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II. THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE NORTHERN FISHERY

The MacArthur Line

At the beginning’of World War II, the Japanese distant-
water fishery, which already extended to the Sea of Okhotsk
and Bering Sea for salmon and crab fishing, to the South China
Sea and South Pacific Ocean for tuna and skipjack fishing,
and to the Antarctic Ocean for whale fishing, was the largest
harvester of fishes in the world. The Japanese distant-water
fishery rapidly grew with the strengthening of armaments in
Japan, and was conceived as military threat by many countries,
since warships often accompanied the fishing fleets as pro-
tection from local fishermen of other countries. During
World War II its fishery suffered a deadly blow, and collapsed
on September 27, 1945 with the establishment of the so-called
"MacArthur Line“l by the General Headgquarters of the Allied
Powers occupying Japan, in which all fishing activities were
limited by reference to fishing season, fishing gear type,
species, and area which was not to extend beyond 12 miles
from Japan's coast. As a result, the Northern Pacific fishery
which had been built up by the Japanese fishermen for 70
years (since 1875)2 in the North Kuril Island areas and for
40 years (since 1905)3 in the Kamchatka areas was put to an

end (see Fig.l).
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Figure 1. The MacArhur Line in 1945.



The MacArthur Line was established by Allied Powers
occupation force as one anti-militarism policy of Japan be-
cause the large fishing vessels had the possibility of being
easily transformed to military use. Additionally, it was in-
tended to reduce the menace of the Japanese distant water
fishery which had already been perceived as a threat to the
coastal fisheries of other nations.4 The General Headquarters
of the Allied Powers did recognize that in Japan's present
situation, it was necessary for the Japanese to increase
their food supply from the oceans because of a food crisis
developing in Japan after World War II. Therefore, the
Japanese distant-water fishery was soon allowed to operate
under a new policy. The General Headquarters of the Allied
Powers extended "The MacArthur Line" by several successive
steps, such as in November 1945 allowing whale fishing near
Ogasawara Islands and later (1948) in the Antarctic Ocean.5
At this point, only the Northern Pacific fishery was placed
under restrictions, which remained in effect until the restor-
ation of its sovereignty on April 28, 1952, when the San
Francisco Peace Treaty came into force. At this time "The
MacArthur Line" was abolished, and the Japanese Northern
pacific fishery once again started its operation on the high
seas in the North Pacific Ocean. However, the United States
and Canada were afraid of the Japanese Fishery's potential
for growth and competition in the Northeastern Pacific Ocean,
hence they restrained it under claims of coastal states

preference and ocean resources protection.



The United States and Canada agreed to negotiate the Peace
Treaty with Japan only under the condition that the Japanese
fishery growth be controlled by the North Pacific Fishery
Convention.6 Article 9 of the Peace Treaty placed Japan
under the obligation to negotiate with the Allied Powers,

so Japan was pressured, and had no other choice but to con-
clude bilateral and multilateral agreements for the regula-
tion or limitation of fishing, and the conservation and de-
velopment of fisheries on the high seas. In November 1951,
the North Pacific Fishery Convention was held in Tokyo, and
Japan agreed to negotiate with the United States and Canada,
which resulted in its reluctant acceptance of the so-called
principle of abstention (no Japanese Salmon and Herring

fishery east of Lorgitude 175°W) (see Fig. 2).

The Resumption of Japanese Northern Pacific Fishery

Under these circumstances, the Japanese Northern Pacific
Fishery resumed operation, but the Japanese government was
afraid to let them operate in the western side of the Pacific
high seas beyond Longitude 170°E (near Kamchatka) without a
treaty with the Soviet Union (see Fig. 3). Even though this
area was well beyond the Soviet territorial limits, Japan
felt there was great potential for conflict and used con-
siderable restraint in their fishing activities, especially
since the Soviet Union refused to sign the San Francisco
Peace Treaty. As a consequence, the Japanese government de-
cided that the Japanese fishery could operate on the high

seas near the Aleutian Islands area far from Kamchatka.



W.175°

Figure 2. Boundary line from the North Pacific Fishery
Convention.
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Western extent of Japanese fishing in 1952.




Still, the Japanese fishery did not have the necessary high
seas experience for effective operation, and therefore the
industry suffered.

However, three fleets made up of 50 fishing boats had
a good catch in that new area in May 1952, and moved to the
west on Latitude 50°N. It should be noted that Japanese fish-
ery policy is governed primarily through a licensing system
of not only the coastal fishery but also large-scale fishery
operations in the high seas. Therefore, essentially all fish-
ing activities have been regulated directly by the Japanese
government. As the fishing fleets began operating near Longi=-
tude 170°E at the end of June 1952, the fisheries industry
demanded that the Japanese government extend the fishing zone
further West. On July 4, 1952, the Japanese government
limited its advance to 70-100 miles offshore from the Kuril
Islands and Kamchatka because of its concern over possible
conflict with the Soviets. Consequently, the harvest of
fishes was rapidly increased, and total harvest of salmon
was 3851 metric tons in 1952.7

Before World War II, the Japanese salmon mother fishery
operated in the Soviet coastal water not more than 5 miles
from both sides of Kamchatka coasts. However, Japan's
major fishing areas after World War II were the high seas
centering around the Aleutian Islands.

The following year, in 1953, the fishing industry de-

manded 8 fleets for the Northern Pacific salmon fishery, but
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the Japanese government already made a decision for 3 fleets
of 85 fishing vessels and 15 research ships. But, the gross
tonnage of the 3 fleets was increased three times more than
the last year, because the new mother ships were constructed
for each fleet. Also, their advance was permitted up to 40
miles from Kamchatka. As a consegquence, total harvest in-
creased from 3851 metric tons (the previous year's harvest)
to 14,681 metric tons. Additionally in this year, 191 1li-
censed drift gillnet fishing boats (more than 30 gross tons)
were authorized for minor (small scale) salmon fishing in
offshore areas near Northern Hokkaido.

In 1954, minor salmon fishing dramatically increased
to 1897 boats due to high profits.8 Thus the salmon drift
gillnet fishery association petitioned for the extension of
permissible fishing areas beyond Latitude 47°N to the North.
Though the Japanese government rejected the proposal because
this was the authorized zone for the mother ship type (large
scale) fishery, it became somewhat of a political embarrass-
ment that the government protected the large scale fishery
enterprises at the expense of the minor fishermen. As a re-
sult, the Japanese government authorized the operation of
the minor salmon fishing to southern areas at Latitude 48°N
and restricted the mother ship type fishing to northern areas
at Latitude 48°30'N from 1955,

The North Pacific salmon mother ship type of fishery9
was successful with two test salmon fishing operations, so

that by the third year of operation, the procedure became
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standardized, utilizing 7 fleets of 160 fishing vessels in
1954. The fishery industry requested the Japanese government
for 21 fleets of 606 fishing vessels and 117 research ships
for the fourth fishing operation in 1955. The Japanese
government announced that only 12 mother ships and 280 fish-
ing vessels would be allowed for the regular operation in
Aleutian waters and 2 mother ships and 50 fishing vessels

for test operation in the Sea of Okhotsk.lO

Consequently,
some trouble began when one fishery industry, which was not
authorized for the North Pacific salmon fishery, tried to
operate under a flag convenience as a British fishing vessel.

However, the Japanese government prohibited it.ll

The Japa-
nese Fishery Agency encouraged that the coastal water fishery
in Japan be transposed’to salmon fishing (of the mother type
of fishery) in the North Pacific Ocean and the Sea of
Okhotsk. During the operation of "the MacArthur Line," the
Japanese coastal zone was teeming with large scale enterprises
and minor fisheries, which caused many conflicts in all areas
of the Japanese ocean. And it became a major object of public
concern in Japah. Therefore, the Fishery Policy of the
Japanese government diverted much of the fishing boats and

- surplus fishermen to offshore fishing or distant water fish-
ing. The Japanese government aimed for a stable Japanese
fishery management system. From 1954 to 1956, 318 vessels

were converted to the North Pacific salmon mother ship

type fishery.
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The Bulganin Line

After the appointment of Ichiro Kono as Minister of
Agriculture and Forestry in 1955 a policy was hammered out,
which obtained an increase in the number of fleets allowed
to operate in the northern waters for 1956. The permit
would have been given to 19 fleets of 557 fishing vessels,
including new 2 additional fleets to Cape Olyutorskty area
for 1956. News of this Japanese fishery policy stimulated
the Soviet Union, which had been silent for a long time. In
a Soviet radio broadcast on March 21, 1956, they announced
that the Soviet government had established a regulation
area for the stock of salmon species. They limited Japan-
ese salmon fishing beyond what became commonly known as
"the Bulganin Line."12 The fish conservation zone encom-
passed the entire Sea of Okhotsk, the western part of the
Bering Sea, and the Pacific Ocean adjacent to the territorial
waters of the Soviet Union, to west and northwest of a
conventional line running from Cape Olyutorsktx Bering
Sea,south alongvthe meridian to point Latitude 48°N, Longi-
tude 170°25'E, and then southwest until it reached the limits
of the territorial waters of the Soviet Union (see Fig. 4).

Just then, the Soviets broke off the Japanese-Soviet
Peace Treaty negotiations on March 20, 1956, and established
the conservation zone the next day. If the Soviets had en-
forced the policy, the Japanese salmon fishery would have
been unavoidably annihilated in the northern waters. Thus

it was a big shock for the Japanese government and fishery
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industry. The reason for the claim by the Soviets was for
the protection of salmon stocks from Japanese fishing in
Kamchaka, Sakhalin , and Sea of Okhotsk waters. However, ac-
cording to the analysis of Japanese Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, the Soviets also wished to blame the failure of
their east coast fishery to reach their five-year plan fish
harvesting goals on overfishing by the Japanese.l3 The
Japanese government quickly established Japanese fishing in
the wateré east of Longitude 170°25'E until the settlement

of the problem.l4

The Soviets initiated the northery fishery
talks on the Bulganin Line, and the Japanese-Soviet Tentative
Fishery Treaty was settled on May 14, 1956, five months be-
fore the Japanese-Soviet Joint Declaration was announced.

By the tentative fishery treaty, Japan (for 1956) was al-

lowed to harvest 65,000 metric tons15

within the Bulganin
Line. Consequently, 14 Japanese fishery fleets in Aleutian
waters and 2 fishery fleets (decreasing from 5 fishing fleets)16
in the Sea of Okhotsk were allowed to operate, and the fish-
ing operation in 1956 was less successful than expected, be-
cause of delays in the receipt of the necessary permit. The
fishery treaty was a draft convention concerning high seas
fishery in the entire Sea of Japan, the Sea of Okhotsk, and
Bering Sea, and included a draft agreement for cooperation in
the rescue of persons in distress at sea. The effective

term of the treaty was 10 years. Since this time, the
Japanese mothership type salmon fishery has been decreased

by the Japanese-Soviet Fishery negotiations even though the

Bulganin Line was extinguished.
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Japanese-Soviet Joint Declaration

The Soviet Union, which had not signed the San Francisco
Peace Treaty in 1951 (between Allied Powers and Japan) to
Japan, was very concerned for strategic and security reasons
about the improving relationships between Japan and the
United States through the Japan-U.S. Security Pact. There-
fore, the USSR appealed to Japan concerning the establishment
of diplomatic relations. However, Japanese Prime Minister
Yoshida, who was completely pro-American, did not accept any
proposals from the Soviet Union. But the Japanese public
opinion gradually changed showing a desire to normalize Japan-
Soviet diplomatic relations. This normalization was en-
couraged by the repatriation problem of 575,000 Japanese
prisoners of war, the problem of joining United Nations, and
the seizure of Japanese fishing boats in the northern
waters.l7 The.Hatoyama cabinet, which took office in December
1954, was favorably inclined toward normalization of rela-
tions with the Soviethnion, and the first Japanese-Soviet
negotiation began in London in June 1955.18 But both parties
were confronted with the concept of the disputed northern
territories (see Fig. 9 The Japanese government asserted the
historical ownership of the northern four islands (Habamai
group, Shikotan, Kunashiri, and Etorofu), and suggested an
international conference concerning the reversion to Japanese
control of the northern Kuril Islands and southern Sakhalin.
Against Japan's claim, the Soviets agreed to return only

'Habomai and Shikotan, and they broke off the talks on
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March 20, 1956. On March 21, 1956, the Soviet government sud-
denly announced the so-called "Bulganin Line," which was a
conservation zone for salmon species in the northern waters.
The Japanese government was upset by this apparent political
strategy and as a result, the Japanese delegation (Kono
Mission) went to Moscow for the northern fishery talks whiéh
inevitably involved the normalization of Japanese-Soviet re-
lations directly.

The northern fishery talks were started in Moscow on
April 29, 1956, with the understanding that negotiations
for the normalization of relations should resume not later
than July 31, 1956.19 In the northern fishery talks, Japan
claimed the right to harvest 80,000 metric tons/year as op-
posed to the Soviet's desire to limit Japan's catch to 50,000
metric tons/year. Finally, the agreement allowed a Japanese
catch of 65,000 metric tons within the Bulganin Line for
1956. 20

Though these northern fishery talks paved the way for
the normalization of Japanese-Soviet relations, the Soviet
Union held a strict attitude in regard to the fishery regu-
lation, and used it as leverage in the normalization negoti-
ations. On the other hand in Japan, there was still
considerable controversy over the benefits of normal rela-
tions with the Soviets, and involved complicated political
circumstances with different factions in the Liberal Demo-
cratic Party (Governmmental Party). But there was a strong
desire to settle the northern fishery talks (regardless of

the cost) since the fishing season was coming soon. After
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all, it was considered that the northern fishery talks had
been held due to the Soviet's initiative. The second peace
treaty negotiations resumed at the end of July 1956 in Moscow
but again floundered on the same impasse of the northern
territories and were discontinued on August 13, 1956. Dur-
ing the second negotiations, the Japanese government insti-
tuted its new policy in which it put an end to the immediate
belligerency by shelving the territorial issue, and emphasis
was therefore changed from actual peace treaty negotiations

to the normalization of relations.2l

Though the many minis-
terialists (Congressmen of the Governmental Party) and Oppo-
sition parties pressured the Hatoyama Cabinet not to normalize
with the Soviets without settlement of the territorial issue,
Prime Minister Hatoyama, considering the problem of 575,000
Japanese prisoners of war in Siberia, attended the third

22 The Joint

negotiations in Moscow from October 13, 1956.
Declaration, which included an agreement to allow Japan to
join the United Nations and the return of Japanese prisoners
of war, was finally signed on October 19, 1956 (11 years
after the end of World wWar II). It deferred consideration
of the territorial issue to further negotiations for a
fully-fledged peace treaty. The Soviet Union did concede

to return Shikotan and the Habomai group on the conclusion
of such a treaty. However, the peace treaty has not been

settled yet, and the territorial issue remains unsolved to

the present.
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Japanese-Soviet Fishery Negotiations

The High Seas Fisheries Convention was ratified on
December 1956. Consequently, the Northern Pacific Fisheries
Commission was established, which initiated annual meetings
held alternately in Tokyo and Moscow to determine the yearly
harvest of salmon, herring and crabs, and to make recommenda-
tions regarding conservation in the Sea of Okhotsk and the
northwest Pacific Ocean.

In the first annual Japanese-Soviet fishery negotia-
tions, held in Tokyo from February 1957, Japan wanted a
165,000 metric ton limit for salmon harvest, but the Soviets
said this should only be 80,000 metric tons. The Soviet's
claim was that Japanese mother ship type fishery overhar-
vested small salmon and salmon trout, and therefore few
salmon returned to spawn in Kamchatka in 1955. The Japanese
government changed its position to not- less than 145,000
metric tons and presented the new proposal that Japanese
catch limits would be determined by Japanese-Soviet joint
scientific surveys for the next year. But the Soviets re-
jected Japan's proposal. Therefore, the Japanese government
reduced their request to 120,000 metric tons. The Soviets
accepted Japan's final proposal with two conditions at-
tached. One was that the 120,000 metric ton catch of salmon
species for Japanese fishermen would be only for 1957 as an
exceptional measure. Another was that only two mother ship
type salmon fishery fleets would be allowed in the Sea of

23

Okhotsk instead of three fleets. These regulations applied
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only to the Japanese fishermen because the fishing on the
high seas of the convention area was done exclusively by
Japanese vessels. Soviet conservation claims were fortu-
nately brought to a halt, realizing that further disputa-
tion would fatally delay the departure of the Japanese fish-
ing fleets. Because of their unusual length, the Japanese-
Soviet fishery negotiations became known as the "100-day
meetings."24

In the second annual Japanese-Soviet fishery negotia-
tions in 1958, the Soviets claimed the total prohibition of
salmon fishing in the Sea of Okhotsk and drove Japan into a
corner. Japanese protest was to no avail, even though
Agriculture and Forestry Minister Akagi intervened. The
Japanese government had to accept agreement closing the Sea
of Okhotsk to salmon fishery starting January 1, 1959, in
exchange for increasing Japan's catch from 80,000 metric tons
(Soviet proposal) to 110,000 metric tons for 1958. 1In the
meeting, though, Ambassador Akagi (Japanese Agriculture and
Forestry Minister) in Moscow obtained a guarantee to allow
the operation of Japan's salmon fishery during the next year.
However, the limit for 1958 was reduced to 100,000 metric
tons. Japanese Prime Minister Shinsuke Kishi, who had only
considered the immediate economic value of the extra 10,000
metric tons of salmon, accepted the Soviet proposal concerning
the closing of the Sea of Okhotsk to salmon fishing. The
fishing negotiations with the Soviet Union became the target

of adverse criticism by the public opinion in Japan, and
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with good cause, since the initial Japanese agreement to end
fishing in the Sea of Okhotsk apparently led to the
expansion of areas closed to fishing by the Soviet Union,
and the eventual collapse of the Japanese northern Pacific
fishery.25
In the third annual Japanese-Scoviet Fishery negotiations
in 1959, the Soviets desired to limit Japan's catch to 50,000
metric tons against 165,000 metric tons proposed by the
Japanese, and the Soviets had maintained their proposal
limiting Japan's catch to 50,000 metric tons until the sixth
annual Japanese-Soviet fishery negotiations in 1962.26 In
1959, Japan met the Soviet's strong proposal for more clos-
ing areas and reducing the fishing season. Consequently,
Japan accepted its catch limits at only 85,000 metric tons
in compensation for the withdrawal of the Soviet proposal.
This tradeoff between the potential closing of fishing areas
and catch limitations became increasingly frequent in further
negotiations. In the fourth annual Japanese-Soviet fishery
negotiations in 1960, Japan suffered from Soviet political
criticism of its fishing practices and had to reduce its
catch by 17,500 metric tons (to 67,500 metric tons catch).
The extension of the Japan-U.S. Security Pact in 1960 re-
sulted in further negative action by the Soviet Union.27
Japan, which did not have a good record for diplomacy, was
brought to a disadvantage in the subsequent Japanese-Soviet
fishery negotiations, and in the meeting in 1961, Japan

again decreased its catch to 60,000 metric tons.?28
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The sixth annual Japanese-Soviety fishery negotiations in
1962 marked the development of a new phase. 1In September 1961,
when the Soviet Vice Prime Minister Mikoyan visited Japan in
connection with the industrial fair, he had a preliminary meet-
ing with the Japanese government. The Soviet Union demanded
the application of the regulations of the northern convention
to salmon fishing throughout the Pacific, because, the Soviets
argued, Japan had overharvested salmon in the areas south of
Latitude 45°N. since its catch in the northern region had
been limited by the Japanese-Soviet Fishery negotiations
since 1957.30

Japan finally consented in 1962 ‘and accepted that the
regulation would extend to the south. Consequently, the meet-
ing made two regulation zones: A zone, in the north region
of Latitude 45°N, and B zone, in the south area of Latitude
45°N. Japan's catch was limited to 55,000 metric tons in A
zone and to 60,000 metric tons in B zone. Also, Japan was
reduced to one mother ship type salmon fishery fleet in A
zone and to 20% of total small scale salmon fishing vessels
which had previously operated in the south area in Latitude
459N (see Fig. 6). Despite these severe measures, the large
scale fishery by big enterprises (A zone) did not suffer a
deathblow because of their diversification in other industries
which buffered the economic impact. However, there was
great confusion in the small scale fishery by individuals

(B zone) with the curtailment of 81 fishing vessels. The
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small scale fishermen union complained to the Japanese govern-
ment that the cause of the Soviet's severe demands was a
product of an administrative mistake by the Japanese govern-
ment, which allowed the increase of the mother ship type of
fishing fleet from 3 fleets in 1952 to 16 fleets in 1956,
resulting in overfishing. But the small scale fishery in

1954 operated 1897 vessels which were decreased to 414 ves-
sels in 1962. Therefore, it was argued that the mother ship
type salmon fishery should be abolished. Since some local
governments involved with this affair supported their claims,

31 The Japanese

it became a big object of public concern.
government paid compensation to small scale fishermen for
abolished vessels and tried to transfer these vessels to the
tuna fishery in the south.

Although'the salmon fishing requlations became increas-
ingly severe year after year, the maximum annual Japan's
catch of salmon was stable between 110,000 to 120,000 metric
tons in both 2zones toéether between 1962 and 1966. The tenth
annual Japanese-Soviet fishery negotiations (1966), which
was the final year of High Seas Fisheries Convention, was
watched with keen interest, since it would determine the
future of Japanese northern Pacific fishery. The Japanese
were once again shaken with Soviet's plan for decreasing
Japanese salmon fishing vessels by 90%, and by compromise

Japan found it had to accept less than 100,000 metric tons

of its catch in both zones A and B.
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In June 1966, Soviet Fisheries Minister Ishkov visited
Japan and agreed to extend the High Seas Fisheries Convention
every year. When Japan proposed the safety operation plan
near the northern territories, Ishkov presented a plan for

a Soviet fishing operation near Japan's coast.33

Since Japan
rejected the Soviet proposal the safety operation plan near
the northern territories is not still actualized. But the
fishery negotiations from the eleventh annual session in

1967 to the fourteenth annual session in 1970 went smoothly,
allowing catch limitations from 108,000 metric tons during
rich haul years to 90,000 metric tons during lean haul years,

though slightly decreasing Japan's catch every year.

Japanese-Soviet Fishery Negotiations in the 1970s

After the fifteenth annual session in 1971, the situa-
tion had taken on a new phase. The Soviets added three main
claims which were: 1) the principle of roughly equal allo-
cations (Japanese high seas salmon fisheries and Soviet
coastal salmon fishers); 2) the enforcement by Soviet patrol
boats in the B zone to ensure conservation measures by the
Japanese in salmon harvesting (Soviet patrol boats have en-
forced in the A zone since 1962)34 and 3) the restriction
on herring fishing and the exclusion of crab fishing.

Beginning in 1967, with the regulation of bottom fishing,
the Soviets began to add restriction on fishing to other
fish categories. The catching of roe-bearing herring was
banned completely in the Sea of Okhotsk after 1971.3% snail

fishing was excluded since they represented a creature of



26

the shelf, since 1973. 1In addition, the crab fishing became
a source of dispute in 1964, when the international conven-
tion on the Continental Shelf became operative with the rati-
fication by 22 nations. When the convention recognized that
coastal states would have sovereign rights over the natural
resources of the continental shelf, the Soviet Union, which
ratified the convention, declared that crabs were a natural
resource of the continental shelf. Japan, which did not
ratify the convention, disputed that crabs were a creature
of the continental shelf. 1In fact, when the Soviet Union
signed an agreement in 1965 with the United States to limit
Soviet crab fishing in American waters, the Soviets felt
more than justified in increasing their catch in their own
shelf region.36 The crab negotiations were separated from
the main negotiations and were held every March in Moscow
after 1969 and in which Japan's quota was decreased year af-
ter year. 1In 1975, Japan finally accepted that all areas
west of Kamchtka, which were the main grounds of Japanese

crab fishing, were closed to crab fishing.37

Therefore, the
Japanese mother ship type of crab fishery was totally de-
stroyed.

With regard to salmon and the salmon-trout negotiations
which were held separately, Japan also fell in its permissible
catch to a level of 80,000 metric tons in 1976. 1In comparison
the actual number of tons of salmon caught by the Soviet
amounted to 93,200 metric tons in 1965, and 102,900 metric tons

38

in 1975. And it is clear that despite the supposed Soviet



27

policy of equal allocation of Japanese-Soviet salmon harvest,
that Japan's harvest of salmon is steadily decreasing com-
pared to the Soviet harvest. Thus under these circumstances,
the Japanese salmon fisheries were continually cut down.

Japan in 1963 maintained 1l mother ships with 369 fish-
ing vessels in the mother ship type of fishery north of Lati-
tude 45°N, middle-size drift gillnet fishing vessels south of
Latitude 45°N, 1282 vessels in the small-size drift gillnet
fishery in the Pacific, 369 vessels in the longline fishery
in the Pacific, and 296 fishing vessels in the Sea of Japan.
In comparison, as a result of Soviet pressure, Japan in 1975
had a total of 10 mother ships with 333 fishing vessels, 287
middle—sizé drift gillnet fishing vessels south of Latitude
45°N, 1120 vessels in small-size drift gillnet fishery in
the Pacific, none in the longline fishery, and 170 fishing
vessels in the Sea of Japan.

In 1976, the Soviet Union finally demanded the banning
of herring harvest in the Sea of Okhotsk, and the cutback Fo
50% of Japan's actual catch in 1975 (54,000 metric tons).39
The Japanese herring fishery, which was entirely managed by
small-scale fishermen, operated 251 fishing vessels in the
Sea of Okhotsk. As a result, it presented a difficult prob-
lem in that the Japanese government might secure continued
salmon harvest by the sacrifice of a 50% reduction in herring
harvest during 1976. But even these problems were minor
compared to the eventual declaration of the 200-mile exclu-
sive fishing zone by the Soviet Union in December of 1976

following the similar U.S. 200-mile limit declaration.
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IIT. THE NORTHERN TERRITORIES

The Political Ploy

The establishment of Soviet 200-mile limit in 1977 once
again brought up the northern territorial issue between Japan
and the Soviet Union. The "northern territories," which are
comprised of the islands of Etorofu, Shikotan, Kunashiri,
and Habomai group northeast of Hokkaido, Japan, have been
occupied by the Soviets since World War II, though Japan has
claimed its historical right to these four islands. 1In
December 1976, the Soviet Union declared its own 200-mile
zone which encompassed the northern territores (see Fig. 7).
The Japanese government immediately protested against this
action and reported its call for the return of the northern
territories. Also the Japanese press campaigned vigorously
against the Soviet Union's action simultaneously throughout
the country. The northern territorial issue, which involves
the safety fishing operation, is probably the most complex
political problem existing between Japan and the Soviet
Union, and remains unresolved.

In September 1976, Foreign Minister Mivazawa took a
three day trip as the first Japanese foreign minister to

Hokkaido to inspect the disputed islands.40

During the two
days following the Mivazawa inspection, four Japanese fishing
vessels were seized off the northern territory. Also at this

time when the MIG-25 interceptor (a Soviet pilot flew it
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into Hakodate, Japan) was being examined on September 25, 1976
by the U.S., a Japanese squid fishing boat was seized on the
high seas. So it appears that this seizure was an apparent
retaliation against Miyagawa's inspection and the MIG-25 in
Japan, serving the interests of a third party, the U.S. It
is clear that these captures contributed to the delicate
Japanese-Soviet political relationships.4l

After World War II, 1554 fishing vessels had been seized
by the Soviets. As of March 12, 1979, 575 ships had not
been returned, and 25 ships were sunk in which 37 fishermen

died.42

The Soviets said that the sinkings occurred when

the Soviet Coast Guard vessel took a fishing boat in tow or
when a fishing boat tried to escape from the Soviet Coast
Guard vessel, and "it was swallowed up by the waves." The
northern seas are dangerous to men who earn a living from
them because of the rough heavy seas. The four islands,
Etorofu, Kunashiri, Shikotan, and the Habomai group, which
are one of the best fishing grounds in the world, are claimed
as Japanese historical territory by the Japanese government.
These fishing grounds had supported people who lived on the
four islands until just after the end of World War II when
the Soviet Union took occupation. After the 1956 Japan-
Soviet Joint Declaration, the Soviet Union still occupied

and still asserted a 12 mile territorial zone around the four
islands. The number of seizures have not decreased at all,

and many tragic events have occurred. For example, the
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fishermen have gone fishing on stormy days to take advantage
of the fact that the Soviet Coast Guard did not patrol on
such days. However, they could harvest ten times more fish
in the Soviet territorial zone (around the four islands)

than outside the zone, and they believed they had a right to
be there since the Japanese fishermen feel that the four
islands are their territory. From Miyazawa's inspection, it
was reported that the Japanese fishermen had little reluct-
ance to go within 12 miles of the islands, while the Japanese
Maritime Safety Agency vessel kept well outside the Soviet
territorial zone.43 The Japanese government proposed the
"safe operation plan" (around the four islands) to the Soviet
Union several times, that safe fishing and northern territories
issue be separated and that safe fishing be guaranteed, but
they took no notice of these proposals (1965-Akagi Plan;
1969-Aichi Plan; 1972-Safe Operation Plan; and 1977-Suzuki
Proposal).44 Most of the captured fishing boats were 20 to
30 ton vessels and the arrested people were small-scale
fishermen from the port of Nemuro or the port of Hanazaki

in Nemuro in Hokkaido. The population of this city is 46,000,
36,00 of whom make a living by small-scale fishing. Other
captured fishing boats (from Nagasaki and Tottori) were

catching squid.

Historical Background

During World War II, the Kuril Islands had a very im-

portant significance to Japan's defense; because the Kuril
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Islands are the nearest land mass to the Kamchatka, Aleutian
Islands, and Alaskan area. But the Japanese Military Force
was decreased to 23,000 in the Northern Kuril Islands at the
end of the war (1945) compared to 43,000 in the year before,
because of transfers to the South Pacific and Okinawa's de-
fense.45

On August 9, 1945, the Soviet military force suddenly
attacked Manshu areas (Northern China), Korea, and South
Karafuto, disregarding the Russo~Japan Neutrality Pact (1941-
1946). Also, they attacked the Kuril Islands from Kamchatka
on the day after Japan accepted the Potsdam Declaration
(the Allied Powers surrender ultimatum to Japan) on August
15, 1945. Then, the Soviet military force effected occu-
pation of Sakhalin, the Kuril Islands, Shikotan Island, and
the Habomai Island group the day before the Japanese signa-
ture of surrender on September 2, 1945.46 Finally, the Soviet
Union incorporated this occupied area as territory of the
Soviet Union in February 1946 without any treaty with Japan.47
When Japan signed the Peace Treaty with the Allied Powers in
San Francisco in 1951, the Soviet Union did not becomé one
of the members of the Allied Powers. The state of war be-
tween Japan and the Soviet Union was ended in 1956 by the
Japanese~Soviet Joint Declaration, and the problem of the
northern territories and the peace treaty were shelved.

Consciousness of a territorial grievance against the

soviet Union dawned on the Japanese only gradually after

the war. At first, Japan was too numbed by the shock of
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defeat and too preoccupied with finding food and shelter to
care. The Kuril Islands residents themselves thought of
little but how to survive. Repatriation filled the minds

of those caught unawares. Many Japanese believed the occu-
pation to be temporary. However, the Soviet Union incor-
porated this occupied area as territory of the Soviet Union.
On December 22, 1949, the Japanese government read its first
position paper on the northern territories in the Foreign

Affairs Committee of the Diet's House of Representatives.48

49 and

The statement denied the Yalta Agreement's legality
asserted Japan's claim to the southern Kuril Islands
(Kunashiri and Etorofu) and southern Sakhalin. Japan re-
nounced all right to the Kuril Islands in the San Francisco
Peace Treaty. However, the wording was "the Kuril Islands"
without further definition. Prime Minister Shigeru Yoshida
denied at the San Francisco Peace Conference that Japan had
taken the Kuril Islands and southern Sakhalin by aggression
and insisted that Russia in the past had never disputed
Japanese ownership of the southern Kurils, and he also
charged that the Soviets were occupying, without authority,
islands which were part of Hokkaido (Shikotan, and the
Habomai group). U.S. Ambassador Dulles told the conference
that the United States believed the Habomai group and
Shikotan not to be a part of the Kurils, but he omitted men-
tion of Kunashiri and Etorofu.50

The Soviet Union refused to sign the Japanese Peace

Treaty and for five years kept Japan out of the United Nations
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by its veto power. Finally, in 1955, Japanese and Soviet dip-
lomats met in London to begin negotiations which resulted in
the resumption of diplomatic relations but with no agreement
on territories, and consequently no treaty of peace. During
the meeting in August 1955, the Soviet side unexpectedly modi-
fied its intractable position and consented to hand back
Shikotan and the Habomai group; an agreement seemed imminent.51
But instead of accepting the Soviet concession, the Japanese
side raised new demands on August 30, 1955, which shifted the
retrocession of not only Shikotan and the Habomai group but
also Kunashiri and Etorofu and in addition asked that the
question of northern Kuril sovereignty be referred to an
international conference.52 So, the Soviet Union broke off
the negotiations. The Soviet Union did not resume them un-
til the following year, but again they floundered on the

same impasse. The Joint Declaration, signed on October 19,
1956, provided that the Soviets would return the Habomai
Islands group and Shikotan Island to Japan only after a peace
treaty had been concluded. Japan pressed unremittingly for
the southern Kurils. But for the record, the southern Kurils
were claimed as historically Japanese, but their reversion
was not deemed essential to a peace treaty. Similarly, the
northern Kurils and southern Sakhalin had been used as bar-
gaining counters in the San Francisco Conference.53 The

U.S. State Department tried to bolster Japan's position in

an aide-memoire to Tokyo on September 7, 1956, discounting

the Yalta Agreement and supporting Japanese rights to
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Kunashiri and Etorofu (the southern Kurils), but the United
States gesture reinforced rather than softened Soviet in-
transigence.54

Since 1960, shifts have slightly altered Soviet position
concerning the territorial issue. On January 27, 1960,
shortly after the revision of the Japan-U.S. Security Pact,
Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko announced that the islands
would be held until American forces had completely withdrawn

55 The Soviet Union insisted that the territorial

from Japan.
issue had been settled by the time Japan's Foreign Minister
visited Moscow in 1966 and 1967 to talk on the territorial.
issue to improve relations. In December 1969, Prime Minister
Eisaku Sato urged adopting the "Okinawa formula" which would
secure Soviet recognition of Japan's residual sovereignty in
the southern Kurils as the first step towards retrocession.
At least twice the United Nations General Assembly has been

56

used as a forum for Japan's grievances. Foreign Minister

Andrei Gromyko complained in 1972 that the northern terri-
tories were giving him a headache.57
In January 1972, Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko visited
Japan for talks with Japanese leaders. The Joint Communique
issued after the talks said that the two governments reached
agreement to talk again towards a peace treaty. Part of the
reason for Gromyko's visit to Japan was that the Soviet Union
was concerned over the restoration of diplomatic relations

between Japan and the People's Republic of China.58 The
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Japanese-Soviet Peace Treaty negotiations reopened in December
1972. 1In October, 1973, Japanese Prime Minister Kakuei Tanaka
in Moscow repeated Japan's position that the return of the
northern territories was an absolute precondition for the con-

clusion of a peace treaty.59

The Joint Communigque at the end
of the talks noted. only that the two governments recognized
that the settlement of "yet unresolved problem remaining
since World War II cbuld contribute to the establishment of

n60 The

good neighborly relations between the two countries.
Japanese government believed that the northern territorial
issue was an "unresolved problem." But in February 1976,
Soviet Secretary-General Brezhnev at the Twenty-fifth Party
Congress, denounced Japan's northern.territory claims as
"unwarranted and illegitimate" and warned Japan not to yield
to temptation and call for support from Red China.61
When the Japanese restated their claims to the northern
territories, the Soviets once again held their position that
the matter was already settled. Then the Soviet government
declared the establishment of a 200-mile fishery zone in
December 1976, following the example of the U.S. 200-mile
fishery zone, and drew the Soviet border line within the
northern territories. 1In late February 1977, Japanese Agri-
culture and Forestry Minister Suzuki and Soviet Fisheries
Minister Ishkov met in Moscow, where the Soviets sought Japan-

ese recognition of the Soviet zone, including the northern

territories, and Japan refused. The two sides only agreed to
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reopen negotiations in Moscow from March 15. Following the

Suzuki-Ishkov talks, Japan stated . to declare its own 200-

mile fishery zone within the northern territories (see Fig.

8). In April 1977, Japanese Chief Cabinet, Sunao Sonoda,

in Moscow tried to make a political settlement at a second

round of negotiations; however, the talks were broken off.

Finally, Japan and the Soviet Union signed their fishery ne-

gotations in May 1977 (accepting the Soviet 200-mile zone)

with agreement which was interpreted by Japan that the

northern territories issue continued as a problem in mutual

relations. Thus the Soviet's 200-mile zone served to at

least reopen negotiations concerning the northern territories.62
Japanese Foreign Minister Sonoda visited Moscow in

January 1978, and continued the northern territories issue

and the peace treaty talks. But Sonoda found that the talks

again floundered on the same impasse. These maneuvers have

not brought the northern territories problem closer to a solu-

tion since the Japanese government formally claimed the

northern territories in 1949.63

The Japanese View of the Northern Territories Issue

The position of Japan is that Japan has a historical
right to the northern territories, which was previously occu-
pied only by Japanese and had never passed into foreign hands.
The Matsumae feudal clan under Tokugawa Shogun took a field
survey of eastern Hokkaido and southern Sakhalin. in 1635.

Meanwhile, Russia occupied the Kamchatka Peninsula by the
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