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‘The Hague Codification Conferenice ‘of 1930 was opposed: to t

a' of any contiguous zone for fisheriés in the absernce of a tre
- Tt was stated that international law recognizes no rights of a littoral -
state beyond the legal maritime belt. Nevertheless, ‘Président Tru-
man’s ‘proclamation indicated that- the Government ‘of the United

States regarded it as proper to establish conservation zones for s owil
nationals in some areas of the high seas contiguous to the.coast where
fishing activities were maintained on a substantial scale Thus, the

United States favored zoning for conservation but not for monopolies.
. This trend has been followed by miany other countriésand is growing
tronger among international jurists. - One of the foreinost authorities
matter, Dr. Gilbert Gadel, in: a report to the United: Nations,
‘supported; contiguous zones for fi.sheries,‘ provided ‘that the purpose

was conservation and not monopoly.* i L

The main reason for controversy in the contiguous zon€ is in con-
nection with tunafish companies in California, Orégon, and Washing-

; £ North and South
America. The tuna is not caught near the shores, but the live bait is.
‘Because the bait fish are within the territorial seas, permits have to
be obtained from the various Latin American governments for that
‘purpose. The Latin American countries do not participate actively in

the tuna industry, but, realizing its possibilities, fear that-the United -

States might deplete their resources of both the tuna and' the bait fish.
‘Soirie countries have attempted to assert their sovereignty beyond the
3-mile limit, cla;i'ming jurisdiction over an area extending’ 200 miles
from their coast (Bl Salvador, Ecuador, Peru, Chile). . P

The alarm began when, in 1947, the Costa Rican Government, noting -

the disa;apearance of bait fish from Nicoya Bay, accused U.S, fisher-
epleting their resources. The Peruvian Government. pro-

" claimed a 200-mile limit that.same year; but did not file complaints
against U.S. fishermen until 1952, when a shortage of tuna was noted.
The issue was agoravated when American tuna-industiies attempted,,

. though unsuccesstully, to obtain a tariff’ on fresh and frozen tuna:
- imported from Peru and other countries. " Peéclarations of a'200:mile
limit were made also by El Salvador and Ecuador in 1954.

" Tenador and Peru made seizures within the 200-mile’ zone, either
detaining or penalizing American fishing vessels. " The fines were usu-

~ally $1,000 per ship. Once the fine was $3 ‘million agaliist a natural-
ized U.S. citizen who “infringed” upon the zone claimed by’ Peru with
five vessels, all flying the Panamanian flag. s

" The U.S. Government has continuously upheld the doctrine ‘of t

‘freedom .of the seas, opposing any changes:in the contiguous: zo

" claimed by the Latin American countries. A Feder
 August 1954 has authorized the Treasury to réimburse’

" owners for the fines assessed outside’the 8-mile limit.

 "'The U.S. Gevernment’s policy has been to try to se let v
-~ by means of conservation agreements with'the Liatin American"coun-
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