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ANGLO-NORWEGIAN FISHERIES CASE
AND TTS IMPLICATIONS FOR OTHER NATIONS

SUMMARY

The settlement of the Anglo-Norwegian Fisheries dispute by
the International Court of Justice at The Hague has world-wide
implications. The Court approved the method adopted by Norway
for delimiting its territorial sea, that is, the width of sea
bordering the coast over which Norway could exercise jurisdiction
for the purpose of excluding foreign fishing vessels. At stake
were valusble fishing grounds along the Norwegian coast in which
fishermen of both Norway and the United Kingdom had vital interests.

Norway defined its territorial sea as a belt 4 nautical miles
wide extending seaward from & series of straight base lines con-
necting the outermost points along the coast. This method is
advantageous to Norway because the coast is deeply indented and
is fringed by an estimated 120,000 islands, rocks, and reefs,
some of them 30 miles from the mainland. In approving the
Norwegian method, the International Court implied that each
nation hed the right to determine its territorial sea in accordance
with international lew, using such criteris as "geographical
realities," historical precedent, and economic necessity.

The decision has had the effect of encouraging other states to
meke more extensive claims to territorisl sea. Iceland, having a
coast line somewhat like that of Norway and being vitally interested
in coastal fisheries, has already adopted the Norwegian method of
delimiting its territorial sea. The question has arisen as to
whether other nations with comparable geographic conditions might
teke similar action. Yugoslavia, with an island-fringed coast, has
for several years used & system resembling that of Norwaey. The USSR
claims & 12-mile limit and in many cases has taken action against
vessels and aircraft well beyond this limit. Similar action is
being taken by some of its gatellites. In the United States,
California advocates the adoption of the Norwegian method in its
claim to littoral oil lands. However, in view of the criteria
formulated by the Court, its decision cannot be interpreted as

' sanctioning indiscriminate widening of claims without regard to
international law.

I. Introduction .

On 18 December 1951, the Internstional Court of Justice
rendered its decision in the Anglo-Norwegian Fisheries Case, ruling
by a 10 to 2 vote in favor of Norway.

-1 -

Approved For Release 2000/04/FFCRETA-RDP79T01018A000100010001-9



2000/04/1FEB¥A-RDP79T01018A000100010001-9
Approved For Release Security Information

The litigation was instituted by the United Kingdem as the
result of a fishing controversy extending over more than 40 years.
The long-stending conflict between the British and the Norweglans
arose over the penetration of British trawlers into the territorisl
sea ;/* *% of Norway.g/i/ The dispute has been aggravated within
the last few years, not only by the claim of the Norwegians to a
h-mile limit, but also by the conversion of their fjords, irre-
spective of width, into territorisl sea.&/ At various points along
the Norwegian coast, the fjords penetrate inland great distances,
the Porsangerfjord ingressing as much as 75 ses miles (see map
CIA 1234k4). .

Evidence laid before the Court verified the fact that from
1616-18 until 1905-6 British fishermen refrained from fishing in the
Norwegien coastal waters. Violations then began to occur and
became more frequent. On 12 July 1935 the Govermment of Norway
delimited the Norwegian fisheries zone by Royal Decree (see map
CIA 12343). Between the seizure in 1911 of the British trawler,
Lord Roberts, and 5 May 1949, 63 British and other fishing vessels
were arrested for fishing in alleged Norwegian waters, their
catches were confiscated, and their skippers were fined.5/6/ As a
result of these eltercations, the United Kingdom on 24 September
1949 started Proceedings before the World Court.Z/

IT. Methods of Determining Territorial Limits

Essentially, the Anglo-Norwegian fisheries dispute concerned
the method used by Norway of determining the limits of its
territorial sea st 4 nauticel miles seaward from base lines drawn
between extreme points of the coast. This usage is contrary to the
accepted practice of many countries of measuring limits by parallel
or curved lines 3 miles from the mainland at low-water mark.8/

The coast of northern Norwaey presents an unusual problem. The
waters in this area abound in commercially velusble fish, which
have attracted to the region a comparatively large population of
Norwegian fishermen and also exploitation by foreign fishermen from

* Footnote references in arabic numersls refer to sources listed
in Appendix B.

** The Second Commission (that on Territorisl Waters) at the
Conference for the Codification of International Law (The Hague,
1930) recommended the term "territorial sea" in preference to

the more commonly used "territorial waters." It should also

be noted that the terms "marginal sea” and "littoral sea" are used
synonymously with "territorial ses.”

-2 .
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nearby countries. The exclusion of these foreign fishermen from the
area near the coast was s part of Norway's motive for extending
seaward the limits of its territorisal sea.

At the Conference for the Codification of International Law
held at The Hague in 1930, no agreement was reached regarding the
limits of territorial sea. On this question, 20 nations,
including the United States and the United Kingdom, favored s
3-mile limit, 12 other nations, including Rumanisa, Turkey, and
Yugoslavia, favored a 6-mile limit, and Norway, Sweden, Finland,
and Iceland voted for a L-mile 1limit. The USSR sent observers
to the meeting but did not vote.9/*

One of the three generally accepted methods of determining
the limits of territorial sea,** the "envelope of the arcs of
circles” (la courbe tangente) method,*** was recommended by the
United States delegation at the 1930 Hague Conference. This
method applies the principle that the belt of territorial ses
must follow the line of the coast 10/ -- that is, every point of
the line delimiting the territorisl sea must be precisely 3 miles
(or any other stipulsted distance) from the nearest point on the
coast. The American amendment stated:

"Except as otherwise provided in this Convention,
the seaward limit of the territorial waters is the
envelope of all arcs of circles having a radius of
three nsutical miles drawn from all points on the
coast (at whatever line of sea level is sdopted in the
charts of the coastal Stete), or from the seawsrd limit
of those interior waters which are contiguous with the
territorial waters."1l/

In its deliberstions in the Anglo-Norwegian Fisheries Case,
the International Court of Justice did not find that this
system was obligatory by law, and it was not further considered.

* The report cited includes a comprehensive study of the
historical background of Soviet claims, the present position of the
USSR and its satellites, and the implications of the problem. No
mention is mede of the Anglo-Norwegian Fisheries Case or the
decision of the International Court.

** The'three general methods of delimitation are listed and
explained in Source 1l2.

*¥¥¥% 8. Whittemore Boggs, technicel adviser of the American
delegation to the 1930 Hague Conference, credits the British with
originating the principle of the "envelope of the arcs of circles"
method.
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The other suggested method of delimitation -- lines parallel
to the general trend of the coast and following all the sinuoslties
of the coast (tracé paralldle)l2/ -- was ruled as imprectical, .
since the method could not resdily be applied to the exceptional
coastal configuration of Norway. The Court assumed its principal
function to be the review of the method of straight lines as decreed
and employed by Norway.

The disputed coastal area of Norwey is situated north of
latitude 66°28'48"N, commencing at the Norwegian-Soviet frontier
and extending north, west, and south along the coast to Traena.l3/
(See map CIA 1231&3.5 This section of coast is more than 1,500
kilometers long and is broken by fjords and bays. The estimated
120,000 islands, islets, rocks, and reefs that fringe the coast
make up the skjeergeerd (rock rempart).llt/ For most countries,
the coast constitutes a clear dividing line between land and sea,
but this is not the case with Norway. From sbreast of Trondheim
northward to Vestfjord and the Lofotens, the skjeergaard extends
from 25 to 30 miles beyond the ma.inla.nd.;j/ It was apparent to
the Court that because of the geogrephical realities of northern
Norway the relevent line was that of the skj sergeard rather then
that of the mainland.

In holding that straight base lines could be drawn alongz the
outermost extremitles of the skjeergaard, the Court said in effect -
that the waters between the base lines of the belt of territorial
ges and the meinland are internal waters. The bodies of water
enclosed by the base lines very in area. Although the limit of the -
territorial sea ies 4 miles from base points, in some places it is
18 miles from the mainland. Similarly, the intervals between fixed
points vary, reaching st one place (the Lopphavet Basin -- base
points 20-21 on mep CIA 1234k4) & distance of Lk miles.16/#

I1I. Establishment of Base Lines

The major part of the controversy between the Govermments of
the United Kingdom and Norway concerned the lines prescribed by
the Royal Decree of 1935 as the "base lines” for the delimitation
of the Norwegian fisheries zone. Over a period of years the two
countries had proposed various base lines in an sttempt to resolve
their differences in regard to the extent of the territorisl sea.
The British contended thet the line separating the territorial sea
from the high seas should be measured from the line of low water

¥ The article cited deals with the problem of delimitation and
offers an examination of the contribution of the judgment to v
internationsl law.

-4 -
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along the whole Norweglan coast, subject to special provisions
for islands and historic waters.ll/;@/ Norway contended that base
lines, even when connecting extreme points and headlands up to 40
miles apart, made up the limits from which the territorial ses

should be measured.

Another problem involved in the choice of base lines pertained
to whether certain ses areas lying within these lines were
sufficiently linked to the land domain to be regarded sg being
internal weters. The Court found that the unique coast of Norway
made this conception valid.l9/20/ 1In addition, the waters of all
fjords were conceded to be Internal waters. The Court ruled,
however, thet the "Indrelia" (the interior channel) wags not s
strait but a navigational route, established as such by means of
artificial aids to navigation provided by Norway.gi/ (see mep
CIA 12343.) Without the use of navigational aids, the interior
channel would be of no rractical. use.

The Norweglan Government, in presenting its case, pointed
out that it recognized only one base line, that established by
the decree of 12 July 1935, in which some 48 basge points between
the Soviet border and Traena (12 on the mainland or islands and
36 on rocks or reefs, computed at low-water mark) were identified
as foci through which the line was drawn (see map CIA 12343).
Since this line is usually shown on charts in blue, it is called
the "blue line."22/23/2L/25/% Although the precise distance
beyond the base Tine was not specified in the Royal Decree,
Norway claimed as its Tishing limit the ares lying 1 geographical
mile¥¥ -~ 7 450 meters (4 nautical miles) =-- outside the base
line.gé/ For customs purposes, the Norweglan territorisl ses was
to extend 10 nautical miles beyond the most distant islands or
rocks uncovered by the sea at the lowest tide.

At the Anglo=-Norwegian discussions. that took Place in Oslo
in 192k, g "red line" was tentatively drawm by Norwegian experts
in an attempt to clarify the extent of Norwsy's claims to
territorial seg.%¥%* During the negotiations it was stipulated

* The lines showvn on all maps or charts used in this case derive
their names from the colors in which they are drawn. The official
charts used by the British and Norwegians in the fisheries dispute
(22/, 23/, 24/, snd 25/) are essential to an understanding of

the problem.

** This measurement is generally referred to as g "Scandinavian
league." :

*¥¥%  The differences between the "red line" and the other proposed
lines of territorial-ges claims are shown on mep CIA 1234k,

-5..
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that this line should not prejudice the position of any of the }
parties. The Norweglen Government never recognized this line.27/
(See map CIA 1234k.) | -

In the meantime, the relations between British trawlers and
the Norwegian suthorities became more satisfactory, except for a
few minor incidents. The lines drawn at the Oslo Conference
acquired special significance in 1925, when they came to be known
as the tacit red-line modus vivendi. This operated successfully
until 1931. A more explicit, but s5till informel, red-line modus
vivendi was adopted in 1933.28/

~ The whole situation was radically changed by the promulgation
on 12 July 1935 of the Norwegiean Royal Decree defining the
territorial limits. As previously stated, the British opposed
the b-mile limit and the Norwegian system of drawing a base line
from two promontories rather than following the coast line. The
Govermment of the United Kingdom continued to regard the medus
vivendi of 1933 as being still in force. The British were
apparently under the impression that the Norwegian authorities
would act.leniently toward British ships and would confiné them-
selves to enforcing the red line. A few months later, Norweglan
interference with three British trewlers proved this assumption
incorrect. By the end of February 1936, however, a satisfactory
arrangement was reached whereby the Norwegian Govermment informally
agreed not to molest British ships outside the red line. This modus
vivendi continued until the outbresk of World War IT.29/

Also indiceted on the Norwegian cherts drewn at the time of
the Oslo negotiations in 192k (see Anmex 2 of the Counter-Memorial,
Source 24) was a 3-mile~limit line plotted according to the British
thesis. This beceme knowvn as the "green line." It is essential not
to confuse this "firm" green line with the later (1950) British
"pecked" green line shown on the British charts in Annex 35 of the
Reply (Source 23). The latter line (see map CIA 1234k4) designated
the lL-mile outer limit of Norwegian territorial sea according to
the contentions of the United Kingdom in its submissions.}Q/ All
waters inside the pecked line would be Norwegian waters, either
territorisl or internal. Except in special instances, territorial
sea is measured by the British from points on a coast. The
accompanying mep (CIA 12344) shows in green the points that the
British maintained were the correct base points for measuring the
Norwegian territorial sea.

In January 1949, eight months before applying to the Inter-
national Court for settlement of the dispute, the United Kingdom
held further negotistions with Norway. At this consultation & new

-6 -
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comprise "yellow line" was proposed, and the British informed the
Norwegiesns that they must teke either the red or the yellow line
but could not insist on receiving the benefits of the best features
of both. The yellow line, like its predecessor the red line, was
found unacceptable to the Storting (Norwegian Parliament) .31/

IV. Norwegian esnd British Economic Interests in Norwegian Waters

A. Vital Role of Fishing in Norwegian Economy

The preamble to the Norwegian Royal Decree of 12 July
1935, in setting forth the considerations on which its provislons
were based, referred to "the safeguard of vital interests of the
inhebitants of the northermmost parts of the country."32/ In its
judgment in the case, the Court noted that certain economic
interests peculiar to a region cannot be overlooked even though
they extend beyond purely geographic factors, provided the reality
and importance of such interests are clearly evidenced by long
usage.33/34/ In the opinion of the Court, therefore, Norway's
case was strengthened by "economic necessity."35/

The mesgerness of the land resources of Norway is compensated
for in part by the wealth to be found in the adjacent seas. Few
modern nations ere as dependent upon fishing for subsistence as
is Norway.ﬁé/ The importance of fishing in the Norwegian economy
can be attributed not only to the length of the coast line in
relation to totel area and population, but also to the presence of
the Gulf Stream, which makes the waters asround the coast a very
productive spawning ground.}l/ : :

Fishing has always been among Norway's most important sources
of income. More fish are brought ashore in Norway than in any
other European country, and Norwegiasn fish and fish products are
sold in all parts of the world.38/ Recent catches have averaged
approximately a million metric tons per year, 40/ ebout one-fourth
of the totsl anmual fishing catch for Burope.tl/ In 1948, the
country's total catch of fish reached a high of 1,297,215 metric
tons.gg/* Production figures show that the 1950 catch was only
5 percent below that of 19h8, the record year. The estimated value
of the 1950 catch was 323 million kroner (1945 value, based on
4.97 kr. to the dollar, approximately $65,000,000; 1949 value, with
kroner devalued to T.l4 to the dollar, approximately $45,230,000).43/

¥ An excellent treatment of fish production in Norwsy, in which
recent statistics are cited, appears in reference h2.

-7 -
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The value of fish exported in the years 1946 and 1947 averaged
approximately 500 million kroner per year and constituted nearly
- one-third of the total value of Norwegian exports.&&/ Official
statistics show that during the first 8 months of 1950 total ship-
ments of canned fish alone amounted to 24,674 metric tons, valued at
89.2 million kroner, as compared with 17,210 metric tons, valued sat
58.8 million kroner, for the corresponding period of 1949. Exports
for the same 8-month period in 1948 totaled 25,997 metric tons,
valued at 86.5 million kroner.45/ The value of the exports of the
fishing industry is a positive index of its importance in the
Norwegian economy.h6/

Among the nations of Europe (excluding Iceland), Norwsy ranks
first in per cepita fish consumption (1947-49, U8 kilograms per
year, landed weight).&l/ The diet of the Norweglans inecludes all
types of edible fish that are caught in the coastal waters.&§/
About 65 percent of the totel cateh of 1950 was exported, either
in fresh or processed form, and the remsinder went to meet domestic
needs. In ‘the early postwar years, when food was generally scarce
throughout Europe, cheap, nutritious fish proved a boon tc thousends

of people.h9/

According to recent statistics, there are roughly 85,000
fishermen in Norway (as compared with 124,655 in 1939). Of these,
68,000 are engaged in fishing as their main means of livelihood,
and 17,000 follow the sea as a secondary occupation. A total of
35,000 Norwegians are slternately fishermen and farmers, depending
upon the season.zg/ji/ Although the Norwegians fish mainly in
their own coastal waters, Norweglan fishermen sre also active
around Iceland, the North Sea banks, Greenland, and Bear Island.ég/

The two most important fish caught are the cod and herring.
Other principal species are saithe, sprat, ling, mackerel, haddock,
halibut, flounder, and salmon, as well as the crustaceans (chiefly
lobster and shrimp).53/ Cod fishing off the Lofoten Islands,
normelly the most productive fishing grounds in the world, has
shown sbove-average yields in all postwar seasons. The total
annual yield of cod is ebout 200,000 metric tons.54/55/56/

The Norwegian fishing fleet at present consists of approximately
280 steamships, 12,300 covered-in motor boats, 10,700 open motor
boats, and 10 trawlers over 50 feet long. The task of incressing
the trawler fleet has been undertaken by the Govermment, which
recently purchased some trawlers in Canada under the provisions of
a $13,000,000 loan. The domestic industry is also being encoursged
to underteke new shipbuilding.57/58/59/

-8 -
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B. British Interest

The loss of Norweglen waters has been a severe blow to
British fishing interests. Shortly after the beginning of the
twentieth century, when the redius of operation of steam trawlers
was greatly extended, the Norwegian coastal fisheries became
increasingly importent to certain foreign countries. Supplies
of fish in the North Sea were rapidly being exhausted, and British
fishing vessels were compelled to go farther afleld. Trawlers
soon pushed as far as Iceland and shortly afterwards to the Faeroes.
British fishermen then commenced operations in the Bay of Biscay
and along the coasts of Spain and Portugal. By 1905 English
trawlers hed begun to Tish in the waters off northern Norway.60/
For many years this rich coastal area provided British fishing
fleets with extensive and valuable fishing grounds,6l/ which were
a source of fish of the better quality, such as turbot, plaice,
and helibut. As a result of the International Court's ruling,
the United Kingdom is confronted with a problem of major importance.

V. The Hague Decision

In delivering its 18 December 1951 Judgment in the Anglo-
Norwegian Fisheries Case, the Hague Court ruled that the Norwegian
straight-line method for delimiting the fishing zone was not
contrary to international law. It further declded, by an 8 to
4 vote, that the base lines fixed by the 1935 Roysl Decree in
applying this method was equally not contrary to international
Law.62/63/

In its decision, the Court noted that a Norweglan decree of
1812, as well as subsequent decrees, reports, and diplomatic
correspondence, showed that the method of straight lines Iimposed
by the irregularity of the coast line, had been establlished in the
"Norwegien system" and consolidated by a constent and sufficiently
long practice. The application of this system (in 1869) had
encountered no cpposition from other nations over the years. The
judgment confirmed that the lines drawn by this mtthod were

Justified.bl/65/

Fundamentally, the British Govermment accepted the right of
Norway to a L4-mile limit but disagreed with the method of
delimitation employed. It was the contention of the United Kingdom
that the territorial sea adjacent to any country should be measured
from the physical coast of the mainland and its offshore islands.
The British alsc endorsed the rule thet the length of stralght lines
across bays should not exceed 10 miles. Nevertheless, in its

- 9 -
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submissions to the Court, the United Kingdom approved (on "historic
grounds") as Norwegian internal waters "all fjords and sunds Zgbund§7
which fall within the conception of a bay as defined by international
law,"66/67/ regardless of the length of the closing line. At the
same time, the British recognized as territorisl sea '"all the waters
of the fjords and sunds which have the charascter of legal straits."§§/
These concessions with respect to fjords, sunds, and other disputed
waters were based on the contention that the Court should employ

the "envelope of the arcs of circles" method.69/ Under that method,
numerous water areas would have been included as high seas that
became Norwegian territorial sea under the straight-line method.

The majority decision of the World Court, in approving Norway's
method of delimitation as conforming with the requirements of
international law, took a broad view of territorial sea.zg/ It
stated that the limits "must follow the general direction of the
coast,"l;/ but rejected any system that would interpret this strictly.
The Court also pointed out that the 10-mile rule on the closing
line of bays had not acquired the suthority of a general rule of
international 1aw.zg/13/ It recognized that a country should be
allowed the necessary latitude in order to be sble to adapt its
delimitation to practical needs and local requirements. This did
not mean that a nation had the right to set the limits of its
territorial sea as it desired. The validity of delimitation with
regard to other states still depended on the rules of intermationsl
law.

The intrinsic significance of the decision in the case of
Norway can be ascertained from a statement mede by Norwegian
Foreign Minister Halvard M. Lange, who expressed his Government's
"great satlisfaction"” with the ruling and declsred that the award
would be welcomed by people all over Norway, particularly by the
fishing population of Finnmerk. He mentioned the Svaerholthavet
(sveerholt Sea) at Nord Kapp (North Cepe) as the most important
area affected by the judgment;l&/ this region with its abundance
of fish had been attracting many British and other foreign
trawlermen. The adjudication by the Court had the unquestionsble
effect of meking much of Norway's rich coastal ares off-limits to
vessels of other nations.

The award of demages, as originally demanded by Grest Britain
in its submissions, had been left to subsequent settlement by the
parties involved.zé/ When asked whether, in view of the decision,
8 claim for compensation would now be made by Norway, Mr. Lange
replied that Norway had reserved its position on this question. He
further stated that a study of this and other related problems
would be made in the near future.

- 10 =
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Despite the favorable settlement of the fisheries dispute,
Norway is facing new problems as other countries take up the lead
given by the Hague Court.Ié/ If other nations in turn apply the
"Norwegian system”" of delimitation, the trawlers of Norwey will be
restricted in their fishing activities in foreign waters. The
Norwegian Labor newspaper, Arbeiderbladet, in a brief comment,
hoped that the decision would provide the basis for further
negotiations with the British and other states to establish rules
for fishing outside the 4-mile limit.

The judgment rendered by the World Court was the first
delivered by an authority of such eminence on the general question
of territorisl sea.* Of fundamental importance was the tribunal's
ruling that the principle of the 3-mile limit and the British
method of establishing base points were not necessarily spplicable
in delimiting the territorial sea. At the same time, the decision
sets a precedent to be followed by other countries.

Various foreign newspapers have pointed out that the ruling
should help to dispel doubts regarding the impertiality and
integrity of the International Court, as well as fears that it is
influenced by great-pover politics.zz/ Many Norwegian newspspers
commented on the fact that the decision demonstrated to the world
that two nations, one small and the other a great power, could
settle an issue of major economic importance by recourse to an
International Court, and had done so at a time when internationel
relations were charscterized by sbusive language and the rattling
of sabers.

vI. ;gglications for Other Nations

A, Tceland

Although it may be some time before the aggregate effects
of the International Court's ruling regarding fishing rights become
fully apparent, results of the decision are already being felt in
all parts of the world. The most immediate effect of the judgment
concerns Iceland. Before the ruling, the Icelandic Govermment had
issued a decree marking off an exclusive fishing zone using the
"Norwegian system,” but had deferred enforcement pending the
outcome of the Anglo-Norwegian Fisheries Case.z§/ The following
background informstion is pertinent in connection with Iceland's
clsim to control over adjacent waters:79/80/

¥ The Conference for the Codification of International Law held
. at The Hague in 1930 did not result in any treaty or convention.
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(1) Icelandic Law No. 4k, 5 April 1948, authorized the
Ministry of Fisherles to establish conservetion zones within
the limits of the Icelandlc continentsl shelf.

(2) Ministry of Fisheries regulations of 22 April 1950
extended control over fisheries to a L-mile limit off the
north coast of Iceland, using arbitrary base lines for the
closure of bays and fjords.

(3) Iceland denounced the 1901 treaty between Denmark
and Great Britain that hed assured British vessels of fishing
rights within the customary 3-mile zone during the last 50 years
(the treaty lapsed on 3 October 1951).

In the spring of 1951, the United Kingdom asked the Icelandic
Foreign Office not to spply ites new regulations to British vessels
until the two Govermnments had the opportunity to discuss the
question in the light of the Jjudgment of the International Court.
Iceland complied with the British request by stating that the
status quo would be maintained.8l/ Nevertheless, the Ministry for
Foreign Affairs issued a press release on 23 August 1951 proclaiming
Iceland's right to adopt measures conecerning its own fishing
grounds on & unilateral basis.82/83/8L4/

The ruling of the World Court in favor of Norway confirmed
the belief of Icelanders that they possessed the right to extend
control over their territorial sea. The Tcelandic Govermment felt
that the judgment justified the steps it hed taken in the past two
years. :

The following basic principles, which were also involved in the
Anglo-Norwegian dispute, were taken to be valid in the case of ,
Iceland:85/ (1) the 4-mile limit; (2) the straight-base-line method
of determining the limits of territorisl sea; (3) closing off of
bays regardless of width; and (4) importance of the essentisl
economic interests of the coastal state.

The Court's decision prompted the United Kingdom to request
Iceland to discuss the status of the territorial-sea problem in =
series of informal talks, which were held in London in January
1952.86/87/ Meanwhile, Iceland continued to study the legal
aspects of the Hague judgment before taking any ection.

Finally, on 19 March 1952, the Icelandic Government issued
regulations, to become effective 15 May 1952, establishing g L-mile

zone for fishing around the entire country, with straight base
lines drawn from outermost points of coasts, 1slunds, and rocks and
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across the openings of bays, regardless of outer width. All
trawling and Danish seine netting,* as well as all other foreign
fishing activities, were prohibited within this'zone.§§/§2/

A short press release was also issued by the Icelandic
Govermment on 19 March summarizing the reguletions made public
on that date and emphasizing the economic importance to Icelsnd
of the action taken. In a radio address, Olafur Thors, the
Minister of Industries, claimed that the movement by various states
to claim jurisdiction over fishing on the "eontinental shelf'¥¥*
was given impetus by the proclemation issued by the President
of the United States on 28 September 1945, The Minister stated
that the Icelandic Lew of 1948, which authorized the Government to
- control fisheries over the continental shelf of Iceland, was
passed after a study of actions by the United States snd other
nations. He mentioned that the decision of the International
Court of Justice of 18 December 1951 in the case involving Norway
end Great Britain had been carefully studied by Iceland before
the new regulations were snnounced .90/

The Tcelandic press unanimously approved the announcement of
the extension of Iceland's territorial sea in protection of its
fishing grounds.gi/ Commenting on the new regulation, the chairman
of the Norwegian-Iceland Herring Fishermen's Association told the
Norweglian newspaper, Dagbladet, that for all practical purposes
the new decree would have no effect on Norwegian fishermen as long
a5 the herring are far out at sea. He warned, however, that
should the herring go nearer the land, the new regulation might
heve serious effects on Norwegian fishing off Iceland.92/

In May, the Foreign Office in London published the text of a
note from the British Government to the Governmment of Iceland
requesting that Iceland modify her new fishing regulations. The
note expressed deep regret that Tceland should have published the
regulations without further consultetions between the two countries,
a5 the United Kingdom hed proposed.93/94/95/ Iceland rejected
Great Britsin's plea and the British have been warned that vessels

¥ One of the most efficient forme of seine net is the instrument
chiefly used by Danish fishermen and adopted to some extent in
recent years by the Britlsh fishing industry.

%% The "continentel shelf" is the zone around & continent extending
from the low-tide line to a depth at which there is a marked

increase of slope to greater depths. Conventionslly, its outer
edge is teken as 100 fathoms or 600 feet.
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entering the newly restricted areas run the risk of detention.96/
In a note dated 18 June 1952, the United Kingdom expressed the view
that the Icelandic regulations in question were not in accordance
with international law and stated that the British reserved their
right to claim compensation for any interference with British
fishing vessels in waters that, in the opinion of the British
Government, are high seas.97/98/

Both Belgium and the Netherlands have recently protested
the extension of the Icelandic fishing limits.gg/lOO/ Although
the United States has not officially delivered a note of protest
to the Icelandic Government, it can be assumed from previous re-
actions 101/102/103/ that the Goverrnment of the United States
would object to certaln basic principles involved in the extension
of Iceland's territorisl sea.

B. Great Britsin

It has been unofficially suggested that Great Britain
now teke the opportunity of widening her fishing zone off the
Scottish coast. It was pointed out that the United Kingdom might
secure for the exclusive use of British vessels a larger area of
coastal waters by adopting the Norwegian base-line system and
drewing lines across the mouths of large estuaries, for example,
the Moray Firth.th/lO§/ Such action would close to Norwegian
fishing vessels a large expanse of sea off the northwest coast of
Scotland, where they at present have fishing privileges.l06/ At
the same time, other retaliatory measures could be imposed, such
88 the limitation of lendings from foreign ships of fish for the
British market. Actually, officials of the United Kingdom have
been at pains to accept the Court's decigion with good grace, and
there has been no move on the bart of the Govermment to take any
Precipitate action. British newspaper comment, however, reflected
great dissppointment with the ruling.

In a press conference after the ruling of the International
Court was anmnounced,; Sir Eric Beckett, the British Foreign Office
Legal Adviser, said that "for the future the United Kingdom Govern-
ment will naturally consider the effect of this deecision of the
Court as a precedent of general application.” 1In any event, the
British Govermment has accepted the adverse Judgment as binding.loz/
Sir Eric told the reporters that his Govermment was still of the
opinion that legal disputes between states should be settled by
Judicial decision. The majority decision, he continued, "contains
rulings on certain questions of general principles applicable to
territorial waters, which are contrary to the views which the
United Kingdom Govermment has hitherto entertained regarding the
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rules of international law, end which in consequence it has
hitherto followed."108/

It has been unofficially noted in British legal quarters that the
Judgment upset the previously employed "envelope of the ercs of
circles" method, and that it meant that any nation with a coast
line dotted with islands now possessed all the waters between the
islands and the coast line.

One definite outcome of the fisheries case has been active
consideration on the part of the British Govermnment and British
travler skippers of the development of fishing off the coast of
Greenland. There have been reports of trawlers operating in
Davis Strait below Baffin Bay and of the discovery of "prolific"
fishing grounds.109/110/

A direct aftermath of the fisheries dispute (as reported by
the British press of 13 January 1952) was the arrest of the British
travler, Paynter, off the mouth of the Tanafjord by a Norweglan
patrol vessel that escorted it to Hammerfest. The skipper of the
travler stated in his own defense that he did not know of the
Hague decision or that he was fishing within the "red line."
Nevertheless, he was fined 35,000 kroner.l11/112/ As a result of
the verdict, the sentence was to be appealed as of 15 January 1952.

C. Demmark-Greenland

It is interesting to observe that if the "Norwegian
system" 1is spplied to the cod fisheries of Greenland extensive
areas would be closed to foreign fishermen. Greenland's coast
line, with numerous smell islands lying off its shores, is indented
by deep, long fjords, which like the Norwegian fjords probably
have a threshold with shellow water near their mouths.

There has been some speculation in British circles as to what
action Denmark may teke in regard to Greenland.ll3/ Although
Greenland 1s Danish territory, its own nationsl council has recently
been demanding, in the interests of the local inhebitants, that not
only foreigners but also Danish and Faeroese fishermen should be
Torbidden to fish off its coast.

D. Yugoslavia

The coast line of Yugoslavie on the Adristic Sea, with its
great number of indentations and its many islands, poses a similar
problem as to fishing rights. Three years before the Anglo-
Norwegian decision, the Federal Peoples Republic of Yugoslavia had
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established basic laws and regulations delimiting the territorial
sea.lllh/ Using & method resembling the system employed by the
Worweglans and upheld by the World Court, the Yugoslav Govermment
‘drew a series of base lines connecting capes, islands, and rocks
along their coast.;iz/ Article V of Law 876, published in the
Official Gazette (No. 106) on 8 December 1948, states that the
territorial sea of Yugoslavia extends 6 nautical miles into the
open sea and is measured from the limits of domestic sea waters,

or from the coast at lowest ebb tide, or from the coasts of islands
lying outside the domestic waters of Yugoslavia.l;é/ The bsse lines
form the outer limit of the domestic waters. Furthermore, the
regulations provide foxr search of foreign vessels within an area

4 nesutical miles beyond the 6-mile limit when Yugoslavia suspects
activities contrary to its interests. Yugoslavia also extends
Jurisdiction into this zone for the purpose of protecting marine
resources.ll7/ The Yugoslav method of drawing base lines between
designated areas following the coast line encloses less opern sea
than the Norwegian system, however.

The actions taken by Yugoslavia in the Adriatic during the past
year have heightened existing tenslons between the Yugoslav and
Ttalian Govermments. According to recent reports, Itelian fishing
vessels are being seized 14 to 20 miles from the Dalmatian cosast.

118/119/120/

It is possible that Itelian fishermen have been disregarding
the seaward limits of the territorial sea established by Yugoslav
law in 1948 and have been encroaching upon waters regarded as
internal by Yugoslavia. It is also possible that in the light of
the Hague decision there has been a shift in Yugoslavia's course
of action regarding its territorial limits. To date, no official
announcement of such & change in Yugoslav policy has been made.

E. The United States

The decision of the International Court in the Anglo-
Norwegian Fisheries Case has had repercussions affecting the
United States in both the international and national fields.
Immediately after the ruling, Peruvian fishing interests launched
a series of complaints sgainst the activity of American tuna
fishermen off the coast of Peru. (Peru claims Jurisdiction over
waters extending 200 miles from its coast.) :

The decision has also played an important pert in the Supreme
Court case between the United States Govermment and the State of
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Californis over littoral oil deposits, in which the issue of a
base line marking the territorisl sea is involved.l2l/¥* The sult
filed by the United States involved the right of the State of
California to grent leases and receive revemue for the extraction
of oil and other products from the 3-mile marginel belt off the
coast of California.l22/ TFederal officiels have contended that
coastal states have no more right to oill reserves under the
marginal ses than inland states have to Federal forests and

minersls.

On 23 June 1947, the Supreme Court of the United States
declared by a 6 to 2 vote (United States vs. California, 332 US 19)
that the Federal Govermment, and not the State of California,
possessed ownership of the submerged lands lying 3 nauntical miles
seaward of the ordinary low-water mark and outside the inland
waters of the state. It further stated that "paramount rights" in
and full dominion over this arees are attributes of national
sovereignty.lgaf On 28 September 1945 President Truman had issued
a proclamation that reserved to the United States all mineral
rights on the submerged "continental shelf” off its shores.

12Lh/125/126/

The decision was not a departure from previous Supreme Court
pPronouncements. In the cases of Texas (United States ve. Texas,
339 US 707) and Louisiana (United States vs. Louisiana, 330 US 699),
the Supreme Court haed ruled that the U.S. Govermment, and not the
states, had control of the mineral-rich underwater lands off their
coasts.127/128/ The decision, however, does not affect the
established rule of law that the states, and not the Federal Govern-
ment, own the "tidelands,"129/%¥130/131/ as well as the submerged
lands under inland navigeble waters.

The case of the United States vs. California (332 US 19) is
still before the Supreme Court for the determination of the base
line of the marginal sea along sections of the Callfornia coast.
Continuation of the hearings on the matter have been held before
the Special Master since the first of the year.,

The State of California has placed great reliance on the
Anglo-Norwegian Fisheries Case as a precedent, proposing the

* A comprehensive treatment of the whole problem can be found
in Submerged Lends, Source 121.

** "Tidelands" refers to the lend that is covered and uncovered
by the ebb and flow of the tide; it is commonly known as the shore.
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the location of base lines outside the outlying rocks and islands
off its shores. In the channel areas off the coast of California,
such islands as San Miguel, Santa Rosa, Santa Cruz, San Nicolas,
Santa Barbara, Santa Catelina, and San Clemente are separated from
the mainland by as much as 10 to 60 nautical miles. The United
States has held that in the absence of historical exceptions the
boundary line should follow the sinuosities of the coast and should
not jump from point to point, rock to rock, or island to island.lﬁa/
Whereas Celifornia's claims to water areas such as bays are not
limited to deep indentations of 10 miles or less between headlands,
the United States considers indentations in the coast as inland
weters only if they are deep, and then only the part where the mouth
is 10 miles or less in width.133/134/*

The Solicitor General of the United States, Philip B. Perlman,
in & letter of 21 January 1952 to Senstor Joseph C. 0'Mahoney,
Chairmen of the U.S. Senate Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, stated that "nothing in the International Court's opinion
seems to require any modification of the legal position of the
United States with respect to the determination of the location of
the marginal sea.";ﬁj/ Similarly, on 12 February 1952, Secretaxry
of State Dean Acheson, in a letter to the Attorney General, J.
Howard McGrath, asserted:

"... The decision of the /International/ Court, however,
does not indicate, nor does it suggest, that other
methods of delimitation of territorial waters such as
that adopted by the United States are not equally valid
in international law. The selection of base lines, the
Court pointed out, is determined on the one hand by the
will of the coastal state which is in the best position
to sppralse the local conditions dictating such selection,
and on the other hand by international law which provides
certain criteria to be taken into account such as the
criteria that the drawing of base lines must not depart
to any appreciable extent from the general direction of
the coast, that the inclusion within those lines of sea
areas surrounded or divided by land formations depends

on whether such sea areas are sufficiently closely
1linked to the land domain to be subject to the regime

of internsl waters, and that economic interests should
not be overlooked the reslity and importance of which
are clearly evidenced by long usage..."136/

¥ A statement of U.S. policy on the question of the territorial
sea, appears in Source 13kL.
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Congressman Yorty of California on 11 February 1952 introduced
in the House of Representatives Joint Resolution 373, which would
fix the boundaries of the internal waters of the United States in a
manner consistent with the decision in the Anglo-Norwegian Fisheries
Case.l37/ It was his opinion that the ruling of the International
Court had a very great bearing on the case of the United States
agalnst California. Mr. Yorty emphasized that immediste Congres-
sional action was needed, not only because the rules of interna~-
tional law had been clarified, but also because it was imperative
not to leave our coast defenses umnecessarily exposed.l38/ The
preamble of Joint Resolution 373 resds as follows:

"Joint resolution declaring the boundaries of the
inland or internsl waters of the United States to
be as far seaward as is permissible under inter-
national law, and providing for a survey of such
boundaries to be made by the United States Coast
and Geodetic Burvey in the light of the Anglo-
Norwegian Fisheries Case."139/

The State of Californie has consistently maintained throughout
the proceedings that the determination of the boundary of the
internal waters of the United States ig s question for the political
branch of the Govermment and not the Judicial branch to decide. In
its brief, the Federal Govermment recognizes that the Anglo-Norwegian
decision confirms that the delimitation of the marginal sea is a
political act.lho/

On 15 May 1952, the House of Representatives by a 247 to 289

vote approved s compromise bill for state control of oil-rich lands

. beneath the marginal sea.;&;/ The next day, without debate and by
8 voice vote, the Senate approved and sent to the White House &
compromise Senate-House bill glving the states clear title to the
submerged coastel lands.llt2/ On 29 May President Truman vetoed the
bill, stating in his message that he saw no reason for the Federal
Government to meke an outright gift "for the benefit of a few
coastal states" of property worth billions of dollars. It was his
opinion thet the property belonged to the 155 million People of the
nation.lhz/ A proposed Senate vote to override the President's veto,
which requires a two-thirds majority, was not taken before Congress
ad journed.

F. USSR
The outcome of the dispute between Great Britain and

Norway has had no noticesble effect on the basic policy of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics regarding the littorasl ses.
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Indirectly, the Soviet Union may find the Court's decision beneficial.
The Soviets have claimed a l2-mile limit for their own territorial
sea while insisting on the right to approach within 3 miles of the
chores of other countries.lsl/ The USSR has meintained in the past
thet no general rules exist governing the extent of a natlon's
territorial sea and that it is a matter for each nation to decide

for itself.l&é/ It is the opinion of some observers that the

ruling handed down by the Hague Court strengthens the Soviet case.

Since the end of World War II, the USSR has been involved in
a series of incidents concerning her claim to a 12-mile territorial
sea.l46/ Seizures of fishing vessels by the Soviets have become
more frequent in an effort to discourage nationals of non-Communist
countries from fishing in waters adjacent to the USSR. British,
Norwegien, Danish, Swedish, Finnish, West German, and Japanese
vessels have been detained. In many instances, the evidence
reveals that the incidents occurred well beyond the 12-mile 1imit.

147/148/149/150/151/152/

In 1951, in an exchange of notes with Sweden and Demmark over
jurisdiction in the Baltic Sea, the USSR referred to a 1909 Tsarist
decree claiming 12 nautical miles as the territorial limit for
customs purposes.ii}/ Another law cited extended Soviet jurisdiction
over fisheries throughout the White Sea and 12 miles off the coast
of the Barents Sea. This claim to a 12-mile limit is based on the
existence of three statutes promulgsted in 1921, 1927, and 1935.
;5&/;§§/ By adoption of these decrees, the USSR reaffirmed its
stand that the 12-mile limit applied to all coasts of the country,
with the exception of areas where such a limit would overlap with
foreign claims.

The motives of the USSR for claiming and enforcing a le-mile
1imit are not clear-cut. Several plausible reasons have been
advanced for the present Soviet policy,156/ including (1) a desire
on the part of the USSR and its satellites to prevent the entry of
unauthorized persons behind the "Iron Curtain” and to prohibit
Soviet emigration, and (2) an attempt to prevent the cbservation
and photographing of the coast and coastal activities. On the
over-all question of the littoral sea, it appears that the primary
aim of the USSR is the effective control of the seas washing its
shores, particularly the Baltic and Black Seas. At the same time
it is evident that the Soviet Union is unwilling to settle ratters
through established international organizations.

1. Relations with Sweden and Denmark

Before World War II, Swedish and Danish fishermen
regularly caught salmon off the coasts of Latvia, Lithuania, and
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Eest Prussia. Fishing was carried on outside the 3- and h-mile
1limits claimed by the Govermments of the Baltic States and of
Gérmany.;éz/ At the end of the war, both the Swedes and the

Danes returned to their former fishing grounds in this area, but
in 1948 the Russians began to arrest and detain foreign fishing
vessels operating in the Baltic Sea.kﬁﬁ/ Notes were exchanged
between Sweden and the USSR regarding the scries of incidents, the
Russians justifying their actions by citing the decree of 1927,
which applied a 12-mile limit to all Soviet territorial sea. A
Swedish note to the USSR pointed out that in 1927 the southeastern
shore of the Baltic was not Soviet territory and that therefore the
12-mile limit did not apply to the Baltic States.}ﬁﬁ/ The reply
stated that Soviet legislation automatically included the Baltic
States upon their joining the USSR.160/

In July 1951, Sweden and Dernmerk Jjointly suggested that the
matter be referred to the International Court of Justice, but the
Soviets refused the reguest, declaring that they were free to define
their waters as they chose.l6l/

Tt was then rumored that the Swedish and Danish Governments
were contemplating discussions with the USSR regarding a possible
agreement by which fishing boats of all three countries could fish
anywhere outside the -mile limit despite the Russian claim of a
12-mile limit. The rumored sgreement would be similar to a treaty
concluded by the Russians with Great Britain in 1930 concerning
fishing in the Arctic Ocean snd the White Sea.162/ =

Later, Mr. Sven Dshlmen, Director of the Political Affailrs
Division of the Swedish Foreign Office, stated that the Danes and
the Swedes had decided that it would be better to await the
decision in the Anglo-Norwegian Fisheries Case before determining
what to do next.163/16k/ Although it appears that the ruling
handed down by the World Court did not help the Swedish-Danish
cause, both countries are anxious to gettle the problem of fishing
limite with the USSR. It has been estimated that Demmark slone is
losing a million kroner a year because of the Soviet restrictions.

The Danish newspaper, BEkstrabladet, in March 1952 reported that
Sweden and Denmark intended to dispatch s Jjoint note to the Soviet
Union in reply to its rejection of the idea of submitting the
guestion of territorial-sea 1imits to the International Court.
165/166/167/ Three months later, similar notes addressed by the
Swedish end Danish Govermnments to the USSR were delivered by the
Scandinavian Ministers in Moscow. The notes stress the point made
in the findings of the Hague Court in the Anglo-Norwegian fisheries
dispute to the effect that the Court has proper Jjurisdiction over
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such matters.168/169/170/ No chenge in the attitude of the Soviets
was expected, but the Governments of both countries believe that the
notes will place on record their official views and keep the issue

open.

2. Attitudes of Soviet Satellites

Among the USSR satellites, only Rumania and Bulgaria
171/ have made postwar revisions of claims to territorial sea. Bach
of these countries now maintains a 12-mile limit, and it is likely
that this precedent may be followed by Poland, Albania, and
Communist China.l72/ Recently Poland warned both Sweden and Denmark
that "illegal" fishing in Polish waters would be severely punished.
Poland has not yet defined its claims, but Swedish fishermen fear
that the Poles, like the Russians, may insist on a 12-mile limit.

173/174/

G. Norway-Sweden

The decision of the Hague Tribunsl has created other
problems in respect to fishing rights. Fishermen from ports on the
west coast of Sweden have long frequented the Oslofjord, which is
especielly rich in shrimp.l75/ The Norwegians also fish in these
waters, and after World War II they discovered that the Swedes,
whose ships and equipment had been modernized while Norway stagnated
under German occupation, were getting the bulk of the catches.
Norwegian fishermen have protested that metual concessions mede
during the war should not continue in time of peace. They feel that
under present conditions it is not necessary for the Swedes to fish
in the limited Norwegian shrimp grounds.llé/ As a result of this
controversy, Norwegian authorities have declared that fishing by
Swedish trawlers inside an area 4 miles from the base line is illegal.
A temporary agrecment on Swedish rights in the fjord was finally
reached between the two Governments, but it will expire at the end
of 1955. Sweden fears that Norway may then cite the Internstional
Court's ruling as Justification for excluding the Swedes altogether.

H. Great Britain-France

For some 300 years, England and France have been contending
for ownership of English Channel islets, Minguiers and Eerehos.177/
The Minquiers group lies approximately 17 miles and Ecrehos about
f miles from the French coast. Fishing rights are involved, for the
waters surrounding the islets are valuable fishing grounds, with
lobster and mollusks the main catch. An interesting sidelight on
the general fisheries problem was the decision by the Governments
of Great Britain and France to submit the dispute on sovereignty
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rights over the two islets to the International Court of Justice
for settlement.l78/1T The British and French have reached an

- advance agreement concerning the right to fish in the area of these
islets pending the decision of the Court.l80/
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APPENDIX A

GAPS IN INTELLIGENCE

Aimost all the source material on the Anglo-Norvegian Fisheries
Case was available or readily obtainable. The only serious gap in
information concerns the "yellow line," the compromise base line
proposed by the British to the Norwegians in 1949, It is believed
that official charts or reports bearing on this line are in existence,
but they are not availeble. However, an inset map showing the
"yellow line," clipped from a Norwegian newspaper and enclosed with
a Department of State despatch, was obtained.
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APPENDIX B

SOURCES AND EVALUATION OF SOURCES

1. Evaluation of Sources

The sources covering the Anglo-Norwegian Fisheries Case were
voluminous and diverse. The primary official sources were
excellent in both coverage and quelity. Department of State
despatches were of great value in providing information on recent
developments. The secondary sources used for background material
were both accurate and comprehensive. '

2. List of Sources

1. S. Whittemore Boggs, "Delimltation of the Territorial
Sea," American Journal of Internationel Law, Vol. 2k, No. 3,
July 1930, p. 541, ftn. 1.

25X1A

2. The Times (London), 19 December 1951.

4. Department of State Despatch 98, Reykjevik, 19 September
1951, enclosure L4 (Confidential).

5. International Court of Justice, The Hague, Fisheries
Case -- United Kingdom vs. Norway -- Judgment, 18 December 1951,

p. 173.

6. GCovermment of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, Memorial submitted in the Anglo-Norwegian
Fisheries Case, n.d., pp. 2-27.

7. International Court of Justice, The Hague, Anglo-
Norwegisn Fisheries Case, Order, 9 November 10k9, p. 233.

25X1A
8. Department of State Despatch 2803, London, 21 December 1951.

10. International Court of Justice, Judgment, p. 129.
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11. S. Whittemore Boggs, "Delimitation of Seaward Areas Under
National Jurisdiction," American Journal of International Law, Vol.
45, April 1951, p. 248,

12. S. Whittemore Boggs, Delimitation of the Territorial Sea,
pp. 543-5L8.

13. Department of State Despateh 268, Oslo, 11 August 1949
(Restricted). '

1k. International Court of Justice, Judement, p. 127.

15. Norway Pilot, Part II (Sth Edition), published for the
Hydrographic Department, British Admiralty, London, 1931, p. 20.

16. Denys P. Myers, Observations on the Fisheries Casz, 17
January 1952, pp. 3-k. '

17. Government of the United Kingdom, Memorial, p. 27 ff.

18. Manchester Guardisn, 19 December 1951.

19. Philip C. Jessup, The Law of Territorisl Waters and Maritime
Jurisdiction, New York, 1927, p. 31.

20. Internationel Court of Justice, Judgment, p. 133.
2l. Ibid., p. 132.

22. Government of the United Kingdom, Memorial, Annex 2
(Charts), n.d.

23, Government of the United Kingdom, Reply in the Anglo-
Norwegian Fisheries Case, Annex 35 (Charts), n.d. '

2h. Norwegian Government, Au Contre-Memoire du Gouverrement
Norvegien, Affaire Anglo-Norvegienne des Pecherdes, July 1550, Annexe
2 (Charts).

25. Norwegian Government, A la Dupligue du Gouvernement
Norvegien, Affaire Anglo-Norvegienne des Pecheries, Annexe T5 (Charts)
(Charts), n.d.

26. Department of State Despatch 273, Oslo, 15 August 1949
(Confidential).

27. Department of State Despatch 306, Oslc,®12 September 1949,
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58. QGovermment of the United Kingdom, Memorial, pp. 10,

15, 21-22.
29, TIbid., pp. 25-26.
N 30. Government of the United Kingdom, Reply in the Anglo-
Norwezisn Fisheries Case, Vol. I (text), 8 June 1951, p. 27,
31. Department of State Despatch 273, Oslo, 15 August 1949
(Confidential). -
32. International Court of Justice, Judgment, p. 125.
33. Ibid., p. 133.
3h. Williem E. Masterson, Jurisdiction in Merginal Seas,
New York, 1929, p. 388.
35. Department of State Despatch 3757, London, 26 February
1952.
36. W.0. Blanchard and S.5. Visher, Economic Geography of
Europe, New York, 1931, pp. 317-318.
7 37. U.S. Board of Economic Warfare, The Norwegian Fishing
Industry, BEW, Enemy Brench (32-2213), 27 April 1943,
* 38. Facts About Norwey, Oslo, 1948, p. 36.

39. Sverre Mortenson and A. Skeien, editors, The Norway
Yearbook, 1950, Oslo, p. 305.

40. Norwegian Export Council, Norway (survey of Exports and
Economic Developments), 1948, p. 26.

41. Arne Damm and Carl Just, Look at Norway, London, 1951,
. T

42, National Intelligence Survey, Norway, Chapter VI, Section
61, "Agriculture and Food," February 1951, p. 61-29 (Restricted).

43. Department of State Despatch 63 , Bergen, 13 February 1951.

4y, The Norway Yearbook, 1950, p. 305.

45. Department of State Despatch 38, Bergen, 16 November 1950.
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k7. U.S. Department of Agriculture s Agricultural Production and
Food Consumption in Western Europe, Agriculture Monograph 10, July

1951, p. 1k,

4L8. Department of State Despatch 22, Bergen, 21 March 1950.

49. 04d Holaas, The World of the Norseman, London, 1950, p. 60.

50. Department of State Despatch 4O, Bergen, 27 November 1950.

51. The Norway Yearbook, 1950, p. 305.

52. Ibid., p. 307.

53. Norwegian Export Council, op. cit., p. 26.

55. 04d Holaas, op. cit.,p. 60.

25X1A2g

56. Harry Hansen, editor, The World Almanac and Book of Facts,
New York, 1952, p. 338.

57. Charles P. Barry, Editor-in-Chief, Collier's Encyclopedis,
Vol. 15, New York, 1950, p. 26.

58. The Norway Yearbook, 1950, p. 306.

so.

60. International Court of Justice, Memorial, p. 4.

25X1A2g

61. Fish Trades Gazette, No. 3583, London, 9 Februsry 1952, p.6 .

62. International Court of Justice, Judgment, p. 143.

63. Fishing News, No. 2018, London, 22 December 1951, p. 3.
64. International Court of Justice, Judgment, pp. 138-139.
65. Denys P. Myers, op. cit., p. 3.

66. International Court of Justice, Judgment, pp. 120-121.
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67. Govermment of the United Kingdom, Amended Conclusions
(filed by the Agent of the United Kingdom Govermment at the end of
the pleadings in the Anglo-Norwegian Fisheries Case) .

68. Ibid.

69. Govermment of the United Kingdom, Reply in the Anglo-
Norwegian Fisheries Case, Vol. II, Annexes, n.d., p. 32.

70. Robert M. Vaughn, "Delimitation of Norwegian Fisheries
Zone," Geogrephical Review, Vol. XLII, No. 2, April 1952, pp. 302-30k4.

TL. International Court of Justice, Judgment, p. 129.
72, Thid., p. 131.
73. United Nations Genersl Assembly, International Law

Commission, Fourth Session, Report on the Regime of the Territorial
Sea, 4 April 1952, p. 26.

T4. Foreign Broadcast Information Service, 19 December 1951,
p. YY 1.

75. Intermationsl Court of Justice, Judgment, pp. 123, 126.
76. Depertment of State Despatch 3402, London, 4 Februery 1952,

with enclosure from The Economist, 26 January 1952, entitled
"Northern Waters in Dispute.”

T7. Department of State Despatch 618, Oslo, 21 Decenber 1951.
78. Department of State Despatch 32LL, London, 2L Jenuary 1952.
79. Department of State Despatch Tk, Reykjavik, 31 August 1951.
80. Deﬁartment of State Despatch 120, Reykjavik, T June 19k9.

81. Department of State Despatch 98, Reykjavik, 19 September
1951, enclosure 4 (Confidential). .

82. Department of State Despatch T4, Reykjavik, 31 August 1951.

83. Department of State Despatch 151, Reykjavik, 28 April 1950
(Confidential).

8L. Department of State Despatch 167, Reykjavik, It May 1950
(Confidential).
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85. Department of State Despatch 253, Reykjavik, 11 January
1952 (Secret).

86. Department of State Despatch 251, Reykjavik, 11 January
1952 (Confidential).

87. Department of State Despatech 297, Reykjavik, 7 February
1952 (Secret).

88. Department of State Incoming Telegram No. 140, Reykjavik,
19 March 1952.

89. Department of State Despatch 354, Reykjavik, 20 March 1952.
90. Department of State Despatch 367, Reykjavik, 25 March 1952.

91. Department of State Despatch 373, Reykjavik, 28 March 1952
(Confidential).

92. Foreign Broadcast Information Service, 21 March 1952,
p. YY 3.

93. Foreign Broadcast Information Service, 5 May 1952, pp. YY 2-3.
9L4. Department of State Despatch 5246, London, 6 May 1952.

95. Department of State Despatch 42k, Reykjavik, 2 May 1952,
enclosure 2 (Confidential). :

96. Foreign Broedcast Information Service, 16 Mey 1952, p. YY k.

97. Department of State Despatch 6136, London, 25 June 1952
(Confidential).

98. Department of State Despatch 6176, London, 27 June 1952.
99. Foreign Broadcast Informetion Service, 19 May 1952, p. VW 1.

100. Department of State Despatch 468, Reykjavik, 28 May 1952
(Confidential).

101. Department of State Incoming Telegram No. 56, Reykjavik,
17 August 1950 (Confidential).

102. Department of State Despatch 5178, London, 27 April 1951,
enclosure (Confidential).
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103. Department of State Despatch 5583, London, 18 May 1951,
enclosure (Confidential). ' ‘

10k. The Times (London), 20 December 1951.
105. Fishing News, No. 2021, London, 12 January 1952, p. 3.

106. Manchester Guardian, 19 December 1951.

107. Department of State Despatch 1109, The Hague, 19
December 1951 (Restricted).

108. 1bid.

109. Department of State Despatch 3757, London, 26 February
1952, '

110. Fish Trades Gazette, No. 3581, London, 26 January 1952, p.
25X1A p. 5.

112. Department of State Despatch 324L, London, 24 January
1952.

25X1A 113. Department of State Despatch 4408, London, 26 March 1952.

115. Department of State Despatch 907, Belgrade, 20 December
1948, enclosure. ‘

116. Department of State Despatch 99, Belgrade, 20 December
1948, enclosure.

117. Ibid.
118. Foreign Brosdecast Information Service, 26 May 1952, p. WW 6.

119. Foreign Broadcast Informstion Service, 27 June 1952,
D. WW 3.

120. Forelgn Broadcast Information Service, 3 July 1952, p. WW 3.
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121. United States Senate, 82nd Congress, First Session,
Submerged Lands, Hearings before the Committee on Interior and
Tnsular Affairs on 6.J. Res. 20, Washington, D.C., 19-22 February
1951 (including Conferences with Executive Departments on S. 9Lo,
28 March and 10 April 1951).

122. A.L. Shelowitz, "Cartography in the Submerged Lands Oil
Cases," Surveying and Mapping, July-Septerber 1951, p. 225.

123. Ibid., pp. 225, 236.

12h. S. Whittemore Boggs, "National Claims in Adjacent Seas,"
Geographical Review, Vol. XLI, No.22, April 1951, pp. 206=-208.

125, United Natilons General Assembly, International Law
Commission (Fourth Session), Regime of the High Seas, 16 May 1052,
p. 6.

126. Department of State Despatch 339, Copenhagen, 1 April 1950,
enclosure. s

127. Uhited States of America, Plaintiff vs. State of California,
Brief for the United States Before the Special Master, Supreme Court
of the United States, October Term, 1951 (No. 6 Original), pp.
123-124.

128. The Washington Post, 29 April 1952, editorial.

129. A.L. Shalowitz, op. cit., p. 236.

130. The Washington Post, 10 May 1952, editorial.

131. The Washington Post, 13 June 1952, editorial.

132. United States of America, Plaintiff wvs. State of
Celifornia, Brief for the United States, p. 93.

133. Ibid., pp. 93-94.

134. "U.S. Policy on Fisheries and Territorial Waters,"
Department of State Bulletin, Veol. XXVI, No. 679, 30 June 1952, pp.
1021-1023.

135. Proceedings and Debates of the 82nd Congress, Second
Session, Congressional Record, Vol. 98, No. 21, Washington, 11
February 1952, p. 982.
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136. United States of America, Plaintiff vs. State of
California, Brief for the United States, p. 173.

137. Congressional Record, Vol. 98. No. 21, p. 981.
138. Ibid., pp. 901, 983.
139. Ibid., p. 983.

140. United States of America, Plaintiff vs. State of
California, Brief for the United States, p. 28. :

ik1l. The Washington Post, 16 May 1952.

142. The Washington Post, 17 May 1952.

143. The Washington Post, 30 May 1952.

144, Department of State Incoming Airgram 2785, Moscow,
1 August 1949 (Restricted).

145. Department of State Despatch 90, Stockholm, 31 July 1951
(Confidential).

146. Great Britain, Foreign Office, Research Department, Note
on_the Soviet Claim of & 12 Mile Limit of Territorial Waters
(USSR/68/50), Decenber 1950, pp. 4-5.

147. TForeign Broadcast Information Service, 24 March 1952,
p. 83 7.

148. Foreign Broadcast Information Service, 1L May 1952, p. YY L,

150. Department of State Despatch 560, Helsinki, 11 January 1952.

151. The Washington Post, 4 May 1952.

153. Green Haywood Hackworth, Digest of Internagtional Law, Vol.
I, Washington, 1940, p. 632.
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155. Department of State Incoming Airgrem 2785, Moscow,
25X1A enclosures (Restricted).

158. Department of State Despatch 59, Copenhagen, 21 July 1950
(Restricted).

159. Department of State Despatch 90, Stockholm, 31 July 1951,
enclosure (Confidential).

160. Department of State Despatch 184, Stockholm, 31 August
1951 (Restricted).

161. Department of State Despatch 819, Stockholm, 17 April
1952 (Confidential).

162. Department of State Despatch 432, Stockholm, 28 November
1951 (Secret).

163. Ibid.
164, Department of State Despatch 825, Copenhagen, 3 April 1952,
165. Ibid,

166. Foreign Brosdcast Information Service, 31 March 1952,
p-YYl. °

167. Foreign Broadcast Information Service, 29 May 1952, p. YY 1.

168. Department of State Despatch 954, Stockholm, 23 May 1952
(Confidential). _

169. Department of State Despatch 1106, Copenhagen, 12 June
1952 (Confidential).

170. Department of State Despatch 1112, Copenhagen, 13 June
1952 (Confidential).

171. "Ukase for the Territorial and Internal Waters of the
People's Republic of Bulgaria," Izvestia of the Presiaium of the
National Assembly, No. 85, 23 October 1951.
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25X1A

173. Department of State Despatch 3402, London, 4 Februsry
2 5:5??5\, enclosure.

175. Department of State Despatch 579, Oslo, 2 October 1950.

176. Ibid.

25X1A 177. The New York Times, 16 December 1951.

179. Internationsl Court of Justice, The Minquiers and Ecrehos
Case (United Kingdom/France), Reports of Judgments , Advisory
Opinions and Orders, Order of 15 January 1952.

180. Department of State Despatch 3302, London, 28 January 1952.

-1l =

SECRET
Approved For Release 2000/04/17 : CIA-RDP79T01018A000100010001-9



0

3

66

The international boundaries shawn on this map L
do not necessaniy comespand in all cases to thel

SMoLa,

£
Kristiansupg

b

|
/e
{
"

FRovs
-:zg

4
N [

2
' -
ol N~
AGE} ; .

0 Y buamo

SEA

GOTSKA SANDON
v

NORWAY
TERRITORIAL SEA

(ANGLO-NORWEGIAN FISHERIES CASE)

Base Line (Blue) Jaid down by the Royal Decree
of 12 July 1935

Point for establishing Blue Base Line

1935 Blue Line, fishing limit 4 miles outside
the above base line

Base Line of the 1924 Red Line
Paint for establishing Red Base Line

1924 Red Line, fishing limit outside
the above base line

See map No. 12384 for more detalad represetation of base potats and Unes.

——————  “Indreleia-interior channel of navigation

International boundary
. Fylke (province) boundary
National capital

° Fylke administrative seat

S
NAUTICAL WILES
100

= ——
STATUTE WILES
100

KILOMETERS

SV RN
NN . {egmmon

6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

sﬁﬁm D

('.

boundaries recognized by the U. S. Govemmen /g‘f /
M

12343 9-52

Approved For Release 2000/04/17 : CIA-RDP79T01018A000100010001-9




Approved For Release 20L)0/04I17

: CIA-RDP79T010

18A000100010001

BARENTS|

NORWAY

DELIMITATION OF TERRITORIAL SEA
(ANGLO-NORWEGIAN FISHERIES CASE)

CLAIMED BY NORWAY

Base Line (Blue) id down by the
Royal Decree of 12 July 1935

Point for establishing Blue Base Line

1935 Blue Lin, fishing limit 4 miles
outside the above base ine

IR
oF

CLAIMED BY UNITED KINGDOM

Base Line (Red) o the 1524 Red Line “Firm" Green Line, 1924 fishing limit

Base Line affecting the outverd limit
of the 1950 “Pecked” Green Line

Point for estabishing Red Base Line

1924 Red Line,fishing it outside

the above base ln © X Pointfor estavishing “Pecked" Green
Base Line

Norwegian internal waters where the base line
encosing them affect the outward fimits
of Terrtoral Sea (1950)

o Fke(rovnce bounday  ————— “Pecked” Green Line, 1950 fishing Limit

. International boundary

MERCATOR PROJECTION
ELITO00 ot 9° North Lasude




. - -

Approved For Release 2000/04/17 : CIA-RDP79T01018A000100010001-9

SECRET

Approved For Release 2000/04/17 : CIA-RDP79T01018A000100010001-9

T T T —— e
T—————




