiction t0 enforce such standards. The United State~ delegation had 

tried to provide for those requirements in its draft articles. 

Section A of the draft articles, dealing with the basic obligation to protect 

the marine environment, had been left open and would be based on the outcome of 
... 

the .discussions i.~-.the Working Group and theSub-Committee. The Section B dealt 
• .. 

with competence to establish standsmds,: differentiating.between pollution from .. 
.. 

ves sells-".~d, pol!ution from activities .under coastal State jurisdiction in the 

coastal sea-bed economic area. The proposed international sea-bed resource 

authority to be set up uaqder the Convention .would establish standards for those 

activities and also for activities under the control of the authority in the area 

beyond. Since the coastal State would have primary responsibility for the .. 

management and control of sea-bed exploration and expl.oitation.activities, it. 

should, have the-right, to establish stricter standards for the activities under its 
- .. 

jurisdiction"in its coastal Sea-bed economic area., ....... . ....... . .... ... :.. 
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At the Committee's spring session his delegation had introduced a working paper 

explaining why it considered, that standards for vessel-s0urce pollution should be 

internationally est.ablished. Decause of its teclinical ~competence and experience~ ' : :  

IMCO shdt~d be designated as the international organizatioh responsible for 

establishing those standards. To ensure that new problems were adequately and " ~ " 

rapidly dealt with and that all countries interested in participating in.the . .  ~ " 

estabi:ishment of such sts~.dards wot~id have an opportunity to do so, the ' " " .  ' • 

United States had proposed in the I~.[CO Council the creation of a .mari,ne .:enviro~ment. 

protection committee for dealing ~,rith vessel-source pollution. Tha.% c ommittee~ 
• 

~filose membership would-he-open to all interested States, ~,~ould ~be--~@~mgow-ered to adopt 

regttlations and circulate them directly to Governments ~.~ithou% review or approval by 
... 

the I}[CO Assembly or Council. The regulations would then come, into effect 

automatic~mlly unless opposed by a specified number, or categ6ry~ o f  States. The 
.. 

committee would have regional sub-committees for considering solutions to regional 
_. 

problems. 
.. 

The draft articles provided for the internation~ml establishment of Special 

standards for special areas and problems. There Were provisions enabling.port 

States, in accordance with their general right tO regulate vessels ent@ring their 
• .. ~ . • . . . . . . .  ;.. 

• . . ~  . ~  1 

ports, to apply higher vessel-source pollution St~%ndar'ds ~o such vessels, " and ~ flag 
• . 

, - . .  . 

. . . . .  

States to continue to do so for their own flag vessels. There was also provision 

for co-operation among the various international organizations active in the 

environment field~ including the United Nations Environment Programme. 

The •sections of the draft dealing with enforcembnt were intended to provide 

ad'equate enforcement authority to cope with the variety of pollution problems 
• • .: ~ . 

arising from sea'bed activities and from vessels. The Coastal"State was given ' 
,. .!.. - . . . 

complete  a u t h o r i t y . t o  enforce  both  i t s  own and i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s t anda rds  f o r  s e a - b e d - '  
. .  . . .  . 

activities under its .jurisdiction in its coastal sea-bed economic area. Since other 
.. 

States might be affec:ted by pollution from such activities, provision was al"So m~e 

f o r  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  i n s p e c t i o n  to ensure  Compliance wi th  the  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s t andardS .  
• . .  • . .  

Flag States, port States and coastal States would all share specified enforcement 
• . 

right s and. duties with regsmd, to poii~.tion from vessels amd"wo:uld ~ be able, by. 
.'. - . .  • . . . . .  • 

agreement, to..authorize Other States % 0  act for them in the exercise Of those rights 
..- . . 

and the performance of those duties. " ' 
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The flag State would continue to have enforcement responsibilities over its 

vessels.~ although such authority would not be exclusive, ~ and would assume a specific 

obligation to enforce international] stm~dards in the case of vessels flying its flag, 

subject to the right of other States to have recourse to compulsory dispute 

settlement.:procedures to ensure that the obligation was fully disch~rged~ 

The port State would be able to enforce pollution control standards in the case 

of vessels using., its ports~ regardless of where violations took ~° place. 

The coastal State would have rights and remedies that woul&, fully protect its 

environmental, in~eres%s~ provision was made for dealing with %_h_e ..... four major marine 

pollution problems facing a coastal State: serious maritime casualties off its 

coasts, violations of international s~andards presenting imminent danger of major 

harmful consequences, persistent and unreasonable failure Of a State to enforce the 

international, standards with respect to vessels flying its flag, and general 

violati0ns 0f-t-~e~rd-s, ...... 

The 1969 Intervention Convention ~ which enabled the coastal State %o %ske direct 

action to preven%~ mitigate or eliminate a major threat of .oil pollution in the 

case of maritime casualties~ was being e~oanded t0 apply to pollution by other 

substances. .The coastal State .sl%ould also be allot,red to take direct enforcement 
"b 

measures, including detention or~ ).~here necessary, s~rrest, in order %o prevent~ 

mitigate or eliminate imminent danger of major ha~mful consequences due to a 
2. 

violation of the international standards, since serious pollution was possible 

without the occurrence of a maritime casualty. 
• . 

All States, whether coastal or no%~ would have the right to lodge a complaint 

through the dispu.%e settlement machinery against a particular flag Statewhich 
. • . .. 

unreasonably and.. persistently failed. %o snforce the international standards. If the 

complaint was upheld~ coastal States would be authorized %o %~oke additional 
• . 

enforcement measures~ including" measures on the high seas, against all vessels of 
. : { . . . . _- . 

that flag violating the .international standards. 

There was also provision for a general system for dealing effectively With 

ordinary violations of the international standards. Vessels suspected of such a 

violation wou.ld be require~d to supply relevant information requested by the coastal] 

State concerned. If the vessel was bound for a port in the coastal] State, the i&tter 
• 

could request an immediate on-b'oa~-d inspection and deny port entry if the request was 

refused. If the suspected vessel was hes, ded else~,~here, the coastal State might 

fo~ard evidence to a port of call of the vessel or to %he flag State,in which case the 

port State or flag State would be required to undertake sm investigation,.:in which the 
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coast~l State would be entitled to ~ ~-" " J- . • par~lcmpa~e If the investigation revesled a 

violation~ the port State might institute proceedings~ but if it did not, the flag 

State would have tc do so: The flag State's obligation to institute proceedings and 

ensure adequate penalties would be elmforceable through compulsory dispute settlement. 

• Other draft articles dealt with State responsibility~ penalties~ liabili~ for 

unreasonable enforcement measures, multiple proceedings snd co-operation. There 

was also provision for compulsory dispute settlement. If the rights and duties of 

States set forth in the proposedConvention were to have-any meaning, the parties to 

it must ..... a~wee to settle all disputes peacefully. The United States could not agree 

to many of the proposals it had itself made in the Committee if there was no general 

system of compulsory dispute settlement. 

The United States proposa3, for '°the establishment of a new marine environment 

protection committee in IMCO~ copies of ~hich had--been--circulated to members of the ~ ~ 

Committee~ would in no way detract from the jurisdiction of the Sea-Bed Committee, 

or prejudice the options of the Law of the Sea Conference regarding the jurisdiction 

of States. There was general ag1~eement that strict international standards were 

needed for the protection of the marine environment and the United States proposal . 

was designed to ensure that those stsmdards were erpedltlously and effectively 

established. There could be no question that IMCO had broad authority, under.:its 

Charter, to deal with vessel-source pollution problems~, and it had been active in 

that field since its inception. 

Fir. MBOTE (Kenya), introducing hi~- delegation's draft articles on the 

prevention and control of pollution in the max.ine environment (A/AC.138/SC.III/L.41), 

said that it had taken as guiding 'principles the provisions contained in articles 8, 

ll~ 15, 16 and 17 of the 0AU Declaration on the Issues of the Law of the Sea 

(A/AC.158/89), szd in document A/AC.138/SC.II/L.40~ on the exclusive economic zone. 

His d~legation believed that the Charter of the United Nations and established 

principles Of international law empowered sovereign States to exploit their nattu-sl 

resources in:a manner consistent with their o~m environmental policies. But at the 

same time they had a responsibility not to cause pollu~ion that would damage other 

States or the environment as a whole. Each State should therefore formulate and 

implement whatever measures were necessary to protect the environment. 
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The maim burden of cleansing the marine environment should be borne by %he 

industrialized developed countries~ which ~lere the main polluters. Unfortunately~ 

industrialization s~d almost every h-~aam ac%~ivity caused pol!ution~ and although Kenya 

fervently hoped %ha% it could preserve its unpolluted enviror~men%, it had espoused 

the cause of economic development through industrialization s~d could not become a 

party to measures that might have s~ adverse effect on its economic aspirations. 

Article I of his delegation's draft articles provided that coastal States •had 

the right to establish marine zones ~it_hin which they would exercise jurisdiction or 

....... control for %he purpose of preventing or minimizing damag@ to their marine environment~ 

and the reason for that provision was that 80 per cent of marine pollution originated 

from land and the remaining 20 per cent, although Originating from the activities of 

both coastal and non-coastal States~ affected only coastal States. Article i was a 
• . . 

defensive mechanism against the dangers to Kenya's living resources, beaches and 

o%-6urfst amenities ~ through pollution in-%he-marine-environment and through international 

land-based sources of pollution such as international rivers~ lakes etc. 

Draft article, viii provided that States should co-operate directly or th÷ough 

competent international or regional bodies9 %sking into account all relevant factors 

including %he source and type of po!lu%ion~ geographical and ecoiogical aspec@s of 
b 

specific areas~ and~ as appropriate~ the economic characteristics of %he countries 

concerned. His delegation did not consider it necessary to formulate international 

standards of marine pollution control %o be implemented exclusively on an international 

basis~ because i% was no% in %he interests of any State %o pollute its own waters~ 

let alone %hose of others. Consequenily~ ~.iI States could be expected to take maximum 

account of agreed international stsndards There was no reason to fear that %he 

developing cotmtries~ say, would adopt standards that were too iow~ because they 
• 

treasured their present ~rela%ive freedom from pollution and would~ if anything~ adopt 

higher standards. Agreed pollution control obligations would need to be carried out 

through bilateral and multilateral co-operation, having regard to all reievan% factors 
. 

and particularly the economic capabi!ities of countries to discharge such obligations. 

That could no% be %he case, ho\.-~ever~ unless all States were technically able to 

pariicipate actively in the necessa~j measures on an equal fooling. Therefore~ with 

respec% %0 the transfer of %eohnoi0gy~ the advanced countries had a duty %0 assist less 

privileged countries in the %raining of personnel~ dissemination of pollution research 

data and the provision of %he necessary pollution conirol equipment. In the event of 

emergencies at sea~ the affected States, and particularly the developing co~n%tries~ 

should be entitled not only %0 emergency assistsm_ce from the iniernational con~nunity 

but also to whaiever aid ~;~as needed to minimize the pollution ds~%ger. 
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With regard .to the United States proposal in IMCO that a new permanent body should 
: . . • . !• 

be established %0 carry out I~CO.!s environmental" responsibilities~ his delegation 
• . 

considered that the proposed new.fm~ctions should be performed by the United Nations 
• . 

• ~ - .  

Environm~.n%. Progrsm.me ~ with IMCO acting" as the farter's technical departlen% The 
• . •. 

United Nations Environment Progrs.mm e shoul d also be responsible for administering any 

ot.:her:..existing or future conventions or organizations concerned with the prevention Of" 

pollu.tion %o the ..marine environment. 

As to liability for damages and settlement of disputes, his delegation believed 
• 

that damage occurring in areas beyond national jurisdiction should be dealt with by 

the States or international-organizations responsible and that the appropriate ' 

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  body .should ensure t h a t  t he r e  was Compliance wi th  agreed p r o c e d u r e s .  

Within national jurisdiction, t.he coas%a! States concerned should deal with pollution 

according to their o~m law. His delegation's views on the settlement of disputes 

were still flexible, bu_t_ii_~mul~Lbe _pointless to promulgate interna_tional-/~;,?~unless 
. . .  

• • . .  : .  . 

an efficient system of settling disputes was agreed upon~ and Kenya would therefor@ 

participate fully in formulating appropriate clauses. 

Finally~ his del.egat.ion tuadertook to revise the draft articles to bring %hem intb 

line with the progress being made in the Working Groups. 
• ... 

14r. GARCES GI/IALDO (Colombia) said with reference~to %he transfer of 

t echnology t h a t  he wished to s t r e s s  the i n t e ~ a t i o n a l  community's fm~_damental 

responsibility to ensure that the benefits derived from the exploitation of marine 

resources contributed effectively t0~.rards narrowing the gap which now separated some. 
". 

nations from others, For over ten years %he international community had been expressing 
' . .  

concern-and the d.esire %.o accelerate the .development of %he less advanced coun~~.ies by 

the..applioa.%ion of science and tec_hnology.~ but it.was discouraging %o see ~owlit%le 

prog.ress had b~en achieved since .the United Nations Cor~ference On the Appiicatlon of 

Science: and Technology for the Benefit of Less Developed Areas in 1963. 

No. one now. q u e s t i o n e d  the mutual adwantages to be gained from a broad programr~e of 

transfer of teclmology~ and his delegation believed that the implementation Of su~dh • a 

policy with res:pect to the-oceans and their resources could be beneficial tO present 

-and future..generations, .~e just end equitable rules which mustbe applied %o it had 

fortunately already been ag~2eed upon by the United Nations General Assembly in 1970~ 

wh@n i%. adopted i t s  S t r a t e g y  .for the Second Development Decade TheS t r a t eg3 r  had a l s o  
• . . .  

. .  

prom bred the Latin American_ delegations to submit their proposal concerning the regime 
• 

f o r  the sea -bed  and ocean f loor~ and s u b - s o i l  thereof,~ beyond the l i m i t s  of n a t i o n a l  

jurisdiction in 1971 (A/AC.138/49). 
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The authors of that draft had proposed, in a chapter on the international 

machinery, that the international authority should, itself e~plore and e~ploit the 

resources of the sea. In order to ensure the active participation of the developing 

countries in the application of marine tec~mology, they had also provided for the 

establishment of regional oceanographic institutions, tec_hnical assistsnce facilities, 

the co-operation of experts at the request of the developing countries, the employment: 

in the international-machinery of personnel drawn from the developing countries, the 

location of processing plants in those countries and the establishment of joint 

venture s. ................................ 

The proposals submitted at that time by the industrialized countries had been 

directed to the simple granting of licences, which would have the effect of excluding. 

the developing cotmtries completely from the technical exploitation of marine resources. 

That approach had fortunately been rejected by a large majority~ and it was-pleasing 

to note that now, as the Conference on the Law of the Sea ~drew-nearer~-few countries 

still insisted on the maintenance of anachronistic privileges which had no place in 

the international machinery. ' " 

Where the use of technology in resource exploitation, scientific research and the 

conservation of the marine environment was concerned, the interests of individual 
b 

States must be fairly balanced against those of the internatienal commuui.ty. As the 

delegations of Colombia, Me~ico and Venezuela had proposed in document 

A/AC.138/SC.II/L.21, in the patrimonial sea the coastal State should have sovereign 

rights over all resources to a distance of 200 miles from the coast, without prejudice 

to freedom of communication, and should exercise jurisdiction over the preservation 

of the marine environment, scientific research and pollution control. To enable 

the developing countries to e~ploit the resources of the patrimonial sea effectively, 

however~ it was essential to ensure that technology was trsnsferred equitably through 

regional institutions or joint enterprises with the participation of indusSrialized 

States, possibly acting in co-ordination with the international authority. ~ 

It..would be helpful if .the forthcoming Conference on the Law of the Sea could 

be provided ~th a study which would enable it to establish the main objectives of 

the transfer of technology and also rules for achieving it in a rational and 

progressive manner. Reference might be made in the study to various kinds of 

programmes designed to promote transfers at both the international and the regional 

le-~el.. It was essential that the developing countries be given access to technical 
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knowledge, whether or not it was protected by patents, under fair and reasonable 

conditions~ techniques must be adapted %o meet their needs~ they must be helped 

to acquire technical know-how more quickly~ and opportunities must be created for 

personnel from the developing countries to receive training in marine science and 

technology and to participate fully in activities at the international level. 

With regar d to preservation of the marine environment, he said that it was clear 

that States had a duty to preserve the environment~ at the same time, the inability of 

the developing countries to control pollution had also been recognized. In order to 

preserve the marine environment it was necessary to analyse its ecology. I% was also 

. . . .  ne_gessaryto determine the nature of pollu%ionin-order to control it, and neither ~ 

process could be carried out effectively without scientific research. The exploitation 

of the living and non-living resources of the sea likewise depended on scientific 

research, which~ however~ was too costly for all but a few countries. 

Technical assistance from the more developed countries could help the developing ........... 

coun-t-ri-@s-t6 achieve their resource exploitation and pollution control objectives. 

The preparations for such assistance on the par% of donor and recipient alike were 

all-important and should be the Object of their combinedefforts. 

There were thus, three main points to be considered in connexion with the transfer 

of technology: first, a study should be undertaken with a~view to devising an 

international Set of rules governing technical assistance and transfers of technology~ 

secondly, States and other bodies involved in scientific research should support 
• . 

parallel progra~es of technical assistance, including transfers of technology, aimed 

at the countries of tke zone or region in which the research programmes were to be 

carried out~ and lastly, all programmes of scientific research, technical assistance 

and transfers of technology should be co-ordinated and guided by one large technical 

and scientific body directly answerable to the international authority. 

Mr. PERISIC (Yugoslavia) recalled his delegation's statement the previous 

year to the effect that as scientific research tended to limit the freedoms of the 

seas, it was evident that in the interests of peace and co-operation no new freedoms 

couldbe instituted on the old basis of inequality. His delegation had also 

supported ~he request of the developing countries to be allowed to participate in and 

benefit from scientific research on the sea and its resources. 
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A request' for %igllter restrictions On activities connected with the sea might 
• - . . . • .. .. .[, . . .. 

appear to the developed countries as an obstacie to the further development of ~ science 
' . "  . . . : : : . . . . , . -, . 

and teohnoiog~f, The developing cotu%tries~ bearing in mind the principle of ~he 
• ~ .. . . 

.. , .. : ..A 

common heritage; %oo!~ a ¢lifferent vie~$~ insisting that their interests should on no 
"-'." . - • , . -.,.. • 7 . .  " . • 

account be disregarded in the el~oora%ion of new rules of conauo~ ~' t. 
• , :. , ...;.... 

The transfer of technol~',~._~bo an& the lJroblem of its financing" .had not received 
• ~ . .  -.... . . : : . ~, 

t h e  full ;at-bention of- the Uni ted Nations for some t ime,  primarily owing t o  resistance 
.-" : ,. . . ; ~" . .. 

from the veste~ interests in the ezisting markets for technolog V. Efforts made oj 
• . .:,,. :. • , 

...... the develo~ing countries hacl~ however~ brought about notable changes~ in particuls~r 

th e ~set%ing up of ne~insti-~u~ions under ihe auspices Of UNCTAD~ ECE and the :Economi'c ....... 
. . . . . . .  . . : -  . . .  . : . : • . . .  . . 

and Social Cotu%cil to deal with futm"e Problems relating" -be the transfer of te:ciwnology. 
: . ~  : . . , : . " .  , : :  : ., . .  - . . . .  . " . . . . .  . . .  • . - . . .  

Various UNOTAD bodies had already Contributed considerably to the study of many 
• , .. . ; . . . . . . .  :. 

aspects af that question, 
. . . .  i ' : : : : ~ .  " , ~ : ~ . : . ;  " . -~-, :  

The tremsfer of technology /nvolved-al-l--s.lectors of econ0mic acti~ity . . . . . . .  
'. . . ,. , .. , : --.. - -. ; ".. • ..:... ~ .: . . - ,  ,.. 

Unfortunat'ely, the growing tecknological dependence of the developing" cotu~tries on the 
• ~ ~ ' ' ' • . '  " " " ' : " "  " ' ;  . . •  ' - i : ~ ' i ' .  • . • . . 

developed, countries gave cause for grave concern, particularly in view of the fact 
, .- . . - ' ,  . . .  . . .  . . . . .  - -  . . .  , : . .  : -  . . . .  . "  . 

that it tended to hamper their development efforts. It was therefore essential in the 
• ... • . . ... .. . [." , : • . .. ". . .. • . . • )- • , 

i n t e r e s t s  o f  e f f i c i e n c y  -b.hat .new m a c h i n e r y  f o r  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  t r a n s f e r  o f  t e c tmo logy~  
' : • ' , ~ .  . . . "  " ,  . : ,  . • . . . . • . " .  ~ . . -  • . . . ~ ,  • . • . . . .  

notably with regard to specific areas such .as the sea bed and its resources, should be 
~ ' . ~  / .  i '  : • . .  " " " " ,  " " . ,  • ' . , "  . . ,  ' " " " 

co-ordinated with e~is~Ing United i~ations .bodies . . . . .  
.. , , , . 

• . . . .. , . ,.: .. . . .  . . . . . .  

The .Continuing situation in which only a few of the most developed countries. 
.. . . . . . .  ~ :. . • . , ,.., ~ . .. • . .. 

could, benefit from the a?-~plication of technologv to the exploration and ,e~ploitation 
- . . . .  ! :  • - -  . : .  . ,  " .  . - ~  • - . , .  . / ~ . : .  : .  

of the sea-bed did not improve the :position of the developing countries, His 
• . , . , . 

.. - . . r . -- . • . . J-,,~- " delegation accordingly sup~orted their r.equest for the es~ml~shment of international 
, . . .  . .  , ,  ~ ... - . . 

centres to provide information on teclmo!ogv markets~ such centres should help .to reduce 
,. - . . , ., " . . .. . . ' .  , /. , 

the total c o s t  of transfers~ whi,ch ,represented one of the major obstacles to 
.. .... : .... :: -j 

d e v e l o p m e n t  pr.ogn_~ammes. - T r a n s f e r s  .of t e c h n o l o g ~  might  b.e c a r r i e d  ou t  more e f f i c i e n t l y  
• . . , , . ' . .  • . . . . 

. .  

and put to better use.if institu,tions were also set .up in the developi.ng countries ...... 
• . , . .. 

themselves to ~a!yse va~ious aspects .of the .process . .... , 

Experience had sho~,m :~hat /~he transfer: 0f teclmology on a commercial basis: .was .. 

not in keeping either with the prin0ii~les on which-marine research should be based or 

with the general principles of international development policy. Efforts must be 

made to establish new relations among States with regard to the market for technolog~ 

in general and with particuls~ rege~d to the sea and its resources. The setting up of 

a new l e g a l  r e g i m e  and m a c h i n e r y  o f f e r e d  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  to  a c h i e v e  t h a t  aim. 
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• %There the e~pioitation of the sea-bed was concerned, most developing countries 

were technologically in the position of: least developed countries. Special plans 

should therefore be made to train personnel and establish appropriate institutions 
• ._ 

in those countries~ in accordance with the programme for the development of the least 

developed countries dra~-~n~up by the Third L}.~CTAD Conference. Only the direct 

participation of developing countri.es in e~ploration and exploitation, which 

necessarily modified the traditional concept of tecl~mical assistance, could place 

the developing' countries on sm equal footing with the develope~ countries and 
• . ." . . 

effectively bridge the ever-: widening gap between them. 

Yugoslavia was the co-ordinator of a Working group concerned with the ' ' 

preparations for the Cof~ference of the Heads of State of Non-Aligned Countries robe 

held in Algiers in September 1973° On the draft agenda for the Conference was an item 

entitled "Co-ordination of policy with regard to the next Conference on the Law of the 

Sea". The econo~C asp-ec-ts of the Law of the Sea~ scientific research and, in 

particular, the transfer-ofteqhnologo~ occupied the same prominent place in the work 

of that working gToup as in that of Sub'Committee III. 

Mr. NASINOVSKY (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said it was not by 

chance that his delegation had supported the proposal 6f ber~tain developing countries 

thatthe question•of transfers of tecl~nology should be referred to theWorking Group 

dealing Withscientific research. 14odern oceanographic research was extremely costly 

and complicated, and fl-equently required funds and resources which were beyond the 

means even of moderately developed countries. It was therefore desirable that a 
• . 

considerable number of countries should participate in such work. Soviet 

oceanographers"hac! recently had the opportunity to carry out investigations in 

co-operation with scientists from a number of developing countries, on one research 

vessel, for e~ample, nineteen scientists from various west African countries had 

psmticipated in a special seminar organized by FAO. On Other occasions, also on 
• . . .  • . . . . .  . . .  . . . . : 

bo:ard Sovie{ ships, e~perts from Chile iud' Peru had par-~icipated, in scientific work 
• . ~...~.., ~:,. .. .. . 

with their Soviet colleagueS, and E.g~ptian and Iraqi scientists had taken p~t in 
.. , 

• 

expeditions. 
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Participation in scientific expeditions was of course only one of the measures 

which could help to increase the capabilities of the developing countries-in the 

area of scientific research. There was much work to be done on such matters as the 

implementation of joint programmes, the transfer of scientific and technical informati0n~ 

joint action to assist the developing' countries in establishing scientific research " 

centres, and the setting up of machinery for transferring patented know-how. The 

question of the transfer of tec!~uo].ogy was, in.~his vie~, directly related to the 

principle of • freedomof scientific research on the high Seas, for unless that principle 

was upheld there could be ..... no real international co-operation in the_studY[of the oceans. 

In July 1972 Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary~ Poland and the Soviet Union had 

signed a Delclaration ~on Principles of Rational Exploitation of the Living Resourc@s of 

the Seas and Oceans in the Common Interests of All Peoples of the World (A/AC.138/85). 

He suggested that that ~eclaration might offer a basis for the formulation of draft 

articles on ~he transfer of science and technology and more par tiU~l-a-rly on questions 

relating to fisheries and fishing. Article 4 of the Declaration expressed support 

for the struggle of developing countries to establish independent economies, and 

sympathy with their aspirations to create modern fishing industries of their own. It 

also noted the: need for co-operation with the developing countries in the sphere of 

marine fishing, the need to assist thedeveloping countries in the establishment of a 

modern marine fishing industry with the necessary shore installations and the need for 

aid in the training of national cadres for the fishing industry. 

In his delegation's view transfers of science and technology must be based on 

agreements between the countries concerned} and the socialist countries would, on a 

bilateral basis, elaborate m~d implement programmes of technological transfers related 

to all aspects of marine research, resource exploitation and pollution control. 

He drew attention to the draft article for a convention on scientific research in 

] Poland an 'l the world ocean submitted earlier by his delegation and th_ose of Bu_garia, ... 

the Ukrainian Soviet Sooi81is9 Republic (A/AC.158/SCoIII/L.3i), article 5 of which dealt 

with the provision of assistance to developing and land-locked countries in mat%ere 
• ..: 

relating to research and the training of scientific staff. Related provisions were 

contained in article 6 of his delegation's draft articles for a convention on general 

principles for the preservation of the marine environment (A/AC.158/SC.III/L.52). 

Those proposals might~ he though%~ provide a sound basis fox' the elaboration by 

Sub-Committee III of provisions relating to transfers of science and technology to 

the developing countries. 
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" ~_. PApAGEORG.IO U (Greece) sai~_ that his delegation supported in principle 

the propoSal that scientific research and the transfer of tec_hnolo~oy, ~hich. were olosel2 

interrel~ted, should be considered together by the Working Group established by the 

Sub-Committee for that purpose. Work in preparing the international Convention would 
• 

be futile unless there was full co-0peration on the question of transferring technology. 
• . 

Indeed ~, the concept that the sea beyond the limits of national jurisdiction belonged 

to the world community would be nothing but an empty theory if the technological 

achievements and inventions were not transferred to all countries for peaceful uses. 

Peaceful and productive co-operation between the ..... peo-ples of th@ world depended upon 
• . :. 

allowing the developing countries equaluse of technological achievements, which 
• . 

should theme@ires Be considered as belonging to mankind as a whole. 

His delegation believed that the proposed internati0nal machinery and the 
• . 

techn01ogicaliy adv/nced countries should direct their efforts towards transferring ........ 

-~echnology tO the developing coun.tries and training the latter's personnel. The 
. . . .  • ..~. • . 

supply Of materials and systematic training would result in parallel activities taking 
• 

.. 

place in the e~ploitation Of the sea and in scientific reseai~ch, from which considerable 

benefit would accrue to the international community. Greece, for its part, had 

already translated its views into action: its merchant marine schools were open to 
• . '  . . 

• • 

trainee officers from the developing countries. Those schools were equipped with 

the most advanced means of marine technology and scientific navigation and trainees 

from the developing countries could benefit from them on an equal footing with Greek 

nationals. 

~Mr. VEL~LA_ (~[alta)said that his delegation considered that the United States 

proposal in the IHCO Council that a new marine environment protection committee should 

be set up under the auspices of IMCO would be prejudicial to the forthcoming Conference 

on the Law of the Sea. Such a step meant e~panding IHCO's tel~ns of reference, and 

it was therefore a constitutional matter, which involved ell members of the United 

Nations. Since the Sea-Bed Committee was a preparatory Committee for the Conference 

on the Law of the Sea, it was directly affected by any proposal theft conflicted with the 

objectives of the Conference. His delegation had no objection to the discussion of 

the issue in the Sub-Committee, although perhaps it was a matter that should be dealt 

with by the Main Committee. He read out to the Sub-Committee a sts~tement made to the 

Council of IMCO on 5 June 1975 by Mr. Russel Train, in support of his o~,m view that 

the establishment of a new IMCO subsidiary would be prejudicial %o the work of the 

Conference on the Law of the Sea. 
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Thequestion of the distribution of revenues from sea-bed resource activities 
. . . . . .  . , . , . . . . : . . . .  • 

was.already a highly, controversial question and i% would be ~ong:::~;do'mplio'ate i t 

£urther by deciding tha~ future revenue would be partly used to ms~e a contribution 

• tp,.the, cost of machinery created, outside the C o n f e r e n c e . . .  . 

. . . .  . . H e  had similar objections %o the Kenyan proposal %h~'t the responsibilities and 
• . . .. . , 

functions envisaged for the marine environment protection committee should be given 
. . . . • • . 

to the United Nations Environment Programme~ because %he conference on the Law Of 
• . . • . , . . . .  . . . 

the Sea was the only machinery appointed by. the General Assembly to underta/~e a 

general review of ~he law of the sea, inciuding-~he estabiislmnent, of ma international . . . . . . . . . . . .  
• . ? 

body with. competence in the marine environment. The United States and Kenyan 
. .-:• • : ~ • 

p r o p o s a l s ,  . . . . . .  and any  o t h e r  a t t e m p t s  t o  c r e a t e  new b o d i e s  w i t h  competence i n  t h e  m a r i n e  
• . , . .  . 

envirolmment or to divert functions that the Conference might give to the future 
• .., • . 

~in~_e~national. authority, would hav e. a _fragmenting.. effect; m~ d, Were contrary tO... the .. 
• .. ., . : . . . . . . . . . .  

o f t - s t a ~ e d  v iew o f  t h e  members o f  t he .  Sea-Bed commi t t ee  t h a t  a u n i t a r y  and 
" .  : • : U ' -  , : ' " . . .  " " ' :  . . . . . .  . • 

comprehensive approach should be adopted. After all, the protection Of the marine 
,. .0 , . . . . . .  - . , • .. . . : • 

. e n v i r o n m e n t . w a s  one o f  t he  q u e s t i o n s  i n  t h e  l i s t  o f  s u b j e c t s  and i s s u e s  on which  
, . :- • ... , ~ . ... : . ... 

the Committee was ?zorking. 
• . . . .  • 

• : . . • °• ~ .': ,~ :. 

.. k~ 

• :The meetinK rose.at. 5.2.0_ ~.m.,. .. : • 
• . : 

. . . . . . . .  . , .-. . . 

.: . , , . . . ": . .. . ~'•- 
• , . . .• 
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