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LEGAL MEANS TO CONTROL AND AVOID
TRANS-FRONTIER POLLUTION *

PeTER H. SAND **
INTRODUCTION

Trans-frontier pollution is usually regarded as a “‘regional” problem, since
it concerns relations between neighbouring states. There is a growing
realization however, that the problem has further dimensions: partly
because recent scientific evidence indicates that the transnational effects
of pollution are beginning to be felt far beyond geographically contiguous
states (e.g., the acidification of Scandinavian freshwater lakes by long-
distance air pollution from Western and Central Europe, as reported to
the 1972 UN Conference on the Human Environment at Stockholm and
partly because boundaries are, of course, a universal phenomenon, and the
local problems of trans-frontier relations therefore are “common problems”
to all states. In particular, they are of equal relevance to developed and
developing countries and while the nature of environmental issues between
two or more neighbouring countries may to some extent be conditioned
by their respective stage of economical development, the legal means to
deal with these trans-frontier issues are remarkably interchangeable. The
present paper is intended as a survey of methods available for this purpose.
I should like to emphasize from the outset that the survey is not conceived
as a study in international law; on the contrary, it will attempt focus on
the much-neglected range of “domestic” legal procedures (legislative, ju-
dicial, administrative) for the settlement and/or avoidance of trans-frontier
pollution disputes. The approach will thus be predominantly comparative
rather than “international”—although the interdependence of national and
international remedies in this field is quite obvious. In order to place our
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study of methods in context, I will start out with a brief inventory of
existing institutions for the solution of trans-frontier pollution problems.

I. INSTITUTIONS AND CASES

‘While the settlement and avoidance of transnational environmental dis-
putes do not necessarily depend on the prior existence of specialized
institutions (one of the notable features of the 1974 Scandinavian Con-
vention on Environment Protection, reproduced in the Annex to this paper,
is that it does not set up any permanent body of inter-governmental ar-
rangements and commissions have traditionally played an important role
in this field. The inventory which follows here will provide some illustra-
tions of existing institutions in North America and Europe. It is not
meant to be exhaustive, and deliberately omits general regional or universal
organizations whose activities include environmental cooperation, unless
they are specifically oriented towards frontier problems.

North America:

The International Joint Commission established by the 1909 US-Cana-
dian Boundary Water Treaty, with its Great Lakes Water Quality Board
established by the 1972 U. S. Canadian Agreement on Great Lakes Water
Quality; and the International Boundary Water Commission established
by the 1944 US-Mexican Water Treaty, as supplemented by the 1973
Agreement on the Permanent and Definitive Solution to the International
Problem of the Salinity of the Colorado River.

Eastern Europe:

The Danube Commission established in 1948, and several commissions.
set up bilaterally pursuant to the 1963 Basic Principles on Agreements.
to be Concluded and COMECON Member States Relating to Cooperation
in the Field of Water Quality Conservation; e.g., the Boundary Water
Agreement between the USSR and Poland (1964), and between Poland
and the GDR (1965, in force 1967). Similar commissions empowered to
deal with boundary water pollution questions were established between
Yugoslavia and Rumania (1955), Yugoslavia and Hungary (1955), Yu-
goslavia and Bulgaria (1955).
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East-West Europe:

" Besides the multilateral Commission for the Protection of the Marine
Environment of the Baltic Sea Area, established by the 1974 Helsinki
Convention (between Denmark, Finland, FRG, GDR, Poland, Sweden and
the USSR), mixed commissions were set up bilaterally by the Boundary
Treaty between Finland and the USSR (1960), by water management
conventions between Austria and Hungary (1956), Italy and Yugoslavia
(1957), Bulgaria and Greece (1964), by the Treaty on the Basis of Inter
German Relations (FRG and GDR 1972) and by the 1974 Agreement
between Italy and Yugoslavia on Collaboration for the Protection of the
Waters of the Adriatic and Coastal Zones Against Pollution,

Western Europe:

Multilateral commissions have been established for the protection of
Lake Constance against pollution (Austria-FRG-Switzerland 1960), for
the protection of the Rhine against pollution (France-FRG-Luxembourg-
Netherlands-Switzerland 1963), for trans-frontier cooperation in the Polar
Circle region (Finland-Norway-Sweden 1966), and for regional planning
among the Benelux states Belgium-Luxembourg-Netherlands 1969). Nu-
merous bilateral commissions exist for purpose of frontier region planning
(FRG-Luxembourg 1964, Belgium-FRG 1971, France-Belgium 1970,
FRG-Switzerland 1974) and for boundary water management and pollu-
tion protection (Denmark-Germany 1922, Norway-Sweden 1929, France-
Switzerland 1962 for Lake Geneva, FRG-Netherlands 1960, Finland-
Sweden 1971, Ttaly-Switzerland 1972. For a detailed table of trans-frontier
cooperation on various levels in Western Europe today, see the background
papers for the 1973 European Conference of Ministers Responsible for
Regional Planning (“Frontier Regions and Regional Planning Council of
Europe Doc. CEMAT /73, Strasbourg 1973).

Before concluding this first part, I shall present four cases illustrating
the kind of international and domestic procedures available for the solution
of transnational environmental disputes.

1. The Trail Smelter Case. US-Canadian Arbitral Tribunal, Montreal
16 April 1938 and 11 March 1941; Reports of International Arbitral
Awards vol. 3, p. 1905; American Journal of International Law vol. 33
(1939) 182 and vol. 35 (1941) 716; see also the technical expert opinion
by Dean and Swain, US Bureau of Mines Bulletin No. 453 (1944).

—- The arbitration arose from claims involving trans-frontier air pollu-
tion by a smelter factory at Trail, British Columbia (Canada) about 20
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Km from the US-Canada boundary. The factory, owned by the private
Consolidated Mining and Smelting Company of Canada Ltd., roasted
sulphur-bearing ores and emitted sulphur dioxide fumes into the air, which
between 1926 and 1937 caused damage to privately-owned agricultural and
forest lands near the township of Northport in the U. S. State of Wash-
ington. On 7 August 1928, the issue was initially referred to the Interna-
tional Joint Commission established by the 1909 US-Canadian Boundary
Waters Treaty; after the Commission’s report of 28 February 1931 was
rejected by the United States in 1933, the two countries concluded a
compromise convention on 15 April 1935, whereby Canada agreed to pay
$ 350,000 for damage caused up to 1932, while the question of subsequent
liability and prevention was submitted to a three-man arbitral tribunal
(chaired by a Belgian lawyer). Meanwhile, the smelter company had
already begun to install anti-pollution equipment.

The tribunal held that Canada was responsible in international law for
the contamination caused by the Trail Smelter. It awarded $ 78,000 to the
United States for damage caused between 1932 and 1937; and, on the basis
of observations during a three-years test period, rejected claims for alleged
subsequent damage, but imposed heavy pollution control measures on the
smelter (including emission standards and monitoring procedure which
proved effective enough to preclude further litigation. Other trans-frontier
air pollution problems along the US-Canadian boundary have normally
been dealt with by reference to the International Joint Commission (e.g.,
see the joint 1966 reference reported in American Journal of International
Law vol. 61, 1967, p. 112).

2. Société Energie Electrique du Littoral Méditerranéen vs. Compagnia
Imprese Elettriche Liguri (also sub nom. Societq Elettrica Riviera di
Ponente Ing. Rinaldo Negri). Italian Supreme Court (Corte di Cassazione/
Sezioni Unite), 13 February 1939 Reported in Guirisprudenza Italiana
vol. 91 (1939) I, 1, 518; Foro Italiano vol. 64 (1939) I, 1036, with a
note by Bassano; English summary in Digest of International Law vol. 3
(1939) 1050; Annual Digest and Reports of Public International Law
Cases 1938-1940 (Lauterpacht ed., London 1942) 120.

— The operators of a private French hydro-electric power plant at
Fontan, downstream on the Roya river (French-Italian boundary on the
Riviera coast) had brought action in the French courts against a private
Ttalian power plant upstream at San Dalmazzo, for damages in tort and/
or breach of a private contract of 11 February 1924 regarding water
allocation between the two firms. After obtaining judgments in 1925 and
1926 at Nice, affirmed in 1928 by the Appeal Court at Aix, and after
the defendants appeal was rejected by the French Supreme Court (Cour
de Cassation) in 1935, the plaintiff brought action in the Italian Appeal
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Court at Genoa to have the French judgments enforced in Italy, in ac-
cordance with the 1930 French-Italian Convention on the Execution of
Judgments in Commercial Matters (League of Nations Treaty Series vol.
153, p. 136).

The Italian Supreme Court, affirming the Genoa Appeal Court decision
of 1937, refused to grant exequatur to the French judgment, on the grounds
that the French courts generally lacked jurisdiction regarding the de-
fendant’s water use activities which had been authorized by the Italian
state as a matter of public policy, and that of a French-Italian boundary
waters treaty of 17 December 1914, even though it referred to the firms’
private agreement of 11 February 1914, had the effect of ousting the
jurisdiction of the national courts in this matter. After commenting obiter
on the international duties of riparian states,.the court noted without
comment that the intergovernmental commission set up by the 1914 treaty
had considered the matter at meetings in 1925 and 1926 and had failed
to reach agreement,

Under the terms of the 1947 Treaty of Peace with Ttaly (United
Nations Treaty Series vol. 49 p. 126), Italy ceded to France that part
of the Roya river basin where the San Dalmazzo power plant is situated,
while France guaranteed electricity supply to Italy from the plant until
1961, and “full and equitable utilization by France and Italy of the waters
of the Roya and its tributaries for hydroelectric power production”
(Article 2.4, 9.2, and Annex III/B, thus reversing the former upstream-
downstream roles). The French-Italian Convention of 28 September 1967
on Water Supply for the Municipality of Menton (in force as of 30
November 1971, text in Rivista di Diritto Internazionale vol. 54, 1971,
p. 536) provides for shared use of the Roya waters by the coastal towns
of Menton (France) and Ventimiglia (Italy), pursuant to a water use
concession granted by the Italian authorities to the municipality of Menton,
with the latter accepting to finance the waterworks required and to submit
to Italian jurisdiction and law for this purpose (including deposit of
security for its obligations, third-party lability insurance with an Italian
insurance company, and further technical agreements to be concluded
directly between the two municipalities concerned).

Poro vs. Houillidéres du Bassin de Lorraine. Court of Appeals, West
Germany, 22 October 1957,

— The owner of the “Rebenhof” country resort in the township of
Kleinblittersdo (on the Saar River in West Germany, near the French
border) brought an action for delictual damages against the state-owned
French Lorraine Basin Mining Company, which operates since 1954 an
electrical power plant in the town of Grosbliederstroff (on the opposite
bank of the river, in France). The plant burned low-quality coal, emitting
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a considerable amount of smoke and coa! dust into the atmosphere, result-
ing in damage to agricultural and horticultural crops and to recreation
business in German territory across the river. By 1957, the situation had
reached a critical level, with the approximately 4 000 residents of Klein-
blittersdorf on a tax strike to protest against the and with a joint parlia-
mentary question presented on 28 March 1957 by 30 representatives in
the German Federal Parliament at Bonn.

The court held that under the rules of private international law as
applied in Germany, plaintiff had an option to sue under either German
or French tort law, which ever seemed more advantageous to him. Since
the German plaintiff preferred to base his action on the French Civil
Code (Article 1384) because of its easier rules on proof the court affirmed
the lower court’s verdict awarding damages pursuant to French law.

Subsequently, a number of related claims were settled out of court.
Following the recommendations of an ad hoc inter-governmental commis-
sion established on 12 December 1957, the defendant company in 1959-60
installed filter equipment and special chimminies partly financed by joint
French-German government contributions in the framework of Annex 8
(boundary pollution control) of the Saar Treaty of 27 October 1956
(for political economic background see Freymond, The Saar Conflict
1945-1955, London 1960). Pollution was reported to have been reduced
by 90%; according to new public complaints and printed reports in 1971,
however, there appeared to be some increase in air pollution from the
power plant, due apparently to gradual deterioration of the filters and to
the company’s reluctance to make further antipollution investments in the
plant, which is scheduled to be closed down within a few years. Pollution
control along the river boundary is now the responsibility of a permanent
international commission established by a French-German Protocol of 20
December 1961 (see French Journal Officiel 1962, p. 8364).

Township of Freilassing and Mox Aicher vs. Federal Republic of
Austria. Austrian Supreme Administrative Court (Verwaltungsgerichtshof),
Vienna, 30 May 1969. Reported in Amtliche Sammlung (1969) No. 7582
(A) 264; summary in Osterreichische Juristenzeitung vol. 25 (1970) 305,
with a note by Schreuer, 1bid, vol. 26 (1971) 542; French summary by
Seidl-Hohenveldern in Journal du Droit International vol. 99 (1972) 647.

— The German township of Freilassing (in Bavaria, near the Austrian
border) represented by the mayor, and a private landowner and resident
therein, brought formal complaints (Beschwerden) in Austria against an
administrative decision of 21 January 1969 by the Austrian Ministry of
Transport and Nationalized Enterprises authorizing expansion of the
Salzburg airport for jet traffic. The complaints were based on the Minis-
try’s failure to include the neighbouring German municipalities and inter-

DR © 1976. Instituto de Investigaciones Juridicas - Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México



Esta obra forma parte del acervo de la Biblioteca Juridica Virtual del Instituto de Investigaciones Juridicas de la UNAM
www.juridicas.unam.mx https://biblio.juridicas.unam.mx/bjv Libro completo en: https://goo.gl/1K3A3c

CONTROL & AVOID TRANS-FRONTIER POLLUTION 195

ested parties in the public hearing proceedings required by the 1957
Austrian Aviation Act in matters relating to airport safety and aircraft
noise.

The court held that under the 1965 Austrian Administrative Procedure
Act the complainants had no right of standing, on the grounds that the
territorial scope of the 1957 Aviation Act was limited to Austria and that
its provisions did not confer rights on foreign municipalities or owners
of land situated abroad. As regards the foreign landowner’s complaint,
the court pointed out (citing its previous decisions of 20 June 1963 and
1 June 1967) that not even Austrian adjoining landowners were entitled
to participate in the hearings. While noting the conclusion on 16 June/19
December 1967 of an Austrian-German treaty on the subject, the court
refused to take the treaty into account so long as it had not been ratified.

Eventually, the treaty was retified on 17 April 1974 and entered into
effect on 17 May 1974 (German Bundesgesetzblatt 1974, 11, 15; see the
forthcoming commentary by Seidl-Hohenveldern, Annuaire Francais de
Droit International vol. 20, 1974). Since 1972, there exists a civic “Asso-
ciation to Protect the Population Against the Threats of the Salzburg
Airport” with some 2000 members in the German residential communities
affected, which cooperates closely with a similar 650-members citizens’
defense group (founded in 1964) on the Austrian side, and besides
opposing any further expansion of current airport operations at Salzburg
advocates alternative airport locations,

11. GENERAL ASPECTS
One preliminary point needs to be emphasized:

The environmental disputes underlying these cases do not differ physically
or economically from “ordinary” domestic disputes over water use, air
pollution or airport location; they are only legally complicated by the fact
that an international boundary happened to get into the way of ordinary
local solutions. Obviously, had it not been for the accidents of political
geography, the farmers aggrieved by the smelter at Trail could have
complained to their local authorities, sued in their local courts, and nobody
in Washington/D. C., Ottawa or Mexico would ever have heard of the
case. As it happened, the mere existence of the boundary added a new
factor and raised local problems to an intergovernmental level where a
special international procedure had to be devised to solve them. Ever
since Trail Smelter, therefore, international lawyers seem to have con-
centrated exclusively on the kind of clinical procedure required for this
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purpose. Yet if the only cause of the complication here (as compared to
“normal” pollution disputes) was the boundary handicap, a more rational
remedy would be to eliminate this handicap which distorts the equities
and prevents the parties from treating the problem like a normal domestic
one, In fairness to the Trail Swmelter case, it should be noted that under
the circumstances, domestic remedies were insufficient for a number of
local reasons which I shall briefly discuss later, thus making recourse
to international procedure (facilitated by the 1909 US-Canadian Boundary
Waters Treaty) an exceptionally attractive alternative. Before drawing
over-simplified analogies from this “model” to other transnational disputes,
however, the availability of suitable international machinery must be
weighed against existing local remedies. Instead of internationalizing a
local issue (via an enormous detour to the respective national capitals),
a more economic solution in most cases would be to adapt local decision-
making processes so that they can handle trans-frontier problems like
ordinary local ones of comparable size, (see Sand, Trans-Frontier Air
Pollution and International Law, in: New Concepts in Air Pollution
Research, Willums ed. Basel 1974, at 109-110).

While this approach requires a number of adjustments between state
laws, the social-administrative costs involved would seem to be lower
than those of over-sized Trail Smelter procedures. It is worth recalling that
this also was the original philosophy underlying the 1909 Boundary Water
Treaty, as expressed by Secretary of State Elihu Root before the US
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations (Proceedings, Jan./Feb. 1909,
at 271):

If our use of the Milk River injures those settlers down there they
have their recourse and their rights can be protected in the American
courts instead of becoming a great international question and having
all of the people in Canada take an interest in it. It simply becomes
a question of litigation before the courts instead of an international
question.

Transnational environmental disputes of this familiar type, (i.e. the
bulk of transfrontier disputes), hardly seem to warrant on a priori excep-
tion from the established rule which requires private parties to exhaust
the local remedies available to them before international proceedings are
initiated, (e.g., the Panevezys — Saldutiskis Railway case, Permanent
Court of International Justice, Ser. A/B, 1939, No. 76). As pointed out
by Jenks (Liability for Ultra-Hazardous Activities in International Law,
Hague Recueil des Cours vol. 117, 1966-11, at 191), the local remedies
rule might be impracticable with respect to certain exceptionally dangerous
activities where the civil liability of the operator is “virtually merged in
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the international liability” of the state; but is not inherently inapplicable
to environmental disputes over radioactive fall-out, marine or air pollution
(as seems to be implied by Paul de Visscher, Cours général de droit
international public, Hague Recueil des Cours, vol. 136, 1972-11, at 174).
I would hesitate, therefore, to subscribe to the sweeping waiver of the
rule advocated by Kiss for trans-frontier air and noise pollution disputes
(Kiss, Efforts to Control Air Pollution at International Level, in: Council
of Europe, Legal Aspects of Air Pollution Control, Strasbourg, 1972, at
49-50; Kiss & Lambrechts, Les dommages causés au sol par les vols
supersoniques, Annuaire Frangais de Droit International vol. 16, 1970, at
773). Unless effective new international mechanisms are created for pri-
vate claims settlement, diplomatic protection procedures may turn out to
be something of a mixed blessing for the victims. On the other hand, a
recent international survey concludes that the proper application of the
local remedies rule “results in the disposal at the local level of the great
majority of aliens’ complaints, where justice, if available, is bound to be
more swift and less costly” (Dawson & Head, International Law, National
Tribunals and the Rights of Aliens, Syracuse/N.Y. 1971, at 292 note 1;
cf. Lillich, The Effectiveness of the Local Remedies Rule Today, Proce-
edings of the American Society of International Law, 1964, at 101).

The 1939 Negri case in the Italian Supreme Court, as summarized
above, illustrates what may happen in the event of inadequate international
procedures precluding domestic ones (other historical examples are one-
sided exclusions of individual claims as in the 1906 US-Mexico Rio
Grande Treaty). A noteworthy, if inconclusive, attempt at expressly
preserving private remedies was the insertion (at the behest of Canada)
of a clause in Article IT of the 1909 US-Canadian Boundary Waters, to
the effect

that any interference with or diversion from their natural channel of
such waters on either side of the boundary, resulting in any injury
on the other side of the boundary, shall give rise to the same rights
and entitle the injured parties to the same legal remedies as if such
injury took place in the country where such diversion or interference
oceurs

(See Griffin, Problems Respecting the Availability of Remedies in Cases
Relating to the Uses of International Rivers, Proceedings of the American
Society of International Law, vol. 51, 1957, 36).

Even the model cited by Kiss, viz. the 1972 Convention on International
Liability for Damage Caused by Space Objects preserves a “domestic
option” by adding in Article XI (2), after having nominally waived the
local remedies rule:
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Nothing in this Convention shall prevent a State, or natural or juridical
persons it might represent, from pursuing a claim in the courts or
administrative tribunals or agencies of a launching State. A State shall
not, however, be entitled to present a claim under this Convention in
respect of the same damage for which a claim is being pursued in the
courts or administrative tribunals or agencies of a launching State or
under another international agreement which is binding on the States
concerned.

Coexistence between international and domestic remedies is thus con-
ceivable. Between the extreme alternatives of categorically precluding or
categorically requiring recourse to domestic procedures, there is a whole
range of possible ways in which international law may accommodate and
use existing channels of environmental dispute resolution on the national
level — or may even prescribe the enactment or reciprocal harmonization
of national law for this purpose, a kind of “internationally conditioned
domestic procedures”.

The potential contribution of domestic procedures to the “vertical” or
“horizontal” legal order emphasized by Falk (The Role of Domestic Courts
in the International Legal Order, Syracuse/N.Y. 1964) is not, of course,
limited to judicial law-making. National administrative procedures and
practices can have an equally important dispute-preventing effect on the
international scale, although there are obvious differences in degree. It is
arguable wheter control of foreing-aid activities by domestic environment
protection procedures will also avoid transfrontier pollution problems (see
Strausberg, The National Environmental Policy Act and the Agency for
International Development, International Lawyer vol. 7, 1973, at 52),
besides promoting the disclosure of internationally relevant and useful
information. There is no doubt, however, as to the crucial preventive
function of national law-restricting activities that have environmental
effects abroad, such as the New Mexico and Colorado statutes on weather
modification (New Mexico Stat. Ann. 1968, Section 75.37.12, Colorado
Rev. Stat. Ann. 1963, Section 151.1.111; see Davis, Weather Modification,
in: Waters and Water Rights, vol. 4, Clark ed. Indianopolis 1970, at 509).

It follows that our arsenal of international means to resolve or avoid
environmental disputes need not be limited to the classical institutions
and methods of public international law. Principle 22 of the 1972
Stockholm Declaration, which calls on states to further develop the inter-
national law regarding environmental damage (for a drafting history see
Sohn, The Stockholm Declaration on the Human Environment, Harvard
International Law Journal vol. 14, 1973, at 493), offers too narrow a
basis because it fails to mention preventive law-making (besides liability
and compensation), and because its ‘“international law” terminology is
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traditionally understood as referring to public international law only (as
evidenced by the unofficial German translation of the Declaration, where
the term is rendered as Vilkerrecht; see Vereinte Nationen vol. 20, 1972,
at 109). Yet a majority among the environmental disputes which trans-
cend national boundaries is likely to require solutions by processes other
than those of public international law: viz., private international law
(conflict of laws), international civil and administrative procedure, and
especially the vast borderland of national lawmaking for international
subjects, sometimes described as international administrative law (Neu-
meyer, Le droit administratif international, Revue Générale de Droit
International Public vol. 18, 1911, at 492; id., Internationales Verwal-
tungsrecht, Munich - Ziirich 1909 - 1936).

The wide range of available legal instruments in this category includes:

(a) international sources:

— multilateral agreements, such as the 1974 Scandinavian Convention
and Protocol on Environment Protection (English translation annex-
ed hereto), which mainly deals with domestic judicial and adminis-
trative procedure, but also affects civil liability and real property
rights;

— bilateral agreements, such as the 1967 Austrian-German Boundary
Airport Treaty, which provides comprehensive settlement procedures
for private environmental (noise) damage claims;

— recommendations of international organizations, such as Council of
Europe Resolution (71) 5 on Air Pollution in Frontier Areas (na-
tionally promulgated, e.g. in German Bundesgesetzblatt 1971, II, at
975), which calls on states to grant equal legal-procedural protection
to interested parties on both sides of a boundary; and

(b) domestic sources:

— legislation such as the 1967 U. S. Clean Air Act and the 1973 Danish
Environment Protection Act, which specifically provide for the par-
ticipation of foreign authorities in environmental decision-making
procedures;

— rules based on judicial decisions, such as the option for plaintiff to
choose the law applicable to trans-boundary torts, as formulated in
the 1957 Poro case;

— unwritten administrative practices, such as the consultation of third-
country experts referred to in the 1969 Salzburg Airport case (where
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the court pointedly, if obiter, reminded the German plaintiffs that
their allegations had in part been refuted by the Swiss aviation
experts consulted by the Austrian authorities), or refusal to permit
weather modification experiments near national boundaries (on U. S.
practice in the U. S.-Canadian boundary area see Rita and Howard
Taubenfeld, Some International Implications of Weather Modifica-
tion Activities, International Organization vol. 23, 1969, at 8i1
note 7).

As a rule, these provisions and practices operate between neighbouring
states, for typical “regional”, as opposed to “global” environmental
problems (following the accepted distinction by Russell and Landsberg,
International Environmental Problems. A Taxonomy, Science vol. 172,
25 June 1971, at 1308-1309). They have added a new dimension to inter-
national “neighbourship law”, the conceptual label under whic