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Japanese—Russian Fishery Joint
Ventures and Joint Operations in the Sea
of Okhotsk: An Evolving Form of
Cooperation

Tsuneo Akaha

INTRODUCTION

Since the mid-1980s, Japanese fishery groups and their counterparts in the Soviet
Union/Russia have developed joint ventures (JVs) and other cooperative arrange-
ments in fisheries, and the number of such arrangements is growing. Virtually all of
them are concerned with the exploitation of marine resources in and around the Sea
of Okhotsk. They offer many opportunities and benefits to both Japan and Russia
because the two countries currently have many complementary needs, but they also
pose many difficult problems that require close scrutiny. If JVs and other arrange-
ments, including so-called joint operations (JOs, or kvodo jigyoin Japanese), between
the two countries are to develop as mutually beneficial forms of cooperation on a
long-term basis. the opportunities they offer and problems they pose must be clearly
understood.

In this brief analysis' I will introduce the background to the Japanese—Soviet/
Russian fishery JVs and JOs, describe their characteristics as they operate today,
discuss their limitations and problems, and offer a prognosis for their future
development.

BACKGROUND

Following the conclusion of the Third United Nations Conference on the Law of
the Sea (UNCLQOS IID) in December 1982 and the establishment of the Soviet 200-
mile exclusive economic zone (EEZ) on March 1, 1984, Tokyo and Moscow in
December 1984, concluded a bilateral fisheries agreement® replacing the two provi-
sional agreements which had governed Japanese—Soviet fishing within each other’s
200-mile zones since 1977. In accordance with the UN Convention on the Law of the
Sea, the Japanese—Soviet agreement recognized the pnmary interest and responsi-
bility of the coastal state with respect to the management and conservation of marine
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resources within its exclusive economic zone (EEZ). The accord required each side
to permit the other to fish in its 200-mile zone,* with each side’s catch quota to be
determined through consultation at the annual meetings of the Japan—Soviet
Fisheries Commission.* The determination of annual catch quotas was to take into
consideration the “condition of resources,” the coastal state’s “own harvesting
capacity, the traditional catch and methods of fishing by the other country, and other
relevant factors.™ The bilateral agreement called on each party to comply with the
resource conservation measures that the other side might take within its 200-mile
zone.” Moreover, the accord called on the two governments to “cooperate in the
conservation and optimal utilization of the living resources™ within their 200-mile
zones.®

Through consultation at the annual Fisheries Commission meetings, Japanese
fishing within the Soviet 200-mile zone was placed under increasingly restrictive
control. The Soviet Union had long sought to equalize the actual size of the harvest
rather than the total quota for each side and, more recently, sought to extract as much
in fishing fees from the Japanese side as possible. The Soviets succeeded in attaining
both goals. For example, the 1991 fishing season saw Japan pay 1.1 billion yen in
fishing fees foraquotaof 35,000 tonsin the Soviet EEZ. Inaddition, Japan was given
a fee-free quota of 182,000 tons in return for a Soviet quota of 182,000 tons in
Japanese waters.’

These arrangerments seemed equitable insofar as the Japanese continued to have
access to the highly desired marine resources within the Soviet waters and the Soviets/
Russtans received badly needed hard currency in exchange. The increasing regula-
tion of Japanese fishing within the 200-mile zone of the former Soviet Union also
seemned warranted given Moscow’s longstanding concern about the deteriorating
state of fish stock in the Sea of Japan and the Sea of Okhotsk. However, the Japanese
maintained the resource condition was such that they should be aliowed a greater
share of the resources in the Soviet waters.

Similarly. Japanese salmon fisheries in the Northwest Pacific were subjected to
increasing constraints in recent years. Under the Japanese—Soviet salmon fisheries
agreement of 1978, Japan accepted the “state of origin" principle recognizing
sovereign claims over anadromous species of fish by the state in whose waters such
stocks originate. Beginning in 1978, Japan was also obligated to pay *“‘cooperation
fees” (1.76 billion yen in 1978} to defray part of the cost of Soviet salmon resource
preservation efforts.' As Soviet fishing off the coasts of other countries came under
increasingly strict foreign control, the Soviets paid closer attention to the exploitation
and conservation of resources within their own waters. Moreover, following Mikhail
Gorbachev's rise to power in 1985, the Soviet government began a major drive to
place all domestic industries, including the fishing industry, on 2 more rational and
cost-effective basis. These trends resulted in greater financial needs for the fishing
industry of the former Soviet Union."! Additionally, the deteriorating financial
condition of the industry forced it to seek fishing and fish processing technology and
equipment from Japan.

In 1985, Japan and the Soviet Union concluded a new salmon fishery agree-
ment.'* In line with the 1982 UN Convention on the Law of the Sea, the accord
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recognized the Soviet Union's “primary interest and responsibility” concerning
anadromous species originating in its rivers and s right to institute regulatory
measures vis—"—vis salmon within and outside its economic zone." According to
the agreement, the catching of salmon of Soviet origin was permitted only within the
Soviet 200-mile zone." The new agreement did take note of Japan's financial
contribution to the reproduction of salmon stock in the Soviet Union and obligated
Moscow to give special consideration to Japan.'”” The accord also provided for
bilateral scientific and technological cooperation.'® The agreement further called
upon the two governments to cooperate on conservation and management of living
resources of the Northwest Pacific outside their 200-mile zones.!” Finally, the treaty
charged the Japan—Soviet Fisheries Commission with the responsibility for assess-
ing the state of fishery resources and fish stock within the scope of the new
agreement.'® As a result of the ban on salmon fishing outside the Soviet 200-mile
limit, the Japanese salmon quotas in the Northwest Pacific were cut substantially,
from 24,500 tons in 1986 10 11.000 tons in 1990,

In February 1992, Japan joined the Russian Federation, the United States, and
Canada. in concluding a new treaty on anadromous stocks in the North Pacific.'® The
convention prohibits all salmon fishing beyond the 200-mile zones of the four
countries.®® It also calls for the minimization of incidental taking of anadromous
fish.*' The accord further calls upon the parties to cooperate in the conduct of
scientific research in the North Pacific beyond the 200-mile limits of the parties, for
the purpose of the conservation of anadromous stocks and in the collection, reporting,
and exchange of information on the stock and fish catch in the area.® The treaty
establishes an international organization, “the North Pacific Anadromous Fish
Commission,” to be headquartered in Vancouver, Canada, for the purpose of
promoting the conservation of anadromous stocks in the convention area.>

Japan was able to soften the impact of the ban on salmon fishing outside the 200-
mile limits of the North Pacific nations by obtaining Russian assurances for continued
Japanese access lo salmon withinthe Russian EEZ. Japanese access to Russian waters
was of particular importance because Japanese salmon fishing was totally banned
within the United States and Canadian 200-mile zones.* Japan also obtained Russian
cooperation in opposing the United States—Canadian proposal to draw salmon
prohibition lines some distance inside the 200-mile zones of the North Pacific
countries, Drawing prohibition lines inside the 200-mile limits would have adversely
affected Japan's access to salmon inside the Russian waters.®

Under these circumstances, Japanese access to salmon and other fishery re-
sources within the Russian EEZ has become particularly imporiant. Japanese
pavments of cooperation fees in effect constitute an insurance for their access to the
highly valued resources within the Russian waters. Japan has successfully increased
its annual salimon quota within the Soviet/Russian waters (2,000 tons in 1988, 5,000
tons in 1989, 6.000 tons in 1990, and 8.000 tons in 1991) in return for increasing
Japanese financial and technological participation in bilateral salmon joint ventures
with the Soviets/Russians.* In addition, Japanese fishery groups have successfully
negotiated arrangements for joint operations (JOs) with Soviet/Russian partners
whereby they are permitied to engage in fisheries within Soviet—Russian controlled
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waters and to make direct purchases of marine products from Russian sources at
designated sites at sea.

Throughout the postwar period, fisheries enjoyed a special status in Japanese—
Soviet/Russian relations.” More recently, at the conclusion of the historic summit in
Tokyoin April 1991 between Gorbachev and Japanese Prime Minister Toshiki Kaifu,
the two leaders issued a joint communique in which, inter alia, they “evaluated highly
the cooperation between the two countries under the existing governmental agree-
ments in the fisheries field and were agreed on the desirability of continuing
constructive exchanges of views so as to further develop such cooperation on along-
term and mutually beneficial basis.” The communique wentontosay: “Inthis regard,
the two sides expressed the desire to see extensive development of relations between
enterprises and organizations in Japan and the Far Eastern region of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics based on market economy principles. The two sides
recognized the necessity of maintaining and developing close cooperation in interna-
tional deliberations for the conservation, management, reproduction, and optimnal
utilization of the world’s biomarine resources.”

The Japanese-——Soviet summit produced 15 memoranda, agreements, exchanges
of notes, and joint communiques. In one of the communiques, the two countries’
foreign ministers stated that ““the two sides were agreed that it was both beneficial and
necessary to study the possibility of establishing a wide-ranging cooperation for the
preservation, rational management, and optimal utilization of biological resources in
the Northwest Pacific, the Sea of Japan, and other ocean areas.”™ Among other things,
the two sides affirmed mutual interest in advancing cooperation in the Far Eastern
region between enterprises and organizations of the two countries in processing,
storing, and marketing of marine products, joint enterprises, exchange/trade of fish
and fish products, and effective use of resources including underutilized resources.
Tokyo and Moscow agreed it was beneficial to explore the feasibility of founding
experimental bilateral joint fishery ventures that would operate on the basis of market
principles. On June 12, 1991, the Japanese Minister of Agriculture, Forestry, and
Fisheries and the Soviet Fisheries Minister reaffirmed the need to cooperate in a wide
range of areas and, among other things, agreed to continue to study the feasibility of
establishing experimental fishery JVs that would operate in the Russian Far East on
the basis of market principles.®

Clearly then, fishery JVs, and more recently JOs, have become an important part
of what 1 have elsewhere described as a “fisheries regime” between Japan and the
Soviet Union/Russia.’! What factors have contributed to the development of bilateral
JVs and JOs in the fisheries field? What benefits do the two sides see in these
arrangements? What problems do they see? It is to these questions that I shall now
turn.

JAPANESE—RUSSIAN JOINT VENTURES AND JOINT
OPERATIONS IN FISHERIES

The impetus for bilateral joint ventures in fisheries initially came from a Soviet
proposal in 1987 for Japanese capital and technological contribution to the develop-
ment of salmon hatcheries on Sakhalin Island. The first Japanese—Soviet fishery JV




-Kauafy sauraysy asaueder :2amog

SIS *|ieus ©as ‘qead Jo Sunayreiy A LD

Burssasosd ‘Surysy *Buiyaey vowes Axsieyawey-ysaojaedonay opony-eduafld exieyswe)y

Sunayreur *mssasoad ‘Juysty yae[jod exse[y uepedepy NSIEYIEY oINYoy

dwuys ‘qess Jo Juyayrew ‘aseyauny ysAoseqeyy aper] uiqny

$120)5 [B15e00 *yoejjod weysey jo Funaxrew ‘uissasoid ‘Juryst] AS[IAIN (BUB{EAL
sanpoud auwrew jo Junaxsew *Buissasalg ADYESION asnoy apesy, vede-4ssn

sianpoud suuew jo Sunaxew *Asuysews dussazond ysiy jo Tunoxrew *Suunideynuegy ASUleYNRS-oUZn oidQ-reureg
stanposd suuew jo Fuyaxreur *missasoud ‘Buysy ‘Fuyarey vow(es uepedepy uanaqIN-uepedepy
Sudwsings *Juigquin 19xseq 1p0a d1j19v4 Jo Sulysyy jmer) Kasiegaurey-ysaojaedonag Lquzug-1sopy

Swidwiuys *duigqesy 1ayseg Aysieyswey-ysaojaedanag opieyurey

dunprys *qeso Jo Juiysy 1yseq ‘Juysiey inon moquiey ySulRYES-0UZN & BAILY

s1onpad sutiew jo Junayrew ‘Suissasasd qugysy poa otjioeg xolsoape|A ueO
durdwuys ‘3uiqqes) YOIS0AIPE[A saa

sionpaud sutmws 1o Jo Sunaxseuwr tyoe(jod uexse(y jo aseyamng ysaormqeyy| Juipwa | 1y
sanpaxd sutlew rago jo Buneysew *Juissasosd (Suysy poa atyoey uepefejy opon-ofdosn) uepedepy
s1onpaad aunieie 3310 jo Funayiews ‘Jurssasosd tyaejod exsejy Jo aseyand ‘Juigqery Aswio njue| -uieyyes
1jauts oureystys ‘se) Furnay ‘Juwray jo unaymu ‘Bussadag Asaoreqeyy uestNg-ASI0YN0
sjonposd uurew jo 3uyssasog Asuljeyyes-ouzn A BuTI(]

sanpand autrewr jo Sunayrew ‘Juissasosd Buyysy ‘Fuyarey voweg ASUlfEYRES-0uZN A opony-eduafid
201 duwsy *Juraray jo Sutayrew *Juissaso] ysaoequyy o3uog

Ananoy saauenhpeayy RUEN Af

7661 ‘€ AInf jo se ‘(pasoidde) saynmuan ol Liaysy ueissny—assuedef [ p[ qe]




216

company, Pilenga—Godo, was founded in July 1988.% The Japanese side desired to
start the company for two purposes: to gain access to salmon within the Soviet EEZ
and to contribute to the replenishing of salmon stocks within the Soviet waters. The
Soviet side was interested in gaining both resource expansion technology and
“cooperation fees” from Japan. Fisheries have always been an important industry in
the Soviet Far Eastern region, with the fish production in the region representing more
than 40 percent of the nation’s total.>* As the Soviet economy experienced a drastic
decline in the 1980s through the early 1990s and Moscow was no longer able to
provide financial supporn for the Far Eastern region, fishery organizations in the
region were forced to seek their own revenues and to share them with the central
government. As a result, the technological aspect of JVs in the region has received
less and less attention, and short-term financial gains from fishery exports and
payments of fishing-related fees by foreign entities have become the central focus of
the Russian side.

As of early July 1992, there were twenty Japanese—Russian J'Vs involving
fisheries (Table 14.1). Japanese—Russian JVs in fisheries are all private arrange-
ments, but the industry and the Japanese government consult closely on the establish-
ment of JVs between Japan and the former Soviet Union. In February 1982, the
Japanese Fisheries Agency announced four basic principles regarding JVs in the
fisheries field: (1) private-level arrangements should have no adverse effect on the
existing government—to—government arrangements for Japanese fishing in the
Soviet 200-mile zone; (2) JV arrangements should assist Japanese fishing operators
who have been adversely affected by the establishment of foreign 200-mile fishery
or economic zones; (3) bilateral private arrangements should be fair and should not
impose undue burden on the Japanese side; and (4) all affected fishing concerns in
Japan should be fully consulted.™

Japanese—Russian fishery JVs today can be divided into three categonies
depending on the size of the Japanese participants and their main cbjectives in the
arrangements.” First, there are ventures in which medium—small Japanese fishing
companies participate. PilengaGodo is a good example. The incentive for Japanese
pariners is to gain access to marine resources within the Russian EEZ. The Japanese
partner in Pilenga—Godoreceives catchquotas that it would not otherwise get. Itcan
also provide employment opportunities for its member operators. Part of the
proceeds from the sale of the salmon caught from the quota is used as a Japanese
contribution to the joint ventures® capital investment. Moreover, Pilenga—~Godo
buys in hard currency a part of the quota of the Sakhalin Fishery Kolkhoz, the Russian
partner in the venture, and in tumn sells the purchased salmonto the Japanese side. JVs
of this type offer the Russian side, in addition to hard currency, experience and
technology for resource reproduction, marine product processing, fishing, and
salmon farming.

The second type of Japanese—Russian fishery JV calls for the participation of
large Japanese fishery companies. Their main purpose is to organize marine product
processing in Russia using marine resources in the country. Products are differenti-
ated between the two markets in Japan and in Russia because market demands are
quite different. For example, herring roe and cod roe are highly valued in Japan but
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have nomarketin Russia; conversely Alaska pollack and herring are populartable fish
inthe former Soviet Union but have only limited appeal to Japanese consumers except
in processed form. The benefits in this kind of JV for the Russian side include the
transfer of advanced fish processing technology and marketing knowhow, employ-
ment opportunities, and the development of infrastructure associated with the
processing of marine products.

Thirdly, Japanese trading companies participate in JVs with Russian partners and
market different marine products in the two countries. Japanese companies often
finance the remodeling and repair of Russian fishing boats and provide fishing
equipment, fishing technology, and training for Russian crews. In return the trading
companies market the harvested fish directly in Japan, There are other Japanese—
Russian JVs that handle marine products but do not directly engage in fishing or fish
processing activities. They include restaurants and other related services.*

Inrecent years the Russian side has been quite anxious to generate hard currency
by readily accepting Japanese requests for larger catch quotas in the Russian EEZ for
themselves and for JVs in which they participate. For example, Russia has agreed to
sell at sea 150,000 tons of Alaska pollack in the Sea of Okhotsk to Japan in 1992, an
increase of 65,000 tons over the previous year. At the same time, Russia has decided
to allow Japanese trawlers to operate within its EEZ to compensate for its declining
fishing capacity. Japanese trawlers had been banned from these waters since 1977.%
Similarly, when salmon fishing outside the Soviet 200-mile zone was banned in 1992,
the Japanese salmon quota in the Russian EEZ was increased by about 800 tons over
the previous year, to 17,819 tons, in exchange for 444 million ven in *“‘cooperation
fees.” Of the new total quota, Japanese—Russian JVs were allotted 15,000 tons, an
increase of 7,000 tons over 1991.%* Subsequently the joint ventures” allocations were
increased to 17,300 tons.*

In addition to forming JVs, fishery groups in Japan have also developed private-
level joint operation arrangements with Sovie/Russian partners in order to increase
their access to marine resources within the Russian EEZ. and the Russian Far Eastern
interestinJOsis growing fast. Inthis type of arrangement, Japanese fishing operators
payv fishing fees for their operation in the Russian EEZ. One ortwo Russian observers
board each Japanese ship and receive what amounts to a daily salary and free meals.
Crabs. sea snail, shrimps, and Pacific cod are the targets of JOs.

The earliest JOsbegan in 1979, which allowed Japanese crab fishing off Sakhalin
in the Seas of Japan and Okhotsk in exchange for cooperation fees. Japanese harvests
of sca-kelp and sea urchin around the Russian-controlled Kaigara Island, east of
Hokkaido. and Japanese purchases of Alaska pollack and herring at sea. Through
similar arrangements, the Japanese have been catching Pacific cod (Gadus
macrocephalus, or madara in Japanese) in the EEZ of the former Soviet Union since
in 1987. Through JOs, the Japanese annually caught between 6,668 tons and 9,900
tons of crab, tsubu (sea snail), and shrimp in 1985—89. In addition, between 1987
and 1989 the Japanese obtained a total of 27,841 tons of Pacific cod in the Sea of
Okhotsk off Kamchatka and off the western coast of Sakhalin. Additionally, the
Japanese harvested atotal of 7,235 tons of kelp between 1981 and 1989 and 6,315 tons
of sea urchin between 1987 and 1989. Finally, Japan bought a total of 129,656 tons
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of Alaska pollack in 1987—90.¢

As of July 1992 nine JOs were operating within the Russian EEZ (Table 14.2;
Maps 14.1 and 14.2). JO arrangements are made each year, and therefore
unpredictability is a concern to the Japanese side. Currently the Russian side is
showing preference for these arrangements over JVs largely because joint ventures
require more costly financial arrangements, more cumbersome procedures, and more
involved logistic work for their establishment and operation.!

Japanese participants include fishing companies and individual operators, and in
bilateral talks with the Russians, they are represented by the Hokkaido Fisheries
Association.

The Russian parties to the JO arrangements are the Pacific Oceanological
Institute (TINRQ) of the Far Eastern Branch of the Russian Academy of Sciences, as
well as fishery cooperatives.*? Increasingly, Russian partners of fishery JVs are also
interested in exploiting JO opportunities as a means of generating additional hard
currency, and this trend is likely to grow in the near future. Obviously, the Japanese
side gains access to additional marine resources within the 200-mile zone of the
former Soviet Union. In return, the Russians gain badly needed hard currency by
selling resources for which there is little or no market demand in Russia, i.e., crab,
shrimp, sea snail (¢rsubu in Japanese), and Pacific cod (tnadera).*

Although JOs are not based on governmental treaties and, therefore, are
technically private arrangements, Japanese partners obtain approval from the Japa-
nese Fisheries Agency which is interested in ensuring safe and orderly operations.*
Since 1992, the process of developing JO arrangements has been streamlined in
Japan. Proposals are first submitted to the Hokkaido Fisheries Association; then they
are discussed at the Hokkaido Japan—Russian Fisheries Council (a private group of
fishery groups in Hokkaido). The selected proposals are submitted to Hokkaido
government and then to the Japanese government for approval. Care is taken not to
affect adversely either fishing activities conducied within the framework of the
government-level fishery agreement between Tokyo and Moscow or the existing JV
and JO arrangements.*

PROBLEMS

Under glasnost and perestroika the Soviet Union/Russia has established new
fishery relations with other countries and expanded existing ones with its neighbors
including Japan. Following the establishment of diplomatic ties with the Republic
of Korea (ROK) in September 1990, the Soviet Union signed a fisheries agreement
with ROK in September 1991. The accord allows ROK vessels to fish in Russian
waters in the Northwest Pacific and calls for bilateral cooperation, including the
development of Soviet—ROK JOs in fish processing.*® The former Soviet Union has
also established a private-level fishery relationship with the Republic of China
(ROC). A memorandum of understanding signed in August 1991 between the
Overseas Fishing Development Council (OFDC) of ROC and the Soviet government
(represented by Sovrybflot) provides for ROC payments for fishing permits and fish
quotas in the Soviet EEZ in the Far East.¥

Behind the Russian interest in expanding foreign access to its marine resources
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Map 14.1 Japanese—Russian joint operations in crab, sea snail, and shrimp
fisheries, 1992
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Source: Adopted from “Heisei Yonen Nichiro Gyogyo Kyodo Jigyo Jicchi Kibo Anken” (Implemented
and proposed Japanesc—Russian joint fishery operations in 1992), Sapporo: Hokkaido Fisheries
Association,

are the rapid detenoration of the Russian economy and the attendant fall in domestic
sources of investment for the fishing industry. Although the Russian Far East has
successfully increased marine production in recent years, the increases have been
achieved by the excessive use of the region’s aging fishing fleets. This and the lack
of domestic investments have resulted in acrisis in fishery production and processing
in the region. In 1990 the government responded to the deteriorating condition of
trawlers by encouraging the shipowners to purchase their own boats, but most of them
were financially unable 1o do so. Fishing industry specialists estimate that by 1995
the catch and production of marine products in Russia might be down by as much as
50 percent. In 1991 over 70 percent of the fishing boats in the Far East, about 60
percent of the fish processing ships, and about 50 percent of the transports were in
need of repair. In 1991 it was estimated that 8.561 billion rubles of capital investment
would be needed over the next five years to maintain growth in fishery production in
the Far East, with 5.781 billion rubles going for new ships. Such capital requirements
were simply beyond the means of the region’s fishing industry.® A Far Eastern
economist estimated that the shipbuilding need of the region as of the end of 1990
exceeded the existing capacity by 71,000 tons. Ship repair needs exceeded capacity
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Map 14.2 Japanese—Russian joint operations in long-line fisheries, 1992
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Source: Adopted from “Heisei Yonen Nichiro Gyogyo Kyodo Jigyo Jicchi Kibo Anken” (Implemented and
propased Japanese—Russian joint fishery operations in 1992), Sapporo: Hokkaido Fisheries Association.

by 75 million rubles. In 1990, there was an estimated 39,000-ton shortfall in marine
product processing capacity; the canning capacity fell short of the requirement by 27
million cans a year; and refrigeration facilities were about 50,000 tons short of the
needs. These facts indicate a future reduction in fish catch, scrapping of aging ships,
increases in production costs, reduction in the reliability of the fishing industry, and
rises in repair costs.*

A lack of new investments in oil production and the breakdown of inter-regional
and inter-republican trade in the former Soviet Union further exacerbate the situation.
The availability of fuels for fishing operations in the Far East has been cut drastically.
Many fishing boats in the region have to remain in port for lack of fuel.® The Far
Eastern fishery concerns have responded to the crisis by increasing foreign catch
quotas and sales to foreign entities. As a consequence, the production capacity of Far
Eastern fishery entities is declining.®!

Under these circumstances, it is quite understandable why the Russian Far East
wants Lo expand its fishery relations with the neighboring countries and allow greater
foreign access to the region’s marine resources. In exchange the region gains the
badly needed hard currency. Inthis context,JVs and JOs between Russian and foreign
partners obviously play an important role.

One of the consequences of expanding Japanese and other foreign fishing within
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the Russian EEZ is the pressure it puts on the marine resources in the area.
Unfortunately, resource conservation and management capacity in the Far Eastern
region are weakening.” The growing presence of foreign entities in the Russian EEZ
places additional pressure on the Russian authorities responsible for the enforcement
of domestic law and international agreements at the very time when Russia is
increasingly dependent on foreign capital and equipment for fish production, process-
ing, and marketing.

Another consequence of the deteriorating Russian economy is the declining
interest in the transfer of modern fishing, fish processing, and fish production
technology into the Far Eastern region. The Japanese—Soviet fishery JVs were
initially a response to the Soviet need to improve its scientific and technological
ability to expand its resource base and the Japanese need to maintain access to the
living resources within the Soviet EEZ. More recently, however, the scientific and
technological aspects of JVs have taken a back seat to the more pressing needs of the
fast-deteriorating Soviet/Russian economy, particularly the need to raise hard cur-
rency.* Japanese fishery industry observers note, for example, that the Russians
today show less interest in the development of salmon propagation technology than
they did when they first proposed a salmon hatchery joint venture in the mid-1980s.34
For fairness, it should also be noted that some people suspect that the Japanese
government and fishing industry are not very eager to transfer advanced fishing and
fish processing technology to Russia for fear of future competition.*

Moreover, JVs and JOs in the Far Eastern region have come under growing
criticism from the local people who believe that the partnerships with foreign entities
have benefited Russian and Japanese parties directly involved in the business but not
the local economy, Many residents argue that the hard currency revenues of JVs and
JOs are not being used for the improvement of social infrastructure. Many Japanese
observers also are concerned that mostJV and JO revenues end up in either the central
government's coffer or in individual consumption, with little new investment in the
region’s fishing industry.** Some Russian JV and JO partners have begun to respond
to these criticisms by, for example, using some of their revenues to build housing.s”

Recent political changes in the former Soviet Union have had a far-reaching
impact on fishery administration in the country as a whole and in the Russian Far East
inparticular. Although strong bureaucratic tendencies among Russian administrative
organs remain, the demise of the Communist Party has promoted decentralization of
authority in the formulation and administration of fishery policy.*® The process has
been quite confusing, with only limited information available in Japan as to the exact
nature of the relationship between Moscow and regional fishery organizations, such
as Darlyba (Far Easten Fisheries Administration).® Following the failed coup in
Moscow in August 1991, the Soviet Ministry of Fisheries, previously in charge of
planning for the Soviet fleet’s world-wide operation, became the Russian Ministry of
Fisheries, and staffing was cut t0 300.%° The ministry was then turned into a Fisheries
Committee under the Ministry of Agriculture, The committee has let the fleets,
combines, cooperatives, and JVs and JOs take over day—to—day responsibility.
Also, with the lack of central funds forcing Moscow to cease its provision of supplies
and capital to regional fishery organizations, the larter have had to seek ways to
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become self-sufficient. The fishing industry has responded to these changes by
exploring the various revenue-raising activities described above.
Japanese—Soviet/Russian JVs have also encountered problems stemming from
the fact that the Japanese fishing industry operate in a free market but the Soviet/
Russian counterpart has until now operated in a centrally planned economy. For
example, when JV's were first formed, the Soviet and Japanese partners were unable
io develop mutually acceptable methods for pricing the resources the JVs were to offer
to the Japanese side. In the case of Pilenga—Godo, for instance, from 1988 to 1990
the Japanese side’s *“cooperation fees” were calculated in terms of unit price for
species—by—species quotas. According to this assessment scheme, the Japanese
fishermen could not make up any loss if the actual catch of highly valued species, such
as Sockeve, should fall below the allotted quotas or if the market price for their
products should decline, as was often the case. In 1991, upon Japanese insistence, a
new valuation scheme was adopted whereby the Japanese side would pay for the total
quota, inclusive of all species of salmon that they were allowed to catch.®! More
recently, the Japanese and Russian partners in JVs and JOs have agreed to use the
actual market value fordetermining most of the fishing and cooperation fees. The fish
and other products are sold in Japan and the revenue {minus the cost of production,
processing. and marketing) is shared fifty—fifty between the Japanese and Russian
participants. In working out these valuation and revenue-sharing schemes, some
representatives of the Russian partners in JVs have visited Japan and observed the
operation of market principles in the Japanese market for marine products. Appar-
ently, some transfer of market information and know-how has begun to take place.

SUMMARY AND FUTURE PROSPECTS

In summary, the foregoing analysis reveals trends in Japanese—Russian fishery
JVs and JOs. First, the Japanese partners’ primary interest in these forms of
cooperation is to maintain and, if possible, expand their access to the marine resources
of the Russian EEZ. As long as they can bear the financial cost of such access, e.g.,
fishing fees. cooperation fees. and direct purchases, the Japanese interest will
continue. The second incentive for Japanese fishing companies, particularly for small
ones, is to provide gainful employment for their workers through JV and JO activities.
This requirement is also likely to continue because Japanese fishing within foreign
waters is severely restricted. Third, obviously, Japanese commercial concerns are
interested in meeting the seemingly unlimited market demand for marine products in
Japan.

Fourth, from the Russian side, JVs and JOs offer opportunities to generate badly
needed hard currency. The Russian Far Eastern interest in short-term financial gains
is so keen that there is competition among the region’s fishery concerns, as well as
among some municipalities, to win foreign partners to which to sell part of their
annual quotas.®* This need is likely to continue as long as capital shortage remains a
serious problem in the region. Fifth, the productivity of fishery concerns in the
Russian Far East has declined not only because of the lack of financial and other forms
of support from Moscow and shortages of regional capital but also because of the
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desire on the part of the region’s municipal governments and fishery concerns to sell
their annual catch quotas to interested foreign entities.

Sixth, the cumulative effect of these trends is increasing pressure on the marine
resources in the Russian EEZ. As pressure on off-shore and distant-water resources
mounts, Japanese partners in JVs and JOs are likely to increase their interest in ways
to harvest or buy marine resources closer to shore in Russia, for example in the
Primorye region or in the Southerm Kurils (“Northern Territories™). There appear to
be many underexploited marine resources in these areas because the Far Eastern
fishing industry has emphasized offshore and distant-water fisheries, with cod,
sardine, and herring being the most important products. The introduction of Japanese
fishing operations in nearshore areas of the Russian Far East would require both
sensitive negotiations and costly development of onshore infrastructure, such as
roads, ports, and basic facilities which currently are woefully inadequate.®

Finally, interest in resource conservation and management and in the transfer of
fishing and fish processing technology to Russia has wanedinrecent years. Technol-
ogy transferis a time-consuming process. Itrequires not only the transfer of hardware
but also the training of hardware operators, experts on resource conservation and
management, financial administrators, and commercial operators. Public and private
organizations and groups in the Russian Far East must learn how to analyze and meet
the changing demands of the foreign markets in which the marine resources of their
region end up. They must also develop an internal market and respond to its needs.
A limited transfer of information and knowledge about principles of market economy
is now taking place within the framework of Japanese assistance in Russian economic
reform, but the requirements of the fishing industry in the Russian Far East are so vast
that they call for a much more systematic and comprehensive approach than is
currently contemplated. Whether such cooperation will develop depends on several
factors: (1) the progress on market reform in Russia including the Far Eastern region;
(2) the commitment of the region's leaders to the development of a market-oriented,
meodern fishing industry in the region: (3) the commercial interests of the Japanese
fishing industry (Do they really want to see a modern, efficient fishing industry
developinthe Russian Far East?); and (4) the state of political relations between Japan
and the Russian Federation. The last of these factors in turn will be affected by the
progress in the ongoing talks for the conclusion of a peace treaty between Tokyo and
Moscow, with the territorial dispute over the southern Kurils (the Northern Territo-
ries) being the most difficult issue to be resolved.

NOTES

1. This paper is based in part on field research I conducted in Japan in July 1992, was supported by a
grant from the Japan Foundation Center for Globa! Partnership (CGP) for the project “United
States—Japanese Cooperation in the Development of Siberia and the Russian Far East,™ an
international collaborative effort organized by the Center for East Asian Studies, Monterey Institute
of International Studies,

o

The Soviet 200-mile cconomic zone was established by a decree of the Presidium of the Supreme
Sovicton February 28, 1984, For a full English text, see The Law of the Sea: Current Developments
in State Practice, (New York: Office ofthe Special Representative of the Secretary—General for the
Law of the Sea, United Nations, 1987), pp. 103—110.
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