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Abstract

It is undeniable that the field of maritime affairs has its special involvement and professionalism.
However, as US Justice Staughton said in his lecture on the interpretation rules of maritime affairs
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contracts in New York University Law School, there is no fundamental difference between inter-
pretation of maritime contracts and interpretation of any other Kind of contract. This article will
focus on the common law rules of contract interpretation of development, from the traditional
rules to modern rules, to explore the new development of rules, combined with the maritime field,
sort out the process of evolution, investigate its inherent law of evolution, trying to clarify the fu-
ture maritime matter under the common law of contract interpretation rules and reasonable de-
velopment path.
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“The ‘Olympic Pride’ (1980) 2 Lloyd’s Rep 67.
?Investors Compensation Scheme Ltd v. West Bromwich Building Society [1998] 1WLR896 (HL).
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*Wickman Mach. Tool Sales Ltd. v. L. Schuler A. G. [1974] App. Cas. 235.
“Antaios Compania SA v. Salen AB (The Antaios) [1985] A.C. 191.
*Thompson v. Goblin Hill Hotels Ltd. (Jamaica) [2011] UKPC 8.
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Table 1. The two-phase interpretation model
< 1. FMTERRRTERLIN

FE—BrB BB
PRAEER R R R R EE MR RS
B (clear) — BAR %R
PR A R 26K ANE % (unclear) PR L UL P —Fh R
ANAT#Ef# (incomprehensible) ¥ AN B

®Hillas & Co. Ltd v. Arcos Ltd. (1932) 147 L.T.R. 503, 511-12.
"Schiffshypotheken Bank zuluebeck AG v. Compton [1987] Lloyd’s Rep. 60.
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853N “The grammatical interpretation of the provision is important but should not be decisive”

°Arnold v. Britton [2015] UKSC 36.

“Chartbrook Ltd v. Persimmon Homes Ltd [2009] UKHL 38.

"Utica City National Bank v. Gunn (1918) 222 N.Y. Chartbrook Ltd v. Persimmon Homes Ltd [2009] UKHL 38. 204, 118 N.E. 607.
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