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OCEAN FISHERIES: 

NATIONAL INSTRUMENT 

FOR INTERNATIONAL STABILITY 

John T. Robison 

INTRODUCTION 

The worldwide production of ocean 
fisheries is growing at a rapid and steady 
rate. During the past 10 years the 
world's fish catch has almost doubled. 
The increasing demand for fish and the 
potential harvest of the oceans ensure 
that the fisheries will continue to main
tain this growth in the future. 

The world's population is growing at 
an alarming rate. Unfortunately, even 
though the fishing effort has been note
worthy, it can never feed the world. 
However, there is a possibility that the 
ocean fisheries could satisfy most of 
mankind's nUlrilional nerds--his lInimlll 
proll'in n"luin'ulI'tlls. H""()~tli~itl~ I his 
prlHtlis,~ of Ihl' Sl'lIS, sl'vl'ral till I ious II\"(' 

laking lInprt'l~ed,mLt-,1 aetiuns 10 harvest 
the protein that abounds there. 

Peru, virtually absent from the fish
ing grounds 10 years ago, is today the 
world's leading fishing natiotl. The 
growth of the fisheries of the U.S.S.R. 
has been only slightly less spectacular. 
Progress in Mainland China is largely 
unknown. Japan, which fishes through
out nearly all the oceans, has main
tained progressive growth and is in a 
strong second position among fishing 
nations. The United States, once a 
leader among fishing nations, has re
cently been displaced by Norway as the 
fifth largest fish producing nation. 

Paradoxically, the United States, the 
mosl :Hlvanced nation in the world in 
marini' sl'i"IIl'l' 111111 in nUlI\n~"II\I~nl, hnll 
IlI'l'n OVl'rlllk"1I hy 1t'll.~I'r lIaliulIlI ill 
harvesliug Ihe ocellus. I':'luipull!nt 111111 

boats are old and inefficient, incentives 
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for fishermen are weak, management 
has been ineffective, and Government 
interest has been apathetic. This condi
tion exists in the face of a growing 
demand for fishery products which is 
being increasingly met by imports. 

The present condition of the U.S. 
fishing industry will not remain un
noticed. Through legislative mandate, 
the United States is committed to a 
national program in marine science dedi
cated to the benefit of mankind. One of 
the primary areas to be given special 
emphasis is a new food-from-the-sea 
program to combat the growing specter 
of world hunger. This legislation marks 
the re.versal of our declining interest in 
the sea. 

The challenge of the seas has also 
been extended to others. The United 
States has invited -all nations to join 
together in the exploration of the 
oceans and to tap its wealth and abun
dance. The objectives of this program 
have been formally set forth in the 
International Decade of the Ocean Ex
ploration for the 1970's and presented 
to the United Nations. There are indica
tions that many nations will respond to 
this challenge. 

This paper will review our national 
policies toward the exploitation of thc 
seas and particularly those pertaininl!: lo 
fisheries. Since the United Slates recog
nizes the need to rehabilitate her fishing 
industry, the present condition of the 
fishing fleet and the inclination and the 
ability of the nation to meet these 
objectives will be addressed. 

The significance of fisheries cannot 
be appreciated by examining the U.S. 
industry alone. Thus, the world fishing 
effort, its full potential, and the influ
ence of fisheries on tl\(~ behavior of 
nations will also be discussed. 

The value of fisheries as an instru
IIIt'nt of national powt~r wiII abo hI! 
analyzl'd. The fi:;hing ill(llI:;trie:; of tlw 
Soviet lInion and tlw United States will 
be placed in parallel to accentuate the 
differences in national policy. Finally, 

fisheries will be dif>eussed as a common 
ground for international cooperation. 

I--NATIONAL POLICIES 
AND COMMITMENTS 

The Specter of World Hunger. Un
precedented interest is being focused on 
the resources of the seas. Technology to 
exploil them is proceeding at a rapid 
pace. During the next decade the world 
quest for scientific knowledge and ad
vances in technology for exploitation of 
the seas are likely to exceed all previous 
efforts. 

A global awakening to the opportuni
ties of the seas was inevitable. Many 
land resources required to meet the 
needs of a developing and growing 
society arc deCident or becoming 
scarce. 1 Nations must now begin to 
look beyond the shores for food, min
erals, and even water. 

Of the vital resources needed by the 
world population, none are more impor
tant than food. Mankind has failed to 
feed adequately the billions of people 
now living on earth. An enormous and 
expanding gap separates Yz billion well
nourished persons from the IJlz billion 
who arc underfed or malnourished.2 

Recent trends arc equally as grim. As 
a result of widespread drought in 
11)(,;'-11)(,(" world food produdion WIIR 

no grcater than the JlrtwiouR ymlr wlH'n 
there were 70 million less people to 
feed. Large-scale emergency shipments 
of grain frolll North America to the 
stricken areas have reduced grain stocks 
to their lowest level in over a decade. 
There is little food left in the granary; 
nations must now depend upon current 
production. Thus the world food situa
tion is more precarious than at any time 
sinee the period of aculc shorlag(~ d ur
ing the aftermath of World War 1I.3 

A high-yicld hybrid "miracle rice," 
u:;rd lin an rxp(~rinwntal IHlsis in Vict
nalll. :;itowt' greal pml\li:;(' fill' :\~ian 
nations.4 The agricultur(~ improve'lIIenl 
that took place in India in 1 %8 is 
mostly the result of planting new high-



virld wheat and rice. Nevertheless, ex
pansion of irrigation and fertilizer use is 
also required, and some experts think 
farm output in India has reached a 
temporary plateau.s Superior grain will 
unquestionably improve the food yield, 
but it appears too early to arrive at any 
conclusions as to the impact on the 
world food situation. In the meantime, 
any improvement in India's food pro· 
duction appears to be matched by a 
growing population count. 

During recent years the United States 
has heen acutely sensitive to world food 
problrms. This has been demonstrated 
throngh national actions and support of 
in terna tional programs. Substantial 
sums of mon~y have been appropriated, 
and vast quantities of food have been 
exported to l"atisfy world needs. For 
example, under Public Law 480, a 
foreign aid program initiated in 1954, 
approximately $15 billion of surplus 
food has hep.n sent to more than 130 
countries and territories.6 The successor 
to this program, the Food for P~ace bill 
passed by Congre~ in 1966, hcar!' a 
price tag of $7.4 billion.7 

Three succrssive administrations, 
bcginning with the Eisenhower :Idminis· 
tration in 1960, have taken steps to 
promote international coopcration anel 
participation as a mcans of cOlllltating 
hunger,a President Kennedy initialed 
the "Unite.) Nations Decade of Develop· 
ment" in 1961. This program, addressed 
to State Members of the U.N. and the 
~pecialized dgencies, called for unprece
dented cooperation and assistance by 
developp,d natiolli!, for sustained self
help hy developing n'ltions, and for the 
a:;sistance of the U.N. in all !'pheres of 
economic growth .. \ salient felltnre of 
this movement was the development of 
measures to eliminatc hunger and di
iW.lse of the less-developed nations. I) 

Hnfortunaldy, 110 lIpprolll'h f"l 
IlIkl'n lip 10 Ihal poilll.-illlt~rnali()lIl1l1y. 
nationally, or eoopcrativcly .. lllls raised 
food outpul in undcrdeveloped coun-
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tries to the level of food consump
tion. 10 

At the 1965 midpoint of the U.N. 
Decade of Development, an evaluation 
of the progress being made under this 
program showed dismal results. The 
poor were becoming poorer, and the 
rich were getting richer. Moreover, there 
was every indication that the numbers 
of people suffering from hunger and 
malnutrition would be markedly greater 
at the end of the program in 1970.11 

The goals set for this 10-year period 
simply will not be attained. It may be 
more appropriately known as the 
"Decade of Disappointment. ,,12 

This finding has been corroborated 
by other authorities. The President's 
Panel on the World Food Supply, in 
reviewing the composite efforts of all 
the U.S. foreign aid programs, the con
tributions of voluntary groups, and the 
years of activity hy international organi
zations such as the International Bank 
for Reconstruction and Development 
(IBRD), Food and Agriculture Organi1.:I' 
tion (F AO), and United Nations Inter
national Children's Emergency Fund 
(UNlr.EF), concluded that "thrre are 
more hungry mouths in thc world today 
than ever before in history. ,,13 Thus, 
thcre is overwhelmin~ opinion that na
tionlll mill international I·fforls 10 nllny 
the world food prohlem have f:lill~'1. 

The future looks equally as (\i~tllrh
ing. Some authorities contend that 
massive famines are inevitable and suI!' 
gest that it is too late to ito anythin~ 
except on a selective hasis. It is also 
predicted that increasing rivil tl'n~ioll~. 
riots, and government instabilily will 
accompany the increasing scarcity of 
food. 14 

This is a reversal of the optimism 
which existed several years ago. At that 
time, almost without exception. the ratt! 
of illl'rease in food demand wa~ ullllrr· 
(':;1 illllllt·d. alld lilt! rall~ of illl'f('ll!i<' in 
fnnd prllllul'linll WIIS ()v"f(':;limalt,.1. 1 J 

Nevertheless, with this ~rilll shift til 
realism the United SLatcs is cOllllnillc(1 
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to lead the world agaim;t hunger, and 
our national policies support this ohjec
tive.16 It is in this setting that the U.S. 
policy with respect to the exploitation 
of the seas comes into focus. 

Commitment to the Sea-A National 
Policy. The United States is clearly 
committed to the sea--politically. The 
Marine Resources and Engineering Act 
of 1966 provides an explicit mandate 
for a comprehensive, long-range, and 
coordinated national program in marine 
science. Certain portions of this act 
deserve mentioning. The broad objective 
of this legislation is "to develop, en
courage, and maintain a coordinated, 
comprehensive, and long-range national 
program in marine science for the bene
fit of mankind, to assist in protection of 
health and property, enhancement of 
commerce, transportation, and national 
security, rel~bilitation of our commer
cial fisheries, and increased utilization 
of these and other resources. ,,17 

The act also calls for specific courses 
of action to support these broad objec
tives. These actions, comprehensive in 
scope, are addressed to the many de
ficiencies of the U.S. marine science 
situation today. It should also be noted 
that emphasis is placed on the coopera
tion by the United States with other 
nations and international organizations 
in marine science activities when such 
cooperation is in the national interest. 

A commitment to revitalize the mari
time industry of the United States has 
also been made bv the new administra· 
tion. President Nixon has openly sup
ported a national policy to strengthen 
all elements of seapower, thus "enablin{.!: 
the nation to use the world ocean 
advantageously for either trade or de
fense-its navy, its merchant shipping, its 
shipbuilding, its fishing, it.~ oceano
graphic research. and its port fllcili
ties. ,,18 

Pursullnl 10 this nlltionlll poliey, tIll' 
United States ha~ proposed that the 
nations of the world join together dur
ing the seventies in a cooperative pro-

gram of OeCllJl e...: "loratioJl lUll! ex ploitn
tion. This program has heen designllted 
liS the lnternlltional Decade of Ocean 
Exploration.19 

One of the underlying concepts of 
the decade is that the very size and 
scope of the marine environu{ent dictate 
that exploratory effort be conducted on 
a vast scale if anything is to be accom
plished within a reasonable period of 
time. Hence, a broad program would 
necessarily require the cooperative ef
fort of many nations. The decade is lliso 
cnvisioned as a first step among nations 
in developing the future economic po
tential of the oceans, the base for 
expanded and more deliberate efforts of 
the future. 

As might be expected, the main 
thrust of this movement is directed 
toward material objectives, to develop 
new sources of food for the developing 
nations. Concomitantlv, there is the 
idealistic objective that the cooperative 
effort to use the oceans will serve as a 
common bond among nations and a 
force for creating international political 
stability. 

The U.S. commitment to the sea is 
loud and clear. But how will it compete 
with the other pressing problems of the 
Government which are all competing for 
resources? Aside from the Vietnam 
drain, which will lake precedence. there 
are several dominant programs that 
must be considered. These include the 
Great Society programs, the antiballistic 
missile system, the outer space program, 
and the marine resources and engineer
ing development program.20 

It is extremely doubtful that the 
national "back to the sea" program will 
overshadow these competitive programs 
for resources. Nevertheless, certain 
aspects of the marine resources pro/,rram 
arc of sufficient importance to be given 
carly consideration. Till' world food 
prohlem impinges directly on potcntinl 
of the world fisheries. In view of this 
grave situation and the direct economic 
and political import of a strong national 



fishing industry, it is difficult to per
ccive that any other aspect of the U.S. 
marine resources and engineering pro
gram would receive a higher priority. 

II--THE U.S. FISHING INDUSTRY 

U.S. Fisheries-A Distressed Industry. 
"We've got to stop fishing like St. 
Peter. " 

This admonition, appearing in a 
double page advertisement in a recent 
issue of several major news magazines 
for the nickel industry, reflects the 
general condition of the U.S. fishing 
industry.l 

In an age when the trend of indus
trial production is solidly upward, the 
downcast indices of the performance of 
the U.S. fishing industry are an anom
aly. Moreover, this dismal picture of the 
U.S. fishing fleet has occurred while 
worldwide catches are being landed at 
an accelerated rate. For example, while 
U.S. production has dropped by 10 
percent over the past 10 years, the 
world's fishing production has 
doubled.2 Furthermore, the decrease in 
the U.S. catch has taken place in the 
face of a steady increase in U.S. de
mand. 

In fact, the U.S. demand for fish is 
gteatly exceeding its domestic capahility 
or will to supply them. Consequently, 
the importation of fish rises each year. 
Today, the United States is the world's 
largest importer of fish-accounting for 
almost 28 percent of the world's fish 
imports (i.e., not caught by our own 
fishermen). 

Specifically, in 1966 U.S. fishermen 
accounted for only 40 percent of 
domestic consumption; foreign imports 
supplied the rest. The value of these 
imports was nearly $750 million; a 
significant sum from the viewpoint of 
the balance of payment problem con
fronting the United States today.3 

Widespread cOIll~crn and indignation 
have been expressed over the plight of 
the U.S. fishing industry-perhaps ex-

429 

eeeded only by the reaction to the 
deteriorated condition of the U.S. mer
chant marine. A special congressional 
study of fishery activities behind the 
Iron Curtain concluded that by com
parison with Communist programs "our 
fishing industry is moribund and on the 
decline. ,>4 

The Commission on Marine Science, 
Engineering and Resources, in response 
to congressional mandate, recently com
pleted a comprehensive survey of the 
nation's needs and opportunities related 
to the sea.s After almost 2 years of 
study, this commission concluded that 
the United States must make substantial 
investment in understanding, exploiting, 
and preserving the oceans. With respect 
to fisheries, the nation's fishing industry 
was described "as primitive and ineffi
cient in large part and hampered by 
overlapping, conflicting, restrictive laws 
throughout all levels of government." 
The report was also critical of the 
nation's dependence upon the large 
importation of fish to meet its needs. 

These conclusions can be clearly and 
convincingly supported. In the first 
place, the U.S. fishing fleet is unques
tionably old and ill equipped by modern 
standards. The following testimony 
made recently before a Subcommittee 
on Fisheries and Wildlife attests to this 
faet: 6 

A 1966 survey of the U.S. commercial 
fleet showed that of the nearly 14,000 
documented vessels, the average age 
was 20 years, the average length was 
less than 70 feet, 92 percent had no 
refrigeration facilities, 84 percent had 
no hydraulic winches, 77 percent did 
not have radio direction finders, and 
48 percent did not have radio tele
phones. 

Furthermore, there is evidence that 
little is being done to modernize the 
fishing fleet, even though a new fishboat 
construction subsidy has been in effect 
silH:C J\ up;ust 1 CJ(j!t •• 7 

Tlw manpower picture is equally 1111 

depressing. The number of persons em· 
ployed in the fishing industry, including 
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fishermen and shore workers has de
creased over the years and has now 
become stable. Between 1950 and 1960 
the fishing labor force dropped from 
263,000 persons to 224,000 persons.8 

As of 1966 there were still 224,000 
persons employed in the industry. 9 The 
number of fishermen required before 
the fishing industry can become a viable 
portion of the U.S. economy is not 
known. An annual increase in the labor 
force of slightly more than 1.5 percent 
is considered a desirable goal for bal
anced national growth.! 0 Although it is 
difficult to relate overall goals with 
those of a single industry, on the basis 
of a straight line projection an employ
ment level of 330,000 persons as of 
1966 would have represented a reason
able growth rate. 

The reason for the decline is signifi
cant. Unlike agriculture, for example, 
where technology and productivity have 
permitted a decrease in labor force on 
the farms, the technology in the fishing 
industry has had only a minor role in 
reducing the number of fishermen. The 
lag in technology and inability to com
pete with other sectors of a dynamic 
economy, including foreign fishing in
dustries, are the primary reasons for this 
decrease in manpower.!! 

Continued failure to keep pacc with 
increasing productivity is ccrtain to 
magnify the manpower problems of 
most U.S. fisheries. Labor costs will 
likely continue to rise and the fishing 
industry will have to improve its effi
ciency enough to offset the increased 
costs. Most of the current fishing labor 
force will remain employed in the 
fishing industry. rather than take jobs 
in other industries. However, as these 
fishermen retire, there will be few 
replacements and the number of fisher
men will continue to decline. 

The declining strength of the U.S. 
fishing industry has a direct bearing on 
the age and wage level of the fishcrman. 
For example, the U.S. fisherman, as 
represented by the New England fleet, is 
considerably older than the average U.S. 

male worker. Almost 80 percent of 
Boston offshore fishermen are over 45 
years old. By contrast, only 37 percent 
of the total U.S. labor force is over 45 
years old.! 3 The average annual earn
ings of the U.S. fisherman, estimated to 
be $5,040, is below the national average 
labor rate. ! 4 

In discussing manpower problems, it 
is also appropriate to address certain 
sociological and environmental condi
tions peculiar to the industry. Aside 
from being seasonal and unpredictable, 
fishing is also difficult and hazardous. 
Thus, considering the labor market 
today, there appears litLle to attracllhc 
younger generation to this line of work. 
Furthermore, minimum wage laws, 
trade unionism, and other factors that 
tend to improve earnings and working 
conditions do not appear to be well 
established in the fishing industry. This 
is demonstrated by the fact that less 
than 10 percent of the fishermen, as a 
whole, are members of unions.! 5 

Thus, the present caliber of the labor 
force and the inducements of the indus
try provide little promise for a stronger 
industry--and a replacement force is not 
being developed. 

Several factors have contributed to 
the inertia in the U.S. fishing industry. 
Foremost among these has been the 
aLtitudc of the Government. 

Federal legislation, dating back from 
the early days of the nalion, prohibits 
the construction of U.S. fishing vessels 
in foreign shipyards.!6 Although this 
legislation was designed to help the U.S. 
shipbuilding industry, it has imposed 
economic constraints on U.S. fishermen. 
Today, the cost of fishing vessels built 
in foreign yards ranges up to 45 to 50 
percent of the domestic cost, with no 
prospect of a more favorable differen
tial. 7 

In addition, the industry is handi
capp()d by certuin sLutc (~onsr.rvlllioll 

laws which Uri) bused Oil ceolllllllic 
conditions which no longcr exist.! 8 

Many of these conservation regulations 



effectivcly limit fishing time, nets, and 
the length of the fishing boats. It has 
been estimated that because of these 
conservation restrictions the use of fish
ing vessels is limited to 25 percent of 
their full potential. 1 

9 Although this 
estimate appears to be low and may not 
be representative of the entire industry, 
it is clear that archaic regulations ad
versely affect the efficiency of fishing 
flcets today. 

Other institutional problems, re
flecting inadequate Government atten
tion to its fisheries, have bcen high
lighted by the National Security Indus
trial Assoeiation.20 These include the 
lack of basic economic research in the 
field of fisheries, the absence of a close 
supporting rclationship between the 
Navy and the fishing industry, imposi
tion of unrealistic administrative and 
safety rules on the fishing industry, and 
the basic inattention given by the Gov
ernment to the specialized problems of 
the fishing industry because of its rela
tively small size in the total U.S. 
economy. However, all the troubles of 
the U.S. commercial fisheries cannot be 
blamed on the Government. For ex
ample, actions to expand markets, in
crease product quality, and to promote 
cooperation between segments of the 
industry are properly within the prov
ince of the industry.21 

It could be argued that it might be to 
the best interests of the United States to 
depend upon increasing imports and to 
let its fishing industry "fade away." 
Some authorities contend that the inter
ests of the United States and the inter
ests of the whole world will best be 
served by free trade rather than by 
protection; and further, that import 
quotas or other trade barriers would 
mean higher prices and less freedom of 
choice for consumers.2 2 From an eco
nomic point of view this may be a 
feasible option. As we have seen, there 
are relatively few persons employed in 
the fishing industry within the United 
States, and they account for less than 
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one fourth of I percent of the labor 
force_ The total U.S. catch, if replaced 
hy imports, would amount to approxi
mately $500 million,23 a negligible seg
ment of the economy when compared 
to the country's gross national product 
of $673 billion for 1967.24 

Thus, it could be concluded that 
from an economic point of view, main
taining the status quo and permitting 
the continued relative decline of the 
U.S. fishing industry would not seri
ously affect the overall interests of the 
nation. 

Neverthcless, certain sectors of the 
U.S. fishing industry are strong and 
competitive; notably the tuna, shrimp, 
and menhaden fisheries.2 

5 These indus
tries, particularly the tuna and shrimp 
fishermen managed by large companies 
and operating on a worldwide hasis, 
have been able to grow in the face of 
increasing foreign competition.2 

6 Sig
nificantly, the tuna industry, through 
technology and aggressive marketing 
practices, continues to grow stronger 
and thus demonstrates that progress is 
possible. 

This is not to suggest that the U.S. 
Government has remained totally un
responsive to the continued decline of 
most aspects of her fishing industry. 
Recen t pressures from the d()I1)(~'!ti<: 
fishing industry have been successful in 
awakening Government interest and 
have resulted in concrete action in 
specific areas. 

Awakening of the U.S. Fishing Indus
try. The first significant fishing subsidy 
construction under the Fishing Vessel 
Construction Differential Subsidy Act 
program was authorized by Congress in 
1960.27 Found to be ineffective, this 
program was replaced by the Fishing 
Fleet Improvement Act in 1964 which 
authorizes the Secretary of the Interior 
to pay up to half of the construction of 
a new fishing vesseJ.28 However, this is 
only a nucleus for expansion since the 
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authorization is limiteu to $10 million 
annually and then only for 5 years. 

Despite a slow start, the prospects of 
the program are optimistic. During the 
first 2 years, a total of 37 vessels 
entered the program. 2 

9 The first Ameri
ean-huill factory ship was sponsored 
under this program This ship, lhe Sea
freeze Atlantic, a 292-foot stern trawler 
and fishhouse, embarked on her maiden 
voyage in February 1969. Built at a cost 
of about $6 million, she represents a 
new generation of development within 
the U.S. fishing fleet. Significantly, the 
Seafreeze A tlantic is lhc firsl of a flccl 
of 10 ships that are being built or 
planned.30 

In' recognition of the need to accel
erate the national development of ma
rine resources, the National Sea Grant 
and Program Act was signed in October 
1966.31 This program, designed to en
courage research and development 
through educalional institutions and 
other institutes, laboratories, and agen
cies, promises to :;hape the future of the 
U.S. fishing industry to some extent. 
The Marine Resources Act of 1966, 
which provides the base for the "Sea 
Grant Program," will also providc a 
good foundation for the developmcnt of 
related programs. However, it must he 
kept in mind that the return from such 
programs must he considered in a long
rangc context. 

Perhaps one of the most encouraging 
Government programs, recently ini
tiateu hy the National Council on l\'la
rine Resources and Engineering Devel
opment, has heen the initial effort to 
apply systems analysis techniqucs to the 
U.S. fishing industry. One of the early 
studies is a systems analysis of trawler 
operations.32 The methodology of this 
study. which rcsulted in the computa
tion of an optimum fishing system for 
Roston-based haddoek trawlers fishing 
on Gl'orl!t's Bank. also has application to 
otlwr fi:,lll'rit':'. lnlt'rt':'tinp:ly, ont' of Iht' 
collt'lu~ions of the ~llIlly W<lS Ihal lht' 
usc of an advanccd and costly fishing 

system within th .. currcnt hiologieal aJlII 

cconomic constraints of thc Georges 
Bank haddock grounds is qucstionahle 
and that the present trawlers are more 
effective. 

The United States has made a na
tional commitment to revitalize its com
mercial fisherics. This nation has also 
invited the nations of the world to join 
in a concerted program to develop the 
resources of the sea-particularly new 
sources of food. 

Despite encouraging signs of progress 
the U.S. fishing industry, in its prescnt 
condition and with lhc Govcrnmcnt 
assistance thal is now available, is 
incapable of responding to this chal
lenge. Thus, timely and substantial 
Government patronage, far beyond the 
magnitude and scope of existing pro
grams, must be provided to meet this 
objective. 

As we have seen, several sectors of 
the U.S. fishing industry have been able 
to "go it alone." It would he wise to 
look in their direction for the formula 
that is needed for a strong fishing 
program. 

III--SIGNIFICANCE OF FISHERIES 

World Fishing Effort. The produc
tivity of the world's fisheries is increas
ing each year. [n 1966 the official total 
world catch of fish, shcllfish, shrimp, 
and other marine life was 56.8 million 
melTic tons--an increase of almost 87 
percent over the 1956 catch of 30.4 
million metric tons. 1 All told, since 
World War II the world output has been 
increasing at the rate of about 7 percent 
each year. With few exceptions this 
increase has been shared by all fishing 
nations. It is estimated that the top 13 
major fishing nations account for ahout 
75 percent of the world's fish produc
tion. The remaining 92 nations from 
whom data is collected account for the 
hal<lnee. The major producers <lrc Iistcd 
in [:tblt' I. 

Today tIlt! fiVl~ major fishing l'Olln
tries ure Peru, Jupun, I\luinlanu China, 



U.S.S.R., and Norway-in that order. 
The United States occupies a static sixth 
position.2 

Thc risc in the fish catch of Peru has 
been phenomenal, increasing from 
about Yz million metric tons in 1957 to 
a level that has ranged from 7 to 9 
million tons for the past 4 years ending 
in ] 966, a 16-fold increase. Virtually all 
of this increase is in anchoevete, a small 
sardinelike fish that is processed into 
fishmea1.3 

Production of Japan's far-ranging and 
highly integratcd fishing flect has rc
mained hcalthy for the past ] 0 ycars 
and, though outweighed by the tonnage 
of Peru's catch, excceds it in value by a 
factor of 10.4 

TABLE I--MAJOR FISHING NATIONS 
WITH CATCHES OVER 1 MILLION 

METRIC TONS in 1966a 

Peru 
Japan 

bChina (Mainland) 
U.S.S.R. 
Norwav 
United States 
Chile 
India 
Spain 
Canada 
Iceland 
United Kingdom 
Indonesia 

Total 

8,789,000 
7,077,400 
7,000,000 
5,348,800 
2,849,400 
2,514,600 
1,383,500 
1,376,600 
1,357,400 
1,348,800 
1,240,300 
1,066,600 
1,001,400 

42,353,800 

aFood and Agriculture Organization of 
the United Nations, Yearbook of Fishery 
Statistics, 1966 (Rome: 1967), p. 
a-12-a-47. 

bBased on estimate of Jan J. Solecki, 
Economic Aspects of the Fishing Industry 
In Mainland China (Vancouver: University 
of British Columbia, 1966), p. 143. 

Fishery data has not been available 
from Mainland China since 1960 at 
which time its catch was very close to 
that of Japan and Peru. In thc absence 
of reliablc statistics a specific study, 
sponsored by the Office of Naval Re
search and the University of British 
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Columbia, was madc to determine the 
output of the fishing industry in China. 
This survey estimated that production 
of China's fisheries would probably 
range from 5 to 7 mi11ion metric tons 
during the 1965-66 period, slightly less 
than Japan's production during this 
same period of time.s 

The activity of the U.S.S.R. fishing 
fleet has becn only slightly less spec
tacular than Peru's, steadily climbing 
each year since 1959 to a total of 5.4 
million tons in )966, almost a 100 
pcrccnt increase over an B-ycur time 
span.6 

Much farther down the scale is Nor
way. Displaying a sharp rise over a 
2-year period, Norway stands fifth in 
production at almost 3 million tons.7 

It should be noted that almost one
third of the current catch is reduced to 
fishmeal, fertilizer, and other industrial 
purposes. Fish caught for reduction 
have been growing at the rate of almost 
12 percent each year, whereas fish 
caught for food have been increasing at 
a lower rate of little more than 4 
pcrcent cach year.s 

Potential of Fishc.'ries. A glance ut the 
world's oceans reveals that the distribu
tion of fisheries is extremely uneven. 
The major fishing grounds are widely 
scuttcred hetween Jupan and the Philip
pines, Greenland und the British Isles, 
and in the Pacific waters bordering 
Chile, Ecuador, and Peru. Moderate 
fishing activity takes place in the north
ern Atlantic and Pacific off Canada and 
the United States. By contrast, the 
remaining major waters, particularly 
those surrounding the whole of Africa, 
the east coast of South America, and 
the west coast of Mexico and the United 
States are inactive. 

Morcover, thc distribution has bccn 
changing, notably because of the pro
ductivity of the southcastern Pacific 
waters. Virtually unknown 10 ycars ago, 
the fish from the Humboldt Current 
now account for one-fifth of the world's 
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total tonnage. This increase over
shadows the catch from all other fishing 
grounds except those waters contiguous 
to the U.S.S.R. 

Despite the generally accepted belief 
that the oceans are a source of un
limited wealth, its resources are widely 
scattered, forming not only the rich 
fishing grounds noted above but also 
certain barren areas almost devoid of 
fish. The fertility of the seas and the 
corresponding location of fish cries are 
dependent upon a number of factors 
such as light, nutriments, temperaturc, 
and movement of water. The conditions 
within a marine ecosystem are dis
cernible to biologists and through analy
sis form a basis for predicting the 
potential productivity of specific areas 
of the oceans.9 

The estimates of the potential yield 
of the world's oceans vary widely. V.ari
ous scientific estimates range froql 100 
million to 2 billion metric tons of fish 
per year, which is 2 to 40 times the 
current world catch. 1 

0 Actually, the 
yield depends upon the nature of de
mand. If certain species are in great 
demand, it is. reasonable to expect that 
output would bc limited. On the other 
hand, if demand patterns shift to any
thing that swims the yield would be 
greatly increased.11 

On thc basis of known fishery re
sources, Schaefer concludes that, at a 
conservative estimate, the world fishery 
production could be increased to 200 
million metric tons per year with 
present fishing equipment12 and with 
no radical developments, such as fish 
farming. This is approximately 4 times 
the present fishery harvest. 

In a further analysis of the produc
tivity of the sea in relation to the food 
requirements of 6 billion people (the 
earth's projected population at the end 
of the century), he is confident that the 
polt'ntial yield of the sea is rasily 
:ull'l}natt' to ~Itisfy lIIan's total prolt'in 
reqniremcnt and that for an;lIIal protein 
alone thc potential yield is bctwcen 8 

and 34 times the estimated requirement. 
This requirement is based on a per 
capita diet of 2,500 calories·per day, 80 
grams per day of total protein, and 15 
grams per day of animal protein. The 
most critical element of the human diet 
is animal protein. 1 3 

However, William and Paul Paddock, 
in their grim analysis of the earth's 
inability to feed its future population, 
predict that "for the foreseeable future 
food from the seas will never catch up 
with the protein needs of the expanding 
population. ,,14 This is, of course, a 
reflection of our present incapability to 
harvest the seas rather than their poten
tial yield. Nevertheless, they see promise 
in the use of fish meal as a food additive 
within a decade. 

Potentially, one of the greatest bene
fits of fish is its value as a source of fish 
protein concentrate (FPC). FPC is a 
protein-rich powdered food additive 
that, through chemical processing which 
removes the oil and water, can be made 
from otherwise undesirable fish or trash 
fish. Another value of FPC, in addition 
to the possibility of its being produced 
at an extremely modest price, is that the 
entire fish can he used. It is estimated 
that the entire world's requirement for 
protein in 1970, over and above what is 
provided by the catch for fish meal and 
food, cOllld 1)(: met with an additional 
catch of 20 million tons--an increase of 
35 to 40 percent over today's catch. 
The development of FPC offers tremen
dous opportunity for the world's fish
eries.1S 

If we do not know how many fish 
are in the sea, neither do we know 
where they are--except in a general 
sense. The location of coastal areas of 
productivity and the major fishing 
grounds are generally known. The fish
ing grounds of the Southern Hemi
sphere, while relatively untouched, have 
\H'tm loealt~(1 hy st'hmlisls. IImvt'vt'r, 
1IIIII'h 1t'8.'l is known IIhOll1 111l~ IOl'lIlion 
of potential high seas pel:!gic fishl'ries 
(surface feeding fish such as the herring, 



anchovy, menhaden, tuna, ,and salm-
on).16 . 

The Benguela Current off the cast 
coast of Africa has been compared in 
potential to the rich Peruvian (Hum
boldt) Current.17 However, production 
from this area amounted to less than 2.5 
million metric tons in 1966 which sug
gests that much more exploitation of 
these waters is possible. 1 

8 

In summary, all nations are depend
ing more each year on fisheries to meet 
their food and industrial needs. How
ever, despite these increases in demand, 
the resources of the sea are largely 
unutilized and can contribute signifi
cantly more toward meeting the nutri
tional needs of the world. 

Framework for Analysis of Fisheries. 
Having looked at some general dimen
sions of fisheries in terms of participa
tion, produetion, and potential, what is 
their significance? That is, why do 
nations fish, and what is the influence 
of fisheries on the behavior of nations? 

An economic, political, and scientific 
approach provides a broad structure for 
further discussion of their importance. 
However, a more precise e1assification 
under these general headings will be 
helpful. 

Douglas M. Johnston, in drawing up 
a framework to analyze fishing disputcs, 
considers health and wealth as the two 
primary objectives of fishing. Esscn
tially, these are economic values. He 
also reasons that power and respect may 
be gained through fishing activity. These 
arc political values. To secure these 
objectives he submits that it is necessary 
for the fishing industry to have scien
tific knowledge and to be technologi
cally efficient. 1 9 

This composite framework will be 
followed in reviewing the importance of 
fisheries. 

Economic Importance of Fisheries. 
As discussed in ehapler I, the fi~hl 
against hunger and disease is one of the 
national objectives of the United States. 
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Thus, in a word, health is indeed an 
objective of our foreign policy as well as 
the cornerstone of our future fishing 
program. Furthermore, serious cfforts 
are being madc by this country to 
produce FPC--the most promising means 
for satisfying the protein requirement of 
underdeveloped nations. 

Health is also the primary goal of the 
fishing programs of the major Commu
nist countries. We have seen the revolu
tion that is taking place in Soviet 
fisheries. Fish have been given a high 
priority to improve the Russian diet 
because of the inability of agriculture to 
fully meet their protein requirements. 
Under the present 5-year plan 
(1966-70), the Soviets intend to in
crease their fishing production by 50 
percent to 8.5 million tons by 
1970--which would likely make the 
U.S.S.R. the world's leading fishing 
nation.2o 

The Chinese Communist government, 
confronted with even a larger task of 
feeding an exploding population, is 
making every effort to expand its fish
ing industry. Solecki concludes that 
China must rely on aquatic products 
and imports for food, since it is very 
unlikely that China will be able to solve 
the food problem through increased 
agricultural production.21 

Thc economic imporlalH:c of fislwr
ies varies among countries. For instance, 
in Iceland, which is at one extreme, fish 
account for about 90 percent of the 
country's exports. AbQut 25 percent of 
the gross national product is derived 
from fisheries, which is approximately 5 
times more than any other country.22 
However, in terms of overall produc
tion, Iceland's catch in 1966, the high
est in her history, was only 2 percent of 
the world's catch. 

Peru's fisheries are also of major 
importance. During the last 10 years the 
total catch has inereasC!11 nearly 27 
Limes, from :I:W,OOO Ions lo almost I) 

million tons. Fishmeal exports are an 
essential industry, accounting for 27 
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percent of total exporLs in 19()5, the 
year of her heaviest catch, and surpass
ing cOfper as the traditional main ex
porL 2 Significantly, little, if any, of 
the fish protein is utilized in the diet of 
Latin Americans.24 

The contribution of fisheries to the 
economic strength of Japan, Canada, 
and Norway is also substantial, ranging 
from 12 to 18 percent of their total 
world exports.2S But, as discussed in 
chapter II, the economic significance of 
fisheries in the United States is rela
tively less important than in other major 
fishing nations. 

From the foregoing it is clear that 
fisheries are of vital importance to the 
national economies of most fishing na
tions even though they may not reach 
the dominant proportion of the fishing 
industry in Iceland. 

A word should also be said about the 
potential of fisheries and the emerging 
Third World nations. On the basis of a 
recent survey sponsored by the National 
Council on Marine resources and Engi
neering, an organization within the 
Executive Office of the President, it was 
found that with few exceptions the 
fishery resources of most underdevel
oped nations were sufficient to meet 
local food needs. The survey also con
firmed that the capital and technology 
necessary for the development of effec
tive fishery industries were uniformly 
lacking. Nevertheless, governments were 
generally aware of the potential of 
fisheries, and some had taken positive 
steps toward supporting a fishing pro
gram.26 

A separate United Nations study of 
the fishing industry in the Arab coun
tries confirms that fishing wealth 
abounds along their coasts and recom
mends the encouragement of a coopera
tive fishing program to increase the 
livin~ standard of thcse low income 
countri('s.27 

Thus. it is apparent that rt~on()llIie 
force. whcther in the form of health, 
wealth, or a combination of the two, is 

the primary incen Live behind naLional 
fishing efforts and will be the main 
motivation for future development of 
fisheries. 

Political Value of Fisheries. The sub
sidiary political values of fisheries, 
power and respect, are more difficult to 
assess. However, they can be given some 
dimension. 

The concept of power implies the 
means to achieve an objective and thus 
may be viewed as a threat to oLher 
nations security or interests. For ex
ample, the presence of Russian trawlers 
off the coastal waters of the United 
States, although fully within the stric
tures of international law, is viewed 
with alarm by the United States. 

Reacting to what they consider to be 
another kind of threat, Chile, Ecuador, 
and Peru expanded their sovereignty 
200 miles off their respective coasts to 
protect their fishing grounds against 
economic encroachment.28 Conflicts 
caused by fishing within these waters 
have resulted in the seizure of U.S. 
vessels and continue unabated each 
year? 9 In order to ameliorate interna
tional tension, U.S. legislation now per
mits the reimbursement of U.S. fisher
men for losses resulting from seizures in 
these waters.30 

J n LcrnaLional connicL:!, inducling 
wars, over fishing practices and righLs 
are a part of world history. On the other 
hand, it is noteworthy that through 
bilateral and multilateral agreements 
and the establishment of international 
organizations, conflicts have been re
duced.31 Nevertheless, with the increas
ing competition among fishermen and in 
view of the higher stakes involved, the 
opportunity for conflict among nations 
is certain to increase. 

Prominence in fishing, as in other 
maritime cndeavors, creatcs naLional 
r('sl'(,(·t and I'n·stip:('. IL i~ ('('rtnin thnt 
thc U.S.S.H. has gaim'd political prcstige 
through the development of a modern 
and efficient fishing industry. Interest-



ingly, the numerous hearings before the 
congressional committees and sub
committees on the neglect of the U.S. 
fishing industry emphasize the low state 
of national prestige as much as the 
economic problem of the fishermen. 
The militancy of Chile, Ecuador, and 
Peru in defending their fisheries against 
stronger nations is, in part, a reflection 
of their newly acquired stature.32 

Fishery claims made by South Korea 
and Indonesia have also been based on a 
desire for higher prestige.3 3 

Spanier, in his discussion of world 
politics, observes that smaller nations 
with no significant power potential seek 
prestige out of their concern for self
respect. Thus, the nations that cannot 
explode an atomic bomb or launch a 
space missile may seek some measure of 
international recognition and prestige 
through an aggressive fishing pro
gram.!f4 

Science and Technology-Foundation 
of Progress. International competition 
for fish is matched by the international 
effort to gain knowledge about the 
oceans. In this regard, Johnston postu
lates that the success of fishing indus
tries depends upon two values: knowl
edge and efficiency. He explains that 
knowledge stems from marine science 
research and that cfficiency in the fish
ing process is the product of tech
nology.3s 

Research in ocean sciences, moti
vated primarily by defense needs, has 
reached unprecedented levels. The 
United States and the U.S.S.R. are the 
leading nations in the field of oceanog
raphy and have attained approximate 
parity in this field. However, the quality 
and emphasis of Soviet research in 
support of fisheries exceeds that of the 
United States.36 Chapman contends 
that in the past 10 years the Russians 
have done mom towaril the applil'ation 
of modl'rn 51'il'I1!'I' mul hwhno\o!!y 10 
ocean fishing than ever before and that 
all other major nations are intensifying 

437 

and expanding their long-range fishing 
capahilities.37 

Interests in marine science know no 
national borders and are shared by 
scientists all over the world. For ex
ample, during 1967 the Directorate of 
Fisheries Research in Great Britain had 
numerous scientists participating in a 
wide variety of international meetings 
and working abroad and was visited by 
representatives from 10 nations, includ
ing Poland and the U.S.S.R.38 This is 
illustrative of the universality of marine 
science endeavors. 

The fishing process today is basically 
the same as that of the earliest fisher
men; that is, fish are still hunted and 
caught from independent boats with 
nets and hooks. However, substantial 
technological improvements have been 
made in ~ear, transportation, and preser
vation.3 There are two major trends in 
technology that are significant. One is 
the increased use and development of 
f1ect operations, that is, the use of 
organized and centrally controlled fish
ing fleets, pooling their knowledge and 
techniques, primarily by the Japanese 
and Russians. The other is the world
wide extension of effort, supported by 
the use of large factory ships.4 

0 These 
advancements have not yet reached 
most of the low income natious whieh 
arc still dependenL upon traditional 
processes. 

From the above it is clear that 
significant progress has been made in 
marine science to benefit the fishing 
industry. Nevertheless, no quantum ad
vancement has been made. There are 
many important areas of ocean research 
useful to fisheries which are not under
stood. These obscure areas include air
sea interactions which directly influence 
fish productivity, the nature of the 
thermocline, internal wave action and 
hoLtom temperature and their effcct on 
fi~h I~OI\(~lmlralioll:;. fish behavior and 
migr:ltioll, aud a Jlulllbl'r of otlu'r I:om
plex phenomena which wiII require a 
higher level of effort and cooperation 
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than is now available.41 Further, thc 
ultimate tcchnology necdcd for efficient 
fishing-which would providc for con
trolled farming and systematic bulk 
harvesting of fish and would replace 
fishin§ as it is known today--is still far 
away. 2 

Significance of Fisheries--A Sum
mary. In summary, it can he scen that 
economic, political, and scientific as
pects of fisheries arc highly interrelated 
and that an overall assessment of the 
importance of fisheries to nations can
not be based on the dominant economic 
values of health and wealth alone, but 
must include the political considerations 
of power and respect. In addition, it is 
also clear that the level of national 
interests in fisheries is dependent upon 
progress in science and tcchno!ogy. 
Thus, a national commitment to world 
prominence in fishing necessarily im
plies a heavy involvement in interna
tional politics and its attendant benefits 
and problems. 

IV--OCEAN FISHERIES AS AN 
INSTRUMENT OF NATIONAL POWER 

National Power Defined. Holsti, in 
his analysis of intcrnational politics, 
defines power as "the means by which 
all states influence the behavior of 
others so as to protect and extend their 
own interests." He also explains that 
when the actions to gain or defend these 
interests take on a pattern and are 
directed toward some specific objectives 
or values, they constitute a foreign 
policy.l 

The extent to which a nation influ
ences another, of course depends upon 
its capabilities, that is, its strength. 
Political textbooks abound in compara
tive data relating to demographic, geo-

-graphic, and economic "elements of 
powcr." They also emphasize that lcss 
materialistic elements such as a nation's 
history, its temperament, and its atti
tude may be a better gage of its actual 
influence. 

In turn, the illnuence of a nation 
may he exercised in various forms, 
inclUlling thc offer and granting of 
rewards, the thrcat and imposition of 
punishments, and the use of force. 
Ncverthelcss, th(! main thrust of thill 
academic discussion is that in intcrna
tional politics we are interested pri
marily in one proccss: How one state 
influenccs the behavior of another in its 
own interest.2 

How then do the fisheries of the 
United States fit into this discussion? 

Perhaps the best way to think of 
fisheries as an instrument of foreign 
policy is to first see how they are being 
used in this capacity by other nations. 
We need look no further than the Soviet 
Union. Accordingly, let us proceed to 
review the Soviet fishing industry and 
its political, economical, and military 
influence. 

Soviet Fisheries as an Instrument of 
National Policy. The Soviet Union is 
committed to the growing exploitation 
of the ocean's fisheries. This expansion 
is not subject to the vagaries of market
ing conditions, but is geared to the 
attainment of the specific goals and 
quotas of authoritative and idcological 
planning. 

For example, the Sevcn-Y car Plan of 
the Soviet Union, which providcd thc 
foundation for the spectacular growth 
of fisheries during the years 1959-1965, 
was to: "Represcnt a decisive step 
towards the creation of the material
technical base for Communism, and also 
towards the fulfillment of the main 
economic task of the USSR--to catch up 
with and to overtake the most highly 
developed Western States which have 
the highest production rate per 
capita.,,3 

A new Soviet Five-Year Plan 
(1966-1970) for the dcvelopmcnt of the 
fishing industry was adopted in April 
1966. This plan provides for a 50 
percent increase over the 1965 fishery 
landings or a total of 8.5 million tons by 



1970. Up to 90 percent of this catch 
would bc from the high seas.4 Thus, 
within the next few years the Soviet 
fishing program is likely to be the 
largest in the world. 

A more recent congressional study 
concerned with the changing strategic 
naval balance between the U.S.S.R. and 
the United States concluded that "the 
Soviet fishing fleet clearly reveals the 
U.S.S.R. 's goal of domination at sea." 
Whatever one may think of this evalua
tion, the report also indicated that since 
1954 the Soviet Union had invested 4 
billion rubles in its fishing fleet and 
fishing industrial facilities ashore.s By 
way of general comparison, the total 
U.S. investment in fishing craft and 
shore facilities for processing the fishing 
harvest totaled about $1.4 billion in 
1964.6 In this regard, the position is 
held by sOl}1e that the Soviet Union has 
already all but won the battle of the 
fishing grounds.7 

There are a number of political spin
offs from Soviet prominence in ocean 
fisheries. They actively participate in 
international oceanographic organiza
tions which provide an opportunity to 
keep abreast of scientifie developments 
as well as to gain prestige in the ocean 
community.8 Their scientific advance
ment and far-ranging operations have 
also given them many opportunities to 
provide technical assistance to a number 
of less.developed countries. In addition 
to holding training courses in the Soviet 
Union for foreign representatives, large 
fishery development projects have been 
offered to many underdeveloped coun
tries; and trade agreements for the sale 
of frozen fish have been made with a 
number of countries in Africa.9 

From the above it is apparent that 
the Soviet Union is receiving substantial 
political dividends from its investment 
in fisheries. 

The growth of Soviet fit,herit's ll:ls 
affrrted the economy of other fishing 
nations. For example, in 1960 one-half 
of Iceland's fishery revenue came from 
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the Soviet Union and satellites. Within a 
year, because of Russia's increased fish
ing effort, exports from Iceland were 
reduced by half, requiring Iceland to 
find new markets for $5 million of fish 
products. This situation, coupled with a 
slump in Iceland's 1963 catch, had 
created a $10 million adverse trade 
balance--a sizable problem for a small 
nation.lo There is no indication that 
this was a discriminatory action. Never
theless, there is evidence of deliberate 
harassment of Norwegian fishermen in 
the Barents Sea which forced them to 
use less fertile fishing grounds. 11 Fur
ther denial of fishing waters could take 
place at any time. As for other areas, a 
recent economic survey of South-West 
Africa, for example, warns that the 
whole future of their fishing industry is 
being increasingly threatened by the 
activities of trawlers and factory ships 
from non-African countries just outside 
territorial waters. 1 2 One observer con
tends that the Soviet Union is aiming to 
apply great economic power by corner
ing the world's fish. He notes, however, 
that the Russians will remain the pri
mary consumers and that, in view of 
their dependence on these resources, 
every effort will be made to guard 
against irrational depletion.13 

It does not llppear at this time that 
the Soviet fishing effort is directly 
engaged in expanding activities as a 
weapon of economic warfare. The fact 
that advanced Soviet fishcry technolo!,'Y 
provides an advantage over others can 
hardly be criticized, but their exploita
tion of coastal fisheries which serve as 
the resource base of less-developed 
countries may be questioned. 

Much has been written about the 
military value of the Soviet fishing fleet. 
It is probably true that the Russian 
trawler is the most versatile, if not the 
most valuahle, ship on the high scas 
todllY from the viml'lH)illt of Sovit,t 
security. Opcrnting under the protective 
umbrella of international law, many of 
these ubiquitous ships are the eyes and 
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connecting data links to Soviet naval 
intelligence. They are also a constant 
reminder of Soviet pre~ence. Aside from 
intelligence and communications roles, 
the Soviet fishing fleet, with its wide 
variety of ship types ranging up to 
whaling and factory ships of U.S. tender 
size, lends itself to almost every con
ceivable naval mission. In the main, the 
fishing vessels with their sea keeping 
qualities and configuration have obvious 
potential for mine warfare and ASW 
effort. 

The utilization of fishing vessels for 
paranaval operations also provides ex
perience and training and creates a close 
relationship between naval forces and 
the fishing fleet. Thus it is self-evident 
that the Soviet fishing fleet is an invalu
able adjunct to Soviet naval forces. 

In view of the foregoing, it is clear 
that the Soviet fishing industry is an 
effective Communist instrument of 
power and that an immense task is 
facing Russian fishermen as a conse
quence of policy so employing it. This 
power is manifested today by one of the 
world's largest and most modern fishing 
fleets, the use of flotilla operations and 
specialized fishing vessels, aggressive and 
complementary research programs, and 
worldwide operations. A most for
midable combination! 

Projection of U.S. Fisheries as an 
Instrument of National Policy. At this 
point it would be only natural to be 
fearful of the influence of the Soviet 
fishing industry. However, there is a 
redeeming factor: the United States has 
the industrial and technical elements of 
power to build the world's largest and 
most modern fishing fleet if needed. 
And as we know, there are still plenty 
of fish in the sea. How then would a 
strong U.S. fishing industry of com
parable capability serve the interests of 
the United States? 

Since the U.S. commitment to fight 
world hunger is now a major objective 
of foreign policy, it is appropriate to 

look at the value of a strong fishing 
industry as an instrument of foreign 
aid--foreign aid being regarded as a 
principal instrument of our foreign 
policy.14 

It is not suggested that the United 
States attempt to ship massive quanti
ties of fish products to starving nations. 
This is an obvious impracticability even 
if the capability existed. The most 
efficient and economical means of dis
tributing fish protein is in the form of 
fish protein concentrate (FPC). The 
United States has made substantial tech
nical progress in processing FPC and is 
ahead of the Soviets in this field.! 5 The 
89th Congress has passed legislation 
whieh would authorize the construction 
of one demonstration plant and the 
lease of another plant for such a pro
gram.!6 The initial objective of the 
program is to provide sufficient quanti
ties of FPC by 1971 to meet the protein 
needs of at least 1 million people.! 7 A 
long-range FPC program with necessary 
fishing vessels, processing plants, and 
related technical know-how exported by 
the United States and operated locally 
on a self-improvement basis has con
siderable merit. 

In this regard, in a recent examina
tion of the industrial and economic 
opportunities of the oceans, the mosl 
promising area in the biological field 
was considered to be in food processing. 
The analysis also predicted that some 
form of Marshall Plan to optimize the 
world's food resources was inevitable.! 8 

A fishing industry is a good choice 
for the development of poor countries. 
In addition to providing food, it also 
stimulates the growth of subsidiary 
industries such as boatbuilding and 
repair facilities, processing and storage 
plants. 1 9 

H.E. Crowther, Director, U.S. Bureau 
of Commercial Fisheries, states that the 
potential yield in areas fished hy th!! 
United States has been estimated as high 
as 10 times the present production of 
the U.S. fishing fleet. U.S. use of domes-



tic watcrs as a proving ground for world 
hunger is an alternate and perhaps more 
satisfact0R; initial approach to this 
problem.2 In fact, this is probably the 
best approach for an carly breakthrough 
in thc FPC race with malnutrition. 

Thus, in terms of forcign aid, a 
strong U.S. fishing industry would bc an 
effective force in allaying world malnu
trition, and U.S. material and technical 
assistance to fishing industries would 
provide the means for constructive de
velopment of less-developed nations. 

The overall contribution of U.S. fish
eries to the domestic economy has been 
discussed earlier. In comparison with 
other industries it is not impressive. 
Nevertheless, a competitive U.S. fishing 
industry could seriously affect the 
economies of largc exporters, many of 
whom have received U.S. grants to 
improve thei~ fisheries. However, with 
the growing demand for fish, markets 
for foreign products could presumably 
be found elsewhere if necessary. Ironi
cally, the United States gave the Rus
sians $20 million worth of fishing ves
sels and equipment in World War II and 
was instrumental in developing their 
fishing Oeet.21 

The adverse effect of the importation 
of fish on the U.S. balance of payment 
problem deserves special mention. The 
total balance of payment deficiency in 
fishery has been estimated to he $500 
million.22 Continuing dependence upon 
imports without corresponding reduc
tion in other areas will add to this 
imbalance. 

The extent to which large imports 
weaken the economy of the United 
States is not addressed in this paper. A 
strong U.S. liberal trade policy has 
contributed to economic growth and to 
a highcr standard of living. This policy is 
likely to continue.2 

3 Neverthelcss, a 
fishing industry, eapitalizing on the full 
polt'ntial of U.S. tel'illlology and op
erating with the sallle (it'gn'c of support 
provided to foreign Oeets by their gov-
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ernments, is almost certain to be com
petitive in many types of fishing ac
tivity. 

We have secn the paranaval value of 
the Soviet fishing fleet. Many of the 
same benefits would accrue to the 
United States. 

The value of a Soviet intelligence
gathering trawler may not be fully 
appreciated until looked at from the 
standpoint of the Pueblo fiasco. Soviet 
intelligence gathering trawlers do not 
carry the sovereignty and prestige of 
their country on their sleeves as do the 
ships of the U.S. Navy performing iden
tical missions. Now there is talk about 
giving intelligence-gathering ships of the 
United States improved protection.24 

Better to have an innocuous trawler 
apparently manned by civilians than to 
create international crises that embar
rass national honor and jeopardize 
world peace under such circumstances. 

There are now some 380 submarines 
in the Soviet Union of which 50 are 
nuclear powered. These submarines, 
distributed around the perimeter of the 
Soviet mainland and concentrated in the 
Arctic and l~ar gast, arc the main 
strength of the Soviet Navy.25 It is not 
clear whether the United States has the 
means to counter this threat. There are 
indications that although prcscnt ASW 
capabilitics will be aclc1luatc for SOIllC 

period into the seventies, they are lead
ing toward a plateau of effectiveness, 
and they will be overshadowed by sub
marine effectiveness by the late seven
ties, unless improved.26 The advent of 
the true submersible nuclear-powered 
submarine requires a different ASW 
doctrine than that of World War II. 
Very sophisticated defense and detec
tion mcasures of global dimensions mllst 
be employed to eopc with this threat. 

Projecting a level of technology that 
is available today, the typical fishing 
vessel of the future will havc sonar lind 
TV cquipment to search for and classify 
fish schools on the high se:ls·-much the 
s:une equipment, knowledge, and skills 
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required to locate submarines. These 
ships will also have modern communica
tions, navigation, and radar equipment 
needed for long-range operations. More
over, studies have suggested that small, 
compact nuclear power plants for fish
ing vessels are not far away.27 The use 
of a modern purse seiner as a link in a 
widespread ASW system may be justi
fied even on a cost effectiveness basis. 

During World War II about 250 
fishing vessels were requisitioned and 
turned over to the Navy for use as 
minesweepers, patrol vessels, and gun
boats.28 Under the Fishing Improve
ment Act of 1964, the plans of fishing 
vessels that are built with Government 
assistance must be reviewed for defense 
features by the Navy Department. Al
though the defense requirements are 
very broad, specifications could be 
drawn up to meet specific defense 
needs. Thus, an expanded fishing fleet 
with military specifications would be of 
significant value during mobilization. 

There are many other naval missions 
that can be performed by fishing vessels. 
The United States can no longer afford 
to ignore the advantages to he gained 
from the interaction of a strong fishing 
fleet and Navy. 

It has been suggested that America's 
main role in fishing may he to export 
know-how and use domestic fishing as a 
proving ground to solve world hun
ger.29 This opinion is generally consis
tent with the thoughts of this paper. 
However, a modern fishing fleet carry
ing a U.S. flag would represent a signifi
cant increase in defense strength at a 
nominal investment. 

In conclusion, a strong U.S. fishing 
industry would be an effective instru
ment of foreign aid, would add leverage 
in projecting U.S. interests ill interna
tional politics, and would increase U.S. 
defense effeetivcness on the seas. 

Epilog: Ocean Fisheries and Interna
tional Stability. The value of the sea as a 
means of promoting international eo-

operation appears to be almost uni
versally accepted by serious writers on 
the subject. This optimism exists in the 
face of increasing competition among 
nations on the fishing grounds and a 
growing tendency to secure exclusive 
jurisdiction over what has traditionally 
been a common property resource. 

Indeed, nations are finding ways to 
avoid conflict. For instance, to over
come restrictions in fishing off foreign 
coasts, the Japanese fishing industry has 
invested in joint ventures with other 
countries. About 25 joint ventures were 
in effect in 1965 in Central and South 
American countries and in Southeast 
Asia.3o A joint American-Cameroon 
venture to develop a shrimp industry in 
the coastal waters of Cameroon has 
been undertaken along similar lines.3 ! 

As mentioned earlier, the Soviet 
Union has been very cooperative with 
other nations in matters relating to 
fisheries. Russian scientists and adminis
trators participate actively in interna
tional agreements, conventions, and 
organizations concerned with research 
and regulation. The Soviet attituue in 
this regard is an important factor in 
maintaining order, developing coopera
tion, or otherwise influencing fishing 
nations. 

The theme of the Sccond Interna
tional Oceanographic Congress of the 
U.N. Educational Scientific and Cultural 
Organization (UNESCO), hosted by the 
Soviet Union, was "Research on the 
Ocean for the Good of Mankind." This 
effort has resulted in increased inter
change of scientists and information 
between the United States and the 
Soviet Union.32 

The main thrust of thc International 
Decade of Ocean Exploration proposl!d 
by President Johnson in May 19U!.I is to 
create intcrnational stability through 
joint ventures of many nations. The 
development of ocean fisheries is one of 
the major collaborative areas in this 
program. 



Important international fisheries 
have been preserved for years through 
the actions of international commis
sions. For example, the International 
Convention for the Northwest Atlantic 
Fisheries, established almost 20 years 
ago, has 13 North American and Euro
pean members, including the Soviet 
Union.33 There are 14 fisheries commis
sions concerned with every form of 
marine life from shrimp to whales. 

The United Nations is also involved 
in ocean fishery programs. The Food 
and Agriculture Organization (F AO) of 
the U.N. collects data, publishes fishery 
statistics, and administers far-reaching 
programs for the development of fisher-
.. d did . 34 les In un er eve ope countrIes. 

The need for international rules for 
dealing with conservation of high seas 
fishery resources has been codified in 
the Convention on Fisheries and Conser
vation of Living Resources. This Con
vention has done much to provide pre
cedents and standards for bilateral and 
multilateral agreements.3 

5 

We have looked in on just a few of 
the efforts and developments that illus
trate the positive relationship between 
fisheries and international cooperation. 
Of course there are other transactions, 
so to speak, that would appear on the 
other side of the ledger. But on halanee 
the picture is favorahle. 

In a word, one of the great promises 
of the ocean fisheries, in addition to 
their future role in countering world 
hunger, is their potential value in exact
ing the cooperation of nations as a 
prerequisite for the full exploitation of 
their resources. 

Yo-SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

We have discussed many aspects of 
ocean fisheries. This final chapter will 
attempt to summarize some of the 
s.1lient points of these discussions and to 
arrivt' at Stlllll' hrid t'tmdusions a~ 10 
tlll'ir signifil':llIl'C. 

World hunger is a fact of life. 1\1:111)' 
programs have been initiated by the 
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developed countries of the world to 
combat this threat. All have failed if we 
count the growing numher of hungry 
people still in the world. However, none 
of these campaigns have utilized the 
resources of the sea. Nations are now 
exploiting these resources, and a new 
dimension is being added to the world 
protein larder. Ocean fisheries can and 
will make a major contribution toward 
relieving the world hunger problem. 

The United States has made a na
tional commitment to combat world 
hunger through a food-from-the-sea pro
gram and has decided to revitalize its 
sick fishing industry to meet this com
mitment. Some progress has been made 
in this direction, but the results to date 
are only of token value. Despite Govern
ment support there is little promise that 
the fishing industry can compete with 
other enterprises in the investment 
world. Further, there is major inertia to 
overcome in the industry itself. It is 
concluded that the fishing industry in 
its present condition and with the Gov
ernment assistance programs now in 
effect cannot and will not meet the 
policy ohjectives of the United States. 

Under the concept of the Decade of 
Ocean Exploration, the Unitcd States 
has asked all nations to join together in 
an effort to assist unclcrtlevclopl:d na
tiom; and to comhat malnutrition. I liM
torically, programs of this type, though 
profound and stirring, rarely do what 
they are supposed to do. If this program 
is to succeed, the United States must 
take the dominant role toward its imple
mentation. Furthermore, such action is 
probably the only means of stimulating 
the devclopment of a viable U.S. fishing 
industry. 

The world fishing effort is expanding 
at such a rapid rate there is much 
concern over the depletion of fishery 
resour!'es. Although the estimates of the 
pO\('nlial yi('ld of 0('(':111 fi~lH'ri('~ vnry 
widely. tllt're i:; t:\'t'ry illdi!':llioll Ih:lt 
th('n' are suffidcnt fish in the sea to 
sustain lIIall's most amhitious fishing 
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efforls. Yel, lo gain the most benefit 
from these fish, they must be reduced 
to a more durable and economical form 
such as fish protein concentrate (FPC). 
The future success in meeting the nutri
tional needs of the underdeveloped na
tions will be largely through the use of 
FPC. 

Nations fish mainly for money and 
food. Nevertheless, there are other bene
fits. Several Third World nations have 
discovered that possession of ferlile 
fishing grounds or a high-pcrformance 
fishing fleet will also give lhem interna
lional altenlion and preslige and with 
reasonable investment. The bonus of 
power and prestige will serve as an 
extra incenlive for these nations lo 
develop or strengthen a national fishing 
program. 

Science and technology are the com
panions of a modern fishing induslry. 
Substantial progress is being made in 
fishery oceanography. Yet, the fishing 
process loday, a game between hunter 
and quarry, is a generation behind in 
technolol,'Y' In the final analysis, a 
lechnological contest over fil:'l1l'ries 
would be between the Uniled Slales and 
lhe U.S.S.R. The U.S.S.R. is ahead and 
is likely to remain ahead in this depart
ment barring a spectacular challengc by 
thc Unilcd ~lales. 

The Soviet Union fishing program is 
a deliberate tool for advancing national 
interests, and their fishing fleet is the 
largest and most modcrn of all nalions. 
The Soviets, capitalizing on the com
mon property resources of thc oceans, 
have made rapid and important eco
nomic, political, and military gains and 
wiII continue in this direction. 

The United States has not elected to 
follow this route in the cconomic race 
with the Soviet Union. In fact, over the 
past two decades the fishing industry, 
allowed lo fcnd for itself, has bl'l'n 

rdq~atl'd to Ilw position of a minor 
induslry. There ig now a gradual 
awakening lo the imporlance of lhis 
option. It is unlikely that any momen
lous changc wiII lake place in lhe 
economy as a result of a change; lhe 
typical U.S. citizen simply does not 
have a hunger prohlem. Neverlheless, as 
we look back on the serious food 
trouble the underdeveloped world is 
experiencing, a strong fishing industry 
has great promise as an instrument of 
foreign aid. 

The Soviet Union operates trawlers 
openly. The United Slates should have 
no compunclion about employing fish
ing vessels for the same purpose. Fur
thermore, the Uniled Slales can no 
longcr afford lo ignore lhc imporlanee 
of modern fishing ships as an adjunct lo 
ils naval forces. In short, ocean fisheries 
offer the United States a means to 
regain the initiative in international af
fairs that has been forfeited to lhe 
Soviet Union. 

There is increasing opportunity for 
conflict on the fishing grounds, and 
much more is at stake than before. The 
organizations and means created for 
international understanding and rcgula
lion of fisheries will also be harder 
pres..ql'd lhan eVl'r bdorl'. l\1any small 
nalions, allempling lo n!l'oneill~ lhcsl~ 
problems by eXlcnding lheir sovereignlY 
onto the high seas, are adding to the 
problem. Fortunately, many olhers, 
including the Soviet Union, advocale an 
open-sea policy and are pursuing a 
course for the rational and shared use of 
ocean resources. Ocean fisherics wiII 
always be a source of conflict. On the 
other hand, by their very nature, they 
provide a means for nations to negoliate 
and. settle their differences on a com
mon ground. In this regard, ocean fish
eries serve their most important role: 
that of national instruments for interna
tional stability. 
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