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1. Introduction

The roots to the current international regime for the regulation of whaling can
be traced back to the early 1930s when the �rst conventions for the regulation
of whaling were signed. The International Convention for the Regulation of
Whaling (ICRW) was set up at an international conference in Washington in
1946 and came into force in 1948. By 1950, 16 nations had rati�ed the conven-
tion. The International Whaling Commission (IWC) held its initial meeting in
1949.

Few international organizations have undergone more dramatic changes
than the IWC.1 Starting out as a “whaling club,” completely dominated by the
short-term interests of the whaling industry, it evolved into an international re-
gime that has maintained a moratorium on all commercial whaling for the last
couple of decades. Currently, aboriginal subsistence whaling is the only type of
whaling endorsed by the majority of IWC members. The commercial whaling
that is currently taking place, therefore, is not internationally managed. Re-
cently, the IWC has also sought to strictly limit lethal research whaling.

To what extent, and under which conditions, have nonstate actors
in�uenced the international regime for the regulation of whaling? Many schol-
ars have studied the role of nonstate actors in international decision-making.
Most of them focus, however, on direct nonstate in�uence at the international
decision-making level.2 One main objective of this article is to develop a multi-
level approach to explore nonstate in�uence on international decision making
using the case of the International Whaling Commission as a point of depar-
ture.

In our empirical analysis, we focus on two major changes in IWC regula-
tion. The �rst was linked to the adoption of a new management procedure in
1974 and consisted of a stronger link between scienti�c assessments of whale
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stocks and the allocation of catch quotas. The second was linked to the morato-
rium decision in 1982 (to take effect in 1985/6), which imposed a ban on com-
mercial whaling.3 Both changes in policy correspond to shifts in the in�uence of
different groups of nonstate actors.4 The �rst of these changes occurred as the
scienti�c community gained increased in�uence on IWC policies in the begin-
ning of the 1970s. The second change took place as the environmental and ani-
mal rights movement entered the scene and succeeded in mobilizing support
for a moratorium on commercial whaling in the early 1980s.5

The article is organized as follows: In section 2, we brie�y discuss the term
“nonstate actor” within the context of the IWC. The theoretical approach for the
analysis is outlined in section 3. The empirical analysis of nonstate in�uence in
this case is undertaken in section 4. After introducing the general background of
the IWC process, section 4.1 is devoted to assessing the level of in�uence of the
two main nonstate actors in focus: the scienti�c community and the environ-
mental and animal rights movement. In section 4.2, we explore explanatory fac-
tors under the guidance of the theoretical perspectives outlined in section 3. In
section 4.2.1, we analyze the phase running from the early 1970s to the early
1980s. This phase is characterized by a predominant scienti�c in�uence on IWC
policies. The second phase, analyzed in section 4.2.2, runs from the early 1980s
to the early 1990s and represents a shift in in�uence from the scienti�c commu-
nity to the environmental and animal rights movement. The article does not ex-
plicitly analyze the period from the beginning of the 1990s until present time,
but trends and tendencies are brie�y discussed in the conclusion of the paper in
section 5.

2. Nonstate Actors in the IWC

The term “nonstate actor” refers to groups of actors participating in interna-
tional policy-making efforts that do not act on behalf of a government or an in-
tergovernmental organization. Within the IWC, three groups of actors may fall
within this category: the whaling industry (and more recently, proponents of
the whaling “industry”), the scienti�c community, and the environmental and
animal rights movement.6

The latter group of actors �ts this term most closely. It is organized in vari-
ous nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) that started to show up at IWC
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meetings as observers in the mid-1960s. While representatives of these NGOs
may appear as members of national delegations in some cases, they nevertheless
operate independently of national governments. Even when a strong alliance
exists between the environmental movement and national governments, the
two constitute distinct groups.

The whaling industry, on the other hand, can be said to fall within this cat-
egory to varying degrees at different phases in the history of the IWC. During the
early phase (before 1960), the whaling industry dominated the scene. Even
though the whaling industry developed networks through which they at-
tempted to wield in�uence on IWC regulatory policies, this group’s main chan-
nel of in�uence was through home governments. Before 1960, the majority of
IWC members were engaged in whaling activities, and in many cases national
interests were whaling industry interests. As a result, to identify the whaling in-
dustry as a distinct nonstate actor during this phase may be problematic. Repre-
sentatives of this group, organized more or less as transnational NGOs, have re-
appeared as observers at IWC meetings since the early 1990s. Some of these are
to a much larger extent independent of national governments, but the remnants
of the whaling industry are routinely represented on the delegations of (previ-
ous) whaling nations.

Throughout the IWC history, science has played an important role. At the
�rst IWC meeting in 1949, a (joint) standing Scienti�c and Technical Commit-
tee was set up. While the IWC agenda and the number of working groups and
sub-committees on scienti�c issues have vastly expanded, the basic structure of
the organization still has a Scienti�c Committee at the very heart of its activi-
ties.7 Consequently, in contrast to other nonstate actors, scientists have a for-
mally institutionalized channel of in�uence at the international level.

Does this group, however, qualify as a nonstate actor? Do scientists oper-
ate independently of national governments? To be considered a nonstate actor,
two requirements need to be satis�ed: First, the community of scientists (i.e.,
the Scienti�c Committee), needs to operate independently of the Commission.
Second, participating scientists need to operate independently of their national
governments. While the Scienti�c Committee has operated relatively independ-
ently of the Commission during the whole process, individual scientists have
not always operated independently of national governments, particularly dur-
ing the early phase. As further discussed below, the Scienti�c Committee under-
went changes during the 1970s that also served to strengthen its autonomy.
Thus, in an analysis of the autonomy of the Scienti�c Committee, Andresen ar-
gues that both requirements are satis�ed.8 He also points out, however, that
links among individual scientists and both the environmental movement and
national governments are often strengthened during periods of strong polariza-
tion, implying a weaker scienti�c autonomy during such periods as well as
a weaker internal unity within the scienti�c community.9 Nevertheless, on this
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basis we conclude that scientists seem largely to operate in their capacity as sci-
entists, not as representatives of the governments or organizations that have
nominated them, and that the community of scientists thus constitutes a
nonstate actor during the phase of the IWC process under scrutiny here.

In different phases of the process, these groups of nonstate actors have
represented competing interests to varying degrees.10 For one thing, as noted
above, the groups have neither been active during the whole process nor neces-
sarily at the same time. Indeed, only scientists have been active from the early
phases of the process until now. Whalers were active from the beginning until
the late 1960s, when so few whalers remained that we can hardly speak of a
whaling “industry” any more.11 While environmental groups started showing up
as observers at IWC meetings in the 1960s, they can only be considered an ac-
tive nonstate force in the IWC as of the early 1970s. In this analysis, we focus on
scientists and environmentalists.

Initially scientists and environmentalists shared the same concern: the rate
at which whales were harvested represented a serious threat to their survival
and, as such, greater restrictions on whaling were necessary. Contentions be-
tween these two groups and within the scienti�c community started to show
during the late 1970s and became explicit with the moratorium decision at the
beginning of the 1980s. The environmentalists pushed for a full moratorium on
all species but the majority of scientists argued that this was unnecessary and
not scienti�cally warranted.12 Concurrently, a strong minority within the
scienti�c community supported the moratorium decision. Since the late 1980s/
early 1990s, however, the two groups have had clear differences of opinion: The
large majority of scientists in the Scienti�c Committee argues that new and im-
proved knowledge indicates abundance of certain species (notably minke
whales). Environmentalists, on the other hand, either do not accept the
scienti�c estimates of whale stocks (i.e., they argue that the estimates are more
uncertain than scientists acknowledge and/or too uncertain to warrant commer-
cial whaling), or they oppose whaling more generally for ethical or political
reasons.

3. Theoretical Framework for Analysis

During the last decade, increased scholarly attention has been paid to the role of
nonstate actors in international policy-making.13 While many scholars note that
the role of nonstate actors on the international political scene has changed over
time, few have undertaken systematic analysis of the manners and conditions
under which nonstate actors actually exert in�uence on the outcome of interna-
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tional political processes. Recently, however, Betsill and Corell have provided a
more carefully designed and theoretically stringent analytical framework for an-
alyzing nonstate in�uence.14

In their approach, nonstate in�uence is limited to the international level: to
international environmental negotiations. At this level, the in�uence tactic
available to nonstate actors is persuasion: “Nonstate actors can only try to
in�uence the talks by persuading or convincing government representatives,
who have formal power to make the decisions, to accept the nonstate actors’
perspective.”15 On the basis of this reasoning and the de�nition of in�uence de-
veloped by Knoke,16 Betsill and Corell adopt an information-based de�nition of
nonstate in�uence: “in the context of international environmental negotiations,
in�uence can be said to have occurred when one actor intentionally transmits
information to another that alters the latter’s actions from what would have oc-
curred without that information.”17

While this de�nition of in�uence covers one important mode of in�uence
exerted by nonstate actors within the context of international policy-making,
the instruments of persuasion employed by distinct nonstate actors may vary and
may include persuasion by way of (implicit or explicit) threats and/or promises.
This aspect of persuasion seems to be included in Betsill and Corell’s approach,
albeit implicitly. For instance, they refer to a situation where Greenpeace per-
suaded Gerber Corporation to stop using genetically modi�ed products in baby
food where the information conveyed to the corporation by Greenpeace seems
to hold an implicit threat (for instance, of being exposed publicly on this issue).
In such situations it is dif�cult to assess exactly what caused the change in pol-
icy. That is, whether it was Greenpeace’s information on possible adverse effects
of genetically modi�ed products in baby food that persuaded the corporation to
drop suppliers that used genetically modi�ed crops or whether it was the im-
plicit threat of Greenpeace’s willingness and capacity to mobilize a public opin-
ion on the subject that could potentially harm the corporation’s pro�tability.
Thus, we suggest that nonstate actors in some cases have competencies that per-
mit the deployment of a broader set of tactics than the mere dissemination of
information, including more coercive tactics that involve the use of sanctions.

Betsill and Corell’s explicit limitation to nonstate in�uence solely at the
international policy-making level, moreover, may be too narrow. Nonstate actors
may in�uence international policy-making directly at the international level
and/or indirectly via domestic channels through capabilities or resources other
than information. By excluding nonstate in�uence on international policy-
making that takes place via domestic channels, a signi�cant aspect of nonstate
in�uence may be overlooked and the comparability of analyses of the role of
nonstate actors in international policy-making may be compromised. As dem-
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onstrated in Skjærseth and Skodvin,18 multi-level approaches to the role non-
state actors play in international regimes are warranted for capturing the inter-
play and reciprocity that may characterize the in�uence relationship between
nonstate actors and international regime processes—an interplay that may be
vital for understanding the regime dynamic that develops.19

In this analysis, which competencies or resources that give nonstate actors
an in�uence potential is largely seen as an empirical question. In contrast to
Betsill and Corell, who include in�uence tactics (information dissemination) as
a de�ning characteristic of nonstate in�uence, we separate the de�nition of
in�uence from the question of which tactics are used to gain this in�uence. Be-
low, we develop our de�nition of when nonstate actors can be said to have had
in�uence (section 3.1) before we address the mechanisms through which
nonstate actors can exert in�uence on international policy-making (section
3.2). To incorporate these mechanisms, we develop a multi-level explanatory
approach that takes into account both direct nonstate in�uence at the interna-
tional level and indirect nonstate in�uence via domestic channels.

3.1 Nonstate In�uence

In the literature, a common indicator for nonstate in�uence is goal attainment.20

This variable is often seen in dichotomous terms: Either the policy response is
consistent with the nonstate actor’s position (indicating goal attainment) or it
is not. In this paper, we argue that goal attainment is a continuous rather than
dichotomous variable. The extent to which nonstate actors’ positions are
re�ected in policy outcomes is a matter of degrees.21

In an effort to re�ect the continuous nature of nonstate in�uence, we pro-
pose conceiving of in�uence on a cumulative scale of three levels.22 At the low-
est level, nonstate actors’ positions are not actually re�ected in the policy re-
sponse, but policy-makers acknowledge the actors as representing parties with a
legitimate right to being heard in the process. At this level, we may distinguish
between nonstate actors that are considered relevant by policy-makers and
those that are excluded from the process altogether. At the second level, policy-
makers accept nonstate actor positions as premises in the decision-making pro-
cess. That is, they accept the substantive content of the perspective of nonstate
actors as valid arguments that need to be considered in the decision-making
process. They may not necessarily accept the policy implications of these argu-
ments however. At this level we would expect the positions of nonstate actors
to be re�ected to a larger extent in the policy response, although perhaps in
modi�ed form or in the sense that some, but not all, and perhaps not the most
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central arguments are re�ected. At the highest level of in�uence policy-makers
accept both the validity of the substantive arguments presented by the nonstate
actors and the policy implications of their positions and design their actions ac-
cordingly. It is only at this level that the goals of the nonstate actors are actually
attained in the sense that their positions are re�ected in the policy response.

3.2 Explanatory Perspective: A Multi-level Approach

Nonstate actors can principally in�uence international policy-making via two
main channels: directly at the international level or indirectly via the domestic
channel. To understand the role of nonstate actors in international policy-
making and the conditions under which they exert in�uence, we need to focus
on nonstate participation at both of these decision-making levels and on the
mechanisms linked to the interface between them.

3.2.1 Nonstate In�uence at the Domestic Level

Putnam has coined international negotiations a “two-level game.”23 Putnam’s
thesis is that while negotiators are engaged in deliberations with their interna-
tional counterparts, they undertake parallel and simultaneous negotiations with
signi�cant sub-national interest groups at home. Consequently, the settlement
range at the international level (the “win-set” in Putnam’s terminology) is deter-
mined not only by the resistance points of the states engaged in the delibera-
tions, but also by the resistance points of signi�cant sub-national groups within
each state.24 Building on this thesis, the Domestic Politics model conceives of
states as complex organizations where “sub-actors pursue multiple and to some
extent con�icting objectives, and where policy decisions are weighted aggregates
of sub-actor preferences.”25 Thus, in contrast to the assumption that states are
unitary and rational actors, this model contends that states are not in full con-
trol over “their” societies but are themselves in�uenced and constrained by soci-
ety. This implies that signi�cant sub-national groups may in�uence both the
states’ positions in international negotiations and their implementation of interna-
tional commitments.

Many factors may affect a nonstate actor’s ability to in�uence states’ nego-
tiating positions via the domestic channel, but three factors seem to be particu-
larly important:26

� The strength of the nonstate actor in the policy-making process;
� The strength of counterbalancing forces, i.e., other nonstate actors with

con�icting positions;
� The “political opportunity structure”; i.e., nonstate actors’ access to central

decision-making arenas and processes at the domestic level.
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In this analysis, the impact of the third factor—the political opportunity struc-
ture characterizing the domestic decision-making process—is not explored.

The Strength of Nonstate Actors in Domestic Policy-Making

The strength of nonstate actors in the domestic decision-making process is basi-
cally linked to the resources the nonstate actor commands and the demand for
these resources by policy-makers.27 Resources may take many forms. One im-
portant category of resources is knowledge/information or �nancial capital.

In this context, however, resources can also take a less concrete form. In
particular, a nonstate actor’s strength in the decision making process may de-
pend upon the extent to which it commands resources that can be transformed
into political capital. Political capital concerns the capability of a nonstate actor
to mobilize political support for its position: The nonstate actor can mobilize polit-
ical support in society at large, which concerns the mobilization of public opin-
ion in support of its position.28 And/or the nonstate actor can target legislative
bodies more speci�cally particularly to mobilize suf�cient political support of
its position to block (eventual) rati�cation of an international agreement (un-
wanted by the nonstate actor).29

Finally, the strength of nonstate actors in the domestic decision making
process depends upon the coherence and unity of the group constituting the
nonstate actor in question. This factor is linked to the degree of consensus on
goals and targets within the group in the policy area in question.

The more of these resources the nonstate actor commands and the stron-
ger the demand for these resources by policy-makers, the stronger we assume
the in�uence potential (“strength”) of the nonstate actor to be.

Strength of Counterbalancing Forces

In general, there are three main types of nonstate actors: environmental NGOs,
industrial NGOs, and the scienti�c community. In some cases these groups
may have compatible goals and coordinate their efforts to in�uence decision-
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making. Often, however, they pursue different and incompatible goals and
compete for in�uence. Therefore, the extent to which a nonstate actor exerts
in�uence in the domestic decision-making process is a function of the resources
this actor commands and of the resources competing nonstate actors com-
mand. Resources are thus seen in relative terms.

3.2.2. Nonstate In�uence at the International Level

To explore nonstate in�uence at the international level, we focus on three main
factors:

� The political opportunity structure;
� The degree of nonstate actor in�uence on national positions and the inter-

national weight of the states in question;
� The nonstate actor’s involvement in transnational coalitions.

Political Opportunity Structure

Kitchelt de�nes this concept as being “comprised of speci�c con�gurations of
resources, institutional arrangements and historical precedents for social mobi-
lization, which facilitate the development of protest movements in some in-
stants and constrain them in others.”30 Here, we focus on two main factors that
may serve to facilitate or constrain nonstate in�uence at the international level:
The presence or absence of formalized channels of in�uence (at the interna-
tional level) and the decision-making rules that are employed in the process.

At the international level, political opportunity structure signi�cantly
shapes the status nonstate actors have in the decision-making process. Nonstate
actors do not have voting power in international decision-making, but they of-
ten have access to decision processes through various channels. While most
nonstate actors have status as observers, scientists often enjoy a more privileged
position. International environmental and resource regimes usually establish
formal channels for scienti�c input at the international level via scienti�c bod-
ies that constitute integral parts of the institutional structure of the regime. As a
result, we may assume that scienti�c communities have a larger potential to
in�uence policy-making directly at the international level than other nonstate ac-
tors who do not have access to a similarly formalized channel of in�uence. It
should not be assumed, however, that scientists generally are more in�uential
than other nonstate actors, since other, more powerful, channels of in�uence
may exist (for instance at the domestic level) to which scientists do not have
similar access.

The decision rule in international negotiations is usually unanimity or
consensus. While this is the most demanding decision rule in terms of aggregat-
ing and integrating preferences, it is the least demanding for certain types of
nonstate in�uence. In effect a unanimity or consensus rule gives each participat-
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ing state a veto. Thus, at least for nonstate actors that seek to block unwanted
decisions, they only need to persuade one state to acquire a substantial
in�uence on the process. To the extent that some sort of majority rule is em-
ployed (simple or quali�ed), the blocking power of nonstate actors is reduced.
This, of course, is not the case in situations where only one (state) actor needs to
be convinced to establish a winning coalition.

In�uence on National Position and International Weight of State in Question

Nonstate actors may exert in�uence on international policy-making via the do-
mestic level. The extent to which this in�uence may be transformed into
in�uence on international policy-making is contingent upon the weight the
state bears at the international level. This factor, therefore, is linked to the extent
to which the state in question represents a “critical” or pivotal actor in the
process.

Involvement in Transnational Coalitions

Nonstate actors constitute transnational networks to varying degrees. Some
nonstate actors have a �rm national foundation and attempt to exert in�uence
primarily through domestic channels in their own home country. Environmen-
tal, business and scienti�c communities, however, are increasingly organized
across national boundaries and thus constitute more or less well organized and
transnationally coordinated interest groups. According to Risse-Kappen, “trans-
national relations” signify “regular interactions across national boundaries
when at least one actor is a nonstate agent or does not operate on behalf of a na-
tional government or an intergovernmental organization.”31 To the extent that
nonstate actors are organized in transnational networks, they can in�uence the
negotiating position of all the states in which they are represented. While
nonstate actors can broaden the basis for their in�uence in international policy-
making by developing transnational coalitions, the extent of their in�uence de-
pends on the extent to which they can persuade domestic and/or government
actors in “target countries” to support their perspective. This dimension corre-
sponds to the mechanisms through which (other) sub-national interest groups
acquire in�uence in the domestic policy-making process. It seems reasonable to
assume, however, that nonstate actors involved in transnational coalitions are
more likely to in�uence international policy-making than those that are not.

4. Empirical Analysis

The International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling (ICRW) was
adopted in 1946. The IWC was set up two years later and its initial meeting
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was held in 1949. Although the Commission was open to all, initially only
some 15 members participated, the large majority of which had some connec-
tion to whaling. According to the Preamble, the purpose of the Whaling Con-
vention is to conserve the whales in order to secure the orderly development of
the whaling industry. This objective was considered novel at the time, as it at-
tempted to strike a balance between conservation and utilization. Considering
the of�cial goal, however, conservation can be seen mainly as a means for secur-
ing orderly utilization. A Schedule is an integral part of the Convention and this
is where the detailed catch regulations are adopted. Changes to the Schedule are
adopted with a three-quarters majority. Initially, there were no national quotas,
only one total quota existed. This was open to all, meaning that all could com-
pete to catch as much of it as possible. The Convention states that all decisions
are to be based on “the best scienti�c advice,” thereby highlighting the role
of science. A Scienti�c Committee was established where all states could send
representatives.

The history of the IWC may be divided into distinct phases. The �rst phase
runs from the establishment of the IWC until the early 1960s and is character-
ized by overexploitation and commercial depletion of whales. The second phase
covers the 1970s, after a transitional period during the 1960s, and is character-
ized by a more balanced management of the whaling resource. The third phase
mainly covers the 1980s and is characterized by the protection of whales. A
fourth phase seems to have emerged since the mid-1990s characterized by less
support for the ban on commercial whaling. In this paper, we concentrate on
the second and third phases. To illustrate the signi�cant changes in the IWC,
however, we take a very brief look at the �rst two decades of the organization’s
history.

During the initial period of the IWC, the scienti�c component was very
weak. Few countries sent representatives to the Scienti�c Committee and the
state of knowledge was limited and disputed.32 While the environmental move-
ment was absent from the scene, industry was to a large extent a main player
and provided the decision premises for state members. The relevance of
scienti�c input was recognized, given the establishment of the Scienti�c Com-
mittee, but scienti�c warnings of overexploitation were disregarded.

This state of affairs started to change during the 1960s. The gradual emer-
gence of a “new” IWC was, at least partly, science driven. Around 1960 there was
a real risk that the IWC could break up due to disagreements over quotas and
catch limits, and some members left the IWC for this reason.33 On the initiative
of the UK, a Committee of three independent scientists (later four) was estab-
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lished. This committee succeeded where the Scienti�c Committee had failed: it
quanti�ed the necessary catch reductions needed. They worked for a few years
and their conclusions were generally accepted by the parties. Thus towards the
late 1960s, the IWC followed the advice of the Scienti�c Committee and in
1967 catches were �nally within sustainable limits.34 This brings us to the pe-
riod under study in this paper: 1970–1990.

Our empirical analysis explores two questions: To what extent did
nonstate actors in�uence IWC regulatory policies in the period from 1970 to
1990? Which nonstate actors acquired in�uence and why? We are thus con-
cerned with a) the relationship between nonstate actors and IWC regulatory
policies and b) the relationship between the two main groups of nonstate actors
that were active in this phase of the IWC process: the scienti�c community and
the environmental movement.

4.1. Nonstate In�uence in the IWC: 1970–1990

During the 1970s, the in�uence of the scienti�c community remained fairly
high, although it decreased towards the end of the period. This does not mean,
however, that scienti�c advice was automatically followed. There were discrep-
ancies and time lags, but overall, the match between advice and regulations was
increasing. A number of new regulations were adopted, implying a much more
cautious management of the resource.

Although the 1974 procedure proved hard to implement, it nevertheless
represented a step in the right direction. For instance, the arbitrary “blue whale
unit”35 was abolished, new species were included in the management repertoire,
and those species most at risk of extinction were completely protected.

While the new procedure did not immediately lead to more restrictive reg-
ulations, it contributed to raise the level of scienti�c argumentation that went
into decision-making.36 Previously, “the members of the Scienti�c Committee
had given the IWC a unanimous “best estimate” resting as often on political as
scienti�c grounds without giving any explicit account of the criteria actually
used in making the estimate.”37 In response to external pressures, inter alia, the
Scienti�c Committee used the adoption of the new procedure to establish a
more open process “in which papers were published, commentary was sought,
and the scienti�c basis of the conclusions was made explicit.”38 Most impor-
tantly perhaps, the new procedure reinforced the importance of the Scienti�c
Committee itself, since it mandated far more data and more accurate models of
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whale population dynamics. Thus, the number of scientists in the Scienti�c
Committee increased and the workload expanded considerably.39

The development during the 1970s, therefore, went in the direction of a
signi�cantly increased scienti�c impact on IWC regulatory policy. This develop-
ment, moreover, contributed to a new procedure and institutional arrange-
ments that in turn served to further reinforce scienti�c impact on the process.

What level of in�uence does this indicate? While the change that occurred
in the early 1970s in the IWC to some extent was science driven, and scientists
certainly gained an increased in�uence on the process, there are other factors
that also need to be taken into account to get the full picture. These are primar-
ily related to the state of whale stocks. By the 1970s, some whale stocks were so
depleted that most countries had lost interest in large-scale whaling in the Ant-
arctic. Thus, the pro�tability in industrial whaling was reduced, not because of
stricter regulatory policies, but because there simply were not enough whales
left to catch. During the 1960s, the level of catches no longer kept pace with the
quotas.40 Whaling nations only reduced their catch when they no longer were
able to �ll their quotas.41 Thus, while the impact of science was increasing dur-
ing this period, it was not the only reason, and probably not even the most im-
portant reason, for the more cautious management policies adopted by the
IWC. Given these important “control factors” and the discrepancies and time
lags that occurred between advice and (changes in) regulatory policies, we as-
sess the in�uence of the scienti�c community to be at a medium level, i.e., level
two on our scale (see section 3.1). Nevertheless, scientists set the premises for
the debate that took place in the IWC—at least to a much larger extent than dur-
ing the preceding period, and also to a larger extent than they did during the
phase that followed.

In the mid-1970s, scientists were trying to expand their newly acquired
in�uence on IWC policy and thought that the new management procedure
would help them in their endeavor.42 Instead, a new shift took place in the IWC,
in which scientists were overtaken by the environmental movement.

During the 1960s the environmental movement gradually entered the
scene and towards the end of the 1970s, this group increasingly made its mark
on the process. To the extent that the environmental movement took part in the
whaling debate in the 1960s, their arguments were largely in line with the argu-
ments of the scienti�c community. It should be noted, however, that the envi-
ronmentalists’ demand for a ten-year moratorium on commercial whaling was
successfully put forth as early as 1972, when the UN Conference on the Human
Environment (the Stockholm Conference) unanimously adopted a recommen-
dation to that effect.
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In 1982, however, the environmental movement achieved their goal when
the IWC, with a three-quarters majority, adopted a moratorium on commercial
whaling to take effect in 1985/6. The moratorium called for a stop in commer-
cial whaling, pending a “comprehensive review” of all whale stocks to be con-
ducted no later than 1990. Today, twenty years later, the moratorium still
stands. Norway voted against the moratorium, and is currently the only IWC
member that conducts commercial whaling.

The increased in�uence of the environmental movement seems to have
been gained at the expense of scienti�c in�uence. That is, from the late 1970s
and through the 1980s the in�uence of the environmental movement is increas-
ing while the in�uence of the scienti�c community (notably the Scienti�c Com-
mittee) is decreasing accordingly. Preceding the moratorium decision, the
Scienti�c Committee claimed that a full moratorium was not scienti�cally war-
ranted and argued that a more nuanced approach was needed.43 It should also
be noted, however, that there was no scienti�c consensus on this point. A
signi�cant, able, and vocal minority of the Scienti�c Committee claimed that a
moratorium was exactly what was needed in order to get improved knowledge
of whale stocks and whale population dynamics.

From the late 1970s/early 1980s, therefore, in�uence in the IWC shifted
from the Scienti�c Committee in favor of the (relatively) new nonstate actor on
the scene, the environmental movement. In terms of goal attainment, the
in�uence of this group can be assessed to be high—level three on our scale (see
section 3.1). Again, however, there are other important factors that need to be
taken into account.

The environmental movement had an important ally in the US govern-
ment. The US had stopped all commercial whaling operations by 1970, the
same time that the environmentalists started taking an interest in the whaling
issue. Even before 1982, the US can be argued to have been the single most im-
portant actor on the whaling scene: “Though entitled only to one vote in the
IWC, it had what the IWC and any other single government or group of govern-
ments lacked: the ability and the will to enforce restrictions against others by in-
voking the trade sanction provisions of various domestic laws.”44 Thus, given
the strong overlap in the interests and positions of the environmental move-
ment and the US government, it is dif�cult to determine which of these factors
that actually caused the change in IWC policy. The US, however, was a key actor
in the IWC ever since the early 1970s. Thus, as pointed out by Peterson, a con-
clusion to the effect that it was US policy alone that brought about the change
in the IWC begs the question of why it took them so long to use its capability.45

We take this aspect as indication that the environmental movement’s activities
may have had an impact on IWC policies and that its alliance with the US,
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rather than representing an alternative explanation to IWC policies, constitutes a
supplementary explanation to environmentalist in�uence, particularly in the sense
that the environmental movement’s arguments served to legitimize the US posi-
tion on whaling. With that preliminary conclusion, we have already moved into
a discussion of explanations to nonstate in�uence in the IWC, which is subject
to analysis in the next sections.

4.2. Exploring Explanations

Science gained increased in�uence from the early to mid-1970s, reaching a me-
dium level of in�uence on our scale. The environmental movement was most
in�uential in the 1980s when the IWC adopted a moratorium on commercial
whaling, which was the primary target for this group. These two groups repre-
sented at least partially competing forces during the 1980s, and the increase in
in�uence that the environmentalists experienced seems to represent a loss in
in�uence for the scienti�c community.

In this section, we explore the question of why these groups gained or lost
in�uence on the process and which factors seem to have caused the shift in
in�uence between them. The following represents an exploration into possible
explanatory factors guided by the theoretical framework developed in section 3,
rather than a fully developed, in-depth and methodologically stringent empiri-
cal analysis.

4.2.1. The 1970s: Scienti� c Dominance

Four factors seem important for understanding the level of scienti�c in�uence
in the IWC during the early to mid-1970s: First, there was an increasing demand
for advanced knowledge on stocks and population dynamics, and the quality of
the knowledge input was improved signi�cantly as compared to the previous
phase. Second, the knowledge generated was associated with a stronger
scienti�c consensus than previously. Third, the scienti�c body of the regime was
strengthened particularly in terms of ensuring a higher level of independency.
Fourth, counterbalancing forces were considerably weakened.

Increasing Demand and Improved Quality

By the late 1960s and early 1970s whale stocks were depleted to the extent that
whalers no longer managed to �ll their quotas and the pro�tability of (Antarc-
tic) whaling was in sharp decline. Even whaling managers acknowledged the
need to adopt a more science-based approach to the regulation of whaling.46

During this period, therefore, scientists were in command of a resource—
advanced knowledge on whale stocks—for which there was an increasing politi-
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cal demand. This demand was directed to the scienti�c body within the IWC
organizational structure—the Scienti�c Committee—it was not directed to indi-
vidual scientists at the national level. In the early 1970s, the Scienti�c Commit-
tee thus had the initiative and could, at least to some extent, set the premises for
the debate that took place within the IWC. One implication of this develop-
ment seems to be that the main arena for nonstate in�uence during this period
was at the international level, particularly linked to the work of the Scienti�c
Committee and we have no indication that domestic channels of in�uence were
of particular signi�cance for the in�uence of nonstate actors.

As the pro�tability of Antarctic whaling declined the importance of whal-
ing in other areas rose, and the IWC started using increasingly precise
de�nitions of stocks. This trend resulted in the adoption of the new manage-
ment procedure in 1974.47 The new procedure mandated more, and more accu-
rate, data. Most notably, the new procedure implied a more precise differentia-
tion between stocks in terms of depletion risk. Whale stocks were divided into
three classes: initial management stocks, sustained management stocks, and
protected stocks. This classi�cation was based on a comparison of current stock
population size to the size that would supply the maximum sustainable yield.
Quotas were then allocated in accordance with the classi�cation of the whale
stock in question.48 This differentiation proved very dif�cult to implement,
however, which also was one reason why some scientists later argued in favor of
a full moratorium.

Scienti�c Consensus

The fact that the Scienti�c Committee managed to adopt a new procedure indi-
cates a relatively high level of scienti�c consensus, which served to increase the
weight of scientists’ advice. This was in sharp contrast to the preceding period.
Peterson maintains that until the late 1950s, the case for more restrictive whal-
ing management procedures “suffered from the cetologists’ inability to present
detailed consensual advice or compelling arguments that uncertainty should
always be resolved by erring in the more restrictive direction.”49

A Strengthened Scienti�c Committee

The period is characterized by a strong institutional build-up, not the least with
regard to the scienti�c component.50 In 1974, the IWC got its own secretariat. In
the same year, the USA proposed that observers from the FAO and UNEP should
be allowed to participate in Scienti�c Committee discussions. This was accepted
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upon the discretion of the Chairman, and in 1977 scienti�cally quali�ed ob-
servers were permitted to attend the Scienti�c Committee for the �rst time.
Since then, they have regularly availed themselves of this right.

During the early phase of the Scienti�c Committee, relatively few scientists
attended, and they often had very close ties to their national governments.51 The
new procedure paved the way for a permanent presence of scientists that were
not linked to any particular nation and was meant to remedy the problem of
tacit or open pressures for scientists to conform to national preferences. By in-
creasing the number of invited scientists and including scientists from other in-
tergovernmental bodies, the basis and independence of the scienti�c input gen-
erated in the Scienti�c Committee was broadened and increased. This may have
served to reinforce the signi�cance of a formalized channel for scienti�c
in�uence at the international level. A broader participation of scientists seems
to have also reduced the polarization within the IWC somewhat.52 In general,
we may assume that polarization tends to decrease the likelihood of scienti�c
in�uence on international decision-making.53

It is interesting to note that a key actor in the process of strengthening the
scienti�c component of the IWC was the US. The US had stopped its commer-
cial whaling activities in 1970 and adopted a more conservationist approach to
whaling management. One strategy for introducing a more conservationist ele-
ment in the IWC was to strengthen the scienti�c component since scientists had
argued for a stronger emphasis on the conservation part of the IWC’s purpose
since the 1950s. While the shift in US domestic whaling policies took place in
1970, the shift in US policy towards the employment of more coercive policy in-
struments at the international level did not take place until the late 1970s/early
1980s.

Weaker Counterbalancing Forces

There was no real competition for in�uence among nonstate actors during this
phase. The environmental movement had yet to start mobilizing on this issue
and generally supported the position of the scienti�c community. The only “op-
ponent” to the scienti�c community, therefore, was the remaining whaling in-
dustry, represented by Japan and the Soviet Union.

Even with a gradually increasing in�uence over IWC policies, scientists
were nevertheless frustrated by the slow pace at which changes took place and
tried to develop additional channels of in�uence.54 The FAO provided the most
prominent channel. It made continued cooperation on whale stock assessment
conditional upon the adoption of policies that more closely re�ected the grow-
ing scienti�c consensus on quotas. The scienti�c community also attempted
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to activate a domestic channel of in�uence by calling public attention to the is-
sue, but the public interest necessary for this strategy to succeed did not yet exist.
By the time that it did, the scientists were overtaken by the environmental
movement.55

4.2.2. The 1980s: Environmental “Capture”

Four factors seem particularly important for understanding the shift in
in�uence from scientists to environmentalists in the late 1970s/early 1980s:
First, the environmental movement successfully mobilized the general public
on the whaling issue and thus contributed signi�cantly to a stronger public con-
cern over the state of whale stocks. Second, an increased public concern en-
hanced the importance of domestic channels of in�uence. The environmental
movement seems to have had a strong impact on national positions on the
whaling issue in key IWC member countries and the US government in particu-
lar. Third, in addition to powerful political resources, the environmental move-
ment had �nancial resources that they seem to have used in rather untradi-
tional, but powerful, ways to in�uence IWC policy. Fourth, counterbalancing
forces were weak.

Increased Public Concern

By the late 1970s/early 1980s, the concern and sense of urgency about over-
exploitation had spread beyond whalers, cetologists and IWC member countries
to the wider public in Western (and eventually also non-Western) countries.
This is perhaps the single most important factor to explain the increased
in�uence of the environmental movement.56 This development was not least
due to the activities and mobilization campaigns orchestrated by the environ-
mental movement.

For mobilizing public opinion, the environmental movement has a
broader and more powerful set of means at its disposal than scienti�c commu-
nities. Perhaps most importantly, the scienti�c community gains its legitimacy
from the provision of objective and policy-neutral information. Thus, active
mobilization by the scienti�c community for a speci�c (political) position on
an issue can back�re in the sense that it may jeopardize the very basis upon
which its in�uence rests.

In contrast, one important means of public mobilization employed by the
environmental movement in the whaling process was the creation of the whale
as a symbol—a “super-whale.” Kalland notes:

[W]e are told that the whale is the largest animal on earth (this applies to
the blue whale), that the whale has the largest brain on earth (the sperm
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whale), that the whale has a large brain to body weight ratio (the bottlenose
dolphin), that the whale has a pleasant and varied song (the humpback),
that the whale is friendly (the gray whale) . . . and so on. By talking about the
whale, an image of a single whale possessing all of these traits emerges. But
such a creature does not exist. It is a mythic creation—a “super-whale,”
which has come to represent all species of cetaceans.57

Domestic Channels of In�uence and Powerful Allies in the US

The increased public interest in the issue contributed to increase the importance
of domestic channels of nonstate in�uence and at that arena the environmental
movement seems to have a marked advantage over the scienti�c community. It
is easier to mobilize the general public on a slogan like “Save the whale” than it
is to mobilize the public with scienti�c statements on the conditions and proce-
dures under which whales can be harvested in a sustainable manner. A stronger
public concern over the whaling issue and the enhanced signi�cance of domes-
tic channels of in�uence that followed from this development seem to consti-
tute primary sources of the environmental movement’s enhanced in�uence on
IWC policies.

The environmental movement had a strong ally in the US public, Con-
gress and Administration.58 Thus, the environmental movement in the US was
in command of powerful political resources on this issue and it is reasonable to
assume that this had a considerable impact on US whaling policies.59 It is inter-
esting to note, however, that the US government’s support for the Scienti�c
Committee’s conservationist approach during the early to mid-1970s gradually
was transferred to a protectionist stance on commercial whaling during the
1980s in which they were in line with the environmental movement.60

As noted above, the US was a key actor in IWC not least because of its abil-
ity and (increasing) willingness to use sanctions against states that did not com-
ply with their position on the whaling issue. US legislation, notably the Pelly
amendment to the Fisherman’s Protective Act, empowers the Secretary of Com-
merce to certify a state that is acting in a manner that diminishes the effective-
ness of a multilateral agreement to which the US is a signatory party.61 The US
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used this legislation for two main purposes: To bring in states into the agree-
ment that were whaling but were not members, and to bring about changes in
the whaling policies of states within the agreement. There is no doubt that the
main reason why the number of whaling nations was brought down from
twelve to zero from 1985 to 1988 was US power politics.62 The US, for instance,
threatened Japan, Iceland and Norway with economic sanctions if they did not
change their whaling policies in accordance with the US position. So there is lit-
tle doubt that for the environmental movement, the US government was a pow-
erful ally.

The environmental movement made use of its transnational network to
in�uence national positions on whaling on a broader scale. In combination
with the US government’s threat to enforce economic sanctions against whaling
nations, Greenpeace threatened to enforce boycott actions against the same
countries. For example, after the moratorium decision, Greenpeace organized a
boycott of Norwegian �sh products and the US government threatened with
economic sanctions. In 1986, Norway decided to halt its commercial whaling
operations.63 Iceland faced similar pressures from Greenpeace and the US and
stopped its research whaling in 1989. While disputed, Iceland’s loss as a result
of the Greenpeace boycott actions is estimated to USD 30 million.64 Thus,
the environmental movement (together with the US) succeeded in in�uencing
national positions even in whaling nations.

Financial Resources and Untraditional but Powerful “Instruments of Persuasion”

The responsiveness of the general public to the environmental movement’s
campaigns on the whaling issue seems to have implied that the issue became a
source of increased income for environmental organizations. Andresen notes,
“it seems fairly safe to assume that some of the major NGOs like Greenpeace
have pro�ted greatly in the form of higher contributions resulting from public
concern about whaling.”65 While contested and hard to document, allegations
have been repeatedly set forth that the environmental movement used at least
part of their newly acquired �nancial resources to in�uence IWC policies in
rather untraditional ways. In concert with the US, the environmental movement
seems to have been instrumental in actively recruiting new members, thereby
generating a new, anti-whaling majority in the IWC.

The ICRW is open to all states regardless of their substantive interests in
whaling and it adopts changes to the Schedule by quali�ed majority voting. Be-
ginning in the late 1970s, participation in the IWC skyrocketed and it appears
that the environmental movement played a particularly important role in this
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development by “buying” new states into the agreement.66 According to
DeSombre, “the IWC secretary tells the story of an unnamed member state that
simply signed over the check from an environmental organization to pay its
dues.”67 Similarly, “a former Greenpeace consultant tells of a plan that added at
least six new anti-whaling members from 1978 to 1982 through the paying of
annual dues, drafting of membership documents, naming of a commissioner to
represent these countries, at an annual cost of more than USD 150,000.”68

These allegations are controversial and disputed. Whether the environ-
mental movement paid the dues of the new members or not, the recruitment of
a new anti-whaling majority within the IWC seems to have been a strategy em-
ployed by both the environmental movement and anti-whaling states like the
US.69 Observers have maintained that “Greenpeace had a deliberate strategy to
‘pack the IWC’ with new non-whaling members. . . . ”70 The result was that the
majority of the IWC shifted in favor of a moratorium on commercial whaling: A
former legislative director of Greenpeace’s Ocean Ecology Division claims that
“with startling speed [environmental and animal welfare groups] carried out
what amounted to a coup d’etat in the IWC.”71 The development after the adop-
tion of the moratorium in 1982 lends support to this story: “As many as two-
thirds of the countries whose votes were enlisted to adopt the commercial whal-
ing moratorium have either left the organization or have failed to show up or
pay the required fees.”72

Weak Counterbalancing Forces

As noted above, the instruments employed by the environmental movement in
this period are unavailable to the scienti�c community and they were not in
command of other, equally powerful instruments. In addition, the increasing
polarization between pro- and anti-whaling members of the IWC was repro-
duced within the scienti�c community. While the majority of scientists main-
tained that a full moratorium was not scienti�cally warranted, a vocal minority
supported the moratorium decision, thereby splitting the scienti�c commu-
nity.73 Many factors contributed to the contentions characterizing the Scienti�c
Committee in this period, but one may be that the demand for an increasingly
accurate and broad knowledge base implied that new disciplines were brought
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into the Committee’s work, in particular marine biologists and statisticians.
Andresen maintains that this inclusion gave rise to communication problems
among the disciplines within the Committee and potentially to the inability to
generate consensual scienti�c advice, particularly during a period when trans-
parency and polarization was high and increasing.74 If this is correct, it is inter-
esting to note that the efforts to strengthen the Scienti�c Committee by broad-
ening the basis of its conclusions during the previous period may have
“back�red” in the long term by making it more dif�cult to generate consensual
scienti�c advice.

5. Conclusion

At a very general level, the most important conclusion to be drawn from this
analysis is that examining the role of the domestic channel is integral to under-
standing nonstate in�uence on international policy-making and particularly
how some nonstate actors acquire in�uence at the expense of others. Even if the
analysis conducted here is exploratory and based on incomplete and general
data, we have enough indications to conclude that a very important channel of
in�uence for the environmental movement during the 1980s was via the do-
mestic level. Other studies have drawn similar conclusions with regard to the
role of industrial NGOs in international environmental policy-making.75 This
argument may be further exempli�ed by an attempt to use the approach devel-
oped by Betsill and Corell to identify nonstate in�uence.76

Betsill and Corell suggest that a number of in�uence indicators—all re-
lated to activities at the international level—be used for identifying nonstate
in�uence. This analysis and previous research may indicate that the domestic
level is of equal, if not greater, signi�cance and that focusing solely on the inter-
national level may give an incomplete picture. As illustrated in Table 1, this ap-
proach would give the impression that the scienti�c community had equal (or
even slightly higher) in�uence to the environmental movement in the IWC dur-
ing the 1980s. In this case, even if the scienti�c community had equal access,
opportunity and ability at the international level to provide decision premises
for the debate that took place in the IWC, the international level was not the
most important decision-making level for nonstate in�uence during this
phase.77 The environmental movement could utilize a very powerful channel of
in�uence at the domestic level that gave the environmental movement a much
higher in�uence on the process than the scienti�c community during this
phase.
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In cases where the most important sources of nonstate in�uence are lo-
cated at the international level, we may assume that scienti�c communities are
privileged in comparison with other nonstate actors because they usually oper-
ate through a formalized and direct channel of in�uence at this level. This con-
clusion cannot be drawn on the basis of our analysis, however, since no
nonstate actors were “competing” with the scienti�c community in the IWC
during the early to mid-1970s.

A second general conclusion that may be drawn from this analysis is that
the perhaps single most important determinant of scienti�c impact is the
scienti�c community’s ability to generate consensual advice. This is not a novel
conclusion. Most studies of the relationship between science and politics have
drawn the same conclusion. Scienti�c consensus does not necessarily generate
political consensus. It nevertheless seems to constitute a necessary condition for
scienti�c impact. While consensus and unity may be assumed to be important
for other nonstate actors, it seems that these groups have a broader set of instru-
ments both to acquire in�uence and to maintain unity. Scienti�c consensus
seems more vulnerable to polarization. When polarization is high, the mecha-
nisms through which scienti�c consensus is established and maintained break
down.
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Table 1
International-Level Indicators Give a False Impression of the Relative In�uence of
Competing Nonstate Actors in the IWC during the 1980s.

In�uence indicator
Scienti�c

community
Environmental

movement

Presence at negotiations Yes Yes
Provision of written information Yes Yes
Provision of verbal information Yes Yes
Provision of advice through
direct interaction

Yes Yes

Opportunity to de�ne the issue Yes Yes
Opportunity to shape the
agenda

Yes Yes

Ability to incorporate text in the
agreement

Yes Limited178

Level of in�uence High High to medium 1

Source of the indicators is Corell and Betsill.79

78. As observer, the environmental movement did not have a formalized capacity to incorporate
text. In practice, however, the environmental movement was often represented on national del-
egations and thus had a de facto capacity to incorporate text.

79. Corell and Betsill 2001, 98.



In the case of whaling, moreover, it is important to note the shift in the de-
bate that took place during the course of the process. From being a debate on
the sustainable management of the whale resource, it increasingly took the form
of a debate on the ethics and morality of whaling more generally. When an issue
turns into a debate over values, scienti�c input will have limited effect.80

Since the late 1970s, the environmental movement has been instrumental
in maintaining a moratorium on commercial whaling that has an increasingly
weaker scienti�c foundation. The main source of this level of in�uence seems to
have been the environmental movement’s political capital, particularly its capa-
bility to mobilize the public in support of its position. It is interesting to note
that the in�uence relations among nonstate actors in the international whaling
regime seem to be shifting again. First, the science-based approach to whaling
management seems to be gaining ground and the support for a continued mor-
atorium on commercial whaling seems to be in decline. The scienti�c basis for a
change in policy is strong and there is a high degree of scienti�c consensus. Even
key (albeit “moderate”) environmental NGOs such as WWF are increasingly
questioning the basis for maintaining the moratorium.81 Second, the whaling
“community” seems to be re-entering the process after having been absent for
two to three decades. This time the whaling “community” is represented by
NGOs that operate independently of national governments. Currently, all three
nonstate actors are increasingly active, and the pro-whaling forces have much
more legitimacy than they have had in the past three to four decades. Thus, it is
not unlikely that a reinforced (long-term) impact of science once again gradu-
ally may change the curious game that takes place within the IWC.
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