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Far from making progress towards a South China Sea dispute settlement, the Award in the
Philippines v. China arbitration case has all but ensured that debate will continue. In particular, the
Tribunal’s controversial conclusions regarding Itu Aba (Taiping) Island’s legal status may have
already reduced the effectiveness and perceived validity of the Award.
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habitation and economic life of its own.”10
We also held that the conditions outlined in
Article 121 (3), which states that “rocks which
cannot sustain human habitation or economic life
of their own shall have no exclusive economic
zone or continental shelf,” suggested that, if one
of the conditions were met, there would be no
need for the other condition to be present.
Therefore,

lack

of

human

habitation,

if

continuous official occupation since 1956 were
ignored, did not change Taiping Island’s status so
long as it was well-established that it could
potentially support it.

Fundamental Impact
It has been obvious from the start of the
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<http://www.mofa.gov.tw/en/News_Content.aspx?n=1EADDCF
D4C6EC567&s=542A8C89D51D8739>
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UNCLOS full text available at
<http://www.un.org/Depts/los/convention_agreements/texts/uncl
os/UNCLOS-TOC.htm>
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Article 56 of the UNCLOS deals with the issue of Rights,
jurisdiction and duties of the coastal State in the exclusive
economic zone.
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However, during his testimony,

Schofield backed down on his earlier conviction,
arguing that Taiping Island was a rock with no
entitlement other than 12-nm territorial waters.
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http://www.reuters.com/article/southchinasea-ruling-euidUSL8N1A01TV
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http://en.people.cn/n3/2016/0716/c90000-9086845.html
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Diplomatic Win for China as ASEAN Drops Reference to
Maritime Court Ruling, Mon Jul 25, 2016, Reuters.
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pp. 220-221.
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Greenpeace arrests, Russia Today, 23 Oct, 2013,
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EU’s Silence on South China Sea Ruling Highlights Inner
Discord, Reuters, Jul 14, 2016,
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Taiping Island’s legal status as a rock under

resolution of the disputes but instead solidify the
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perceived validity of the Award. In this sense, the

China Sea claims.
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