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1.
Foreword – IWC Survival Kit

The High North Alliance IWC survival kit puts the facts at your fingertips. Armed with this, you will know what it’s all about, what are the hot issues, and what it all means. The International Whaling Commission (IWC) meets in Anchorage, USA, 28-31 May, 2007.
For updates, see www.hna.no
2.
Contact details

For more information, interviews and/or assistance, our contact details at the IWC-meeting in Anchorage, USA, are as follows:

Gunnar Bergmann Jónsson, spokesperson

Email: ”gunnarj” and then ”@bifrost.is” (due to junk mail)

Mobile phone: +354 69 03 408

Phone The Hotel Captain Cook: +1-907-276.6000 (27 May to 1 June)
Fax The Hotel Captain Cook: +1-907-343-2298

The High North Alliance can help you get in touch with various experts on whaling issues for more information and interviews.

Permanent contact details:

High North Alliance
N-8390 Reine i Lofoten
Norway  
Tel +47 76 09 24 14  
Fax +47 76 09 24 50

Email: “hna” and then “@hna.no” (due to junk mail)
www.hna.no
3.
Hot issues

This 59th annual meeting of the International Whaling Commission will be just another meeting in a long list of fruitless wrangling and trench fighting. The only thing of substance will be the five-year renewal of the aboriginal whaling quotas. The so-called whaling moratorium will be maintained, though in practice it expired many years ago, and certainly there will be no new sanctuaries established.

The anti-whaling nations have been busily recruiting new members – eager to restore order in the house after relinquishing their majority on one vote in the polarised organisation last year. They did not at all like the passing of the St. Kitts and Nevis Declaration stating that the whaling moratorium is no longer necessary. 

With a simple majority once again firmly in place, expect hate resolutions strongly condemning whaling nations for actually engaging in whaling at all and demanding they stop immediately. Such resolutions have been adopted before but they are non-binding and only an expression of a certain point of view.

Japan’s plans to include humpback whales in their scientific whaling program will be highlighted. And since this is the first meeting after Iceland resumed ordinary commercial whale hunting, they may also be in for some attention, but Icelanders are Westerners so they may get away without any really harsh criticism.

Bargaining chip not wanted

What could have been a very hot issue this year is the renewal of the aboriginal whaling quotas, in particular the quota for the United States. 

The IWC is a highly polarised, single-issue regime with only whaling on the agenda. Either you are against it or in favour of it. Unlike most other multilateral regimes, it is therefore hard to find something with which to negotiate, something to compromise on. Only a handful of countries have real interests at stake. Simply put, the ordinary horse trading that allows many other international instruments to operate is absent at the IWC.

However, there is one potential major exception. The US is an anti-whaling whaling nation – it hunts whales and is against whaling elsewhere. This is at the outset an irreconcilable and contradictive policy, and has made the US worthy of accusations of double standards and hypocrisy. But this position is perfectly logical and coherent if you look at the interests at stake. This contradiction will continue as long as these very interests are not challenged. 

On one hand, the US must promote the whaling interests of Alaska, mainly through securing an aboriginal quota at the IWC. On the other hand the US must satisfy the anti-whaling sentiments of various American animal rights groups. This is done by opposing so-called commercial whaling. Except for the occasional accusation of double standards the US does not have to bear any political or economic costs due to this policy.

In 2002, the US tasted the flavour of their policy, and didn’t enjoy it. A sufficient number of IWC-countries blocked the US bowhead quota at the ordinary annual meeting, pointing out that some Japanese whaling communities were equally worthy of being allocated whaling quotas. The US delegation was told by its politicians to never ever return from any IWC-meeting without a quota to Alaska, no matter what it took. After much wrangling, the US secured the quota at a special meeting held later in the year.

Now it is time for the quota renewal. The US has done its homework. First of all it is hosting this year’s meeting, fully aware that a host’s priorities are rarely neglected. The US has made the pro-whaling nations accept the fallacy and buy into the American propaganda: innocent Alaskans should not be penalised for the behaviour of its own Government. 

Those very same pro-whaling nations will, however, accept at the same time that their own innocent, local communities, whether it is Hafnafjordur, Reine or Taiji, should in fact be penalised by the US.

After all the IWC is a meeting of sovereign governments. These should be negotiations at governmental levels, where each and every government is responsible for the consequences of its behaviour, however bad.

What the consequences would be if aboriginal quota was used as a bargaining chip is not evident. Certainly it would rock the boat with strongly worded accusations flying across the tables. But it would also challenge the US power balance, the US whaling policy. The US could very well be forced to make a choice, to find out what should be their first priority:  securing their whaling quota or opposing whaling by other peoples. There is reason to believe that securing the whaling quota would win that competition.

If the US were to secure its quota, it would then have to convince other countries as well. More countries than the US would be needed to meet the requirements of those demanding something in return, e.g. a whaling quota also to them.

National interests take priority in international negotiations. It’s quid for pro, give and take. Either all legitimate quota requests are met or everyone goes home empty handed. When pro-whaling nations refuse to use the only bargaining chip available, it should be no surprise to anyone that the whaling conflict continues, that a solution is not found in the IWC.

However, it is worse. When the US gets what it wants, it shows no gratitude. On the contrary, the US then focuses on its second priority – making life hard for the whalers for the next four years, until it once again must behave a short time to secure the renewal of the whaling quota.

The problem is not the US. The problem is the pro-whaling nations refusing to promote and defend their own interests. After 25 years with putting forward good arguments and sound scientific evidence to no avail, it should be time for them to reconsider their strategy by asking themselves: Is there another way of doing things? Is there another way of promoting and defending our interests? The answers to both are yes.

Hate, not love

Very few people are aware that the US is steadily driving the first large whale to extinction –  the North Atlantic right whale. Only a few hundred of them remain. They are mainly killed by ship strikes and entanglements. Harpoons have not been pointed at them for centuries.

US policy is once more illuminating. It will take an effort to save the North Atlantic right whale, and it may very well be that it is too late. If we again look at the interests, it is understandable that the US government is not doing much. It may have severe economic consequences for cargo ships and thus also an economic cost for the average American.

What the US is doing is limited to taking photographs, register deaths and thinking about ways to do something without too much cost involved.

On the other hand, how can the save-the-whale campaign ignore the fate of the right whale? If avoiding extinction was the basis of this campaign, all and every resources should be spent on the right whale. But they are not. On the contrary, the right whale is left behind.

The likely reason is that it will cost money to save the right whale, a bill that must be paid by the average American. The save-the-whale campaign is fully aware that it is hard to do fundraising, next to impossible, when the only promise to the donors is that they must later also pay the costs for implementing a new policy saving the right whale.

Ignorance of the plight of the North Atlantic right whale demonstrates that all these save-the-whale groups are not guided by love to the whales, but hate for the whalers, Japanese whalers in particular. If they were guided by compassion and love, the future for the right whale would have been bright.

In line with this, the High North Alliance would have some sympathy with the argument that whalers should cease hunting super abundant whale stocks until the-not-having-been-hunted-for-centuries-species, the North Atlantic right whale, is saved, or the time it takes to declare it extinct, gone for ever. Only with this action by the whalers could necessary resources be allocated to the needed North Atlantic right whale?

Boomerang strategy

Not long ago, only about 20 countries cared to attend meetings of the IWC; now about 70 countries put IWC on top of their travel agenda.

The growth of the IWC may serve to revitalise this dead body. The whaling nations keep the IWC alive, but they are about to make the IWC relevant once more. 

Without all the proposals submitted by the pro-whaling nations and their active participation in the meeting deliberations, the IWC would steadily slide into oblivion, a state of coma and irrelevancy. The IWC needs help to be buried, not to be resurrected from the living dead. 

As a 75 % majority is required to change the IWC, it is relatively easy for the anti-whaling side to block any change, they only need 25 %. While the pro-whaling side has increased, it has only secured a simple majority a couple of times. In return the anti-whaling nations have recruited new members to their camp. 

Several new “pro-whaling” countries are not very reliable; several of them have changed side, such as Panama and Belize. This year it is expected that Ortega’s Nicaragua, until now a staunch pro-whaling advocate, will change side, standing shoulder to shoulder with the US in the fight against whaling.

Something about the IWC always remains the same: The IWC is different.
4.
International Whaling Commission

4.1
When and what 

The Plenary Sessions of the IWC-meeting open formally at 10:00 on Monday 28th May.

Opening remarks will be given by Senator Ted Stevens and the Mayor of Anchorage, Mark Begich. New IWC-members may make short oral opening statement.

The Plenary Sessions (28-31 May) are open to the media. All other sessions are closed to the media.

The Commission has several committees, sub-committees and working groups. The

most important is the Scientific Committee which holds its meetings 2-3 weeks prior to

the Commission's annual meeting.

Annual Meeting of the IWC (plenary Sessions), 28-31 May

Private Commissioners’ meeting (closed), 27 May

Committees & Working Groups, 4-26 May

Scientific Committee

Aboriginal Subsistence Whaling Sub-committee

Budgetary Sub-committee

Conservation Committee

Infractions Sub-committee  

Finance and Administration Sub-committee

Finance and Administration Sub-committee special session on frequency of meetings

Working Group on Whale Killing Methods and Associated Welfare Issues
4.2
IWC Secretariat 

The IWC secretariat has its headquarters in Cambridge, England with Dr. Nicky

Grandy as Secretary.

Chair IWC: Commissioner Dr William Hogarth (USA)

Vice-Chair IWC: Commissioner Mr Minoru Morimoto (Japan)
Contact details during the meeting:
The Hotel Captain Cook

4th at K Street
Anchorage
Alaska 99501
USA

Tel: +1-907-276.6000
Fax: +1-907-343-2298

Email: secretariat@iwcoffice.org
Permanent address:

The Red House

135 Station Road

Impington, Cambridge

CB4 9NP

UK

Tel: +44 (0)1223 233971

Fax: +44 (0)1223 232876

E-mail: secretariat@iwcoffice.org
Internet: www.iwcoffice.org
4.3
Objective 
The International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling (ICRW) was agreed to in 1946. The objective of the Convention as stated in its preamble is to provide "for the proper conservation of whale stocks and thus make possible the orderly development of the whaling industry."

The International Whaling Commission (IWC) is the body appointed by the ICRW to carry out the management of whaling pursuant to the Convention. Management decisions require a three-quarters majority and form part of the Schedule, which is an Appendix to the Convention.

In many ways, the International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling (ICRW) was ahead of its time. It was one of the first international agreements for the management of renewable resources that was based on the principle of sustainable use. However, it was several decades before the convention came close to fulfilling its purpose. In the 1940s, 1950s and well into the 1960s, whaling was still an important industry for a number of countries. Whaling nations of the time blocked proposals for reductions in catch quotas at the IWC. They were aware that it was necessary to reduce catches, but were unable to agree among themselves on how to share the reductions. Over-exploitation of whale stocks continued. In the 1970s and until the IWC was turned into a protectionist organisation in the 1980s, the IWC lived up to its purpose and set sustainable whale catch quotas based on scientific advice.

In order to furnish the IWC with recommendations, a Scientific Committee was appointed.

Pursuant to the Convention, decisions of the IWC "shall be based on scientific findings", shall "provide for the conservation, development and optimum utilization of the whale resources", and shall "take into consideration the interests of the consumers of whale products and the whaling industry".

Further reading: 

The International Whaling Commission today, Ray Gambell, Secretary to the IWC 

http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Publications/Iceland/th-in-to.htm
Whaling and international law, William T. Burke 

http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Publications/Iceland/wh-an-in.htm
The purpose of the IWC and guidelines for its decisions 

http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Trade/CITES/ci-an-iw.htm#cites
Text of The International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling 

http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Management_Regimes/IWC/th-in-co.htm
4.4
Members 

Any country can be a member of the IWC by becoming a contracting party to the International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling (ICRW). The IWC now counts 70 members, including Guatemala, Cambodia, the Marshall Islands and Israel who have joined after last year’s meeting.

List of members

1. Antigua and Barbuda

2. Argentina

3. Australia

4. Austria

5. Belgium

6. Belize

7. Benin

8. Brazil

9. Cambodia

10. Cameroon

11. Chile

12. Costa Rica

13. Côte d’Ivoire

14. People's Republic of China

15. Croatia

16. Cyprus

17. Czech Republic

18. Denmark

19. Dominica

20. Ecuador

21. Finland

22. France

23. Gabon

24. Gambia

25. Germany

26. Greece

27. Grenada

28. Guatemala

29. Guinea

30. Hungary

31. Iceland 

32. India

33. Ireland

34. Israel

35. Italy

36. Japan

37. Kiribati

38. Kenya

39. Republic of Korea

40. Luxembourg

41. Mali

42. Marshall Islands

43. Mauritania

44. Mexico

45. Monaco

46. Mongolia

47. Morocco

48. Nauru

49. Netherlands

50. New Zealand

51. Nicaragua

52. Norway

53. Oman

54. Republic of Palau

55. Panama

56. Peru

57. Portugal

58. Russian Federation

59. Saint Kitts and Nevis

60. Saint Lucia

61. Saint Vincent and The Grenadines

62. San Marino

63. Senegal

64. Slovak Republic

65. Slovenia

66. Solomon Islands

67. South Africa

68. Spain

69. Suriname

70. Sweden

71. Switzerland

72. Togo

73. Tuvalu

74. UK

75. USA

4.5
The IWC Moratorium 

The 1982 decision to implement a "temporary" general moratorium on all commercial whaling is the basis of the contentious situation that runs the risk of self-destructing the IWC. The moratorium has been in effect since 1986.

On several occasions, in the years before 1982, the Scientific Committee of the IWC advised against a blanket moratorium and emphasised that prudent management requires regulation of individual stocks.

In 1982, the conflict level within the Scientific Committee was so high that it could not discuss the content of any paper. Some members recommended a blanket moratorium while others repeated the need for managing stocks individually.

Since 1972 several proposals to adopt a general moratorium were put forward to the IWC but they failed to achieve the necessary three-quarters majority.

Until the 1970s, the number of IWC-members was fairly stable at about 14-16, but increased to 39 in just a few years. In the period 1979 to 1982, 19 new states joined the IWC. The new members were the Seychelles, Oman, Switzerland, China, Costa Rica, Dominica, India, Jamaica, the Philippines, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Uruguay, Antigua, Belize, Egypt, Kenya, Monaco, Senegal and West Germany.

As many as ten states attended their first IWC-meeting in 1982. This influx of new members made it possible to achieve the necessary majority for the moratorium, which was adopted with 25 votes in favour, 7 against and 5 abstentions.

Greenpeace recruited anti-whaling nations into IWC for a coup d'etat
The Seychelles played a key role in bringing about the decision to introduce the moratorium, and that country put the proposal for the moratorium forward. The country's delegation included Sidney Holt, a central figure in the Save-the-Whale movement. He was chairman of Greenpeace UK for a short period, and has been employed by the International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW) for the past ten years. Together with the then director of Greenpeace International, David McTaggart, he played a central role in efforts to recruit new member states to the IWC (1);(2).

"The whale savers targeted poor nations plus some small newly independent ones like Antigua and St. Lucia. They drafted the required membership documents for submission to the U.S. State Department. ... (T)he operation added at least a dozen new member countries to the commission's membership" (2).

"Conservationists began to lobby sympathetic countries and draft them into the IWC fold. The money for those countries' IWC fees, and support for their delegations, often came from private funds as politically astute conservationists sought to change the IWC from within. The goal was to create a three-quarter majority of anti-whaling nations" (3).

Greenpeace compared this process with a coup d'etat; "environmental and animal welfare groups (...) carried out what amounted to a coup d'etat in the International Whaling Commission" (4).

In addition to efforts to change the member structure, efforts were also invested in the Scientific Committee. David Day, who is a strong anti-whaler, claims that "[i]nside the IWC, conservationists were at work within the commission's primary defence system: its Scientific Committee. (...) The presence of the IWC Scientific Committee scientists not dependent on the whaling industry itself for employment was of major importance in the war" (1).

The South-African scientist, Dr. Butterworth, says that the conflict within the Scientific Committee was caused by a hidden agenda to end all whaling based on an animal rights philosophy: "The terms of the convention have required that this debate be conducted in a scientific guise, so that these hidden agendas have had to be played out in the scientific committee." (5)

When the Scientific Committee was unable to agree on various whale estimates this indicated a high degree of uncertainty. Employing the precautionary approach, this uncertainty furnished the IWC-commissioners with a justification for voting in favour of the whaling moratorium.

Reactions to the "temporary" ban
The moratorium was supposed to be temporary, from 1986 to 1990. The actual decision says: "This provision will be kept under review, based upon the best scientific advice, and by 1990 at the latest the Commission will undertake a comprehensive assessment of the effects of this decision on whale stocks and consider modification of this provision and the establishment of other catch limits."

It was largely due to this wording that Iceland decided not to lodge an objection to the decision. Iceland assumed that the moratorium would be reassessed by 1990, and that quotas would then be set on the basis of new, more reliable information on whale stocks. This did not happen and Iceland left the IWC in 1992 in protest, before it returned in 2002 with a reservation to the moratorium.

Norway, the Russian Federation, Peru and Japan lodged reservations to the moratorium, i.e. they are exempted from it. The latter two countries have since withdrawn their reservations.

The IWC has neglected the promise that the moratorium was meant to only be a temporary measure from 1986 to 1990, and maintains the moratorium contrary to scientific advice.

High North Alliance opinion on the moratorium:

The High North Alliance is of the opinion that the moratorium should be considered null, void, outdated and illegal. The moratorium was adopted without any scientific justification, and thus against the letter and spirit of the Convention. Furthermore, the moratorium was supposed a temporary measure only, which is also reflected in the actual wording. Thus the moratorium became outdated in 1990. The High North Alliance therefore believes that any member to the IWC is free to engage in commercial whaling, also in the case that these members do not maintain a reservation to the moratorium.

Further reading: 

"... a move guaranteed to undermine the IWC's raison d'etre .... " 

http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Policies/National/a-mo-gu.htm
Greenpeace on Whaling, Sealing and Campaigning 

http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Movements/Greenpeace/gr-on-wh.htm
The not so peaceful world of Greenpeace (Forbes, 1991) 

http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Movements/Greenpeace/ge-ar-gr.htm
  

Sources: 

(1) David Day, The Whale War, 1992 (and 1987, first edition). 

(2) Leslie Spencer (with Jan Bollwerk and Richard D. Morais), "The not so peaceful world of Greenpeace", in Forbes, November11, 1991. 

(3) Jeremy Cherfas, The Hunting of the Whale: A tragedy that must end, 1988. 

(4) Dean M. Wilkinson, "The use of domestic measures to enforce international whaling agreements: A critical perspective", in Denver Journal of International Law and Policy, vol. 17, no. 2, pp. 271-91, 1989. 

(5) Douglas Butterworth, "Science and sentimentality", in Nature, vol. 357, pp. 532-4, 1992.

4.6
RMP and RMS 
Anybody interested in the IWC will soon meet the terms Revised Management Scheme (RMS) and Revised Management Procedure (RMP).

To put it simply, the RMP is a procedure for calculating abundance estimates for whale stocks and catch quotas.

The RMS consists of two major parts, one being the RMP, and the other being procedures for inspection and control.

In 1983, the year after the moratorium was adopted, the Scientific Committee established a working group to prepare the comprehensive assessments that the moratorium decision required, and to make improvements of the existing New Management Procedure (NMP). This exercise became known as the RMP.

The core of the RMP is a quota calculation method, which is extremely cautious and precautionary. The larger the uncertainty surrounding important biological data (such as stock size), the smaller the quota allocated. The RMP also requires monitoring of stocks by means of sighting surveys.

Resigning in protest at refusal to adopt RMP
In 1993, a unanimous Scientific Committee recommended the IWC to adopt the RMP. When the IWC refused to adopt and implement it, the Chairman of the Scientific Committee, Dr Philip Hammond of the UK, resigned in protest.

"What is the point of having a Scientific Committee if its unanimous recommendations ... are treated with such contempt," Dr Hammond asks in his letter of resignation. "I can no longer justify to myself being the organiser of and spokesman for a Committee whose work is held in such disregard by the body to which it is responsible. Nor can I justify asking other members of the Committee to spend their valuable time working hard ... knowing how the results of this work may be treated. (...) I am left with no alternative, therefore, but to resign as Chairman of the Scientific Committee."

RMP - a major advance at its time
The Scientific Editor of the International Whaling Commission, Greg Donovan, describes the development of the RMP as a "major advance in the scientific approach to natural resource management. (It) is the most rigorously tested management procedure for a natural resource yet developed. It sets a standard for the management of all marine and other living resources. ... (T)he procedure ... is very conservative and certainly more conservative than anything else that has gone before" (Donovan, 1995).

The IWC approved the Revised Management Procedure (RMP) in 1994 in a non-binding resolution, but decided not to put it into effect until an inspection and observer scheme could be developed. This, together with the RMP, is to constitute the Revised Management Scheme.

The RMS stopped
At present, it seems unlikely that the quota calculation model the Scientific Committee has spent eight years developing will ever be used by the IWC. Only Norway has unilaterally used the model when calculating catch quotas. Work on the observer and control scheme has come to a complete halt, and nobody in the IWC is willing to predict when the work will be completed. The main reason for this stalemate is that some countries such as New Zealand, the USA and the UK have made completely unrealistic demands concerning the scope of the scheme. They want it to include delivery and distribution of whale products on domestic markets, and require monitoring of whale products through the entire chain of distribution until they reach the consumer. Furthermore, they want to see the establishment of a satellite-monitoring centre based at the IWC secretariat, which is to be manned on a 24-hour basis. The centre would register the positions of whaling vessels at all times and maintain contact with the observer or observers on board.

The strategy of these countries seems to be that in case the whaling moratorium is lifted and the RMS is put into action, whaling becomes practically impossible. Many meetings have been held with the purpose of completing the RMS, both in conjunction with annual meetings and as intersessional meetings. But no real progress has been made.
At a meeting in the RMS Working Group in Cambrigde, UK, earlier this year, it was indeed decided to halt further collective work on the RMS. 

High North Alliance opinion on the RMS/RMP:
The High North Alliance sees no reason in continuing the talks on the RMS. Anti-whaling nations engage in these talks with the objective of appearing sensible and serious. These countries want to make sure that in the unlikely event that the RMS is completed and implemented, whaling becomes so burdensome and costly that it effectively removes any economic interest in whaling. This second objective can be summarised as making whaling “legal, but impossible”.
As the moratorium is outdated and illegal, nations that wish to engage in commercial whaling are free to do so. Therefore they do not need the RMS. However, with no quotas established by the IWC, the whaling nations should decide catch quotas that are based on scientific findings.

Further Reading: 

The International Whaling Commission and the Revised Management Procedure. G.P. Donovan 

http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Management_Regimes/IWC/th-in-wh.htm
Use of the Revised Management Plan for Whale and Fisheries Management. G.L. Swartzman 

http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Management_Regimes/IWC/us-of-th.htm
Sustainable Utilisation of Marine Mammal Resources. Douglas Butterworth 

http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Management_Regimes/NAMMCO/su-ut-of.htm
Review by US Scientists: IWC Quota Calculation Model Deemed Safe 

http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Management_Regimes/IWC/iw-qu-mo.htm
The letter of resignation from the Chairman of the Scientific Committee of the, Dr. Philip Hammond, UK, 26. May 1993.
http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Management_Regimes/IWC/le-fr-th.htm
4.7
RMS Timeline 

The concept of the Revised Management Scheme (RMS) first emerged in 1992. This was at a time when the scientific work, as required by the 1982 moratorium decision (1), were about to be finalised. This scientific exercise became known as the Revised Management Procedure (RMP), a procedure for calculating abundance estimates for whale stocks and catch quotas. In 1993, the Scientific Committee unanimously recommended the IWC to adopt the RMP. However, the Commission chose not to, consequently bringing about the resignation of the Scientific Committee Chair in protest.

The RMS is to consist of two major elements: one being the Revised Management Procedure (RMP) and the other being procedures for supervision, control, monitoring, inspection, enforcement, etc. The IWC majority says that the RMS must be in place before the IWC can resume its management tasks, i.e. lifting the moratorium and setting commercial catch quotas.

RMS Meetings 1993-2006
10-12 May, 1993

Informal working group on the Revised Management Scheme, Kyoto, Japan (2)
10-14 May, 1993

IWC Plenary sessions, 45th Annual Meeting, Kyoto, Japan (3)
24-26 May, 1994

Working group on the Revised Management Scheme, Puerto Vallarta, Mexico (4)
23-27 May, 1994

IWC Plenary sessions, 46th Annual Meeting, Puerto Vallarta, Mexico

10-13 January, 1995

Intersessional Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, Lofoten, Norway (5)
22 May, 1995

Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, Dublin, Ireland (6)
29 May-2 June, 1995

IWC Plenary sessions, 47th Annual Meeting, Dublin, Ireland

19 June, 1996

Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, Aberdeen, Scotland (7)
24-28 June, 1996

IWC Plenary sessions, 48th Annual Meeting, Aberdeen, Scotland (8)
27-28 January, 1997

Intersessional Commissioners’ Meeting on the RMS, Grenada

17 October, 1997

Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, Monaco

20-24 October, 1997

IWC Plenary sessions, 49th Annual Meeting, Monaco

3-5 February, 1998

Intersessional Commissioners’ Meeting on the RMS, Antigua

12 May, 1998

Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, Muscat, Oman

16-20 May, 1998

IWC Plenary sessions, 50th Annual Meeting, Muscat, Oman

20 May, 1999

Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, St George’s, Grenada

24-28 May, 1999

IWC Plenary sessions, 51st Annual Meeting, St George’s, Grenada

28-29 June, 2000

Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, Adelaide, Australia

3-6 July, 2000

IWC Plenary sessions, 52nd Annual Meeting, Adelaide, Australia

6-8 February, 2001

Intersessional Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, Monaco

18-19 July, 2001

Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, London, United Kingdom

23-27 July, 2001

IWC Plenary sessions, 53rd Annual Meeting, London, United Kingdom (9)
29 October-1 November, 2001

Intersessional Meeting of RMS Expert Drafting Group, Cambridge, United Kingdom

26 February-1 March, 2002

Intersessional Meeting of RMS Expert Drafting Group, Auckland, New Zealand

13 and 15 May 2002

Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, Shimonoseki, Japan

20-24 May, 2002

IWC Plenary sessions, 54th Annual Meeting, Shimonoseki, Japan

15-17 October, 2002

Intersessional Commissioners’ Meeting on the Revised Management Scheme, Cambridge, United Kingdom (10)
28-30 April, 2003

Intersessional Meeting of Special RMS Working group on Catch verification, Antigua

1-3 May, 2003

Intersessional Meeting of Special RMS Working group on Costs, Antigua

12-13 June, 2003

Private Commissioners meeting on the RMS, Berlin, Germany

16-19 June, 2003

IWC Plenary sessions, 55th Annual Meeting, Berlin, Germany (11)
9-10 December, 2003

Intersessional Meeting of Chair’s Small Group on the RMS, Cambridge, United Kingdom

10-12 March, 2004

Intersessional Meeting of Chair’s Small Group on the RMS, Cambridge, United Kingdom

15 July, 2004

Chair’s Small Group Meeting on the RMS, Sorrento, Italy

16 July, 2004

Private Commissioners’ Meeting on the RMS, Sorrento, Italy

19-22 July, 2004

IWC Plenary sessions, 56th Annual Meeting, Sorrento, Italy (12)
29 November-1 December, 2004

Intersessional Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, Borgholm, Sweden

1-3 December, 2004

Intersessional Meeting of RMS Small Drafting Group, Borgholm, Sweden

7-9 March, 2005

Intersessional Meeting of the RMS Specialist Group on the DNA Register/Market Sampling Scheme Approach, La Jolla, California, USA
30 March-1 April, 2005

Intersessional Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, Copenhagen, Denmark

2-3 April, 2005

Intersessional Meeting of RMS Small Drafting Group, Copenhagen, Denmark

15-16 June, 2005

Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, Ulsan, Korea

20-24, June, 2005

IWC Plenary sessions, 57th Annual Meeting, Ulsan, Korea
28 February-2 March 2006

Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, Cambridge, UK
10-11 June 2006 

Working Group on the Revised Management Scheme, St. Kitts and Nevis

16-20 June 2006 

IWC Plenary sessions, 58th Annual Meeting, St. Kitts and Nevis

Footnotes:

1. Wording of the decision, §10.e to the IWC Schedule: “Notwithstanding the other provisions of paragraph 10, catch limits for the killing for commercial purposes of whales from all stocks for the 1986 coastal and the 1985/86 pelagic seasons and thereafter shall be zero. This provision will be kept under review, based upon the best scientific advice, and by 1990 at the latest the Commission will undertake a comprehensive assessment of the effects of this decision on whale stocks and consider modification of this provision and the establishment of other catch limits.” Iceland, Norway and Russia are exempted from the moratorium as they hold objections to it. Japan and Peru originally lodged objections, but have since withdrawn them.

2. In IWC-documents referred to as “Informal working group on inspection and observation”, objective was to address outstanding issues in 1992 resolution on The Revised Management Scheme.

3. RMS discussed in the plenary sessions of all subsequent Annual Meetings of the IWC.
4. In IWC-documents referred to as “Working group on inspection and observation”, objective was to address outstanding issues in 1992 resolution on The Revised Management Scheme.
5. In IWC-documents referred to as “Intersessional working group on inspection and observation”, objective was to address outstanding issues in 1994 resolution on The Revised Management Scheme.
6. In IWC-documents referred to as “Working group on inspection and observation”, objective was to address outstanding issues in 1994 resolution on The Revised Management Scheme.
7. In IWC-documents referred to as “Working group on inspection and observation”, objective was to address outstanding issues in 1994 resolution on The Revised Management Scheme.
8. Decision to merge Working group on supervision and control with Working group on Abundance, Surveys and Implementation of the Revised Management Scheme.

9. Decision to establish RMS Expert Drafting Group.

10. It was decided to establish three special working groups on the RMS; one on costs, one on catch verification and one on compliance.

11. The Commission agreed to allow the Chair, Henrik Fischer (Denmark), to convene a Chair’s Small Group, also known as “Friends of the Chair”, to explore ways and possibilities to take the RMS process forward.
12. The Commission agreed to establish RMS Small Drafting Group under the RMS Working Group (replacing The Chair’s Small Group).
4.8
Who decides? 

The International Whaling Commission (IWC) is the body appointed by the ICRW to carry out the management of whaling pursuant to the Convention. Management decisions require a three-quarters majority and form part of the Schedule, which is an Appendix to the Convention.

The Commission can adopt resolutions on any matter. These are non-binding and only require a simple majority.

4.9
IWC whales 
There are more than 70 different whale species. But the IWC covers only twelve of these, which are being referred to as "IWC whales". These twelve species are the baleen whales, such as the minke, blue, fin, sei, Bryde's, grey and humpback whales; and two species of toothed whales, the sperm whale and the bottlenose whale.

Other whale species, such as the beluga, narwhal, Baird's beaked whale, pilot whales and various dolphin species are hunted as well. But the management of these cetaceans does not fall under the IWC.

4.10
Landmarks
· 1946: The International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling (ICRW) was agreed to. 
· Early 1950s: Warnings from scientists in the early 1950s that catch quotas were excessive. But the decimation of several great whale stocks by pelagic fleets continued in the Antarctic. 

· Late 1960s: The IWC belatedly started to pay respect to its own Scientific Committee, and in about 1970 actually started to set quotas in accordance with their advice. 

· 1965: A former IWC Commissioner for the US wrote: "The turning point came in 1965, when for the first time in history the Commission agreed to establish a catch limit in the Antarctic lower than the best scientific estimate of sustainable yield" (McHugh, 1974). 

· 1974: The IWC introduces its New Management Procedure to ensure that any whaling operations that continued were sustainable. Even though this model was a major step forward, it had several weak points. Nevertheless, it can be said that after the introduction of the New Management Procedure, whaling carried out in accordance with the IWC management regime was generally sustainable. 

· 1982: The Commission nevertheless decided to implement a blanket moratorium on commercial whaling, which has been in effect since 1986. 

· 1994: The IWC decides to establish a Southern Ocean Sanctuary, an area where whaling is prohibited. 

· 1997: The IWC adopted a decision that allows the Makah Indian Tribe in Washington State, USA, to take 20 grey whales over a five year period as aboriginal subsistence whaling (up to five whales per year, or an average of four per year).

5.
Whaling Worldwide 

Around the world, a large and diverse number of coastal communities and Indigenous Peoples rely on the cultural, nutritional and economic sustenance whaling provides. 

Whaling feeds their families, their communities, their economies, and their cultures. For many, centuries of reliance on the products of the hunt has created a vital nutritional, cultural, spiritual and ecological link between whaling peoples and whales.

Whaling communities are widespread, in many regions: the Arctic, the Caribbean, Europe, North America, Southeast Asia, and the South Pacific. While in New Zealand, Maori struggle to continue their tradition of taking stranded animals for bone, oil, teeth and meat.

Among the cetaceans hunted are bowhead whale, Bryde's whale, fin whale, humpback whale, gray whale, minke whale, and sperm whale; these are often referred to as "IWC whales".

Other species (non IWC whales) are hunted as well, and include the beluga, narwhal, Baird's beaked whale, pilot whale species, pygmy killer whales, harbour porpoise and various species of dolphins.

5.1
Norway
· The Scientific Committee of the International Whaling Commission has estimated the number of minke whales in the areas where the hunt takes place to be 107,000. World-wide there are more than one million minke whales.

· The commercial catch quota in 2007 is 1,052 minke whales, which accounts for less than 1% of the population.

· About 500 whales have been harvested so far this year (as of 20 May).

· The quota is calculated in accordance with the quota-calculation model (RMP) developed by the International Whaling Commission. 

· All boats are monitored by an electronic inspection system, also known as the blue box. This inspection system collects data on how many whales are caught, where and when. (See also Electronic Monitoring of Norwegian Minke Whaling.)
· Some boats are randomly accompanied by a government-appointed inspector. International observers from NAMMCO will monitor this year’s hunt.
· About 30 boats are expected to be engaged in the 2007 hunt. 

· The hunting season lasts from 1 April to 31 August.

· The average length of the boats is 65 feet, with a crew of 5-6 people per boat. 

· The boats are combined for whaling and fishing; this means passing the seasons fishing herring or saithe in the autumn, cod in the winter and catching minke whales in the summer.

· Harpoon-cannons with explosive penthrite grenades ensure efficient and humane hunting methods.

· It is documented that at least 80 % of the minke whales harvested in Norway die instantaneously. Most of the remaining animals lose consciousness immediately and are shot with rifles as a secondary killing method. To be absolutely sure that the whale is actually dead, the whalers often fire several rifle shots.

· The gunners have to pass shooting tests, both with rifle and harpoon gun, and to attend compulsory training courses. 

· A DNA fingerprint is taken from each whale caught. These DNA fingerprints are used for monitoring international trade in minke whale products, and may also be used for future assessments of stock estimates.

· After having paused commercial whaling in 1988, Norway resumed commercial hunting of minke whales in 1993 in accordance with the letter and spirit of the International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling, the agreement that established the International Whaling Commission.

· From 1938 to 1983, the annual average catch along the Norwegian coast was about 2,000 minke whales. Scientists consider that to be a sustainable harvest.

· In 2004, Norway’s Parliament instructed the government to considerably increase the minke whale hunt as soon as possible and in accordance with scientific advice. The number of 1,800 minke whales is often mentioned. The Parliament also wishes harvests of other abundant whale species.

· Catches since the resumption of commercial whaling in 1993:

	Year
	Catch

	1993
	226

	1994
	280

	1995
	218

	1996
	388

	1997
	503

	1998
	625

	1999
	589

	2000
	487

	2001
	552

	2002
	634

	2003
	647

	2004
	543

	2005
	639

	2006
	545


5.2
Iceland

Iceland resumed ordinary commercial whaling in October 2006 after a 20-year hiatus. Permits were issued for taking nine fin whales and 30 minke whales. The permits are valid until August 2007. 

In 2006, seven fin whales and one minke whale were harvested for commercial purposes.

Iceland holds a reservation to the whaling moratorium, which means that the moratorium does not apply to the country.

When Iceland joined the IWC in 2002 it promised to not start commercial whaling before 2006. Iceland also promised to not authorise commercial whaling while progress was being made on developing a management regime within the IWC, called the Revised Management Scheme (RMS). The IWC formally halted these negotiations in June 2006.

The Icelanders also takes minke whales for scientific purposes. Since the start of the program in 2003, a total of 161 minke whales have been taken for research purposes. The program will continue in 2006 with a planned take of 39 minke whales.

Much of the research can take place in conjunction with the ordinary commercial catch, so the need for specific research catches are thus reduced. Ultimately, it is expected that the scientific whaling program will be reduced, but not the amount of research obtained through the programme.

Further information:

IWC note on Iceland
http://www.iwcoffice.org/conservation/iceland.htm
Questions and Answers (The Icelandic Ministry of Fisheries)
http://www.sjavarutvegsraduneyti.is/frettir/nr/1298
5.3
Greenland

Bowhead and humpback were among the species traditionally hunted in Greenland. Greenland had an IWC quota for humpback until 1985. Now, species such as pilot whale, minke whale, fin whale, harbour porpoises, narwhal and beluga are also being hunted.

The fin whale and most of the minke are hunted with boats equipped with a mounted cannon. About 50 minkes are allocated to what is called "the collective hunt", using boats with outboard motors, rifles and harpoons.

Narwhal and beluga are being hunted from kayaks and small boats, using rifles and hand-held harpoons.

Catch data:

· 180 minke whales (2005)

· 14 fin whales (2005)

· 294 narwhals (2004-05)*

· 91 belugas (2004-05)*

· 2531 harbour porpoises (2003)

· 195 pilot whales (2003) 

· Pilot whale 288 (2005, note: may be incomplete numbers, covers only the period from January to September)

(*The quotas were introduced in 2004 and run from July to June the following year.)

The products from the hunt are shared among the crews, with a portion being sold in open-air markets, supermarkets and small stores.

The Home Rule Government of Greenland participates in the IWC as part of Denmark. Greenland participates independently in the Canada-Greenland Joint Commission on the Conservation and Management of Narwhal and Beluga, as well as in the North Atlantic Marine Mammal Commission (NAMMCO).

Further reading:

Whaling - a Part of our Culture
http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Hunts/Other/wh-a-pa.htm
Inuit Whaling and Sealing
http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Publications/M-hunter/ma-hu-in.htm
Making Money Prohibited - Aboriginal Hunting http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Publications/M-hunter/ma-mo-pr.htm
Greenland's Whalers Want to Export Whale Meat http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Culture/gr-wh-wa.htm
The Right to Be Commercial
http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Culture/th-ri-to.htm
5.4
The Faroes

The Faroese have been catching pilot whales since the 10th century, or as long as the islands have been permanently settled. Records of whale catches in the Faroe Islands extend as far back as to 1584, and the annual statistical record has been unbroken since 1709.

The pilot whales are caught in whale drives. When a school of whales is sighted close to land, and when sea and weather conditions permit, boats gather in a wide semi-circle behind the whales and slowly and quietly begin to drive them towards the chosen authorised bay and up on the beach where they become stranded.

The whale is killed with a sharp knife cutting down to the spinal chord and severing the major arteries leading to the whale's brain. The hunt is quite bloody, with the nearby sea turning red.

302 pilot whales and 312 white-sided dolphins were caught in 2005. In the last decade, the annual hunt has been about 1,000 pilot whales. The North-Atlantic population is estimated to be 780,000.

Until the 1980s, there was also a fin whale hunt.

Further reading:
Modern and Traditional - Whaling in the Faroe Islands http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Publications/M-hunter/mo-an-tr.htm
Whaling in the Faroe Islands
http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Hunts/cont-hun.htm
Whales and whaling in the Faroe Islands (external)
http://www.whaling.fo/
5.5
USA
The USA is still a whaling nation, as bowhead, beluga and gray whales are hunted by the Alaskan Eskimos. They take about 50 bowhead whales annually. The Alaskans also catch a few hundred beluga, 238 in 2000.
Unconfirmed reports indicate that a couple of minke are also occasionally caught. In 1997, the Makah People in Washington State got the green light from the IWC to resume the hunt for gray whales after a 70 years hiatus. But since then, the Makah have been caught up in US court most of the time, effectively putting a halt to their whaling aspirations. Only one whale was taken in 1999. The Makah has a Treaty with the U.S. Government guaranteeing their whaling rights.
Further reading:

The Makah Nation 
www.makah.com/whales.htm 
5.6
Japan
Whaling and whale meat have been an important part of Japanese culture and dietary habits for more than 2000 years. Immediately following World War II the consumption of whale meat was about 45% of the total meat consumption in Japan, after which it remained at about 30%. However, since the 1960’s the supply of whale meat has gradually declined and, accordingly, consumption reduced. 

Today, the Japanese hunt both small cetaceans for commercial purposes and “IWC-whales” for research purposes.

Japan’s commercial catch of small cetaceans:

· In 2003, a total of 17,326 small cetaceans were caught, including species such as short-finned pilot whales (162), Dall's porpoise (15,722), Baird's beaked whales (70), Risso's dolphin (389), bottlenose dolphin (183), striped dolphin (451), spotted dolphin (135), etc.

· Various forms of hunting take place. Most whales are caught by hand-held harpoon hunt, some by driving, and a few by small type whaling boats equipped with a harpoon cannon.

· The small cetaceans are managed by the Government of Japan, not the IWC. The IWC does not have any legal competence on small cetaceans. 

Japan’s whale research

· The Convention specifically provides for IWC members to issue special permits for the killing of whales for research purposes and requires that the by-products of the research (meat) be utilized.

· Japan’s current research program in the Antarctic began in 2005. The short name of the program is JARPA II, the long name is “Second Phase of the Japanese Whale Research Program under Special Permit in the Antarctic - Monitoring of the Antarctic Ecosystem and Development of New Management Objectives for Whale Resources”.

· The plan is to take up to 935 minke, 50 humpback and 50 fin whales per year. The first two years will be a feasibility study, in which no humpback whales will be taken, and the number of fin whales will be limited to a maximum of 10. In the winter 2006/07, 505 minke whales and 3 fin whales were hunted.

· The former research program in the Antarctic began in 1987 in response to claims of uncertainty of scientific information on whale stocks. Sampling included the take of up to 440 minke whales per year from an abundant stock estimated at 760,000 animals. This program was concluded in 2005. 

· Japan has also been conducting whale research in the western North Pacific since 1994. The current program includes the take of 150 minke whales, 50 Bryde’s whales, 50 sei whales and 10 sperm whales.

Further reading:

Ministry of Fisheries, Japan (external) http://www.jfa.maff.go.jp/whale/index.htm
Institute of Cetacean Research (external) http://www.whalesci.org/index.html

Japan Whaling Association (external) http://www.jp-whaling-assn.com/index_eng.htm

Whaling library http://luna.pos.to/whale/
5.7
Canada
Inuit in Canada hunt beluga, narwhal, pilot and bowhead whales. The three former are "non IWC whales". During the last decade, the Inuit have taken less than ten bowhead whales.

The Inuit have strict conservation measures. One bowhead can be harvested from the Baffin Bay population, which stands between 200 and 300 whales, every 13 years. One can be hunted from the 300 to 400 bowhead in Fox Basin, north Hudson's bay, every two to three years. In Nunavut, one bowhead was taken in each of the year 1994, 1996, 1998, 2000,2002 and 2005.

Since Canada is not a member of the IWC, there has been some controversy about the very limited hunt of the bowhead. The IWC has passed resolutions against Canada, and the US has threatened economic sanctions, without however implementing any.

The Canadian Inuit also take 300-400 narwhal and 500-700 beluga annually.

Further reading:
Land Claim Agreements and the Management of Whaling in the Canadian Arctic http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Policies/National/la-cl-ag.htm
Canada Has no Intention of Joining the International Whaling Commission http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Culture/ca-ha-n2.htm
Canadian Inuit Say No to IWC http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Management_Regimes/IWC/ca-in-sa.htm
The IWC does not have legal competence for the management of small cetaceans http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Policies/National/th-iw-do.htm
5.8
Other hunts

Caribbean

In Grenada, the Commonwealth of Dominica and Saint Lucia limited whaling occurs. Short-finned pilot whales, pygmy killer whales and various dolphins including the spinner dolphin are caught. In the Commonwealth of Dominica an average of two sperm whales beach per year, and these are consumed if encountered in a fresh state.

The meat of the short-finned pilot whale is sold locally and eaten fresh or boiled. The meat is referred to as "blackfish". 300 - 450 pilot whales are hunted annually in at least four Caribbean countries.

In the past some sperm and humpback whales were hunted across the Caribbean. But today, humpbacks are hunted only in St. Vincent and the Grenadines. 

Indonesia
Indonesia is not a member of the IWC. However, a hunt for sperm whales, an IWC species, takes place. In 1988, 26 sperm whales were caught, with 19 boats participating. The all time high was in 1969 when 56 whales were taken, and the all time low was in 1982 when only two were caught.

There are indications that about 20 Bryde's whales are also hunted. Traditionally killer whales and smaller cetaceans were hunted, but the current catch statistics are not known at this time.

Further reading:
Indonesia: The Whalers the World Had Forgotten http://www.highnorth.no/news/nedit.asp?which=170
Whaling in the Indonesian village Lamalera http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Hunts/Other/hu-fo-wh.htm
New Zealand

New Zealand Maori represent one of the most southern whaling cultures in the world.

While in the past Maori hunted small cetaceans, they mainly relied on the regular strandings of various whales, which occur around the coastlines. The prized species is the sperm whale for the bone and teeth for carving, oil, and once meat. Pilot whales were also a great source of meat and are often referred to as 'blackfish'.

The ancient Maori practice of utilising stranded whales endured throughout the colonial period, but was made illegal in 1978 with the introduction of the Marine Mammals Protection Act.

While seeking to protect marine mammals, including stranded whales, the Act is seen by Maori as another attempt to extinguish their customary and Treaty rights to whales, by making it illegal to utilise them. Not only is access to meat, oil, bone and teeth lost, but the customary practices, or one primary vehicle for the transmission of traditional knowledge from generation to generation, is severed. Some very limited protocols to access only dead animals are being developed between Maori and the government.

Maori hosted the 3rd General Assembly of the World Council of Whalers in November 2001.

Further reading:

The Treaty of Waitangi Fisheries Commission

www.tokm.co.nz
The Philippines
The full extent of whaling in the Philippines is not known. Reports indicate that maybe a handful of Bryde's whales are caught annually, as well as an unknown number of various dolphin species and killer whales.

Russia

The Indigenous Peoples of Chukotka in north-east Siberia are whale hunters. They have an IWC quota of 120 gray whales and five bowhead whales annually. Using skin boats and wooden whaleboats, whalers take the whales using harpoons, spears and - for the last few years - American darting guns. A number of beluga and narwhal are also caught.

St. Vincent and the Grenadines

St. Vincent and the Grenadines has an IWC-quota of four humpback whales. In addition, 50-60 short-finned pilot whales are taken annually as well as a number of dolphins. The meat is shared among those involved in the hunting and the processing of the whales. Some meat is consumed domestically, and the surplus is sold.

6.
Aboriginal Subsistence Whaling

Besides the commercial and scientific whaling categories, the IWC operates with a third category called aboriginal subsistence whaling.

In 1981, the IWC gave this definition of Aboriginal subsistence whaling (IWC and Aboriginal/Subsistence Whaling: April 1979 to July 1981, Special Issue 4, 1):

· Aboriginal subsistence whaling means whaling, for purposes of local aboriginal consumption carried out by or on behalf of aboriginal, indigenous or native peoples who share strong community, familial, social and cultural ties related to a continuing traditional dependence on whaling and on the use of whales. 

· Local aboriginal consumption means the traditional uses of whale products by local aboriginal, indigenous or native communities in meeting their nutritional, subsistence and cultural requirements. The term includes trade in items which are by-products of subsistence catches. 

· Subsistence catches are catches of whales by aboriginal subsistence whaling operations.

However, in practice it has not been easy to draw the line between aboriginal subsistence whaling and commercial whaling. The latter is not even defined.

· There has always been disagreement whether to apply separate management objectives for the two whaling categories. On the one hand, “any whaling activity has its own culture, and is deeply rooted in the history of the nation; as both types of whaling involve the same interaction between man and whales as a resource then the same principles and management objectives should apply” (IWC Special issue 4,1). On the other hand, whaling defined as aboriginal subsistence also has commercial aspects, e.g. in Greenland, where whale meat is sold in supermarkets. “What is the difference between feeding your family directly with whale meat and selling the whale meat in order to obtain food for your family? I have problems making the distinction,” said former Secretary to the IWC, Dr Ray Gambell (High North News no. 9, 1994).

· Catch limit for this category of hunt is set by calculating the needs of the local population from an estimated consumption per capita. This does not, however, apply to Greenland where the quota is set lower than the estimated need.

· Some people falling under the definition of aboriginal subsistence whaling are of the opinion that it is a form of inverted racism. “To deny us the right to hunt commercially and trade in our products is to lock us in a museum case. We are a people living in the 21st century, not an exhibit from the British Museum. (...) Commerce is part of the concept of sustainable development, and it is our right to participate in this. To limit aboriginal whalers to a non-commercial regime is nothing other than neo-colonialism,” says Leif Fontaine, Chairman of Greenland’s fisher and hunters organisation (KNAPK) (The International Harpoon, No 3, 2000, “The Right to be Commercial”).

· If the definition is unclear, it can be interpreted in many different ways. For instance, when the Makah Tribe requested a grey whale quota after a 70-year hiatus, New Zealand claimed that they had no “continuing traditional dependence”, thus the Makah should not be granted a quota under the aboriginal subsistence whaling category.

· Although aboriginal subsistence whaling quotas are based on demonstrated nutritional, subsistence and cultural needs, the IWC cannot allocate a specific quota to a specific people. According to its Convention, the IWC can only set catch quotas for a specific stock.

Current aboriginal subsistence whaling quotas set by the IWC:

· Bering-Chukchi-Beaufort Seas stock of bowhead whales (taken by Alaskan Eskimos, USA, and native peoples of Chukotka, Russia) - A total of up to 280 bowhead whales can be landed in the period 2003 - 2007, with no more than 67 whales struck in any year (and up to 15 unused strikes may be carried over each year). 

· Eastern North Pacific gray whales (taken by those whose "traditional, aboriginal and subsistence needs have been recognised", i.e. Makah, USA and native peoples of Chukotka, Russia) - A total catch of 620 gray whales is allowed for the years 2003-2007 with a maximum of 140 in any one year. 

· West Greenland fin whales (taken by Greenlanders) - An annual catch of 19 fin whales is allowed for the years 2003-2007. 

· West Greenland minke whales (taken by Greenlanders) – The annual number of minke whales struck for the years 2003-2007, shall not exceed 175 (up to 15 unused strikes may be carried over each year). 

· East Greenland minke whales (taken by Greenlanders) – An annual catch of 12 minke whales is allowed for the years 2003-2007 (up to 3 unused strikes may be carried over each year).

· Humpback whales taken by St Vincent and The Grenadines - For the seasons 2003-2007 the number of humpback whales to be taken shall not exceed 20, i.e. an annual average of 4 animals.
High North Alliance Opinion:

The High North Alliance believes that indigenous peoples in some cases are entitled positive preferential treatment. However, this treatment should not be detrimental to their development and should not be imposed upon indigenous peoples against their will. As practiced by the IWC, the aboriginal subsistence whaling category is flawed. The people falling under this definition resent it. The definition is unclear and wide open for expedient interpretation. The lines between commercial and aboriginal subsistence whaling are blurred. It would probably be preferable to get rid of the outdated aboriginal subsistence whaling category, and ensuring the IWC manages all whaling based on the same management objectives. The regime must be based on the spirit and letter of the underlying agreement, the International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling, the UN Law of the Sea and internationally recognised principles of conservation and sustainable use as embodied in Agenda 21.

Further Reading:

Aboriginal Subsistence / Culture

http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Culture/cont-cul.htm
Aboriginal Subsistence Whaling: A Concept in the Service of Imperialism, Arne Kalland http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Culture/a-con-in.htm
7.
Whale watching

Anti-whaling groups often put forward the argument that coastal communities do not need to hunt whales because they could earn much more money by developing whale safari tourism. Furthermore, they allege that whale watching and whaling are mutually exclusive economic activities. At the moment, Greenpeace is campaigning to convince the Icelanders that the future is in whale watching, not whaling.

The High North Alliance believes that experience and logic refute the claims made by Greenpeace and its allies.

Firstly, it is surprising to hear a self-proclaimed green organisation advocate the development of tourism! What is so ecologically sound about plane loads of polluting whale watching tourists travelling around the globe? Whale watching may easily involve any number of adverse effects on the environment.

Secondly, the High North Alliance believes that whale watching and whaling can happily co-exist for one or more reasons, either because whales are abundant, different species are targeted, or because the two activities take place in geographically separated areas. Norwegian experience, with both commercial whale watching and whaling, demonstrates this point. “I don’t see the conflict between whale-watching on the one hand and whaling on the other. (...) Whaling and watching can live side by side. Sure we can,” Mr Erwin Fulterer, manager of Norway’s largest whale watching company ‘Hvalsafari’, said to The International Harpoon – The Paper with a Point (No.2, July 24, 2001).

Thirdly, the High North Alliance seriously questions the alleged profitability of whale watching and the benefits generated for the tourist trade. A detailed review of the annual accounts of the leading Icelandic whale watching companies demonstrate an accumulated loss of more than one million Euro (87.616.296 Icelandic kroner) for the years 1999-2002. The total liabilities for these companies in 2002 amounted to about 4 million Euro (306.806.056 Icelandic kroner) (source: Figures assembled from the Icelandic Enterprise Register by Kristjan Loftsson, Director of Hvalur HF (Icelandic whaling company)).

A study submitted to the IWC in 2001 found that the benefits from whale watching have been grossly over-exaggerated (“A Bioeconomic and Socio-Economic Analysis of Whale-Watching, With Attention Given to Associated Costs”, by Dr Mike Evans, University of Alberta, Canada and Dr Brendan Moyle, Massey University, New Zealand). Their study shows that the report “Whale-watching 2000: World-wide Tourism Numbers, Expenditures, and Expanding Socioeconomic Benefits” (Erich Hoyt, 2000) over-inflates the returns from whale watching through the use of inappropriate methodologies. Using “industry inputs” as “benefits rather than as costs” exacerbates the inflation.

The High North Alliance believes that whale watching might help boost trade in certain coastal communities and it has no objection against the development of whale watching as long as steps are taken to limit the negative effects on the environment. But the occurrence of whale watching is no reason to give up sustainable whaling.

As earlier correspondence between Greenpeace and the High North Alliance shows, history has a tendency to repeat itself. See: http://www.highnorth.no/Library/Watching/th-ec-pe.htm
8.
International trade in whale products 
· Limited international trade in whale products was resumed in July 2002, with export from Norway to Iceland, and extended in March 2003 with export to the Faroe Islands (Denmark).

· Japan last imported whale meat from Norway in 1988 and from Iceland in 1990.

· The trade is controlled through an unprecedented DNA fingerprint scheme. DNA profiles from each hunted minke whale are collected and entered into a database. Any Norwegian whale product in the market can be DNA tested, and its origin traced in the database. This ensures that the products in the marketplace are caught and traded legally. Compared to any other trade in wildlife, this is by far the world’s strictest trade control scheme ever.

· The trade is fully legal and in accordance with relevant international law established under the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES).

· CITES has placed several whale species, including the minke whale, on Appendix I, reserved for species “threatened with extinction” and for which there should be no ordinary international trade in its products. But Iceland, Japan and Norway hold reservations to most of these whale listings, and are thus exempted from the general trade ban. (Also the Faroe Islands are exempted.) The option to lodge a reservation is an integral part of the CITES Convention, and common in most international law. Countries without a reservation can only conduct international trade under certain conditions.
· There is general consensus that the super abundant minke whale does not meet the biological criteria for being listed on CITES Appendix I as threatened with extinction. Norway’s proposals to CITES in 1997 and 2000 to downlist (i.e. to transfer from Appendix I to Appendix II) two North-Atlantic minke whale stocks were supported by a simple majority, but they were not carried as a two-thirds majority is required.

· The main argument against the CITES downlisting is that the IWC has not yet finished the Revised Management Scheme (RMS) for managing whaling. Since 1994, the IWC has reported to CITES that the RMS is near completion. More and more people understand that the IWC does not have the intention to complete the RMS, which is reflected by the delaying tactics used by the staunch anti-whaling countries.

· The Arctic and sub-Arctic regions are very rich in marine resources, but poor in other resources such as grain. Therefore, trade in goods, including whale products, has taken place for centuries. This continues today with the majority of seafood caught being exported. 

· A condition for an economic activity to take place is access to markets. It is therefore no surprise that the fight over trade constitutes one of the most important confrontations in the whaling conflict.

· Barriers to international trade in whale products are also barriers to the sustainable development of fishing and whaling communities.

9.
Whale sanctuaries 
· Brazil is proposing to establish a South Atlantic Sanctuary. This proposal has been put forward and rejected several times because it has no scientific basis and because it does not conform with the objectives of the Whaling Convention.

· There are currently two sanctuaries established by the IWC, the Indian Ocean and the Southern Ocean.

· The Indian Ocean Sanctuary was established by the IWC in 1979. It was initially established for 10 years and its duration has since been extended twice. 

· The Southern Ocean Sanctuary was established in 1994 without any recommendation of the IWC Scientific Committee. It shall be reviewed every ten years.

· Japan lodged an objection to the Southern Ocean Sanctuary as provided for under the Convention and it is therefore not bound by it.
 High North Alliance opinion on whale sanctuaries:
· Sanctuaries could be a useful management measure in the same way as open and closed areas are used for fisheries management.

· Currently, sanctuaries are redundant as the RMS (Revised Management Scheme) will provide the necessary protection for all whale species and stocks in need. The RMS will only permit hunting of healthy and abundant whale stocks.

· The current sanctuaries do not differentiate between stocks that are abundant and stocks that are still considered depleted.

· Sanctuaries disregard the cultures, traditions, treaty rights, human rights and particular needs of the people who live in the proposed sanctuary areas and inhibit their ability to access customary foods to deal with their social and health issues.
10.
Why Whaling? 
There are many sound arguments for sustainable whaling. Here are some of them:
   

· Eating whale meat is far more environmentally-friendly than eating beef, lamb or pork. Harvesting nature's surplus means that biodiversity and habitat does not have to be destroyed and turned into agricultural land.

· Whaling does not destroy the environment and is very energy efficient – producing beef requires much more energy than producing whale meat. 

· As free-range animals, whales are spared the prolonged suffering of factory-farm livestock. 

· Harpoon-cannons with explosive penthrite grenades ensure efficient and humane hunting methods.

· The products from the hunt are used for human consumption, including meat, fins, blubber, etc. Whale meat is rich in protein (23.5%), lean and tasty. Whale products are rich in omega-3 fatty acids, selenium, vitamin E etc. These are beneficial to human health, helping prevent diabetes and cardiovascular diseases.

· Sustainable whaling means putting into practice the principles of conservation and sustainable use as embodied by the world community in Agenda 21.

· Whaling provides a livelihood in many coastal communities around the world both for subsistence and for trade.

· It makes no sense at all to refrain from sustainably utilising the traditional renewable resources of one’s community, and to rely on the perhaps unsafe meat imports from the industrialised large scale agricultural countries.
11.
About the High North Alliance

The High North Alliance was founded in 1991 as a result of cooperation by the Lofoten Regional Council and the Norwegian Whalers’ Union. The organisation was established in response to the campaigns calling for a total ban on all commercial whaling and sealing; and the even more radical ones calling for a total ban on the killing of marine mammals for any reason whatsoever. The High North Alliance’ task is to provide alternative information to these campaigns. The organisation's objective is to protect the rights of whalers, sealers and fishermen to harvest renewable resources in accordance with the principle of sustainable management. The High North Alliance also works towards consolidating the knowledge and skills necessary for the ecologically sound management of marine mammal resources.

The High North Alliance includes the following member organisations: 

The Pilot Whaler's Association, Faroe Islands; KNAPK (The organisation of Fishermen and Hunters in Greenland), Greenland; LÍÚ, (the Fishing Boat Owner's Association), Iceland; Vélstjórafélag Íslands, (the Engineer Officers' Association), Iceland; The Norwegian Whalers' Union), Norway; The Norwegian Fishermen's Union, Norway; The Lofoten Regional Council, Norway; The Fish boat owners' Association, Norway; The Inuvialuit Game Council, Canada; The Icelandic Seamen's Federation, Iceland; The Icelandic Minke Whaler's Association, Iceland; and Sjávarnytjar, Iceland.
High North Alliance

Email: hna@hna.no 

N-8390 Reine i Lofoten, Norway 

Web Site: www.hna.no

Tel +47-7609 2414 Fax + 47-7609 2450 Mob +47-9155 5702
Bank: Sparebanken Nord-Norge 4550.19.02830
Working for the future of coastal cultures and the sustainable use of marine resources
PAGE  
3

[image: image1.png]