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LAW OF THE SEA CONVENTIONS

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 27, 1960.—Ordered to be printed

- Mr. FurLsrieHT, from the Committes on Foreign Relations,
; submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany Ex. J to N, inclusive, 86th Cong., 1st sess.]

The Committee on Foreign Relations, having had under con-
sideration Executives J to N, inclusive, four conventions on the law
[ the sea, and an optional protocol concerning the settlement of
sputes, reports the conventions and the protocol without objection
commends that the Senate give its advice and consent to their
tion.

PurrosE oF THE CONVENTIONS

The purpose of the four conventions and the optional protocol on
he law of the sea is to codify existing international law and to estab-
ditional international law in this field. The conventions are
ned with the rights and duties of states and vessels in the terri-
sea, contiguous zone and on the high seas, rights and responsibili-
th regard to fishing and conservation on the high seas, and the
ation of “international law”’ with respect to the exploitation of
tural resources of the continental shelf. Not covered in these
tions are the questions of the breadth of the territorial sea and

ent of exclusive fishing rights of coastal states.

BACKGROUND

ternational Law Commission of the United Nations at its
griﬁ?}l;,l!?écg decided to study the law of the high seas a,n(}1 (1;1];2
territorial sea with a view to codification. (;l‘hls Wasnts 8
equent sessions, draft rules were prepared, an coréu%e s 4
s were considered. The Commuission complet% : 1 I%esolu—
h session (1956) and pursuant to General Assem dyto solty
December 14, 1954, the Commission gro%peh § S{;S ¥
e rules it had adopted concerning the hig sﬁ a2 Bt
, continental shelf, the contiguous zone,

living resources of the sea.
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b LAW OF THE SEA CONVENTIONS

la\rgh? 1;'1}111&1 report of the Commission stated that its draft ruleg
i ol the sea were a mixture of codification of existing interny
aw and recommendations for the progressive development of 304l
national law and that it had been unable to separate the twéntﬁh |
therefore recommended that the United Nations General Agggpaab |
call an international conference to examine the law of the seq m‘flbly 5
try to reach agreement on appropriate international conventiong d g g
The General Assembly by Resolution 1105(XI) of 14‘ebru3u_~'y ]
1957, provided terms of reference for an International Conferencz ,
Plenipotentiaries to examine the law of the sea, taking into &ccoe of
the legal, biological, economic, and political aspects of the Problémt ..
The General Assembly also recommended that the Conference il :
the question of free access to the sea of landlocked countries. Y3
The United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea was helq ,
Geneva from February 24 to April 27, 1958, and resulted in the foﬂo;t .
ing four conventions and an optional protocol, dated April 29, 1958: j
Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone: |
Convention on the High Seas; ] e
Convention on Kishing and Conservation of the Living "
Resources of the High Seas; :
Convention on the Continental Shelf; and i
Optional Protocol of Signature Concerning the Compulsory -
Settlement of Disputes. j
The conventions were signed on behalf of the United States of
America on September 15, 1958, and have been signed by 52 states: |
. some states not signing every convention. s
. While in some instances the proposed rules tend to clarify issus |
that have been in controversy in recent years the greater part of the |
rules are declaratory of the present practice of states and may be con- |
idered accepted international law even without the conventions being |

_‘.ed.
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MaiNn PROVISIONS

ontion on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone 3
onvention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zot.
. those principles of international law that have speit
to the status of these areas of the sea, their demarc
rights and responsibilities of both the coastal state an
ity of nations with respect to them. The first articles
ained in this convention reiterate the universally recog
of the sovereignty of the coastal state over its Ib
nd the territorial seas, and that this right of sovereley
o0 the airspace over the territorial sea as well as to

nvention recognizes two methods for determining the {
is, the line from which the territorial sea is measured:
hod, long recognized as the general rule, establishes
ne the low waterline following the sinuosities of £
second method, which is an exception to the general TWE
use of stra,l%ht: base lines joining appropriate points W
stline is deeply indented or, where there is a fringe of isla®
ast ;ﬂ its 1mrr}11edéate vicinity. ' ¢
, Yvhere the straight base line is allowed i ect o
n ithe territorial sea areas of water herett;‘g)?'se t:}cl)?:lse:lgel'ed Ing”
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TIONS 3
fonce where the straight base line is applieq ¢
E;a the lines on published charts.  the coastal State must
oI = of the convention pres

\rticle 5 of the preserves a right of ip
3 tors ™ B 1 no

BErouch waters conve rted from high seas or territorig] s'.tf:cmtlt R
B ior by ;:pphf_-au_on of the straight base-line system el Lol
eticle . Application of the rules of the Convention on R L,

‘nd the Contiguous Zone concerning straight base e Tenritoriy]

fave the effect of changing the status of waters which agfen s duot

The general principles relating to bays which are inclilgzlv glt.emal.
gonvention provide that a bay, the coasts of which are owg dm e
Gncle state and having certain geographical characteristics’eis lgna

Edered internal waters. The closing line
Bneer than 24 miles, and if the natgral engartilég (E}fa
Sreater width, a straight base line of 24 miles may be drawn with;
he bay in such a manner as to enclose the maximum ares of“;ﬂ%m
that is possible with a line of that length. Fixing the allowable le : Eﬁ,
f the closing line at 24 miles is a significant departure from thenrgu]
shich had been recognized by many governments and which hag-
fixed the maximum length of the closing line at 10 miles. The
fiberalization of this requirement will qualify many bay areas of the
gorld for conversion to mternal waters, thereby bringing under na-
ional control areas heretofore classed as high seas—for example,
Pape Cod Bay. 5
The convention defines the respective rights, duties, and responsi-
pilities of the coastal state and foreign vessels in the territorial ses,
[hese provisions are largely declaratory of existing international law.
Articles 14 through 17 deal with the right of innocent passage
through the territorial sea. Passage is defined as “innocent” so lon
isit is not prejudicial to the peace, good order, or security of the coasta
ate. This simple, yet precise, definition of innocent passage, some-
bing which has not heretofore existed in international law, affords to
naritime navigation the greatest freedom of movement consistent
mith the necessity of the coastal state to protect itself. ,
The right of passage of foreign fishing vessels is more restricted.
Pheir passage is not considered immnocent if they do not also observe
¢ laws and regulations made by the coastal state to prevent such
essels from fishing in the territorial sea. 8
icle 14 contains the words “whether coastal or not” to indicate
carly that the right of innocent passage through the territorial sea
pplies to ships of landlocked countries as well as to ships of coastal
ates. This was done in compliance with a request by the United
ations General Assembly which asked the Conference on the Law
e Sea to study the question of free access to the sea of landlocked
iniries as established by international practice or treaties.
drticle 16 provides for the temporary suspension in specified areas
the territorial sea of the right of innocent passage for secun_t;j}rlre&-
S. On the other hand, no such suspension in straits WI?K]’J arag
 for international navigation between one part of the hig f eis
€ another part of the high seas or the territorial sea of a state
J1SS1D]e, .
“rticle 21 provides that government ships operated for commercial
'Doses : her merchant ships.
are subject to the same rules as otner ther state-
1 PToVision was opposed by the Soviet Union and other
2 countries which desireg immunity for such vessels.

Y must not he
the bay is of g
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Article 24, which provides that in a zone of the high seas congigy,
to its territorial sea—Ilimited to 12 miles from the base line of the
territorial sea—the coastal state may prevent infringement of ity
customs, fiscal, immigration, or sanitary regulations and Punjg);
infringement of such regulations. Although it has become Tairly
common practice for the coastal state to exercise a sl)ccml Jurisdictioy,
in a limited area of the high seas coanupus to the territorial g,
particularly in customs matters, no definite rule had been agg,f
upon. Article 24 confirms the practice followed by the Unpjg,
States of exercising customs jurisdiction over a zone outside of itg.
territorial sea. Ik

This convention does not fix the breadth of the territorial sea. Ty,
subject and the closely related one of the extent to which the consty]
state should have exclusive fishing rights in the sea off its coast Werg
hotly debated without any conclusion being reached. A U.S. propogg|
for a 6-mile territorial sea plus exclusive fishing rights for the coasgg]
state in a contiguous 6-mile zone (subject to fishing rights of other
states established through fishing over a 5-year period) received 45
votes in favor and 33 against, but failed to get the two-thirds required
for adoption. ! .

When the U.S. compromise failed, the chairman of the American
delegation to the Conference, Arthur H. Dean, stated:

Our offer to agree on a 6-mile breadth of the territorial
sea, provided agreement could be reached on such a breadth
under certain conditions, was simply an offer and nothing
more. Its nonacceptance leaves the preexisting situation
intact.

We have made it clear from the beginning that in our view
the 3-mile rule is and will continue to be established inter-
national law, to which we adhere. It is the only breadth of
the territorial sea on which there has ever been anything like
common agreement. Unilateral acts of states claiming
greater territorial seas are not only not sanctioned by any
principle of international law, but are indeed in conflict with
the universally accepted principle of freedom of the seas.

He noted further that—

. We have made it clear that in our view there is no obliga-
tion on the part of the states adhering to the 3-mile rule to

recognize claims on the part of othor states to a greater
breadth of the territorial sea. On that we stand, 3

- . . n
dissenting vote was cast against this princi 3 Ips) %‘r’

. : principle at . Freedd®
of the seas includes for hoth coastal and the Ii)oncoaggflse&aées: freedo™
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avigation, freedom of fishing, freedom to 1g
ipelines, and freedom to fly over the high seas.

roposal was made during the Conference to Insert provis;
ing nuclear testing on the high seas and military exercises }1}00113
gn coasts or on international sea routes. The Conference défeat: Ii
proposal, but a resolution was passed referring the matter c)(f

ear testing to the General Assembly of the United Nations fo
opriate action. r

Y submarine cqhleg

“GENUINE LINK”

ight to sail ships under its flag on the hi 3

‘under which it will grant nationality to ships and the right to
flag.

Article 5, section 1, reads as follows:

Each State shall fix the conditions for the grant of its
nationality to ships, for the registration of ships in its terri-
tory, and for the right to fly its flag. Ships have the
‘nationality of the State whose flag they are entitled to fly.
There must exist a genuine link between the State and the
ship; in particular, the State must effectively exercise its
qurisdiction and control in administrative, technical and
social matters over ships flying its flag.

The International Law Commission did not decide upon a definition
of the term “genuine link.”” This article as originally drafted by the
mmission would have authorized other states to determine whether
was a “genuine link” between a ship and the flag state for
ses of recognition of the nationality of the ship
It was felt by some states attending the Conference on the Law of
Sea that the term “genuine link” could, depending upon how it
¢ defined, limit the discretion of a state to decide which ships it
d permit to fly its flag. Some states, which felt their flag vessels
e at a competitive disadvantage with vessels sailing under the
 of other states, such as Panama and Liberia, were anxious to
pt a definition which states like Panama and Liberia could not

a vote of 30 states, including the United States, against, 15

es for, and 17 states abstaining, the provision was eliminated which
ould have enabled states other than the flag state to withhold
ition of the national character of a ship if they considered that
was no “genuine link’ between the state and the ship.

, under the Clonvention on the High Seas, it is for each state
ermine how it shall exercise jurisdiction and control in adminis-
, technical and social matters over ships flying its flag. The

¢ link” requirement need not have any effect upon the
e of registering American built or owned vessels in ?'uc],i}
es as Panama or Liberia. The existence of a “genuine link
1 the state and the ship is not a condition of recognition of the
by of a ship; that is, no state can claim the right to determine
ally that no genuine link exists between a ship and the flag
vertheless, there is a possibility that a state, with I‘GSPeiCt
cular ship, may assert before an agreed t_r1buns}1, such as t lﬁ
al Court of Justice, that no genuine link exists. In suc
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event, it would be for the Court
lmk” emSt.ed.

I'MM'UNITY OF STAT!

Article 8 of the convention de
ha:ve complete immunity on th
that state ships used only on & ’ ]
<hall have the same jmmunity as warships. T
unsuccessfully to assimilate '

or noncommercial, to warships.
~ Article 11 has the effect of reversmg the de

urt of { International Justice in the
mly the flag state, or the state of whi
xercise penal surisdiction with respec
lig] This article also pro
thdraw licenses and certific
uthorities of the flag s__;ta, e m
arding pollution of the hig
the dlscharge of du
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to secure & “maximun supply of food” to meet the needs of the w ’
Fepanding population. € world’s
he convention contams orderly procedures for resolvine

song nations over fishing rights and interests on the highbsgfsputes

to adopt_ conservation

an 3 .
* The convention imposes on all states the duty

easures to conserve high seas fisheries, and recogni

! gge a special right to participate in the establisligmlezlgi él% E}ﬁg ggasml
Cation measures applicable to stocks of fish in areas of the hi hnser-
adjacent to its territorial sea. The framework for a new svs%:enslea?
shternational cooperation for fishery purposes is provided for 't?

Articles 3 to 8, which spell out new rights and duties for both thy
fishing and coastal states which become parties to the convention. ;
. Article 9 requires compulsory arbitration of any dispute relatin “to
the negotiation and operation of conservation agreements if requegted
by any of the parties to a dispute and provided settlement by other
peaceful means is not agreed upon. The arbitral body shall be a five-
man Commission to be named by agreement between the parties to
the dispute. Failing such agreement, the Commission shall be named
by the Secretary General of the United Nations from among well-
qualified persons, not nationals of the states involved in the dispute
and “‘specializing in legal, administrative, or scientific questions re-
Jating to fisheries.”

THE PRINCIPLE OF ABSTENTION

"The United States would have preferred that the convention include
g provision on abstention. A resolution proposed on the subject failed
by a narrow margin to secure the necessary two-thirds vote. At the
conclusion of the Conference consultations were held with representa-
tives of the fishing industry in the United States, resulting in approval
yy the industry of an understanding regarding abstention to be recom-
mended to the Senate. The President’s message to the Senate con-
fained the text of the understanding as follows:

In the event that the Senate advises and consents to
ratification of the Convention on Fishing and Conservation
of the Living Resources of the High Seas, it is requested
that it enter an understanding in its resolution of advice
- and consent as follows: .

“Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present concurring
therein), That the Senate advise and consent to the ratifica-
'~ tion of Executive —, Eighty-Sixth Congress, first session,
~ an agreement entitled ‘Convention on Fishing and Conserva-
- tion of the Living Resources of the High Seas,’ adopted by
the United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea at
Geneva on April 29, 1958. f

“Tt is the understanding of the Senate, which under-
~ standing inheres in its advice and consent to the ratification
- of this agreecment, that such ratification shall not ‘be con-
~ strued to impair the applicability of the principle of ‘absten
~ tion,” as defined in paragraph A.l of the documents of
- record in the proceedings of the Conference above”referred
10, identified as A/CONTF.13/C.3/1.69, 8 April 1958.

<y
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A/CONF.13/C.3/L

A CONVENTIONS

oastal state, alone or
er states, are (a) fishi
I 11]1 area, ofl the high seas adjacent t
- ) 16 coastal state with such Intensi
i v I t nsit
il?crlél‘u ease in ﬁs}_unf effort will not, result in g subsi?r
& case 1 the yiel which can be maintained year afte
grda.li and (b) where the maintenance of the current violdr
when 1e further development of it s depeﬁdént’
arried out by those stateg
. Or quantify
of the fish which may be caught, then (c) states whog%
nationals are not fishing the stock regularly or which have
not theretqfore done 80 within a reasonable period of time
shall abstain from fishing such stock, provided however thy{
th]s. shall not apply to any coastal state with respect to
fishing any stock in waters adjacent to its territorial sea.”

The principle of abstention is a procedure for dealing with s
ﬁs_hery_ conservation problems. Tt is incorporated in the North Pacifi
F 1sher1gs Convention between the United States, Canada, and Japan
The object of the procedure is to encourage conservation In situations
where, but for Some protection against fishing by third parties, incep.
tive for conservation measures would be lacking,

It is necessary to have an “understanding” about the lack of the
principle in the convention because article 1 of the convention states:

All states have the right for their nationals to engage in fish-
ing on the high seas * * *

With
ng i

the
that
antia]

pecia]

It might therefore be thought that a
principle is not entirely compatible w
executive branch intends to continue to

pplication of the abstention
1th freedom of fishing. The
pursue the general acceptance

of “abstention’ as a forward
objective of conservation of mar

step toward the achievement of the
me resources and the maximum utiliza-

tion of such resources in behalf of the general interest,

4. Conwention on the Continental Shelf

The continental shelf as a legal concept gained impetus with the
Truman proclamation of September 1945, which announced that the
- United States regards the natural resources of the subsoil and the sea
~ bed of the continental shelf beneath the high seas but contiguous to
" the coasts of the United States as subject to its jurisdiction and con-
trol. By 1956 some 20 states had made claims with respect to the
shelf. The Convention on the Continental Shelf converts this state
practice into codified international law. .
~ Article 1 defines the term “‘continental shelf”’ as meaning the sea bﬁd
and subsoil of the submarine areas adjacent to the coast but outside
the area of the territorial sea, to a depth of 200 meters or, beym}lle
that limit, to where the depth of the superjacent waters admits of t ’
exploitation of the natural resources of the said areas. It ﬂie
includes the sea bed and subsoil of similar areas adjacent to

coasts of 1slands. ti-

1 . ' the con
Article 2 provides that the coastal state exercises over th i
nental shelf ‘“sovereign rights” for the purpose of exploring '?‘Il;e

exploiting its natural resources. These rights are exclusive.
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vnvereign Tights” was contained in the Internatio
te 1i:soi‘o§1 draft and was a compromise between the viewsnéhfl tjﬂggz
Comnt Bhich desired to use the term sovereignty” and those which
tesre q u]'ul-isdictioﬂ and control.” Article 3 of the convention
2611;1 ¢ {hat the rights of the coastal state over the continenta]
1o not affect the legal status of the superjacent waters as high
o or that of the airspace above those waters.
F;he only controversy at the Conference on the Law of the Sea on
P convention concerned the definition of “natural resources” of
" The Conference adopted a joint proposal of Australia
Ion, Malava, India, Norway, and the United Kingdom defining
Yl Tesources as the mineral and other nonliving resources of the
bed and subsoil, together with living organisms which at the
e vestable stage either are immobile on or under the sea bed or are
‘able to move except In constant physical contact with the sea bed

" Under this definition, for example, clams, oysters, and abalone are
- cluded as “natural resources” whereas shrimp, lobsters, and finny

fish are not.

5. Optional Protocol of Signature Concerning the Compulsory Settlement

~ of Dispules

Article I provides that disputes arising out of the interpretation or

application of any convention on the law of the sea shall lie within the

compulsory jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice, and

y accordingly be brought before the Court by an application made

by any party to the dispute which is also a party to the protocol. This
means that with respect to the subjects covered by these conventions

the United States would not attempt to reserve to itself the richt to

determine whether or not a matter lay within the domestic jurisdiction
of the United States. Such an undertaking has become common in
recent years in treaties to which the United States is a party.

Article TI provides that this procedure covers all the conventions
on the law of the sea except, in the Convention on Fishing and Con-
servation of the Living Resources of the High Seas, articles 4, 5, 6, 7,
and 8, to which articles 9, 10, 11, and 12 of that convention (calling
for special arbitration commissions of experts) remain applicable.
- The parties may agree to resort to an arbitral tribunal, pursuant
article ITT, or may agree to adopt a conciliation procedure, pursuant
10 article IV, before resorting to the International Court of Justice.

CoMMITTEE ACTION

. The four conventions and the optional protocol were transmitted
0 the Senate on September 9, 1959. The Committee on Foreign
ations held a public hearing on January 20, 1960, and the record
eld open for 30 days thereafter. The principal executive branch
fi)sf \évas Mr. Arthur H. Dean, special consultant to the Depart-
B Gere tate, who was chief of the U.S. delegation at the negotiations
D it &tv}slrhlch res_ult.ed in these conventions. : h

'.GShiongof % questioning of Mr. Dean, Senator Mansfield raised 131 e
Janeer: the use of the high seas for the testing of nuclear or ot eli
Droblen . Veapons,  Mr. Dean testified that when this genera

Was raised during the Geneva Conference it was the consensus
~ hierence that the matter should be referred to the General
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ion, the (1.15r 2PMman, representing the Emerican Tunaboat, 8
tlgn_, oih‘e California, Figh Canners Association, and the Véefto b
conven?'m Corp. of San Diego, supported the ratification of tﬁate |
s aiOIés._ r. William R. N eblett, executive director of o
s dn hrimp Congress, Inc., testified that the groups he repre :
waved supported the conventions. Mr. Ered Myers, execut o
ector of tk_le Humane Society of the United States, gave the g b

employment of humane methods of killing animals of the seq
whales, seals, and polar bears. Letters and telegrams received f
Dumerous organizations representing the U.S. fishing j
unanimous in urging approval of the conventions. iti
was registered. On April 5, 1960, the committee voted withoyt
objection to report the conventions favorably to the Senate,

Concrusion

The Committee on Foreign Relations was impressed with™the
following list of benefits accruing to the United States pursuant tp

the law of the sea conventions, which was furnished by the Depart- |
ment of State: -

“As a country which believes in the rule of law, any agree-
ment on the rufes of international law to which the United
States can subscribe is of benefit to it. It is also of benefit to
the United States as a principal maritime and naval power to
have international agreement on the law of the sea, Aside
from these benefits of a general nature, the following are some
. of the more specific benefits to the United States.

~ “In the Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contigu-
~ous Zone, the articles on straight baselines, innocent passage
‘and the contiguous zone are a marked advance in the content
and formulation of international law. By restricting the use
of the straight baseline method to certain exceptional geo-
raphic situations, its indiscriminate use to reduce to internql
ers large areas heretofore regarded as high seas or terri-
al sea 1s prevented. Thisis in the interest of the United
tes which believes in the greatest possible freedom of the
seas. The article defining passage as innocent so long as 1t
1s not prejudicial to the peace, good order, or security of the
tal state furnishes a clear, simple and precise definition
nnocent passage, something which has not heretofore
isted in international law. It thus affords to maritime
cation the greatest freedom of movement COHSI_St-e?ft’
th the necessity of the coastal state to protect itse i
ticle 24 on the contiguous zone is of benefit to the Unite q
tes since it confirms the practice followed by the Umf}ee
tes of exercising customs jurisdiction over a zone opfﬁ}&r
ts territorial sea and also sanctions the exercise of sim




LAW OF THE SEA CONVENTIONS
surisdiction for fiscal, immigra ti . 11
,11 contiguous zone, the out%r iilgﬁtagg S?I'llm-ry Purposes in
from the coast. Which is twelye miles
“While the Convention on the High Segq ;
atory of existing principles of interﬁatid?iiﬁgencmny declar-
these principles in agreed terms, the conve by codifyin
to provide stability and avoid (fiSPUtes wention should }e]
natirtlzo‘nalémv. . this field of intey-
“The Convention on Fishin vati
Resources of the High Seas gcﬁﬁ?dcgifgtvg tl%n of the Living
beneficial to the United States which is T
ﬁ§111ng n:_xtion_s of the world. As such. it cl)lne ?f the great
highly diversified high seas fisheries inter ai arflung anqg
resources of the sea are not inexhaustible es‘t?i SIS
of modern-day fishing vessels, equipment leld Ehe advent
stocks of fish are more than ever vulnerable ¢ ot
tion by the fishermen of many states IfOt%Yer('}Xplmta-
avoided, it behooves the nations in concern to ;S = obe
apgropnate conservation regimes along rational 11§§: i
“The Convention on Fishing and Conservation of
Living Resources of the High Seas is the first int oHulLe
legislation deali i ' Agallony
eg ealing comprehensively with conservation b
lems. As a code regulating the conservation of marri); o
. . c: 1me
resources, 1t provides a sound basis for international coo
tion in determining the need for and in the adoption ofléirail—
- conservation measures as are necessary to maximize tlcl
productivity of high seas fishery resources. At the sa,m:
time, the convention represents a long step toward the
development of orderly procedures for resolving problems
Elgs;ultbprov(lid@ t11;1e bz:;sis for %isp}ytes among nations over fishing
‘ s and interests on the high seas. i
haﬁ had its share of these. 5 e
. The Convention on the Continental Shelf is particularly
significant and beneficial to the United States which is one
g%’ télﬁz 1;:}[:'11;;:11[))2,(13 slcl)sntfles making use of the natural resources
¢ ) e the convention reflects for the first time
- International agreement on the rules governing the explora-
- tlon and exploitation of this vast submarine area of the world.
- The convention should prove specially beneficial to the
- United States since it endorses numerous principles which
the Umted_ States has been following since they were
enunciated in the 1945 proclamation of President Truman
- ¢oncerning the Continental Shell.
- “Finally, the optional protocol would be beneficial in
that it is in accordance with the U.S. policy of striving for
- solution of international disputes by peaceful means.”

The committee believes that adherence to the principles set forth in
aw of the sea conventions will reduce disputes and friction among
ons and thereby serve the cause of peaceful and friendly relations
Dg the nations of the world. The committee, therefore, recom=
45 that the Senate give its advice and consent to the ratification

f}ndmg conventions and the optional protocol on the law of the

nclude in its resolution of ratification an understanding on the
A Of a'bstent.i()n.
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