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THE EXERCISE OF STATE JURISDICTION
IN RELATION TO STATELESS VESSELS ON THE HIGH SEAS

Abstract

This article examines the international legal grounds and limits for the exercise of state jurisdiction over stateless
vessels on the high seas. The topic has gained practical importance due to the increasing use of vessels lacking or
unable to prove nationality in contexts such as irregular migration, smuggling, trafficking in persons, IUU fishing, and
other forms of transnational maritime crime. At the same time, legal uncertainty persists regarding the permissible
scope of maritime enforcement measures against such vessels. The purpose of the article is to clarify when states may
lawfully conduct visit, inspection, detention, and seizure in relation to stateless vessels and to identify the minimum
safeguards required to ensure compliance with international human rights obligations and, in migration-related
operations, the principle of non-refoulement. The study employs doctrinal legal analysis and treaty interpretation
of the law of the sea, comparative assessment of competing scholarly approaches to the status of stateless vessels,
and an analysis of relevant judicial and operational practice. The findings propose practical criteria for establishing
statelessness, distinguish between prescriptive and enforcement jurisdiction, and articulate necessity, proportionality,
and procedural good faith as baseline requirements for lawful intervention on the high seas.
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Introduction

In contemporary maritime governance, vessels that fail to display or substantiate a genuine link
to any flag State-commonly referred to as stateless vessels-have become a recurrent operational and
legal challenge. Although the law of the sea is built upon the flag-State paradigm, where nationality
connects a ship to a single jurisdictional framework, the practical reality of vessels operating without
reliable registration, documentation, or flag identification has expanded. Such vessels are frequently
encountered in contexts associated with irregular migration by sea, smuggling of migrants, trafficking
in persons, narcotics and arms trafficking, and illegal, unreported, and unregulated (IUU) fishing.
Against this background, coastal, flag, and third States increasingly face the question of how to
respond to stateless vessels in a manner that is both effective for maritime security and consistent with
international legality.

The problem is not merely operational; it is fundamentally normative. While it is widely accepted
that a vessel without nationality cannot claim the full protection of the flag-State regime, it is far less
settled what this absence of nationality positively authorizes other States to do. Practice demonstrates
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a persistent tension between two broad positions. One view treats statelessness as opening the vessel
to extensive enforcement actions by any State, on the theory that the ship falls outside the framework
of exclusive flag-State jurisdiction. The alternative view cautions that the absence of nationality does
not, by itself, create unlimited competence; rather, States must still demonstrate a lawful basis for
enforcement jurisdiction and observe limits derived from treaty law, customary international law,
and general principles, including the requirements of necessity and proportionality. The divergence
between these approaches produces legal uncertainty and risks inconsistent enforcement, jurisdictional
overreach, and avoidable human-rights violations. This uncertainty becomes particularly acute when
measures taken against stateless vessels directly affect individuals on board. Interdiction, boarding,
detention, diversion, and seizure are coercive acts that engage international human rights standards,
especially concerning liberty and security of person, due process, and protection from inhuman or
degrading treatment. In migration-related operations, additional constraints arise from the principle
of non-refoulement and broader obligations under international refugee and human rights law, which
require that interdiction practices do not result-directly or indirectly-in returning individuals to places
where they face persecution, torture, or other serious harm. Consequently, any legal framework
governing the treatment of stateless vessels on the high seas must address not only the permissibility of
enforcement measures but also the procedural safeguards and accountability standards that accompany
them. The article therefore focuses on the international legal grounds and limits for the exercise of State
jurisdiction over stateless vessels on the high seas. Its purpose is twofold: first, to clarify under what
conditions States may lawfully undertake measures such as visit, inspection, detention, and seizure
in relation to vessels lacking nationality; and second, to identify the minimum safeguards that should
govern such measures in order to ensure compliance with applicable human rights obligations and,
where relevant, the principle of non-refoulement. Methodologically, the study relies on doctrinal legal
analysis and treaty interpretation of the law of the sea, complemented by comparative engagement
with competing scholarly approaches and a review of relevant judicial and operational practice. By
articulating criteria for establishing statelessness and by distinguishing between prescriptive and
enforcement jurisdiction, the article seeks to reduce conceptual ambiguity and contribute to a more
coherent, rights-compatible framework for maritime enforcement on the high seas.

Materials and methods

This study draws on a set of primary and secondary sources relevant to the legal status of stateless
vessels and the exercise of jurisdiction on the high seas. The primary materials include: (i) treaty
law of the sea instruments establishing the high seas regime, flag-State competence, and the rules
on boarding and verification of nationality; (ii) customary international law principles concerning
jurisdiction, the use of force at sea, and responsibility for wrongful acts; and (iii) applicable
international human rights norms that constrain coercive maritime operations, including standards on
deprivation of liberty, procedural guarantees, and protection from ill-treatment. Where the operational
context concerns maritime migration, the analysis also takes into account the interaction between
interdiction practices and the principle of non-refoulement as developed in human rights and refugee
law. Secondary materials comprise scholarly literature addressing the concept of “statelessness” in
the maritime setting, competing theories of enforcement competence over vessels lacking nationality,
and doctrinal debates regarding the “genuine link” requirement and its consequences. In addition, the
study considers policy and operational materials to the extent that they reflect consistent State practice,
including publicly available guidelines and reports on maritime interdiction and law-enforcement
operations, insofar as they help identify the contours of emerging practice and its legal rationales.

Selection rationale. Judicial materials, doctrinal sources, and operational references are used on
a representativeness basis rather than exhaustively. In particular, the study prioritizes sources that (i)
are frequently invoked in debates on high-seas nationality verification and enforcement escalation; (i)
illustrate distinct legal characterizations of vessel “statelessness” (or inability to substantiate a claimed
flag); and (iii) address-directly or by implication-the interaction between maritime enforcement
and the protection of individuals on board. This selection approach is intended to capture recurring
reasoning patterns and legally relevant fact-scenarios in contemporary interdiction practice, rather
than to provide a comprehensive survey of all available materials.
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The research is conducted through a doctrinal and analytical legal methodology, combining
several complementary methods.

Methodological sequence. The analysis proceeds in four successive steps, applied in the following
order:

1. Treaty interpretation and doctrinal analysis. The core provisions governing nationality, the high
seas regime, and the right of visit are examined through systematic legal interpretation. The analysis
emphasizes the relationship between exclusive flag-State jurisdiction and recognized exceptions, as
well as the legal consequences of a vessel’s failure to establish nationality through flag, registration
documents, or other admissible evidence.

2. Conceptual and comparative analysis of doctrinal positions. To address the persistent
ambiguity in the treatment of stateless vessels, the study compares and evaluates the principal doctrinal
approaches: (a) the permissive approach, which regards statelessness as a sufficient trigger for broad
enforcement action by third States; and (b) the restrictive approach, which requires an additional
jurisdictional basis or demonstrable nexus beyond statelessness, and subjects enforcement measures
to tighter legal constraints.

3. Case-law and practice analysis. The study reviews relevant judicial and quasi-judicial practice
(international, regional, and national, where accessible) and examines how courts and decision-makers
have treated boarding, seizure, detention, or transfer operations in analogous contexts. This method
is used to identify legal tests applied to determine nationality, to assess standards of evidence, and to
evaluate the legality of enforcement measures and the treatment of individuals affected by them.

4. Human-rights compliance assessment. Recognizing that measures against stateless vessels
can directly affect persons on board, the study applies a compliance lens to evaluate whether asserted
enforcement powers are accompanied by minimum procedural safeguards. This includes assessing the
requirements of legality, necessity, proportionality, and due process, and-where interdiction relates to
maritime migration-examining operational outcomes through the framework of non-refoulement and
protection obligations.

The analysis distinguishes between prescriptive jurisdiction (the authority to regulate conduct)
and enforcement jurisdiction (the authority to take coercive measures), treating the latter as the central
issue in high seas operations involving stateless vessels. The geographical scope is limited to the
high seas, while recognizing that interdiction operations may have factual links to contiguous zones
or exclusive economic zones; such links are considered only insofar as they affect jurisdictional
arguments. The study focuses on the legal status and treatment of the vessel and persons on board,
rather than on technical maritime registration procedures as such.

Scope limitations. Given its doctrinal orientation, the study does not provide empirical
measurement of interdiction outcomes, operational statistics, or a technical assessment of ship-
registration systems and documentary practices beyond what is necessary to evaluate international
legality. Nor does it examine detailed domestic criminal-procedure frameworks except insofar as they
bear on the lawfulness of coercive measures under international law.

By combining doctrinal interpretation, comparative analysis, and practice-based evaluation, the
methodology aims to produce a coherent account of when-and under what safeguards-States may
lawfully exercise enforcement measures against stateless vessels on the high seas.

Results and discussion

A core premise of the law of the sea is that every ship must possess a nationality and sail under
the flag of a single State, thereby anchoring regulatory authority and responsibility in the flag State. In
doctrinal terms, “statelessness” at sea is therefore not simply the absence of a flag in a factual sense,
but a legal finding that a vessel cannot validly claim the nationality of any State. This distinction
matters because the classification of a vessel as “without nationality” is frequently treated as the
legal gateway for intrusive measures on the high seas, including boarding, search, detention, seizure,
or diversion. Accordingly, the status determination must be approached as a structured verification
process rather than an assumption driven by operational convenience.

From a legal-technical perspective, a vessel may reasonably be treated as lacking nationality
in at least three recurrent scenarios. First, no outward claim of nationality exists: the vessel does
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not fly a flag, displays no registration marks, and cannot produce registration documents or other
credible evidence of nationality. Second, a claimed nationality collapses under verification: the master
asserts a flag, but the asserted State denies the claim or fails to confirm nationality when consulted
through competent channels within a reasonable timeframe. Third, nationality is rendered legally
ineffective by inconsistency: the vessel uses multiple flags “as convenient,” produces contradictory
documentation, or presents mismatched identifiers (e.g., hull markings, name, call sign, MMSI/IMO-
related information where applicable), making it impossible to establish a stable legal link to a single
flag State. In these circumstances, the legal conclusion of statelessness is grounded not only in missing
formalities, but in the failure of the vessel to meet the minimum conditions of the flag-State system-
namely, a verifiable and exclusive attribution to one State [1].

The evidentiary threshold is the decisive safeguard against arbitrariness. Because statelessness can
unlock enhanced enforcement options, setting the threshold too low risks unjustified interference with
the freedom of navigation and with the rights of individuals on board, especially where interdiction
is coupled with restraint of movement or transfer. The appropriate standard is best articulated as
“reasonable grounds based on objective indicia” supported by a good-faith verification sequence. At
minimum, the boarding State should be able to show that it: (i) requested identification of nationality
from the master (flag-State claim); (ii) inspected available documentary evidence (registration
certificate, crew list, logbooks, port clearance, insurance, radio license, charter documents, and any
other papers typically used to evidence nationality and ownership/control); (iii) checked physical and
technical identifiers to assess consistency (name/home port markings, registration number, call sign;
and, where relevant, electronic identity signals and equipment data); (iv) sought confirmation from the
claimed flag State through competent authorities where feasible; and (v) recorded contemporaneously
the steps taken, the evidence reviewed, the inconsistencies identified, and the reasons for concluding
that nationality is not established [2].

In practice, operational constraints may prevent immediate flag-State confirmation (e.g., time-
sensitive safety risks, communication barriers, or lack of timely response). In such cases, the legality
of further coercive measures beyond nationality verification should not rest on “non-confirmation”
alone. Rather, it depends on whether the boarding State can demonstrate that, even absent a formal
response, there were objective indicators sufficient to justify escalation. These indicators may include,
for example: repeated contradictions in the master’s statements; presentation of manifestly invalid or
mismatched documents; the absence of any credible registry trace; deliberate concealment or alteration
of hull markings; and other conduct suggesting intentional evasion of flag attribution. Conversely,
where documentary gaps can plausibly be explained by non-criminal circumstances (e.g., loss at sea,
emergency, or administrative irregularities) and other identifiers are consistent, escalation to detention
or seizure should be treated as legally and evidentially fragile.

The structured approach outlined above yields two operationally relevant consequences. First, it
protects the legality of interdiction by ensuring that the statelessness determination is defensible ex
post before courts, oversight bodies, or international mechanisms. Second, it disciplines escalation:
verification boarding is one legal question; coercive enforcement is another, and the transition
requires a demonstrable legal basis and an evidentiary record showing both (a) why the vessel is
properly treated as stateless and (b) why the chosen measure was necessary and proportionate in
the circumstances. This evidentiary discipline is not merely procedural formalism; it is the central
mechanism that prevents “statelessness” from becoming an overbroad label used to justify intrusive
action on the high seas without adequate legal justification [3].

The analysis confirms that the absence of nationality weakens the practical operation of exclusive
flag-State jurisdiction, but it does not convert the high seas into a space of unlimited enforcement
discretion. A vessel without nationality may not benefit from the ordinary protective and regulatory
structure attached to a valid flag, yet this “jurisdictional deficit” does not, by itself, generate a blanket
“jurisdictional surplus” for all other States. The study therefore distinguishes two analytically separate
dimensions-prescriptive and enforcement jurisdiction-and treats their conflation as a major source of
doctrinal and operational error [4].

First, with respect to prescriptive jurisdiction, States retain the classical bases for regulating
conduct through domestic law: territoriality (including objective territoriality where conduct produces
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effects in the State), nationality (active and passive personality), and protection of essential State
interests. In this context, statelessness mainly complicates attribution: it removes an easy route to link
the vessel’s conduct to a flag State and may affect evidentiary pathways for jurisdictional claims, but
it does not create a universal legislative competence for all States to prescribe law for any activity
connected to a stateless vessel. Put differently, a State may criminalize migrant smuggling, trafficking,
or certain fisheries violations for acts connected to its territory, nationals, or protected interests, but
it cannot rely on statelessness alone as a general prescriptive “hook™ for regulating all behavior of a
vessel on the high seas. Where domestic criminalization is asserted absent a recognized jurisdictional
link, the resulting prosecutions risk being characterized as extra-territorial overreach rather than
legitimate regulation. This distinction is especially important because the presence of a stateless vessel
can be operationally suggestive of illegality, but prescriptive jurisdiction still depends on the nature of
the conduct and the accepted jurisdictional bases, not on the vessel’s administrative status alone [5].

Second, the more contested and operationally consequential dimension is enforcement
jurisdiction-the authority to take coercive measures such as boarding, searching, detaining persons,
seizing property, diverting a vessel, or arresting individuals. On the high seas, enforcement jurisdiction
remains exceptional by design, because the system aims to prevent competing coercive claims in areas
beyond national jurisdiction. Statelessness can expand the scope of legally permissible verification
measures-most notably by supporting visit, inspection, and other steps required to determine
nationality. However, it does not automatically authorize coercive enforcement in the stronger sense.
The permissibility of detention, seizure, diversion, or arrest must still rest on a lawful basis under
international law and remain constrained by general requirements such as necessity, proportionality,
and due regard for the rights of persons affected. The practical implication is that a State may be on
firm legal ground to board a vessel in order to resolve a nationality doubt, but it is not automatically
entitled to treat the vessel as if it were within its own enforcement jurisdiction for all purposes once
statelessness is suspected or even established [6].

Akey result of the study is that the strongest legal consensus-and the least controversial operational
competence-concerns boarding for the purpose of verifying nationality. This includes the limited right
of visit and inspection aimed at establishing whether the vessel is entitled to fly a flag and, if so, which
one. The consensus is strong because nationality verification is functionally necessary to preserve
the flag-based system: without a limited mechanism to test nationality claims, the regime would be
vulnerable to systematic evasion. Yet the study emphasizes that verification has an internal limit: the
aim is to establish status, not to “bootstrap” full enforcement authority absent additional grounds.

Beyond verification, coercive measures become lawful only through one of two pathways. The
first is a recognized jurisdictional basis under international law, such as established treaty-based
suppression regimes or categories widely treated as warranting robust high seas action (depending on
the legal instrument and the specific offence). The second pathway is a demonstrable nexus connecting
the operation to the enforcing State’s legitimate interests-such as territorial effects, the nationality of
perpetrators or victims, or protection of core security interests-provided that the measure is necessary
and proportionate. In both pathways, statelessness may play a supporting role (for example, by
removing the barrier of exclusive flag-State authority), but it is not a substitute for the legal basis itself.
This is precisely where disciplined analysis matters: statelessness may answer the question “why is
flag-State exclusivity not decisive here?”, but it does not by itself answer “why may this particular
State detain, seize, divert, or arrest on the high seas in this case?” [7].

The findings support conceptualizing measures directed at stateless vessels as a graduated spectrum
of interference, in which legality is determined not only by the end objective (e.g., suppressing crime or
preventing unsafe navigation), but by how escalation is controlled, what legal basis is invoked at each
step, and whether the decision-making trail is documented in a manner that permits ex post review.
This spectrum approach reflects the reality that maritime operations often develop dynamically: initial
situational awareness actions can evolve into verification boarding, and verification can, in turn, lead-
sometimes improperly-to coercive enforcement. Treating these stages as legally distinct is therefore
essential to prevent “status ambiguity” from becoming a blanket justification for intrusive action on
the high seas.
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1. Non-coercive measures (hailing, questioning, requests for documents). At the lowest level of
interference, authorities may employ non-coercive measures such as radio hailing, visual signaling,
requesting the vessel to identify its flag State, and asking for documentation or voyage information.
These steps are generally permissible as routine components of maritime situational awareness
and risk assessment, and they are particularly important where a vessel’s nationality is unclear or
inconsistently presented. Legally, their permissibility rests on the fact that they do not amount to
the exercise of coercive enforcement jurisdiction: they are forms of communication and information
gathering that, when conducted in a non-threatening manner, do not materially impair the freedom of
navigation. Operationally, however, the study stresses that these measures should be conducted in a
way that preserves voluntariness at this stage-avoiding implicit compulsion unless and until a lawful
basis for escalation is established. Importantly, even at this low level, documentation of the initial
indicators (e.g., absence of a flag, evasive maneuvers, contradictory answers) is valuable because it
often becomes the evidentiary foundation for subsequent “reasonable grounds™ assessments [8].

2. Visit and boarding for nationality verification. The next level is visit and boarding undertaken
specifically to verify nationality. This stage becomes lawful where there are reasonable grounds to
suspect that the vessel is without nationality or is concealing its status. The legal rationale is narrowly
tailored: boarding is justified as a functional mechanism to test and confirm nationality claims that
cannot be resolved through non-coercive means. The key constraint is purpose limitation. Verification
boarding must remain directed to establishing (i) whether the vessel is entitled to fly a flag and, if so,
which one; and (ii) the basic factual elements necessary to make that determination. The boarding
team’s scope of inquiry should therefore be limited to registration papers, identifying marks, and
other evidence relevant to nationality. The study emphasizes that this limitation is not merely formal:
it is the line separating legally accepted verification activity from enforcement measures that require
additional authority. If, during verification boarding, authorities encounter indications of other offences,
escalation is not automatic; it requires identification of a separate legal basis for further measures and
an updated necessity—proportionality assessment [9].

3. Search, detention, seizure, and diversion as higher-intensity enforcement. Measures such as
searching compartments beyond what is required for nationality verification, detaining the vessel or
persons on board, seizing cargo or the ship itself, or diverting the vessel to port represent a substantially
higher intensity of interference. The study’s results indicate that statelessness alone is an insufficient
justification for this level of enforcement. Instead, three cumulative requirements must be satisfied. (i)
Confirmed or well-supported statelessness through good-faith process. Escalation must be anchored
in a defensible status determination supported by objective indicia and documented verification steps.
A bare assumption based on the absence of a flag is not a sufficient foundation for prolonged control
of the vessel. (ii) Specific legal authority to enforce. Coercive measures require a distinct legal basis
derived from treaty law (e.g., a suppression regime applicable to the suspected conduct), customary
international law (where it clearly supports enforcement), or a demonstrable jurisdictional nexus
connecting the operation to the enforcing State’s lawful interests (territorial effects, nationality links,
protective interests). Statelessness may remove exclusive flag-State objections, but it does not itself
supply the enforcement power. (iii) Safeguards protecting persons on board. Once a measure entails
restraint of movement, deprivation of liberty, or transfer to a different jurisdiction, the operation
engages human-rights standards and, in migration contexts, non-refoulement considerations. The
study highlights that legality here is outcome-sensitive: unlawful detention conditions, lack of
procedural guarantees, or transfers resulting in exposure to serious harm can render the operation
internationally wrongful even if the initial boarding was lawful. This reinforced framework has an
important operational implication: the legality of high seas enforcement is not determined solely by
the status of the vessel, but by the legal characterization of the act (search, seizure, detention), the
authority invoked, and the proportionality of the response to the risk or offence at issue [10].

4. Use of force: the strictest constraints. The use of force is subject to the most stringent
limitations because it poses the greatest risk to life, bodily integrity, and the overall legitimacy of
maritime enforcement. Even where boarding is lawful, force must be treated as a last resort, deployed
only when strictly necessary to achieve a legitimate objective (such as ensuring the safety of the
boarding team or preventing imminent harm), and calibrated to be proportionate to the threat posed.

308



Scientific and practical journal ESJIL No. 1(14) 2026

The study underscores that proportionality in this context is not an abstract concept: it requires real-time
assessment of the severity and immediacy of the threat, the availability of less intrusive alternatives,
and the foreseeable risks to persons on board, including vulnerable individuals. Excessive or reckless
force can trigger State responsibility and can also contaminate subsequent measures-undermining
the legality of detention or seizure by casting the entire operation as arbitrary or disproportionate.
Accordingly, rules of engagement should be aligned with strict necessity, continuous risk assessment,
and robust reporting requirements to ensure accountability [11].

The persistence of doctrinal disagreement on stateless vessels is best explained by the structural
role nationality plays in the law of the sea. The high seas regime is designed to avoid competing
enforcement claims by anchoring authority primarily in the flag State. Stateless vessels disrupt this
ordering function: they undermine traceability, frustrate accountability, and complicate cooperative
suppression of transnational maritime crime [12]. As a result, operational actors tend to treat
statelessness as a practical “gateway” to intervention. Yet the legal framework does not explicitly
translate this operational intuition into an unrestricted enforcement mandate. The law of the sea
recognizes a limited set of exceptions to exclusive flag-State jurisdiction and, while it permits
verification of nationality, it does not clearly specify the full range of downstream enforcement actions
that third States may take once statelessness is established. This gap fuels competing interpretations
and invites States to use statelessness as a flexible legal label, sometimes as a surrogate for otherwise
contested jurisdictional bases [13].

Two broad approaches remain visible in scholarship and practice.

(a) The permissive approach (statelessness-as-open-access). This view treats a stateless vessel
as outside the protective architecture of exclusive flag-State jurisdiction and therefore “available”
to enforcement by any State. Its strongest practical appeal is deterrence: it prevents high seas spaces
from becoming sanctuaries for criminal conduct. It also reflects an accountability intuition-if no State
claims responsibility, other States should be able to fill the enforcement vacuum [14]. However, the
permissive approach carries clear legal and policy risks. First, it tends to conflate loss of protection
with grant of authority, moving from “no flag-State exclusivity” to “unlimited third-State power”
without an explicit legal bridge. Second, it creates incentives for overreach and selective enforcement,
enabling actions that may be difficult to justify under treaty law or customary constraints. Third,
it raises predictable human-rights concerns: broad enforcement discretion increases the likelihood
of arbitrary deprivation of liberty, excessive use of force, and informal transfers without adequate
procedural safeguards [15].

(b) Therestrictive approach (statelessness-as-insufficient trigger). This view holds that statelessness
may justify verification boarding but does not, by itself, authorize coercive enforcement measures
such as prolonged detention, seizure, diversion, or arrest. Under this approach, further steps require a
distinct legal basis-either a treaty suppression regime, universal jurisdiction (where recognized), or a
jurisdictional nexus (territorial effects, nationality links, protective principle, etc.)-and must comply
with necessity and proportionality. The restrictive approach better reflects the exceptional character
of enforcement jurisdiction on the high seas and offers a stronger framework against arbitrary
interference [16]. Its principal weakness is operational: it may be perceived as under-inclusive in fast-
moving contexts (e.g., mass-rescue scenarios, imminent threats, or evidentiary limitations at sea). In
practice, strict insistence on an additional nexus may slow interdiction, complicate evidence gathering,
and encourage informal workarounds-precisely the kinds of ad hoc practices that reduce transparency
and accountability.

Arecurrent grey zone emerges when a legally permissible nationality verification boarding gradually
turns into de facto enforcement. This “functional escalation” often occurs through a sequence: hailing
and document checks; boarding to verify nationality; discovery of inconsistent statements, lack of
documents, or suspected criminal indicators; followed by extended control of the vessel, restrictions
on movement, and transfer of persons. The legal vulnerability arises not from the initial boarding but
from the unstructured transition from verification to coercive measures. In many real-world operations,
the factors that trigger escalation (e.g., suspicion of smuggling, migrant transportation, or [UU fishing)
are difficult to prove at sea. When evidence is thin, statelessness can become a substitute rationale,
allowing enforcement actions to proceed without a clear link to a recognized jurisdictional basis. This
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produces two systemic consequences: (i) it erodes the predictability of the high seas jurisdictional
order; and (ii) it heightens the risk of rights violations, particularly when individuals are detained or
transferred without clear legal characterization, documentation, or access to safeguards [17].

A further reason the debate is difficult to resolve is that stateless-vessel enforcement is frequently
intertwined with migrant interdiction and rescue-at-sea contexts. Interdiction measures can become
indistinguishable from migration control, and decisions about diversion or transfer can determine
whether individuals are effectively denied access to protection. In such cases, human rights law
and the principle of non-refoulement are not peripheral; they are structurally determinative of what
enforcement can lawfully look like. Even where the law of the sea is interpreted permissively, the
treatment of persons on board triggers obligations regarding liberty, humane treatment, and procedural
guarantees. The absence of a flag does not reduce these obligations. Indeed, the operational reality
is that stateless vessels often carry particularly vulnerable individuals, and any legal framework
that prioritizes enforcement efficiency without safeguards risks producing illegality through
outcomes (unlawful detention, collective expulsion, indirect refoulement) rather than through formal
jurisdictional arguments [18].

To bridge the gap between operational needs and legal constraints, the discussion supports a
structured legality test that disciplines escalation and clarifies justification. A coherent approach can
be expressed as a sequential inquiry:

1. Are there reasonable grounds to suspect lack of nationality, and were good-faith steps taken to
verify nationality (flag, documents, identifiers, and-where feasible-flag-State confirmation)?

2. Is the conclusion of statelessness supported by objective indicia and documented reasoning?

3. Beyond verification, what is the specific legal basis for coercive measures (treaty suppression
regime, recognized universal jurisdiction category, or a jurisdictional nexus)?

4. TIs the contemplated measure the least intrusive effective option to achieve a legitimate aim,
and is the scope/time/force strictly limited?

5. Are minimum protections in place (humane treatment, documentation, reviewability), and,
where applicable, are non-refoulement risks assessed before diversion or transfer?

Sequential structure does not eliminate all controversy, but it provides a defensible and transparent
framework: it treats statelessness as relevant, yet not self-sufficient; it preserves the legitimacy of
verification boarding; and it disciplines escalation through identifiable legal authority and rights-
compatible safeguards.

Conclusion

Stateless vessels on the high seas challenge the flag-based architecture of the law of the sea and
intensify demands for swift action against maritime crime and irregular migration. This article has
argued that, while the absence of nationality weakens exclusive flag-State jurisdiction, it does not itself
generate an unlimited enforcement mandate for third States. Statelessness should therefore be treated
as a legal conclusion reached through good-faith verification and supported by objective indicia and
proper documentation, rather than as a purely operational label. The analysis indicates that nationality
verification boarding is the most defensible measure available on the high seas when reasonable
grounds exist. Any escalation to coercive measures-such as detention, seizure, diversion, or arrest-
should rest on an additional legal basis beyond statelessness (for example, a treaty suppression regime,
a recognized category of universal jurisdiction, or a clear jurisdictional nexus), and must comply
with the requirements of legality, necessity, and proportionality. Where operations affect persons on
board, international human rights obligations and, in migration-related contexts, the principle of non-
refoulement function as binding constraints that shape both the permissibility and design of interdiction
measures. Accordingly, a coherent approach requires: standardized verification procedures; explicit
separation between verification and enforcement decisions; disciplined escalation based on necessity
and proportionality; and minimum safeguards ensuring humane treatment, basic procedural guarantees,
and protection screening where transfer or diversion is contemplated. Implementing these elements
would reduce the current legal grey zone, improve predictability for operational actors, and strengthen
accountability while maintaining the effectiveness of maritime enforcement on the high seas.
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AWBIK TEHIZAEI'I ABAMATTbBIFbBI /KOK KEMEJIEPT'E KATBICTbI
MEMJUIEKETTIK OPUCAUKIOUAHBI )KY3ETE ACBIPY

Angarna

By makama amibIK TEHi3ZeTi a3aMaTTHIFBI JKOK kemenepre (stateless vessels) KaTBICTBI MEMIICKETTIH FOpHC-
JHMKLSCHIH )KY3€I'e aChIPY/IbIH XaJIbIKapaIbIK-KYKBIKTHIK HETi3/1epi MEH LIEKTEPiH KapacThIpaabl. MyH/1ail KeMeepaiH
peTci3 Kelri-KoH, KOHTpabaHIa, ajaM caylachl, 3aHCHI3, €CEITKe aTbIHOAHTHIH XKOHE PETTeIMEUTIH OabiK aynay (IUU
fishing) >koHe TPaHCYJITTBHIK TEHI3 KbUIMBICHIHBIH ©3r€ ¢ TYpJIepi asiChIHAA XHIPEK KOJIJaHbLTyblHa OaiIaHbICTHI
MOCEJIeHIH MPaKTUKAJIBIK MaHbI3bI apThIIT OThIP. COHBIMEH KaTap a3aMaTThIFbl JKOK KEMeJIepre Kapehl TEHI3AET KYKbIK
KOJIJIaHy IlIapaJlapbIHBIH pYKCaT €TUICTIH ayKbIMBI )KOHIHJE KYKBIKTHIK aiKbIH €MECTiK cakTaiyla. MakaitaHblH
MaKcaThl — MEMJICKETTEP/IIH a3aMaTThIFbl )KOK KeMeJepre KaTbICThl 0apy, TEKCepy, yCTay JKoHe TOpKiIey HiapaiapbH
KaH/ail jkarjaiiapia 3aH[bl TYPIAE JKYpri3e ajaThlHbIH HAKThUIAy, COHJAM-aK XaJbIKapaliblK aJaM KYKbIKTapbl
JKOHIHJIETI MiHJIETTEMeNepre JKoHe KOllli-KOHFa OaiimaHbpicThl onepanusuiapaa non-refoulement xarugarsiHa coii-
KECTIKTI KaMTaMachI3 Ty YIIH KaKeTTi €H TOMEHT1 KeMUIAIKTep i alKbIHIay. 3epTTeyae JOKTPUHAIBIK-KYKBIKTHIK
Tajnay KoHEe TeHi3 KYKBIFBl HOPMaJaphlH MIAPTTHIK TYCIHAIPY, a3aMaTTHIFBI )KOK KeMeJepAiH MopTedeciHe KaThICTHI
Oacekenec FRUTBIMH YCTaHBIMIAP/IBI CATBICTRIPMAITE Oaraay, COHaii-aK THICTI COT JKOHE OTePaIHsIIBIK TOKIpHOeHi
Taiay SAiCTepi KOMIaHbULABL. HoTrkenep a3aMaTThIFbI )KOK MOpTeOeCiH alKbIHAAYIbIH PAKTUKAJIBIK OJIIeMACPiH
YCBIHAIBI, OKIMIIIK XKOHE MAXKOYPIIey FOPUCIUKLIACHIH aXKbIpaTa Ibl JKOHE allbIK TEHI3/IeT1 3aHIbI apajlacydblH 0a3ablK
TaJanTapbl peTiHJe KAKETTUIK, MPONOPIMOHAIIBUIBIK KIHE PACIM/IIK alal/IbIK KaFUIaJIapbIH TY>KBIPBIMIaHIbI.

Tipf:K €O3/IeP: a3aMaTThIFbl )KOK KEME, allIbIK TeHi3, MEMIIEKETTIK HOPpUCAUKINA, 6apy KYKBIFbI, TeHi3,Hel"i KYKBIK
KOJLAany.
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OCYILIECTBJEHUE TOCYAAPCTBEHHOM IOPUCIAUKLIUU
B OTHOIIEHHWHU CYIOB BE3 I'PA’KJJAHCTBA B OTKPBITOM MOPE

AHHOTAIUA

B crarbe paccMarpuBaroTCsl MEXKIyHAPOAHO-IPABOBbIC OCHOBAHHMS U TIPEJIEITbl OCYIIECTBICHHS FOCYapCTBEH-
HOW IOPUCAVKINU B OTHOIIECHUH CyJ0B 0e3 rpaxxmaHcTsa (stateless vessels) B oTkpsiTom mope. [IpakTrueckas 3Ha-
YUMOCTH TEMBI BO3POCIIA B CBSI3H C YBEIMYECHHEM HCIIONB30BaHUS CYJIOB, HE MMEIOIIUX MM HE CIIOCOOHBIX IOJ-
TBEPIUTH HAIMOHAJIBHOCTD B KOHTEKCTE HEPETYISPHOM MUTPALMH, KOHTPaOaH/IbI, TOPTOBIIHU JIFOAEMH, HE3aKOHHOTO,
Hecoobmaemoro u Heperynupyemoro npomeicna (IUU fishing), a Takxke HHBIX (GOpPM TpaHCHAITMOHAIEHOW MOPCKOM
NPECTYNHOCTH. BMecTe ¢ TeM COXpaHseTcsl IpaBoBasi HEONPEIEICHHOCTh OTHOCHTEIILHO AOIyCTHMOro 00beMa Mep
MOPCKOTO ITPAaBONPUMEHEHHS MPOTHB TAaKUX CyAOB. L{esb cTaTbi — yTOUHNUTH, B KaKUX CIIy4asX TOCyAapcTBa BIIpaBe
3aKOHHO OCYIIECTBIISITH MEPBI TIOCEIICHNUS, TOCMOTPA, 33JICP)KaHNsl M U3BSITUSI B OTHOLICHUH CY/I0B 0€3 HallMOHAIIb-
HOCTH, a TaKKe OINpeNeNINTh MUHUMAaJIbHbIE IapaHTHH, HEOOXOIUMBbIE ISl 00€CIEYeHUs] COOTBETCTBHSI MEKIyHa-
POIHBIM 00s13aTeNbCTBaM B chepe MpaB YeJoBeKa U IPH MUTPALMOHHBIX ONEpalusIx MpHHIHIY non-refoulement.
B uccrnenoBanuy NpUMEHSIIOTCSl TOKTPUHAIIBHBIA TIPABOBOM aHAIU3 U JIOTOBOPHOE TOJIKOBAHWE HOPM IIpaBa Mops,
CpaBHHTEIIbHAS OIICHKA KOHKYPUPYIOLIMX HAYYHBIX ITIOJIXO/IOB K CTATyCy CYJI0B 0€3 IpaXk/IaHCTBa, a TAK)KE aHAIIU3 pe-
JICBaHTHOM Cy/IeOHOM M OrepanmoHHO# npakTuky. [loigydeHHbIe pe3y bTaThl MPearaloT MPaKTHIeCKue KpUTepHn
YCTaHOBJICHHS CTaTyca CydHa 0e3 IpaKIaHCTBA, PAa3rPaHUUYMBAIOT MPEAINHCHIBAIOILYIO0 H NPUHYIUTCIBHYIO IOpHC-
JUKLIUIO B (GOPMYITUPYIOT HEOOXOIMMOCTb, ITPOIIOPLIHOHAIBEHOCTE U MPOLEAYPHYIO J0OPOCOBECTHOCTD B KA4ECTBE
0a30BBIX TPeOOBaHMI 3aKOHHOTO BMEIIATEIECTBA B OTKPHITOM MOpE.

KiroueBbie cioBa: CyaAHO 0e3 IpakKJaHCTBa, OTKPLITOC MOPE, TOCYAApCTBEHHAA NOPUCAUKIUA, IIPaBO
MOCCHICHU S, MOPCKOC IMPABOIMIPUMCEHCHUC.
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