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ABSTRACT 

The thesis aims to assess the European Community's ban on the import of the 

products of harp and hooded seal pups, which has been in force since 1983, 

in relation to its consequences for Arctic sealing. 

It investigates the motivations and analyses the decision-making process 

which led the European Community to adopt and prorogate the ban, until its 

recent Oune 1989) unlimited extension. 

It then examines and evaluates the consequences of the ban for the 

environment, for the trade in seal products, and for commercial sealing in 

Canada, Norway and Green land. Particular attention is giv e n to the cultural 

and economic effects of the ban on the Inuit populations of Canada and 

Greenland. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This thesis arises from my combine d ic1tere ,3t in polar regions, especially 

their environment and human populations, and in the policy-making ;xoces:3es 

of the European Community . 

The unlikely interaction between an international organization for economic 

integration. con1pri sing sorne ur the countries most re1=wesent at i ve of 

we:;ter-n wealth and civilization, and an activity - sealing - which retain,_; 

traditional pre- industrial features and takes place in marginal regions of 

the world, presented an unusual and intere:3ting subject. 

The European Community's ban on imports of the skins of harp and hooded 

seal pups was adopted in 1983, following a public campaign against sealing 

and amid heated ciiscus ;i on. At the time of writing CJune 1989), the ban has 

been extended indefinitely, almost without further debate and without 

attracting widespread public attention. 

The thesis touches only briefly on the rights and wrongs of seal-pup 

hunting, which have been examined in detail by several authors Ce. g. Coish 

1979; Davies 1970; Henke 1985; Herscovici 1987; Lust 1967; Wright 1984). 

It concentrates rather on the Community's ban and some of its consequences 

for Arctic sealing. 

Chapter 1 summarizes the history and importance of the commercial hunt, in 

particulac by Canada and Norway, for harp and hooded seals, while Chapter 2 

provides a more detailed account of the development of the ant 1-sealing 

campaign. Chapters 3 and 4 analyse the motivations for the ban and 

reconstruct the internal political process which led the Community to adopt 

and confirm it. Chapter 5 discusses the environmental questions related to 

the ban, with particular emphasis on the conservation status of the harp 
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and hooded seal populations. Chapt er 6 explores the history of large-scale 

commercial sealing since the ban and evaluates the extent to which the 

Community's action influenced it. Chapter 7 concentrates on sealing by 

Canadian and Greenland Inuit before and after the ban, and on the ban's 

perceived and actual consequence:3. The concluding chapter, 0 u, attempts to 

offer a balanced judgement of Community's action, seen in the light of both 

its intended and its unforeseen consequences, and speculates on the value 

of the ban's history as a mode l for future action. 

The Community's decision-making process has been examined on the basis of 

original documents and in the light of my personal experience at the 

Secretariat of the Council of Ministers of the Community. 

The study of the consequences of the ban, especially in the context of 

Canada., draws heavily on the wealth of material collected by the Royal 

Commission on Seals and the Sealing Industry in Canada, which in 1986 

issued an extensive report. Whenever possible, however, the original 

documents on which the report was based, rather than the report itself, 

have been used. 

Throughout the thesis, relatively more detailed attention has been given to 

developments since 1985, which have not previously been the subject of a 

comprehensive study. 
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CHAPTER 1 

SEALS AND SEALING IN THE STUDY AREA, BEFORE 1983 

1. 1 Main species hunted 

Sealers have exploited, for many centuries, the breeding habits of three 

species of seals . Harp and hooded seals have for over 300 years been the 

main prey of commercial sealers; ringed seals have for much longer been 

hunted by aboriginals for subsistence, and from the 1960' s for smaller

scale trading . 

Harp seals <Pagophilus groenlandicus or Phoca groenlandica) live in the 

open sea, off the coasts of Asia and Europe : from Severnaya Zemlya across 

the Arctic and the North Atlantic, throughout Svalbard and Jan Mayen to 

Greenland, around Greenland (except the far north), around Baffin and 

Southampton Islands, off Labrador and Newfoundland and in the Gulf of St 

Lawrence <see Fig. 1) . Harp seals migrate following the limits of the pack

ice. Af ter a summer spent feeding in the northern part of their range, they 

move south and, in the early spring, congregate to breed in specific 

locations on the i ce, known as whelping patches. After undergoing thei r 

moult , they migrate northwards again (King 1983) . 

Harp seals are normally divided into three distinct populations , according 

t o their breedi ng s i te. The l argest population br eeds from late February to 

mi d-Ma rc h on the i ce of f the coast o f Newfo und l and and Labrador (the so

called "Front" herd) and in the Gulf of St Lawrence, near the Magdalen 

Islands <the "Gulf" herd). A second population breeds from mid-February to 

early March on the pack-ice in the White Sea (the "East I ce"). The third, 

and smallest, population breeds from mid-March to April between Jan Mayen 

and Svalbard <the "West Ice"). 
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during this time they are therefore called "whit ecoats". The lactation 

period lasts for about 12 days, during which the pup increases in weight 

from 10 to 34 kg on average. After weaning, pups are abandoned by their 

mothers. They start moulting (the "ragged jacket" stage); after 

approximately one week, they develop a silver-grey coat with black spots , 

becoming "beaters". At 13-14 months, they moult again and grow a similar 

coat ("bedlamer" stage). Sexual maturity is reached at approximately 4 

years of age for both sexes(Lavigne and Kovacs 1988). 

Hooded seals (Cystophora cristata) occur mainly from Bear Island and 

Svalbard to Jan Mayen, Iceland, Greenland, Denmark Strait and the east 

coast of Baffin Island and Labrador (see Fig. 2) (King 1983). They are 

associated with harp seals for part of the breeding season, aft er which 

they congregate to moult in the Denmark Strait. Little is known about their 

movements for the rest of the year . In general, however, they tend to stay 

farther from the coast than harp seals and to f eed in deeper waters. 

Three separate populations of hooded seals are recognized, depending on the 

breeding sites . These are located in the Front and Gulf areas and near Jan 

Mayen, where they are associated with harp seals; a third population breeds 

in the Davis . Strait between Greenland and Baffin Island. Breeding takes 

place at the same time at all locations, in the second half of March. 

Pups are born with a blue-silver- grey coat, which has earned them the 

appellation "bluebacks", and which they retain until the first moult, at 

approximately 14 months. They nurse for 4 days only, increasing from 20 to 

40 kg in weight. Sexual maturity is reached at approximately 3 years for 

the females and 5 years for the males <Lavigne and Kovacs 1988). 
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Ringed seals <Phoca hlsp1da ) are the most abundant and widespread species 

in the Arctic, to be found off all cir ,: mpol a r Arctic coasts (see Fig. 3). 

They are adapted to life on landfast ·sea- ice and are present the whole 

year- round (Smith 1987) . In winter, adults stay under the ice in bays and 

fjor-ds, keeping breathing holes open, whi le the younger sea.ls stay at the 

edge of fast ice. ?up:3 are born in early April , in individual lair·:::. In 

summer. ·:ceals tend to lie on the ice (King 1983). 

The rest of thi :3 chapter deals with commercial hunting of harp and hooded 

seal :3, wher-eas Inuit seal hunting is treated separately in chapter 6. 
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ion and b Fig. 1 D. istribut· 
areas of h reeding arp seals. 

.____~. 

Fig. 2 Distribut· ion and b areas of h reeding ooded seal s . 

Lake Baikal 

~ 

USSR 

Fig. 3 Distribut · ion of . ringed seals. 

From • K " · ing 1983. 
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1. 2 Commercial hunting of harp and hooded seal ,; 

In the 18th century, Europeans began to e xploit the recurrent presence of 

large numbers of seals on the pack- ice. Until the 1930' s, seals were hunted 

primarily for oil, which was used as fuel and a lubricant. Pelts, used 

mainly to produce leather, were a by-product. 

Thus harp seals were hunted more heavily than more dispersed and remote 

hooded seals and both young and adult seals were taken. Fat whitecoats were 

the most convenient target (Sergeant 1976): they can hardly move and can be 

killed easily with simple instruments: wooden clubs, gaffs (wooden handles 

with a sharp met al point and a hook) or hakapiks (wooden handles with an 

iron head comprising a curved spike and a blunt project ion) were used. 

Moreover, harp seal females normally abandon the pups when threatened -

unlike hooded seal mothers, who tend to be protective of their pups 

(Lavigne and Kovacs 1988). 

Starting from the 1940' s, Norwegians developed innovative methods for the 

tanning of seal pelts. The fur industry became by far the most important 

consumer of seals, and the quality of the pelts became as important as 

their quantity. Seal pups, especially the prized bluebacks, became actively 

sought after. (Sergeant 1976). 

The historical evolution of commercial harp and hoods sealing in various 

locations -until 1982, the year before the European Community ban, is 

outlined briefly belo~ 
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1.3 Sealing at Jan Mayen 

seals at Jan Mayen were first hunted by European whalers in the 18th 

centur y. By the end of the 19th century, Norway had monopolized the hunt . 

The Soviet Union joined it in 1958, and Soviet hunters have been present in 

the ar-ea since then, except in some years. 

Ca tches of harp seals averaged 50, OOO per year between 1860 and 1885, and 

25, OOO in the subsequent period, to 1900. They declined to an average of 

15, OOO per year in the early 19th century, and rose again to 35, OOO per 

yea r in the late 1930s. Catches o f hooded seals before World War II are not 

well documented : the Norwegian catch seems to have averaged 30, OOO per 

year in the last decade of the 19th century and less than 15,000 in 1905-

10. From an average of over 56, OOO a y"ear immediately after World War II, 

catches declined again to an average of 32,000 in 1965-70. 

Si nc e 1959, the hunt has been regulated by the Norwegian-Soviet Sealing 

Com~ission, succeeded in 1984 by the Norwegian-Sovi et Fisheries Commission . 

Breeding females were first protected in the 1960s. Quotas were 

recommended from 1971 CICES 1987; Harwood 1988). 

Tables 1 and 2 in Appendix 1 show quotas and catches at Jan Mayen from 1971 

to 1982, for harp and hooded seals respectivel y. 

1. 4 Sealing in - the White Sea 

Har p seals are taken in the White Sea by the Soviet Un i on and Norwa y. The 

great est catches were made at t he beginning of this centur y, when up t o 

350. OOO seals mi gh t be t aken in one year . Catches declined to 50. OOO by 

192 5; in 1946 Norway was e xcluded f rom the hunt . Quot a s we r e es t a bli s hed by 

the Soviets in the 1950s , and Norway was allowed to take a quota of seals , 
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mainly beaters and older harps. as they migrated out of the White Sea. 

Quotas and catches from 1975 to 1982 can be found in Table 3 in Appendix 1. 

The Soviets have devised an origina l method of pup harvesting: each year 

about 24, OOO ragged jackets are tr ansp;)rted to state farms and kill ed by 

injection, once they have completed the moult (Harwood 1988). 

1.5 Sealing at the Front and the Gulf 

By far the most important and the best documented commercial hunt took 

plac e in the Front and Gulf areas, starting from Newfoundland the 

"greatest hunt in the world", as George Allan England called i.t in 1924 

(England 1924 p. vii). 

Besides providing import ant subsistence it ems, adult harp seals were 

exploited commercially in Newfoundland for the production of oil as early 

as the 17th century, through the establishment of land-based net fisheries. 

By the late 18th century, exports of seal oil played a significant role in 

the economy of the region. Indeed, sealing influenced the settlement 

pattern, which expanded northwards to allow better exploitation of the new 

resource. 

To take advantage of the · 1arge off-shore concentrations of seals in the 

breeding season, sailing schooners were sent to the ice from Newfoundland, 

from the beginning· of the 18th century. 

The hunt ·-was · especially attractive since it was an activity which 

necessitated.little capital investement, at a season - the beginning of the 

spring - when ice made fishing impossible. 

Exploitation of seals increased rapidly. During the first half of the 19th 

century, seal oil represented in value up to one third or more of the total 

exports from Newfoundland, second only to cod. Sealing also generated 

significant employment in the shipbuilding and seal-processing industries 

- 9 -



(Sinclair et al. 1986). Almost 400 boats and 13, OOO men might take part in 

the yearly hunt. In the period l818-i862 more than 18, 3 million seals were 

landed, an average of over 400, OOO per year, with peaks of nearly 700, OOO. 

Most were whitecoa ts, plus a number of older harp seals and some hooded 

seals. Catches declined in the 1860' s, to be boosted again by the advent of 

the more manoeuvrable steam-powered vessels. In the 1870s, average landings 

rose again to 400, OOO. From the 1880s, the catches declined; by the end of 

the century, seal oil represented only 10% of Newfoundland exports CRoyal 

Commission 1986). Steel-hulled st earners were introduced, but the mean 

annual catch fell to 266, OOO in the years preceding World War I. After the 

war, fewer than ten vessels went sealing every year, together catching an 

average of 168,000 seals in the 1930s. 

After World War II, and as a result of the mentioned innovations in 

sealskin tanning mentioned above, Norwegian interests t oak control of the 

hunt. Although local sealers continued to be hired, Norwegians set the 

prices and controlled the processing and marketing of seal products. The 

catches averaged 312, OOO per year in the 1950s, and 248, OOO in the 1960s, a 

high proportion of which were whitecoats (Lavigne and Kovacs 1988). 

In addition to the hunt with large vessels, a parallel hunt was, and 

continues to be, carried out by "landsmen" : shore-based hunters who hunt 

on foot or in small boats. Especially after World War II, an increasing 

number of "longliners", small fishing vessels not equipped for forcing 

their way through lhe ice, took part in the hunt . The yield of the hunt 

by landsmen and longliners was extremely variable - it ranged from 10,000 

t o 47,500 seals for landsmen and from 3, OOO to 15, OOO for longliners 

between 1971 and 1982. The catch depended essentially on the conditions of 

the ice each season. Whitecoats generally represented only a small part of 

the take (less than 10%), although the percentage could rise to over 50% i n 

certain years <Sinclair et al. 1986) . 
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In the 1960s, scientists began to express concern about the status of seal 

herds, especially about the level of adult-seal killing. 

As a result, the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic 

Fisheries <ICNAF), entrusted in 1965 with the management of seal stocks, 

introduced quotas for harp seals in 1971, and for hooded seals in 1974 

(Lavigne and Kovacs 1988). Quotas and catches for harp and hooded seals, 

from 1971 and 1974 respectively to 1982 are shown in Tables 4 and 5 in 

Appendix 1. 

Largely in the wake of pressure from the anti-sealing lobby <see section 

2. 1), Canada in 1971 set up a Special Advisory Committee on Seals and 

Sealing, which in 1972 recommended a moratorium on seal hunting. This led 

only to a reduction of the quotas <Lavigne and Kovacs 1988). 

Regulations on the methods of killing and specifications for the 

instruments used, were introduced in the 1960s, together with licence 

requirements both for sealers and for sealing vessels. The proportion of 

breeding females which could be taken was also reduced <Royal Commission 

1986). 

In 1977 Canada declared a 200-mile economic zone, encompassing its 

traditional sealing grounds. Denmark did the same, acquiring exclusive 

jurisdiction over the Greenland hunt . Norway retained an interest in 

management of the hunt through its bilateral agreement with Canada of 1971. 

In recognition of the new situation, ICNAF became NAFO <Northwest Atlantic 

Fisheries Organization>, an organization designed to promote multinational 

cooper at ion, but with purely consultative functions <Lavigne and Kovacs 

1988). 

Throughout this period, sealing 

of revenue in the Atlantic 

had continued to be a significant source 

region of Canada in particular in 

Newfoundland. Although its importance had declined in absolute terms, it 

- 11 -



continued to represent a sought-after resource in the marginal economy of 

the sealing communities. 

Moreover - several authors pointed out -its cultural importance transcended 

economi c consider ations. 

Over the years, the hunt t.ook a heavy toll in lives and in ships lost. 

Major disasters happened, for- e xample in 1914, when 253 sealers died on the 

ice . Working conditions of sealer :3 were difficult, sometimes appalling. But 

in spite of this, or perhaps because of it, sealing was a rite of passage 

for the young, an annually renewed proof of manliness for the adults, a 

tool for social integration and a component of cultural identity. Sealing 

was an integral part of the tradition and the lore of Newfoundland 

(Lamson i979; Busch i982; Wright 1984; Sinclair et al. 1986. ). 

George Allan England, who wrote the most famous description of the hunt, in 

1924 dedicated his book Vikings of the ice to "the strongest, hardiest and 

br-avest men I have ever known, the sealers of Newfoundland" (England 1924). 

Reprinted in 1969, with a new title, The greatest hunt in the world, the 

book acquired a new emphasis - displaced from the men to the killing - and 

a new introduction which was a philosophical reflection on violence 

(England 1969). This was highly symbolic of the situation created by the 

anti-sealing protest <Henke 1985). 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE ANTI-SEALING fvK)VEMENT IN CANADA AND IN EUROPE 

2. l The anti-sealing protest in Canada 

The prot es t against seal hunting start ed in Canada in the 1960s. Already i n 

t he early 1950s, worries had been expre:;sed about both the conserva t i on 

status of seals and the way killing, of pups especially. wa3 carried out on 

whelping patches CC oish 1979 ) . These two themes were in f ac t to remain 

inextricably linked as the two cornerstones of the sealing controversy. 

The campaign relied heavily on the media. In 1964, Artei< Films Ltd., a 

Canadian company, made a television film on the Newfoundland hunt, showing 

baby seals being clubbed and skinned alive and adult seals being tormented. 

The movie was released by Radio Canada in Quebec, causing great oubli ,: 

outcry'. Peter Lust, a journalist for a German newspape r in Canada, wrote a 

series of · articles on the horror of the hunt, which were reprinted in 

Germany, where the movie was also shown (Royal Commission i936) . Soon, the 

story had been printed by more than a hundred publications in Europe CCoi sh 

1979). Lust eventually wrote a book, The last seal pup in th e world, in 

which he argued that only a total ban on commercial killing could save the 

seals from extinction CLust 1976). 

The leading figure in t he protest, however, was, fr om 1965, Brian Davies, 

fo under, in 1969, of t he International Fund f or Animal Welfare CI FAW >. IFAW 

launched a campaign based essentially on the issue of cruelty. It relied 

heavily on visual images, of cuddly white fluffy whitecoats, on the one 

hand, and of the bloody killing of helpless creatures on the other (Henke 

1985). In his book Savage luxury <1970), Davies provided theoretical 
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i n for 
foundat o 

his approach, arguing that saving the seals was :3ymbolic 

i g Wi ldlife· he also recommended tour ism as an economically viable for sav n ' 

ubstitute for the hunt. But, much as one can sympathize with the issue on 

e grounds , it i::3 difficult to t ake seriously Davies' s exaggeratedly uman 

snt hropomorphi c representation of seals. Davies took advantage of e very 

advertising opportunity, staging each year a special attraction, for 

example the presence on the ice in 1977 of Brigitte Bardot, famous film 

star ccoish 1979). 

In t 976, Greenpeace joined the campaign. Char act erist icall y, Greenpeace 

staged spectacular demonstrations, such as trying to stop sealing ships 

from leaving . port or dyeing whitecoats green to render their pelts 

valueless. Unlike IFAW, Greenpeace profe:3sed to maintain a scientific 

approach to the sealing issue, based on the question of conservation. It 

also realized that the campaign could affect poor, working-class people, by 

depriving them of a source of income, and made efforts to present the 

protest as a fight against large-scale, capital-cont rolled sealing <Hunt er 

979). It was difficult, however, to resist exploiting the emotional appeal 

of an issue which, in the words of a Greenpeace leader, "brought out the 

M?rst form of anthropomorphism and yet at the same time the highest form of 

ompassion'' <Hunter 1979, p. 249), and even Greenpeace gave in to the 

emptation of antt\.ropomorphism, as in the campaign for the adoption of a 

baby-seal {Coish 1979; Henke 1985; Royal Commission 1986) . 

Y Other organizations, some environmental but mostly inspired by animal 

1 are , participated in the campaign, which began to exert a formidable 

ess1.1re on the Canadian government. 

bilization was particularly strong · in the United States. Seals were 

in the species covered by the Marine Mammals Protection Act of 
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1972, which banned the impoct of marine-mammals products. In 1977 the US 

House of Representatives and Senate passed a motion condemning the Canadian 

seal hunt (Coish 1979; Henke 1985 ). Europe was the next obvious target. 

2. 2 The anti-sealing campaign in the European Community 

In 1977, when the campaign in Canada appeared to be :3lowing, Brian Davies 

announced at The Hague that he would concentrate on damaging the market for 

sealskins in Europe CHerscovici 1987). 

In the late 1970s, the world demand for sealskins was about 425,000 skins 

per year, including 130, OOO whitecoats and 20,000 bluebacks. Canada 

supplied roughly half of the tot al, Norway some 40, OOO skins, and Greenland 

about SO, OOO, although Greenland's contribution had declined to 50, OOO by 

1982 . Some 80% of the total went to the European Community, and 5% to other 

West European countries. In the Community, the main consumer was Denmark, 

with about 100, OOO skins, followed by Germany with 90 , OOO and France and 

Italy with 50, 000 skins each per year (Market & Industry Analysts 1987). 

The anti-sealing campaign, which - as shown above - had found an echo in 

Europe from its outset, regained strength. Demonstrations t oak place every 

year, to coincide with the Newfoundland spring hunt, in various European 

countries, notabry the United Kingdom, Germany, the Net her lands and Belgium 

CCoish 1~9; Herscovici 1987). 

Under public pressure, some Community countries adopted legislation on the 

import of seal product s In 1978, Italy submitted to ministerial 

authorization the import of sealskins fro~ species considered to be under 

threat according to international convent ions , and banned trade in skins 

under a certain size . In 1980, the Netherlands enforced an official ban on 

the import of all seal skins, replacing a voluntary ban dating fro m 1970. In 
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Fcance, a voluntary ban was introduced by the fur industr y during the 

1970s, and the United Kingdom imposed a mark of origin on all sealskin 

products from 1981 <Royal Commission 1986; EC i982b). 

These responses encouraged IFAW to concentrat e the campaign on the European 

Par~ia.rnent . It purchased adverti ::,men ts in the most important European 

news pa pe c s, inviting readers to write to their Eur ope an Member of 

Parliament asking for a ban on the import of seal -pup skins. It urged 

own members i n Canada and the United States to write to key E:ur opean 

parliamentarians. It presented a petition with 3 million signatures to the 

President of the Eucopean Parliament, and conducted extensive lobbyi ng. To 

maintain public awareness, a campaign for the boycott of Canadian fish 

pn>ducts was launched in 1982. Overall, IFAW spent over £ 1, 5 million on 

its European campaign (Royal Commi,:,sion 1986). 

The European Pa cliament responded to the effort. 
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CHAPTER 3 

HOW THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES BAN CAME ABOUT 

3. 1 The legislati ve proc ess in the European Co mmunity 

Since i 979, Members of the European Parliament CMEPs) have been elec ted 

directly in all the Member States of t he European Community. The number of 

MEPs for each country is proportional to that country's popula tion; t he 

Members of Parliament are divided by political affiliation rather than by 

nationali ty. Between 1981 and 1986 - when Spain and Portugal entered the 

Community - there were 434 parliamentarians, representing the population 

of ten countries (Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, 

Italy, Luxemburg, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom). The role of the 

European Parliament is not comparable with that of a national parliament . A 

brief description of the legislative process in the European Community is 

given in the following paragraphs, bearing in mind that the the situation 

changed to some extent - although not fundamentally - in 1987, when the 

Treaty establishing the European Community was amended by the European 

Single Act . 

In the European Community system, the power to initiate legislation rests 

e xclusively with tt?,e Commission, a collegiate organ acting in the int erests 

of the Community, which submits proposals for legislation to the Council of 

Ministers. The Council, which consists of Minist ers fro m Member State 

governments representing national interests, decides on the proposals by 

unanimity or by qualified majority, according to the provisions of the 

Treaty. 

In this process, the European Parliament has a purely advisory role . As a 

rule, it must be consulted before the Council takes a decision, and the 
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Commission may modify its proposals t o t ake account of the Pa rl iament' s 

opinion. Howe ve r , neither the Commission nor t he Council has an y obligati on 

to fol l ow the Parliament ' s ad vice . 

Be fore a deci s ion i s taken , an opini on mus t a l so be s ought , i n many cas es , 

f rom the Economic and Soc.ial Committee, a body representing employers, 

tr ade unions , and ot her interests. This opinion is equally not binding (EC 

1986 ) . 

1n the or y, the Commiss i on and t he Par li amen t s hould be united in de f ending 

./ t he in t ere::;ts of the Community as such vis-a-vis those of the national 

governments . In practice, the Council - representing na t ional go vernments 

exerts a determinant influence in the decision-making process, and the 

Commission tends to acquiesce in its wishes. 

In fact, the Council is empowered to modif y the Commission's proposals by 

unanimous agreement. By a long-standing political agreement (the so-called 

"L uxe mb ur g comp romi se"), the Counc il decides unanimously on a ll important 

mat t ers , e ven where onl y a qual if ied majority is r eq uired . Th is means tha t 

compromise is constant, and t ha t the role which can be playe d lJ y t he 

Commission is reduced to a minimum. In this situation, t he Commission h a s 

found it convenient to seek informall y a certain degree of ap pro val f r om 

t he Counci l e ven bef ore present ing a pr oposal , and to accept the Council ' s 

compromises , disregarding, if necessary , the wishes of Par li ament . The f ac t 

that t he fTar l fame nt is excl uded from negoti at i ons , e ven a s an obs erve r , has 

he l ped i n c r eati ng t his s it uat ion. 

The Parliament has reacted by multiplying its requests for information and 

consultation, by taking increasingly extreme positions, and by broadening 

the scope of its pronouncements . Paradoxically, this only serves to 

re inf or ce its impot enc e and fr us trati on. 
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As a consequence, lobbying i:3 r arel y directed at the Parliament, but rather 

at the Commission or the Council <C hiti-Batelli 1981). 

In the sealing however, the Parliament's role was 

unchar-acteristically import::,nt . The Parliament was spurred into action by 

more than 5 million l etters <H ersco vici 1987) and maintained firmly the 

initiative. 

3. 2 The intervention by the European Parliament 

In 1980, a motion for a resolution was t abled in the Parliament. The motion 

requested the prohibition of import:; into the European Community of 

products derived from seals not humanely killed or derived from endangeYed 

:3eal species, the total ban of imports into the Community and of intra

Community trade in products from whitecoats and bluebacks, and the opening 

of negotiations for an international ban. The motion referred soberly to 

tne large number of seals killed, the high proportion of pups amongst them, 

and the methods used for killing C:3 ee Document 1 in Appendix 2). 

The Parliament referred the matter to its Committee on the Environment, 

Public Health and Consumer Protection. A report was produced (EC 1982b ) and 

examined in plenary session. The result was a resolution, adopted on 11 

March 1982 with a majority of 160 votes in favour, 10 ::,gainst and 20 

abstentions (see Document 2 in Appendix 2). The text reflects a variety of 

concerns, sometime:5 only tenuously related to the main issue. 

The "public outrage" aroused by the annual "slaughter", "carried out in a 

manner which is degrading to both humans and animals" is the point of 

departure, followed by a rather ambiguous reference to the necessity of 

maintaining an ecological balance. The admission of scientific uncertaint y 
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about the decline in seal stocks is followed by the assertion that "all 

species are definitely endangered to a certain extent"; the risk of 

extinction of the Mediterranean monk seal is juxtaposed to the recognition 

that traditional hunting by aboriginal Arctic populations - Greenlanders in 

particular, who never hunt seal pups is not responsible for the 

situation, and to the threat posed to marine wildlife by pollution. The 

resolution ends by requesting a series of measures related to the 

different issues - in particular a ban on imports into the Community and 

arrangements on intra-Community trade in the products of young harp and 

hooded sea. l s and in the products of other endangered seal species; the 

introduction of a system of product-marking, the presentation of proposals 

to extend to all seals the coverage of the Washington Convention 

<Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Flora and 

Fauna CITES), the invitation to exert pressure on the Canadian 

authorities to ensure more humane methods of killing, the safeguard of the 

interests of indigenous populations, but also the protection of monk seals 

and of the marine environment in general. 

Having repeatedly requested that the Commission comply with its demands, 

the Parliament on 16 September 1982 adopted a second resolution <see 

Document 3 in Appendix 2) Resolution on the Commission's failure to 

implement Parliamept's resolution of 11 March 1982 (baby-seals>. The focus 

was now clearly on the moral issue. Although the text contains references 

to conservation, the transformation of "young" seals into "babies" as a 

catchword, in the title itself, is strongly indicative of the change in 

f ocus. 

- 20 -



Elected directly for the fir:ot time, Parliament had found a rare 

opportunity to test its powers, in the full ·3potlight of public opinion, 

with some hope of success. ?opular support was assured in the Community -

only th e very 3ma 11 Greenl a,.d e 1 ec t orate had good reasons for objecting 

to a ban, the fur industry appearing quite ready to ad ,~pt to differer:t 

r equirements of the market (see section 2. 2) , Moreover, ,_. C, 1 ' . ' .ne , ar~1ame nt was 

encouraged by the e:{hortations of "true" Paxliaments, such as the UK >-touse 

,:if Common·3 and the US Senate and Congress (see Document 3 in A.ppendi:{ 2, 

point G). The tenacity of t he Parliament in pursuing its cause is therefore 

ur1derstandable; Commi.s::::;ion and Council, in this particular instance, had 

little choice but to fo llow, 

3. 3 Th~ Commission's proposal for a ban 

Cn 6 October 1932, the Commission submitted to the Council a proposal for a 

regulation - an act directly applicable in the Member States - prohibiting 

the impdrt of skins of whitecoats and bluebacks and of products derived 

therefrom into the Community (see Document 4 in Appendix 2), The propo,3a. l 

recalled the measures on seal-product imports taken by some Member States 

(s ee section 2. 2) and the "increasing public demand" for such measures; it 

concluded that, to avoid the risk of distorting competition within the 

Community, it was appropriate to introduce a Community-wide ban on such 

imports. --The · question of conservation was dropped completely, and only 

moral objections were represen t ed in the explanatory memorandum CEC 1982c). 

In the memorandum for internal use which accompanied the proposal 

(reproduced in Canada DFO 1985, Appendix XXXV), the Commission was more 

forthcoming. It explained that it had requested the Canadian and Norwegian 

governments to prohibit the seal~pup hunt, receiving a negative answer. 
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Although it had agreed with t hese countries to r equest from t he 

International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) an additional 

opini on on t he conservation status of harp and hooded sea l s , it considered 

that this did not hinder its freedom of action. It concluded that, pending 

a possible decision to include seals in the species protected under the 

CITES Convention, the proposed regulation appeared to be the only way to 

prevent the 1983 hunt, at the same time helping to improve the 

conservation situation. The Commis:sion noted futher that t he propo :sal did 

not include an exemption for the products of aboriginal hunting, since the 

Canadians were unwilling to provide such products with certificates of 

origin; that indigenous hunting, mainly of adult seals, should not have 

been greatly affected in any case. Greenland blueback hunting would not 

have been af feet ed, since the regulation did not concern intra-Community 

t rade. However , the Commission did warn that an internal trade ban would 

ha ve serious implication fo r Greenland. 

The main concern of the proposal was clearl y to satisf y the publi c demand 

fo r act ion against the killing of seal pups , with minimum disturbance of 

i nternal interests. The Economic and Social Committee in i t s opi n i on not ed 

tha t t he proposal onl y dealt with moral objections and suggested that the 

c onservation problem be e xamined more closel y <EC 1982d) . 

The emphasis on the moral is s ue was t he mos t s e r i ous obstac l e to agr eemen t 

in t he C~nci l. The pr oposal was based on a rtic le 113 of t he Treaty 

establishing the Eur opean Communities , which regul a tes the Community's 

external commercial policy. The Community has exclusive competence for 

ordinary commercial policy measures; however, if these measures are taken 

for reasons of public morality, order or security, the competence lies with 

the Member States. Several Member States feared that , if they accepted the 

- 22 -



proposed legal basis, they would be recognizing the Community's competence 

to satisfy moral requests made by public opinion CFornasier 1983). 

3. 4 The Council decision on the ban 

The Council of Ministers of the Environment ultimately dealt with th e 

proposal on 3/4 December 1982. In the absence of agreement, it resorted to 

a r esolution - an act with purely political value - to signal to public 

opinion its sensitivity to the issue whilst avoiding a clear commitment to 

a course of action (see Document 5 in Appendix 2). The resolution recalls, 

without sharing them, the ethical considerations which prompted the 

Parliament's request, notes that there is no obligation to adopt measures, 

and invites the Commission to examine further the issue, including the 

conservation aspects , on the importance of which it appears to imply 

doubts. It also invites the Commission t o pursue explora t ory talks wi th the 

par.ties concerned, especially Canada , and to report back not la ter than 1 

March 1983 <Fornasier 1983) . 

In fact , the Council was playing for time. Strong pressure was exerted by 

Canada and Norway, which threatened action under the GATT rules. 

Internally, France and the United Kingdom had reservations about the 

proposal - especiall y the United Kingdom, owing to its traditional links 

with Can~da; Denmark , apart from jeopardiz ing its relationship with 

Norway, feared that the ban would have a negative effect on Green l and's 

economy (Royal Commission 1986). 

Strong pressures of opposite sign, however, were at work internally A 

powerful ally was found in the Germans, who took over the presidency of the 

Community in January 1983. In fact , the 1st March deadline fixed by the 

resolution was not only convenient in respect of the annual spring · seal 
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hunt. 1st March was the date of the Germa n elections, f or which the Gre en 

Party was conducting an aggressive campaign and which brought the Greens to 

the Bundestag for the ficst time . Anti-sealing lobbies, public opinion, 

Parliamen t and presidency all worked . towards the same goal CFornasier 

19t.3) . Such was the political pr essure tha t even the Councii of Foreign 

Affairs Mi n i s t e r·:;, on 2i/22 Febr ua ry, felt compelled to emphasize •' 1.,ne 

political importance at tach ed to public concern about t:1e hunting of baby 

seal :::; (Council of the EC. Ge neral Secre t aria t . Press r elea se 51 06/83 ?res·;e 

28 >. 

In February 1983, .. cn e Commi :;sion forwa rded a communica tion <. EC 1983a ), 

which noted the uncerta inty of scientific data available on the status of 

seal populations , but stres:;ed above all that it was not the methods and 

circumstances of the hunt which were at the root of the issue, but the 

e;.:is t ence of the hunt itself. Conse quently, neither the institution of :'ln 

in t ernational sealing convention, as proposed by Canada, nor any other 

proposal wi~h the intention of ensuring a stricter r egulation of the hunt 

was appropriate or suf f icient to mee t the demands of the European public. 

Therefore, the Commission :;tood by it s proposal for a ban. 

The Council resumed the debate in a meeting devoted solel y to this issue, 

on 28 Feb,ruary 1983, and reached agreement. 

The act aeopted <see Document 6 in Appendix 2) · differed substantially from 

the Commission's proposal. Its l egal basis was Article 235, an ar ticl e 

used when no other relevant legal basis can be found in the Treaty. This 

implied that commercial policy was not involved; it also had the advantage 

of avoiding the issue of Community competence, by leaving a certain 

ambiguity about the official motivation of the ban. The lack of any 
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reference to the moral issue and the inclusion of a clause e:<pr_essing 

preoccupation with the conservation status of seals may be taken as a 

signal of the will to place the ban firmly within the framework of 

conservation . Traditionally, Article 235 has been used for all acts of 

environmental policy for which the Treaty had no special provisions at the 

time. The form of the act, a directive - whereby Member States decide what 

legislative instruments to apply to enforce the prescribed goal - is also 

the one normally used in relation to the environment. 

The directive instructed Member States to ensure that whitecoat and 

blueback products were not commercially imported into their territories. It 

may be noted here that the European Parliament, in its opinion, had 

requested that the ban apply to all harp seals less than one year old, and 

not only to whitecoats CEC 1982e). This request was not acted upon. 

The products from hunting by Inuit were excluded from the ban, thereby 

safeguarding Danish/Greenlander inter est s. A contradict ion may be detected, 

incidentally, between this exclusion and the assertion, in the fourth 

"whereas" clause, that traditional Inuit hunting does not affect seal pups. 

The most peculiar characteristic of the directive, however, was the 

ambiguity surrounding its implementation. The directive was to apply from 

1 October 1983 for two years, unless the Counc i.l were to dee i de otherwise 

in a decision taken by a qualified majority on the basis of a new report to 

be presented by the Commission after further study . The Commission was 

invited, rn particular, to seek solutions which would render the ban 

unnecessary . In this form, it was totally unclear when the obligation for 

Member States to take mea:;ures enforcing the ban would arise <Fornasier 

1983). 
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As Fornasier concluded, this was either a bad example of the Communit y's 

legislative technique or an ingenious, but necessarily incoherent, device 

to de fuse t he issue, fashioned by a Council searching for a compromise a t 

any price - or, more probably, a combination of the two. It was certainly a 

case of a purely political objective being pursued by legal means in order 

to increase pressure on sealing countries and, at the same time, defuse 

internal pressure. 
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CHAPTER 4 

THE BAN IMPLEMENTATION AND EXTENSIONS 

4 . • From the adootion of the ban to it s application 

There was intensive diplomatic ac t ivit y after the adoption of the Directive 

en 2S Febr1Jary i'383. Especially vulnerable to its possible effects, Canada 

made 3trenuous effort s to prevent i::s fina l implementa tion as fr-om 1st 

October. 

Ca nada noted t hat the Directi ve ap peared to be based on th e requir emen ts of 

conservation; as a consequence, it un dertook to take, if necessary, new 

measui-es on the population management, conservatioti and killing of seals, 

on cond iti on that scientific considerations be paramount also in the 

Commission's approa ch to the issue. Moreover , Canada renewed i t s earlier-

offers to cooperate in the int erna t ional management of seal stocks, by the 

creation of a Convention between Canada, Norwa y and the European 

Community, with the mandate of es t ablishing regulatory measures (C anada DFO 

1985 ., Appendices XXXVII and XXXVIII). 

Norway, alt hough also insis ti ng that sealing had to be viewed in a purely 

sc 1 en t if 1 c perspec t 1 ve, seems then to have been more r esigned , or, 

possibly, more realistic than Canada it did not e ven t ake part in the 

1983 hunt off Newfoundland CEC 1983a ) . 

In fact, although the ban was not yet in force, the immense publicity given 

to the issue and the anticipation of the ban had ensured that the demand 

for sealskins had fallen drastically before the opening of t he 1983 hunt . 

That spring, no whitecoats or bluebacks were taken either by Canada or by 

Norway and the commercial catches of both countries declined considerably 

(see rabies 1, 2,4, 5 in Appendix 1 and chapter 6). 
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Canada succeeded however in f ending off recognition of seals as an 

ecologically threatened species by the wider international community. 

Following Canada' :;; intem,ive lobbying, the third CITES Conf erence 

countries were then member of CITES which took place in Botswana in Ap r il 

19,33 rejected 8. prop(x,al backed by several Community countrie·;; to include 

all earless seals among the species protected by the CITES Convention. The 

inclusion of hooded seals was motivated by considerations of conservati on . 

while all the other 5pecies of earle :3s seals, including harp seals, would 

have been subject to trade regulations owing to the difficulty of 

distinguishing their products from those of hooded seals. (Canada DFO 1985, 

Appendices L and LIII; Royal Commission 1986). 

However , the CITES decision only offered the Commission a new argument to 

advocate the need for action to protect seals. In the communication 

submitted to the Council in August 1983, which had been requested before 

the ban into force, the Commission stated that available ' ' . .... ' sc1en t 1 r 1c came 

evidence continued to point to the necessity of cautious management of 

rrnrp seals , while in the case of hooded seals there was 8. clear need for a 

significant reduction in catches and quotas, or even a cessation of the 

hunt. It added that the reduction in pup harvesting which followed the 

adoption of the Directive had undoubtedly had a positive effect on the seal 

population, but that research should continue, especially in view of the 

need to examine the interaction between seals and fish stocks. The idea of 

an international sealing convention was rejected as superfluous, given the 

existence of other c-rganizations with similar aims, such as NAFO and I CES. 

The Commission argued that neither Canada nor Norway had taken any action 

to reduce quot as or to meet objections to the killing of new-born seals, 

and the reduction in catches was due exclusively to the decline in demand 

prompted by the expectation of a trade ban. If the ban was not 
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implemented,, the possibility of a return to the previous situation could 

not, according to the Commission, be ruled out. Moreover, the existence of 

a ban, together with the generally sympathetic attitude to Inuit hunting, 

would, it was hoped, counteract to some. extent the negative consequence of 

the reduced demand for sealskin products, which had also affected the 

products of Inuit hunting. In conclusion, the Commission had decided not to 

propose any modification to the February Directive <EC 1983b), and the ban 

officially came into force on 1 October 1983, for a period of two years 

<Official Journal of the European Communities No. L 282 of 14. 10.1983, 

p. 63>. 

In October, Canada forwarded to the Commission a commentary on the above 

communication, accusing the Commission of misrepresenting the issue and of 

giving a biased and inaccurate interpretation of the scientific data 

available. It noted in particular that the Greenland seal hunt was still 

not regulated, while Canada, despite its strict management of seal 

populations, was suffering all the ill-effects of the ban. It complained 

that all Canadian initiatives had been scorned and concluded bitterly that 

the Commissions' s conclusions were " irrational in terms of science and 

logic" , having been produced solely "to satisfy the demand of powerful 

pressure groups" <Canada DFO 1985, Appendix XL, p. 9). 
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4. 2 Measures for the implementation of th e ban in the Member States. 

Within the Community, the first measure taken in the wake of the Directive 

was th e introduction, from 1 January 1984, of separate identification 

numbers in the Common Customs Tariff for the products listed in the 

Directive: tne headings wer e 4301. 22 for complete raw furskins and 4302. 22 

for tanned and dre,:=;,:=;ed furskins of whitecoats and bluebacks. This would 

allow monitoring of trade (Market & Industry Analysts 1987). 

As a di,-ective l eaves to Me mber States the choice of means by which to 

achieve th~ prescribed aim, a vari et y of meas ures were adopted at national 

1 e vel. 

The Net!"lerlands reinforced their ban (see section 2. 2), prohibiting the 

e Kport a ,; (,,ell as the import of sealskins of any ,:=;pecies . Italy added a 

cla.use to the legislation already in force (see section 2. 2), vetoing the 

release of import permits for sealskins of the species covered by the 

Directive. 

Denmark and Ireland prohibited imports of the seal skins and seal products 

listed in the Directive; Belgium and Luxemburg submitted the impod of 

listed seal products to authorisation, to be granted only to ?roducts of 

certified Inuit origin, and Greece required the products to be subject to 

the issue of an impo~t licence. 

Less rigorously, France and Germany relied on voluntary undertakings by the 

fur industry not to import whitecoat or blueback skins, to be controlled in 

Germany by a special Committee. The United Kingdom concluded an agreement 

with the fur industry for a one-year voluntary ban and issued a regulation 

ensuring the integral application of the Directive for two years (EC 

1985) . 
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As might be expected, the different measures varied in scope from one state 

to another . In some, the restrictions concerned all species of seals, in 

others only whitecoats and bluebacks. They varied too in intensity and 

duration of application. This may reflect the different degree of interest 

and concern for the issue in the Member States. It may also be noted that 

the Directive failed to create a uniform approach to the trade in seal 

products - an essential element in a common market and the main avowed 

preoccupation of the original Commission proposal. 

4.3 Prorogation of the ban to 1989 

In 1984, Canada informed the European Commission and the Member States that 

a Royal Commission had been established, with the very broad mandate to 

investigate and make recommendations on "all aspects of seals and sealing 

in Canada, including the social, cultural, ethical, sci ent i fi c, economic, 

resource management, and international implications' <Royal Commission 

1986, Vol. 1, p. 1) . 

Canada requested that , when deciding on a possible extension of the 

Directive, the Community should take into account the conclusions of the 

Royal Commission. The Royal Commission, however , had not reported by 1 

October 1985, the e xpiry date of the ban. A full report was published only 

in December 1986 <Royal Commission 1986) . 

Recons i deration and r enewal o f the ban was a low-key reenactment of the 

pl ay of 1982-83. 

The 1984 election had give n birth to a new European Parliament, on the 

whole more environmentally or i entat e d than its predecessor. It incl uded, 

for example, a new grouping, Arc-en-ciel, with mainly ecological concerns. 

On 15 March 1985 the Parliament adopted a new resolution, recalling once 
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more the " deep sense of outrage" st ill aroused by "the senseless annual 

slaughter of seals", reaffirmed the validity of the reasons for :he 

previous Parliament's resolutions, and called for an indefinite ban on the 

import of products from al.I seals less than one year old (see Document 7 in 

Appendi:< 2 ). 

The Commission granted the Parl iament's reque:;;t by proposing an indefinite 

e xt ensi on of the ban, subject to re-examination if the need aro ·3e C3ee 

Document S in Appendix 2). The reasons given in the proposal were the 

necessity of avoiding unspecified negative consequences of an abrogation of 

the Dicective, and doubt:3 about the effects of non-traditional hunting on 

the c6nservation of the species . 

In its explanatory memorandum, the Commission noted that available 

scientific data did not yet allow a clear assessment of the ecological 

,status of the total populations of harp and hooded seals, of the ir 

interaction with fisheries, and of their role as parasite hosts (see 

section 5. 3). It reaffirmed that the ban had not become superfluous despite 

the sharp decline of the market. On the one hand, legislation adopted in 

most Member States was not subject to a time-limit; on the other hand, the 

public had rejected sealskin products on the basis of an emotional 

reaction; were emotions stirred again this could result in a final blow 

to the sealskin market, including that of traditional Inuit products. A 

prorogation of the ban, on the contrary, might encourage a revival of the 

market for seal skins not covered by it (EC i 985). 

The Council discussed the proposal. Denmark, in support of Norway, argued 

for a limited e xt ension of the ban, possibly for one year (Royal Commission 

1986). A compromise solution - a four-year prorogation until 1 October 1989 

(see Document 9 in Appendi:< 2) - was finally agreed unanimously. A new 
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paragraph was added by the Council to the Commission's proposal, providing 

for a revis ion of the situation on the basis of a report by the Commission. 

This implicit l y expressed some recognition of and concern about the 

unforeseen consequences of the ban, which had now come to light , affecting 

in particular the Inuit populations <see chapters 6 and 7) . The Commission 

was instructed to report on developments in scientific information on the 

conservation status of harp and hooded seals and on the evolution , which 

appeared negative on the basis of available information, of the market for 

sealskins excluded from the Directive. 

4. 4 Indefinite extension of the ban 

The report issued by the Commission in April 1988, based on the lates t 

available s t udies (see sections 5. 2 and 6. 4) , reaffirmed the necessity of 

the ban and was intended to dispel fears about its consequences. 

On conservation, the Commission concluded that the general situation did 

not differ much from that of 1985, despite positive indications on the 

status of harp and hooded seal populations in the Northwest Atlantic . It 

noted in particular that, while Canada had taken effective conservation 

measures , by officially banning the seal-pup hunt , Norway seemed set to 

increase catches, threatening a possible recovery of the stocks. 

Concerning the state o f the market, the Commission noted that it had been 

clearly established that the ban had not had a negative effect on the 

market for sealskins not covered by it, while a recent improvement in 

demand for such sealskin might have been helped by the halt in anti-

sealing propaganda that followed the introduction of the ban; it was 

therefore inappropriate to revoke the ban <EC 1988) . 
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Ther eaf t er , everything proceeded according to the , by then , well-rehear sed 

scenario , although emotional participation appeared to have subsided to 

even lower l e vels than in 1985. 

In October 1988, the European Parliament adopted a written declaration, 

signed by 324 members, calling once again for the indefinite renewal of 

the ban <EC 1989b) . 

Following initiative by IFAW, the Commission received a number of postcards 

pleading for a permanent ban. 

Greenpeace campaigned in favour of an indefinite ban, as part of a wider 

campaign against all commercial sealing, in particular against sealing by 

Norway for the avowed purpose of protecting fish stocks (Greenpeace 

undated; Greenpeace International 1988 and 1989; see also section 6. 3) . 

The Commission, in the proposal to extend the ban indefinitely submitted 

March 1989 (see Document 10 in Appendi x 2 ) echoed the arguments noted 

abo ve , although the actual text was rather less e xplicit than the 

e xplanator y memo r andum : swift approval was needed in orde r to a void 

negati ve publicit y whi c h might damage the market for Inuit products; seals 

wer e at risk from Norwegian hunting and fishing a c tivities - the latter 

both de pr i ved t hem of food and drowne d t hem by entang lement in the n e ts; 

t he ext ens i on o f the ban was necessary to support the recent Canadian 

decisi on t o st op s ea l -pup hunt i ng <EC 1989b). 

These arguments are analysed in subsequent chapters, as part of the 

e xaminat i on of the c ons e quenc e s o f the ban. 

Clearly, they were fu ll y accepted by the Council of Ministers of the 

Environment the Commission's proposal was adopted , unchanged - which 

indicates a virt ual absence of discussion - on 8 June 1989 { EC 1989c) .. 
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CHAPTER 5 

THE ECOLOGICAL ISSUE IN RELATION TO THE BAN 

5. 1 The ecological justification of the ban. 

As shown above <see section 2. 5), the Community relied on conservation as 

the ostensible motivation for the ban. Both Canada and Norway, as a 

consequence, were induced to base their opposition to the ban on the 

conservation issue, which they upheld as the strongest argument in their 

defense (Norway 1982; Royal Commission 1986). This debate was fuelled by 

the incomplete and ambiguous scientific information available on the 

species. Thus, both parties were able to use aspects of conservation to 

support their diametrically opposed positions. 

In its documents, the Commission made constant reference to a report of the 

United Kingdom Nature Conservancy Council, dated May 1982 (reproduced in 

Canada DFO 1985, Appendix XXXI). The report estimated the population of 

harp seals to have been 10 million before extensive hunting began. It noted 

that no entirely reliable methods existed for assessing the current size 

of the harp seal population, but stated that by the late 1960s each of the 

three main stocks had been substantially reduced by over-exploitation, 

although the introduction of · management measures since then had allowed 

some recovery; in particular, the drastic decline in the Northwest Atlantic 

stock between the 1950s and the early 1970s had been arrested. However, it 

was still uncertain whether the current population of 1-2 million was 

increasing or decreasing, though changes in either direct ion were anyway 

small. In fact, given changes which wei-e known to have occurred in food 

supply, it was difficult to predict whether a f ull recovery could ever take 

place, even if hunting ceased completely. The situation of the Jan Mayen 
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end White Sea stocks was even less clear. 

Hooded seals, after a substantial but undetermined decline in numbers 

declined more slowly after conservation measures came into force, al though 

the actual rate of decline could not be evaluated reliably. 

The report concluded that information available was insufficient to 

ascertain whether either species was capable of withstanding the current 

rate of exploitation. It recommended that action be taken to reduce the 

exploitation of both species, 

hooded seal products. 

in particular imposing a ban on trade in 

The International Council for the Exploration of the Sea, in a report on 

the status of harp and hooded seal populations in the Northwest Atlantic, 

dated October 1982, agreed essentially with the findings of the Nature 

Conservancy Council, although the tone was on the whole less pessimistic. 

In ICES' view, estimates of the harp seal population in the Northwest 

Atlantic and Greenland pointed to an increase from 1,2-1,6 million in the 

late 1960s to 1, 5-2 million in 1977-80, and numbers of pups and of animals 

more than one year old were likely to be greater than in the previous 

decade. However, since there might have been biases in the methods of 

estimation, the possibility of no increase or of a slight decline was not 

negligible. 

For hooded seals, estimates of population size and trends were unreliable , 

because they were based on insufficient data <ICES 1983). 

The European Commission, in its communi cations <EC 1983a and 1983b ) , 

stressed especially that both reports had raised the pos s i bility of a 

decline in harp seal herds. It may be noted that the European Parliament, 

which was not under pressure to find ecological justifications, may have 

reflected more accurately the scientific evidence available wher. concluding 
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that harp seals did not seem t o be thr eatened as a species, whereas hooded 

seals clearly needed protection <EC 1982b). 

On the ot her hand, the same reports prompted Canada and Norway to emphasize 

that t hei r management of harp seals had . been rational, since both reports 

admitted the likelihood of an increase in the seal population. In 

particular , Canada may have been right in stressing the contradiction 

between the avowed lack of knowledge and the assertiveness of the 

conclusions of the Nature Conservancy Council report <EC 1983b; Canada DFO 

1985, Appendices XXXII and XL) . 

A later report, prepared in 1985 by the United Kingdom Natural Environment 

Research Council and based mainly on the studies discussed above) gave 

tentative numbers of around 2 million harp seals in the Northwest 

Atlantic , 200, OOO off Jan Mayen, and 800, OOO in the White Sea. It stressed 

that the status of the population was still uncertain bcause it was 

difficult to estimate stock size accurately, but the imposition of quotas 

in 1971 had at least reduced the previously rapid decline in stocks. The 

repor t concluded tha t a species which numbered 2-3 million animals could 

not be considered in danger of e xtinct ion; howe ve r , catches should not be 

allowed to inc rease to a level that ultimatel y threatened the species. 

Conce rning hooded sea l s , t he r epor t noted that estimation of stoc k si zes 

was e ven mor e di ffi cult than f or har p s eals , due mainl y to the remoteness 

of thei r whelp i ng patches . Estimates varied bet ween 300, 000 and 500, 000 f or 

the Nor thwes t At lanti c, and about 200, 000 f or the Jan Mayen stock . Although 

surveys seemed to imply a recovery of popul ations s ince 1975, the data 

available were somewhat inconsistent and did not allow f i rm. conclusions to 

be r eached. The species should therefore be regarded as potential l y hi ghly 

vulnerable to exploitation.< NERC 1985). 
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Interestingly, after a thorough analysis of the status of Atlantic and 

Arctic stocks, based on partly different sources, the Canadian Royal 

Commission reached essentially the same conclusions. The Commission noted 

that, after a serious decline in the 1.960s, the imposition of quotas for 

harp seals had probably led to a slight increase in the population, although 

a slight decrease could not be ruled out. The situation was altogether more 

serious for hooded seals. For both species, retaining the quotas and 

policies of the early 1980s could have led to the depletion or extinction 

of the stocks <Royal Commission 1986) . 

All the available evidence therefore suggests that strict protection of 

hooded seals and more cautious management of the exploitation of harp seals 

were justified on conservation grounds . It is questionable, however, 

whether imposing a limitation on pup harvesting was the most efficient way 

to protect the stocks. 

Scientists had consistently expressed concern about the taking of adults -

especially sexually mature females - as the main cause of stock depletion 

(Lavigne and Kovacs 1988). The World Wildlife Fund, which in 1982 took a 

stand on the seal hunt, had stated that in order not to threaten seal 

populations the proportion of animals taken over one year old should not 

exceed 20% of the total <Wright 1984, Appendix II) . 

However, it must · be abundantly clear that conservation was only the 

officially avowed purpose of the ban; its main purpose was the cessation of 

the seal-pup hunt (see chapter 3). 

- 38 -



5. 2 Conservation status of harp and hooded seals after 1983. 

From 1983, when the ban was adopted, catches by Norway and Canada declined 

sharply, whereas Greenland and Soviet catches remained at previous levels 

or even increased slightly. In spite of an increase in 1987-88 in Canadian, 

and especially in Norwegian catches, overall total catches remained well 

below the pre-ban totals. In particular, the number of whitecoats and 

bluebacks taken was reduced dramatically (see Tables 1 - 7 in Appendix 1; 

see also Chapter 6). 

The consequences of reduced catches for the status of the harp and hooded 

seal populations were variously assessed, as they had been before the ban. 

The Canadian Royal Commission <1986) judged that, for a continuing average 

annual catch of harp seals in the Northwest Atlantic of 20,000-30,000 <the 

figures for 1984-86), and on the basis of an estimated population of 2 

million, a net annual population increase of 5% could be expected. Since 

the present population was thought to be well below its initial abundance, 

harp seal stocks might thus double in 15 years. Making allowance for 

possible changes in food availability or for other factors, the increase 

might be greater or smaller, but nevertheless considerable. 

The Royal Commission was more prudent in the case of hooded seals. Starting 

from an estimate of 300,000 for the total West Atlantic population, it 

concluded that, as catches were low, the population was almost certainly 

increasing; however, the rate of increase could not be determined reliably 

because of the long-term fluctuations that were known to affect hooded seal 

populations . . 
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A recent report on the evolution of data on harp and hooded seal 

populations (Harwood 1988), prepared for the European Commission, was on 

the whole less optimistic. Harwood noted that there was still no conclusive 

evidence allowing us to determine whether the Northwest Atlantic stock of 

harp seals had increased; different studies had arrived at different 

conclusions. Data for the West Ice seemed to be even less reliable -

Norwegian scientists had consistently expressed the belief that stocks were 

increasing, whereas the Soviets were apparently far more cautious. 

Accordingly, a recently observed decline in productivity in the Jan Mayen 

stock was interpreted by Norwegians as indicating that the population was 

limited by insufficient food supply, by Soviets as a sign of over

exploitation. The White Sea stock, according to the available data, 

appeared to be stable or possibly decreasing. 

Harwood (1988) agreed with the Canadian Royal Commission that there was no 

clear basis "for determining sustainable yields, especially for the Jan 

Mayen population. The fact that a significant proportion of the total stock 

is not accessible to commercial sealing, due to the remoteness of the 

breeding areas and to the scattered location of the animals themselves , 

might indicate that the species was less vulnerable to exploitation than 

has previously been believed. 

Lavigne and Kovacs <1988) also concluded that, although an increase in the 

harp and hooded seal population was likely, it did not seem to be possible 

to arrive a t a reliable assessment of the stock size. 
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5.3 Other environmental issues in relation to the ban 

Opponents of the ban expressed concern about the side-effects on the 

environment of a possible increase in the seal population, especially in 

relation to the fishing industry. 

Fishermen had long been complaining of the competition of seals for fis,h 

stocks. Harp seals, in particular, were blamed for the depletion of stocks 

of capel in <on which cod also feeds), and of shrimp <Royal Commission 

1986) . The conflict of interests arising therefrom has become, according to 

one author, "something of a cause celebre" CBeverton 1985, p. 4). 

The Royal Commission <1986) recognized that the impact of harp seals on 

fisheries, though probably significant in terms of the total value of the 

commercial fish catch , was not critical. Harp seals are opportunistic 

feeders; moreover, much of the food they consume may be taken in areas 

where there is little commercial fishing <NERC 1985). The Commission 

concluded that, especially in view of the complexity of the food chain 

<still not well understood), 

what extent , . the impact 

it was difficult to evaluate whether, and to 

would increase with an increase in seal 

numbers. Lavigne and Kovacs (1988) argued that, in the present state of 

knowledge, it was equally probable that commercial fisheries threaten harp 

seals by reducing the availabiiity of prey. 

The impact of hooded seals on fisheries, on the other hand, was deemed 

negligible even if the population were to increase, since hooded seals 

generally feed on deep water demersal species (such as redfish) which are 

found outside commercial fishing grounds <Royal Commission 1986). 

Concern about the interference of increased numbers of seals with fisheries 

was fuell ed by an invasion of harp seals which took place off northern 

- 41 -



Norway in 1987 and 1988. The invasion coincided with gill-net fishing. 

Seals were drowned in great numbers , and much fishing gear was damaged: 

compensation was paid in respect of about 60 , 000 seals in 1987 and 22,000 

in 1988. Recurring invasions were taken as proof of a large increase in the 

seal stock; fears were expressed of a reduction in the availability of fish 

for harvesting (Norway 1988 and 1989). However , as Harwood (1988) pointed 

out , at that stage the ban could hardly be responsible for any significal'}..t 

change in seal numbers, since it was still too early for pups not taken in 

1983 to be breeding. Moreover, the same phenomenon had been observed in 

previous years (see Table 1 in Appendix 1). It appears more likely that 

the invasion was caused by unusual weather conditions or by the changes 

known to have occurred in the distribution and abundance of capelin, the 

preferred prey of harp seals <Harwood 1988) . The European Commission also 

referred to the danger posed to seal populations by excessive mortality in 

nets (EC 1989b ) . 

Another often-quoted source of concern is that an increase in the seal 

population could lead to increased transmission of parasites - especially 

cod worm - to. commercial fish. A strong correlation has been observed 

between high seal density of grey seals in particular and high 

infection rates in fish (Royal Commission 1986). 

The reservoir of codworm in hirp seals, however , should not be significant, 

since harps tend to stay in colder waters, where parasites develop far more 

slowly. Hooded seals are even less likely to introduce large-scale 

contamination, since their populations are relatively small <NERC 1985). 

Worries have also been expressed recently about the possible role of harp 

seals in the seal epidemic, similar to canine distemper, which killed over 

16, OOO European seals in 1988. The virus responsible for the epidemic had 
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alread y be en found in Greenland harp and ringed seals in 1985. The r e is a 

possibilit y that the virus - endemic, but relatively harmless, in harp 

seals - was t r ansmitted to the European seal population during the 1988 

invasion - when adult harp seals reached the coasts of southern England and 

the Netherlands <Harwood 1989; New Scientist 1989). As stated above, 

however , there is no proof that the seal invasion was a consequence of the 

ban. 

In conclusion, it appears difficult to determine with any certainty the 

ecological consequences of the ban , at least until more data are 

available . One positive consequence has been noted (Lavigne and Kovacs 

1988) harp and hooded seals are now amongst the best-studied seal 

species . It is apparent , however, that further prolonged and accurate 

monitoring of their status is necessary . 

In the meantime , supporters and opponents of sealing are bound to continue 

to use scientific , supposedl y " neutral " , arguments, to support thei r 

predetermined conclusions . 
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CHAPTER 6 

DECLINE OF COMMERCIAL SEAL HUNTING IN RELATION TO THE COMMUNITY BAN 

6. 1 Decline of the sealskin market from 1983 

The sealskin market effectively started to collapse in 1983. The fall in 

demand led to a fall in prices and in commercial catches already that yea~. 

although the ban only came into force on the 1st October. The decline 

continued in subsequent years. 

The total worldwide availability of sealskins fell from about 420, OOO in 

1982 to about 213, OOO in 1983, decreased again sharply to 131, OOO in 1954, 

and continued to decline until 1986 (see Table 8 in Appendix 1). 

In 1986, the average prices for sealskin had generally dropped to between 

one half and one third of the 1982 level <see Table 9 in Appendix 1). As a 

result of the low price level, auctions were discontinued. 

The drop in supply and in demand the two being assumed to be in 

equilibrium affected all types of sealskins. Exports of South 

African/Namibian fur seal skins declined from several tens of thousands to 

virtually none . Ecological reasons and animal-right protest, with the 

concomitant fall in demand and therefore in prices, induced the United 

States to discontinue their commercial fur seal hunt in the Pribilof 

Islands in 1985. The self-contained Soviet market was the only one not to 

be affected: catches in the White Sea maintained previous levels ( Harwood 

1988). The countries most severely hit were Canada and Norway - also 

because their production to a large e xtent consisted of · whitecoat and 

blueback skins, for which the main market was abruptly closed. 
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Whereas whitecoats and bluebacks had accounted for about 35% of the total 

number of sealskins available in the period 1979-62, in the four following 

years they were only a minimal part of that total. 

Since 1983, whitecoats have disappeared completely from the western 

market, following the cessation of the Canadian and Norwegian hunt . 

No bl uebacks were offered on the market by Canada or Norway in 1983, and 
,. 

only a limited quantity in 1984 and 1985. In 1986, 1987 and 1988, a few 

thousand were taken by Norwegians in the Jan Mayen area (see section 6 . 3 

below). Bluebacks continued to be taken in Greenland and in the Canadian 

Arctic, but reliable data on numbers are not available. 

The European Community remained the biggest importer of sealskins, buying 

about 70, OOO skins out of a total of 110, OOO in the mid 1980s, which 

represented a reduction to about 20% of the pre-ban level. The remaining 

important consumers are Denmark, which continues to produce coats with 

pelts imported pr incipally from Greenland, and Germany, which maintains a 

footwear industry based on imports from Greenland and to some extent from 

Canada (Market & Industry Analysts 1977) . 

A modest inc r ease in the world supply of about 30, OOO skins - was 

registered in 1987, following increased Canadian and Norwegian catches 

<Market & Industry Analysts 1987) . 

6 .. 2 Commercial sealing in Canada since 1983 

Commercial sealing in Canada declined rapidly from 1983. The decline of the 

average price of sealskins by half - from SC24 in 1982 to SC13 in 1983 -

led to a corresponding reduction in catches. Catches declined further in 

1984 and remained at low levels until 1987, when an upturn trend was 
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noticed (see tables 4 and 5 in Appendix 1). 

Five o r si x large vessels with a total of about 200 sealers on board 

par t ici pat e d in the hunt in the years up to 1982 , but only one vessel in 

1983 and none in the following years . The large- vessel hunt was aimed 

principally at whitecoats and bluebacks, which represented about two thirds 

of the total catch. 

In 1982 , 124 longliners operated, with a total crew of some 630 catching 

about 40,000 seals. In 1983, 85 licensed vessels landed about 20,000 seals, 

but in 1984 there were a mere 41 vessels, which took only 4, OOO seals 

<Royal Commission 1986). 

Assessing the participation of landsmen in the hunt is more difficult, 

since this has always been extremely variable. In fact, contrary to the 

general trend, the number of participant landsmen - 6,500 in 1982 - seems 

to have increased in 1983-84. 

The e xplanati on ma y lie in the dif f erent nature of the hunt as practised 

by landsmen, . which not a l ways has commercial reas ons ; some landsmen hunt 

to provide themsel ves with seal meat or f or sport-recreational purposes. 

The high level of unemployment in the region may also have pl ayed a role in 

their continued pa r ticipation in the hunt <Sinclai r et a l . 1986). 

The different categories of sealers were affected to a different degree by 

the dec l ine in the marke t . Bef ore the dec l ine, l a ndsmen income f rom sealing 

was onl y C$250-500 on average , wh i le l arge-vessel hun ters e arned C$ 1000-

2500 per year. Longliner seal-hunters ha d a n average annual income from 

s e a l ing of C$1000-2500 <Royal Commission 1986). 

In genera l , seal i ng provided a source of income at a time when others were 

not available , as part of a cyclical economy combining the exploitation of 

different resources at different times of the year. Moreover, sealers were 
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concentrated i n t he most margi na l reg i ons o f Canada - in Newf ound l an d, 

Nort h Quebec a nd Nova Scotia in peripheral communities, where the 

op port unities f or employment are very scarce. The ref ore, the local impact 

of the loss of r evenue from sealing was greater than may appear from its 

absolute value <Sinclair et al. 1986). The impact on the related industries 

of seal- pelt processing and meat canning, which employed however in total 

less than 100 workers, has also to be considered. The two deblubbering 

plants closed in 1983 <Royal Commission 1986). 

The socio- cultural effects of the decline in hunting activities have also 

been emphasized. Sealing is an important part of the cultural heritage of 

the regions concerned, especially Newfoundland, and an important 

integrating activity socially <see section 1. 5). The ban was strongly 

resented by the whole community , as an attempt to deprive it of its 

cultural identity and heritage <Wright 1984; Sinclair et al. 1986) . 

On the other hand , sealing accounted for onl y 1% of t he gross product of 

Newfoundland, and f or even less in the other sealing regions . In 1982, the 

last "good" year , the net bene f it from sealing was calculated to be C!i2, 5 

mi llion, aga i ns t a total o f CS 329 bi l l i on from t he product i on of goods a nd 

servi ces in Canada . To the economi c l os s ma y be adde d t he de t e r io r a t ion o f 

the Canadian image, in the wake of the publicity gi ven to the s eal ing 

controversy <Royal Commission 1986) . 

In its conclusions, the Royal Commi s si on recognized that the commercial 

s e al-pup hunt was condemned as abhorrent both abroad and in Canada, and 

that no economic or technical arguments could counteract that view; it 

recommended therefore that such hunt be prohibited and that effort be made 

to render the seal hur:t in general es huma:.e as possible . It also 
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rec ogn i z e d t hat sea lers had been the victims of an unusua l set of 

circumstan ces , ove r which they had little cont r ol , and that t he y deser ve d 

practi ca l support and financial compensation. 

The Commiss ion was , however , rather sceptical about the possibility of 

rev i v ing the sealing industry. Prior to the ban, Canada generated 50% of 

the world sealskin trade, but depended almost totally on foreign-owned 

processing companies and on foreign markets . Following the ban, the limit~d 

r emaining European market was saturated by skins from Greenland and Norway, 

more competitive because they were heavily subsidized and able to take 

advantage of well-established commercial links. The United St ates market 

had been closed since 1972; the eastern Asian market , although still 

une xplored , did not appear overly promising. The only outlet would 

therefore be the Canadian market <Royal Commission 1986) . 

Two deblubbering plants started to operate again , in 1986 and 1987 

r especti vel y, in an attempt to create an indigenous processing industry. In 

1987 the go ve r nment also t r ied to r e vi ve t he large- vessel hunt f or t he take 

o f adul t seal s; t his may account for the increase in Canadian catches since 

1987 <Ma r ket & Indust ry Anal ysts 1987 ) . 

From 1988 , howe ver , the large- vessel o f fsho r e hunt has been pr ohibited, as 

we l l as any commercial hunting o f whit ecoats o r b luebac ks . St ri c t e r 

r egulati ons have be_en a dop t ed·; in parti c ular, netting is be ing gradua ll y 

phased out, e xcep t i n Nort hern Canada (EC 1988 a n d 1989 b; Counci l of Europe 

1988). It may a l so be no ted that quo tas f o r hooded sea l s ha ve been r educ ed 

drastically since 1984 (see table 5 in Appendix 1). Recently, seal tourism 

has been growing (Canada 1988). 

Canada now appears to have complied with all the Community's requests. 

Indeed, ironically, the proposal for a prorogation sine die of the ban was 
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justified by the need to support, and keep in step with, the new 

developments in Canada <EC 1989b). 

6. 3 Commercial sealing in Norway since 1983 

The Norwegian seal hunt is exclusively a large-vessel activity. Sealing 

vessels and sealers, as in the case of Canada, traditionally come from 

speci fie regions - the Tromso and Alesund areas. Unlike their Canadi,.an 

counterparts, however, these regions offer other good employment 

opportunities, although sealing may be a fairly important source of income 

in very localized areas. The number of sealers decreased by nearly 1, OOO 

between the early 1960s and the early 1980s, but the loss was easily 

absorbed <Royal Com.mission 1986). 

As in Canada, sealing in Norway was affected by the decline in the sealskin 

market. In 19 ,52, 155 men in 8 vessels took part in the hunt, taking 70, o~,o 

seals in total from all three hunting grounds. In 1983, the hunt of f 

Newfoundland was discontinued, and 72 sealers in 6 vessels took about 

21, 500 seals ott Jan Mayen and in the White Sea . In 1984, when no 

commercial hunt took place off Jan Mayen either, the catch dropped to 

11,000 . It remained around 20,000 in 1985 and 1986, with 5- 6 vessels 

hunting principally in the White Sea (Norway 1986). Catches there have 

remained fairly constant <Harwood 1988) 

comprise whitecoats (see section 1. 4) . 

probably because they did not 

The whitecoat hunt had been discontinued at Jan Mayen, where quotas were 

reduced substantially both for harp and for hooded seals. Since 1987, 

however, quotas and catches have increased dramatically, reaching pre-1 983 

levels <see Tables 1 and 2 in Appendix 1). In particular, the catch of 
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bluebacks reached several thousand animals, despite prices st i 11 severely 

depressed (Market & Industry Analysts 1987). 

As the market declined, sealing, which was already subsidized before the 

ban, became heavily so. From 1983, compensation was paid to the vessels 

not taking part in the hunt; payments were given to those that hunted:for 

every day spent in a sealing area, for each seal caught, and for seal 

tagging. Whereas in 1982 the subsidies amounted to 15% of the value of the 

catch, in 1986 they represented about 250% of that value <Norway 1986; 

Market & Industry Analysts 1987) 

The Norwegian government shows a clear will to keep an economically 

unviable industry alive, for several possible reasons. 

Some are economic: Norway has the world's 1 argest and most devel aped 

sealskin industry, capable of performing all the processing operations. The 

government may be concerned that the death of the industry will result in 

an irretrievable loss of skills, were sealing to be revitalised on a large 

scale in the future . The capacity to harvest seals on an economically sound 

basis could also be important, if seal culling became necessary following 

repeated invasions of seals. 

There may also be political reasons the opportunity to maintain a 

Norwegian presence - in strategically sensitive areas to counteract and 

monitor the Soviet presence and sealing activity <Market & Industry 

Analysts 1987). 

There are also internal policy reasons. Fisheries in general have 

traditionally enjoyed in Norway a political importance disproportionate to 

their economic weight. In particular, the preservation of the interests of 

fishing communities, especially in the northern Norway, has always been an 

essential element in the programmes of all political parties <Hodne 1983). 
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The decision to increase seal catches in recent years was prompted in part 

by the desire to allay the fears of fishermen - the seal invasion, rightl y 

or wrongly, was deemed responsible for r educed fish catches and for the 

transmission of codworm <Market & Industry Analysts 1987; Harwood 1988) . 

The anti-sealing movements , however , and with them the public , had rrnt 

forgotten and were not ready to forgive . In 1989, a replay of the start of 

the Canadian anti - sealing campaign in the 1960s t ook place. In Februar y 

1989 Con 9 February in the United Kingdom, on Channel 4) , a television 

film, sponsored by Greenpeace among others, was broadcast in several 

European countries, and showed the brutal slaughter of seal pups and 

mothers. It was - literally - a deja- vu; some of the images allegedl y 

illustrating the recent 

the 1960s Canadian f ilm 

Norwegian hunt had been taken straight out of 

<Finnmark Dagblad, April 3, 1989). The f il m 

accused Norway o f violating hunting regulations, and of blaming seals for 

the depletion of fish stocks rathe r than its own irresponsible policy of 

overfishing. Thi s latter accusation wa s also the mainstay of the renewed 

Greenpeace anti-sealing campaign <Greenpeace undated) . 

The expected public outcry followed. Even the King of Sweden appealed 

publicly to the Norwegian Prime Minister to stop seal-pup hunting <Times, 

February 21, 1989 >. The fear of tarnishing Norway's image as an 

environmentally aware country, and possibly the fear of retaliation against 

the Norwegian fishing industry <Financial Times, February 20, 1989), induced 

Norway to implement a ban on whitecoat and blueback hunting f or 1989. An 

independent international commission was set up to review the seal hunt, 

with particular reference to killing methods and controls. Norway also 

announced a five-year research programme on seals (Norway 1989). 
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6. 4 The ro le of the Community ban in the decline of the market 

The attack on Norwegian sealing was timed to coincide with the campaign to 

renew the Community ban , which was due to e xp i r e in October 1989. The f ilm 

itself made this connection clear . It was yet another example of the 

continuous interplay of act ion by anti-sealing movements with Community 

act ion. 

The report on the development of the sealskin market which had been 

prepared for the European Commission <Market & Industry Analysts 1987) 

stated that both opponents and supporters of sealing unanimously agreed 

that the decline in the market was due to the anti-sealing campaign, 

although there was some evidence that demand would have declined anyway due 

to changing fashion and economic factors. Rather illogically, the report 

continued by saying that circles connected with sealing and the sealskin 

trade specifically blamed the ban for the decline , since it had gi ven 

official approval to the anti-sealing lobby and induced the public to 

reject indiscriminat ely an y type of sealskin. On the other hand , the recent 

modest upturn in the demand for sealskin foo twear in Europe may have been 

helped by t he cessation o f anti-sealing propaganda which fo llowed the 

introduction of the ban. 

These conclusions r.equire some comment. 

Table 9 in Appendix 1 shows that the prices of sealskins imported into the 

Comunity, as we ll as the prices of Greenland skins, sold mainly in 

Community countries, had been declining since 1980. This may be taken to 

indicate that the anti-sealing campaign had already undermined the market. 

In addition, the collapse proper started in 1983, whereas the ban only 

came into force in October that year, and this may well be attributed to 

the indiscriminate response of consumers to intensive campaigning against 
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the seal pups hunt . 

On the other hand, the · ban certainly increased the negative publicity 

surroundi ng the hunt. Moreover, a further decline in the market 

comparab l e to that registered in 1983 occurred in 1984, and may 

reasonably be considered a direct consequence of the ban, whereas the 

subsequent decline was much more modest (see Table 8 in Appendix 1). 

Furthermore, the comment in the above-mentioned report that seal furs ace 

heavier than other furs, less suitable for current fashion requirements, 

and therefore would have become outmoded anyway, is probably accurate - it 

was confirmed by the findings of the Royal Commission (1986). However, the 

assertion in the report that in recent years the demand for sealskins for 

footwear has become relatively greater than the demand of sealskins for 

fur-coats, possibly because footwear is seen as less "luxurious" than furs, 

although it is relatively more expensive, seems rather to indicate that the 

demand for furs declined in fact permanently as a consequence of the social 

stigma attached to sealskins, whereas footwear is less "visible". 

On the e v idence, the Commission's repeated claim that the ban "as such" had 

no negati ve effect on the market of sealskins not covered by it <EC 1988 

and 1989b) , appears at the very least to be questionable . 

The inter pretat ion · gi ven by the Canadian Royal Commission can perhaps be 

suppor ted as the fairest and best balanced. The Royal Commissi on ( 1986 ) 

r e c ogn i z e d, i n it s fi nal evaluation, that the ban had in fact been a me r e 

formality, given the state of the market. A more effect ive ban had already 

been imposed by a dir e ct appea l to the consumer in the f orm -of a conc erted 

and well - orchestrated a nti -seali ng campaign . The g e ne ra l sh i ft i n publ ic 

attitude towards environmental awareness and the particularly attractive 

appearance of seal-pups, a perfect subject for media coverage, had 
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contributed powerfully to the success of the campaign. 

However, the Community had provided a highly visible focus for the debate. 

In conclusion, action by the Community had been "one more nail in the 

coffin of the commercial sealing industry: it was not the first nail" 

(ibidem, Vol. 2, p. 137). 
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CHAPTER 7 

INUIT SEALING IN RELATION TO THE COMMUNITY BAN 

7. 1 General characteristics of Inuit sealing 

Aboriginal peoples, both in Greenland and in the north and western American 

Arctic, have been dependent on marine mammals for their subsistence for 

thousands of years . Until quite recently, the distribution and abundance of 

marine mammals determined Inuit settlement patterns. With the depletion of 

whale stocks in the 19th century, Inuit had to rely increasingl y on seals. 

As the most reliable source of food, ringed seals became the basis of the 

Inuit subsistence economy. Besides providing meat for humans and dogs , they 

were used for clothing, footwear, and to make hunting tools . They were 

especially important during the winter , when other marine mammals are less 

easil y available, and travelling is limited by cold and darkness , and in 

the spring and autumn, when ice conditions make travelling hazardous <Royal 

Commission 1986). 

Harp and hooded seals had a less important role in the Inuit economy. Being 

migratory species , they tend to be found close to Inuit settlements only 

fr om May-June to September, when other wildlife is also available. 

Moreover, they tend to be far off-shore, and are reached less easily than 

ringed seal s. In fact, Canadian Inuit began to hunt harp seals only 

between the two World Wars, when they acquired access to motor boats and 

rifles <Wenzel 1978). 

At first, seals were hunted with harpoons . Currently, seals are taken 

principally by shooting - although this leads to considerable losses by 

sinking, especially in the summer - and by netting <Bonner 1982). 
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In the 1960s, with the diffusion of new tanning methods, the demand and 

market va lue of sealskins increased rapidly, and ringed seals replaced the 

Arctic fox as the main - in some cases the only - source of cash income for 

Inuit populations (Foote 1967). Skin prices fluctuated considerablv , in 

subsequent years, clearly reflecting the impact of the anti-sealing 

campaign, but recovered fairly rapidly (Wenzel 1985a) . The drop in prices 

since 1982 is the largest and most persistent since 1960. Its effects were, 

however, different in Canada and in Greenland. 

7.2 Consequences of the decline of the sealskin market on Inuit sealing in 

Canada 

From the 1950s, Canadian Inuit were relocated by the government from camps 

and smaller settlements to larger permanent settlements. Fast means of 

transportation - snowmobiles and motorboats - became necessary to allow 

hunters to reach hunting grounds without too prolonged an absence from 

home; as a consequence, there was a greatly increased need for cash income 

to buy this costly equipment. The only possible sources of cash were either 

wage labour generally scarce and unreliable or the harvesting of 

commercially valuable resources. The increased demand for sealskins in the 

1960s allowed hunters to earn enough cash to purchase and maintain the 

necessary hunting equipment. As well as remaining the most important food 

item, seals became the most important saleable commodity (Wenzel 1985a, 

Royal Commission 1986). 

Sales of skins, principally to the Hudson Bay Company, increased rapidly in 

step with skin price increases (Royal Commission 1986; Smith 1987). The 

Company's statistics are a reliable source of information on catch trends, 

although they include only a part of the total catch - a significant 

proportion of the skins are for domestic use. 
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Between 1961 and 198 1, an a verage of approximately 36 , OOO sealskins , wit h a 

tota l value of C$456, OOO, was sold each year in the Northwest Territories, 

and 2 ,200 skins, with a value of C$62, OOO, were sold in northern Quebec . 

The total number of seals har vested is not known exact l y the best 

available estimates indicate an average total annual harvest, in the late 

1970s, of about 60,000 seals in Northern Quebec and the Northwest 

Territories (Canada DFO 1985), and 8000- 9000 in Northern Labrador. 
,,. 

Labrador' s catch differed from that of other regions in that harp seals 

were the main species taken , during their annual migrations <Labrador Inuit 

Association 1985) . Of the total Canadian Arctic catch, harp seals account 

for less than 10%, whereas ringed seals represent about 85% of the total 

(Canada DFO 1985; Smith, 1987). 

The number of hunters dependent completely or partly on sealing for their 

livelihood was estimated to be one half the adult work force of the 20,000 

Inuit of Labrador , northern Quebec and No r thwest Territories (Royal 

Commission 1986 ). 

The Hudson Bay Company's sale records register the sharp decline both in 

pr ices and in sales of sealskins in the Northwest Territories from 1983, 

reflect ing t he decline in the market (see table 10 in Appendix 1). 

Similarly, in Labrador , the catch went down from 8-9, OOO seals before 1983 

to 4, 100 in 1983 and 3, OOO in 1984 , the price of pelts having declined from 

a maximum of C$60 to C$4- 6 <Labrador Inuit Association 1985). 

The decline in the hunters' income was correspondingly very steep. The 

sealing revenue of Inuit hunters in Labrador declined by one third 

<Labrador Inuit Association 1985). In the Northwest Territories, it 

declined by 84% between 1981/82 and 1983/84, while the number of commercial 

hunters decreased by 56 % (Cournoyea 1985 ). Given the low prices , sea l 
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harvesting and skin preparation were no longer worth the investment in time 

and equipment (Wenzel 1985b). Indeed, revenue hunting was shown to produce, 

in 1984, a net cash loss <Smith and Wright 1989). 

Despite compensatory payments of C$5-6 per s .kin sold, instituted by local 

and central government (Royal Commission 1986), welfare payments had to be 

increased to supplement the hunters' income, by up to 300% or even more in 

some communities <Cournoyea 1985; Pagnirtung 1985). 

The existing mixed economy - based on a combination of wage employment, 

transfer payments, sales of local resources and the value of the 

subsistence use of those resources - was severely disrupted. Since cash 

income from the sale of sealskins became insufficient to finance the 

maintenance or the renewal of hunting equipment, subsistence hunting itself 

was also severely restricted (Wenzel 1985a; Williamson 1986). 

A first, fundamental consequence has been the reduced production of 

subsistence food, which is leading to a change towards less healthy 

dietary habits. Seal meat - rich in iron and vitamins - is being replaced 

by less nutritious southern food - lower in protein and rich in fat and 

carbohydrates - but available in exchange for cash from welfare payments 

(Borre 1986). Seal meat cannot be replaced nutritionally, or economically. 

Even at present prices, subsistence hunting would be profitable, when the 

substitution value for seal meat is compared with prices paid in shops 

(Smith and Wright 1989). 

Cuitural consequences have also been serious. Sealing, and hunting in 

general, is considered by Inuit to be a spiritually rewarding activity, 

whereas wage labour is seen as alienating (Wenzel 1985a) . Wage labour, 

moreover , being of an uncertain and not locally controllable nature, is 

perceived as increasing the community's dependence from external factors , 
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whereas the harvesting of renewable resources appea r s to be mo r e secure 

(Labrador Inuit Association 1985). 

Speci f icall y, the transmission of hunting skills, encompassing a whole set 

o f rela t ed a r eas of knowledge, is endangered by reduced hunting activity 

<Smith and Wright 1989). On a more general level, the social and cultural 

values associated with seal hunting may disappear, causing a loss of 

identity which may eventually destroy the indigenous social fabric (Wenzel 
,. 

undated; Williamson 1986). In particular, the socio-economic organization 

associated with seal hunting - the extended family, with its emphasis on 

the value of sharing - is in danger of fading away (Worl 1986). It has 

already been noted that whi le seal meat continues to be shared among the 

Community, bought food is not <Borre 1986). 

The Royal Commission (1986 ) recommended setting up an assistance package 

which , in the short term, would permit subsistence hunting, but not 

encourage it, given the risk of over-exploiting natui-al resources . It also 

suggested establishing a wholly indigenous seal industry, to capitalize on 

public sympath y for Inuit traditional activities (Market & Industry 

Anal ysts 1987 ). Ef f orts in this direction seem, howe ve r, to have been 

limited and not ver y producti ve so far (Malcolm Far r ow, pers. comm ) . 

7 . 3 Consequences of the decline of the sealskin market on sealing in 

Greenland 

Subsi stenc e seal h un t ing, for centur ies an essenti al part o f Greenland ' s 

e conomy, decreased dramaticall y in the 1920s and 1930s, as a result of 

climatic change , and prompted a general reorientation of the country's 

economy towards fishing . In the northern and eastern districts, however, 

sealing and hunting remain the main economic activity. Up to one third of 
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the population of about 9000 li ving in these dis tricts depends on sealing 

and hunting for their livelihood. 

Ringed seals - normally immature - make up the bulk (approximately 70% ) 

of the total average annual catch of about 90,000 seals, 

Harp seals come second in importance - catches however have been steadil y 

increasing in recent years , from about 10, OOO in 1977 to about 20, OOO in 

1983 (see Table 6 in Appendi x 1). Since harp seals do not breed in 

Greenland's coastal waters, no whitecoat pups are taken, but a large 

proportion of the catch is composed of animals less than one year old, 

mainly from the Newfoundland breeding stock . 

Hooded seals, principally from the Newfoundland and Davis Strait stocks, 

account for a small percentage (5%) of the total; here again , the catch, 

which includes a number of bluebacks, increased from around 2000 in the 

1960s to about 6000 from the mid 1970s onwards (see Table 7 in Appendi x 1) 

(Kapel and Petersen 1982 ; Market & Industr y Analysts 1987; Ha rwood 1988) . 

The general level of catches in Greenland has so f a r been fairly constant. 

This may be because Greenland's hunt appears to be traditionally 

subsistence-based. Animals are taken for skin, meat and oil, and over one 

third of the skins does not enter the trade . Subsistence needs and the 

availability of seals - depending inter alia on hunting technology - seem 

to be the main governing factors of Greenland's sealing. 

In this connection, reduced Newfoundland catches since 1983 might well lead 

to an increase in Greenland catches ; a long-term relationship appears to 

have been identified between the catches at breeding and moulting areas 

and Greenland catches (Kapel 1985). 

Probably more rele vant is the fact that Greenland's economy has 

traditionally been a sheltered one. Until 1985, the Kongelige Gronlandske 
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Handel <KGH) purchased sealskins at guaranteed prices, a bonus on actual 

profits at auctions being distributed subsequently. Thus, sales by hunters 

were not overly influenced by price fluctuations . Average prices per pelt 

sold at KGH auctions declined rapidly from 1982, so much so that auctions 

were discontinued in 1985. However, since KGH continued to buy sealskins at 

guaranteed prices, the commercial availability of seal skins remained at 

previous levels <see Table 11 in Appendix 1). Since 1985, purchasing has 

been done by KTU, a new agency established under the Home Rule 

admini strati on. KTU has been paying an average price of Dkr 200 per skin, 

well above the market 

been introduced in 

price, 

order 

although a range of guaranteed prices has 

to promote skin quality . The Home Rule 

authorities also established a tannery in an attempt to promote indigenous 

processing, but this enterprise seems to be viewed with scepticism by the 

fur industry <Market & Industry Analysts 1987). 

Despite economic buffering, there are signs that the decline in the market 

is having an impact also on Greenland's hunters. It seems that the hunters 

are showing less interest in preparing the sealskins for sale, given the 

low returns <Kapel 1985). Although cash payments by the government have 

ensured a steady source of income from sealing, they have remained 

unchanged in recent years, which impl:es a loss in real terms. In addition, 

no extra bonuses have been paid from auction profits. The reduced cash 

income might ultimately lead to a decline in seal hunting, at least in 

full-time hunting <Market & Industry Analysts 1987) . 
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7. 4 Inuit and anti-sealing attitudes 

Both in Canada and in Greenland, the anti-sealing campaign and the 

Community ban have been perceived by Inuit as yet another attack on their 

culture and way of life, showing once again the lack of understanding of 

southern populations <Brody 1987; Mark Nuttall, pers. comm.), 

I 

The European Community and the Canadian Royal Commission both stressed, on 

a number of occasions, the public sympathy for traditional Inuit hunting, 

especially since it does not genera ll y involve the killing of pups . 

They expressed the hope that this might prevent or attenuate the negative 

consequences of the ban for Inuit populations. 

Analysis of public attitudes to Inuit sealing (Wenzel 1985a) shows , 

however , little evidence that this hope is being fulfilled. 

Wenzel starts by emphasizing the ambiguity of the clause repeatedly used 

in official Community acts (see Documents 5 and 6 in Appendix 2) to 

justif y the e xclusion of Inuit products from the Comm.unity ban . Indigeno us 

sealing is described as "a natural and legitirnate occupation " which " forrns 

an important par t of the traditional way of li f e and economy" of Inu i t 

populat i ons . Inuit hunting , according to this formulation , is accept able 

because i t is natµral and t r aditional ; by implication, other sorts of 

hunting are less legitimate . The line between indigenous and c ommerc i a l 

hunt ing - Wen zel shows - i s ver y fine , and moral absolution of I nuit 

hunting by no me ans c ertain. 

In fact, anti - sealing mo vemen ts ac c use Inuit o f c ompli city - I nuit we re 

invol ved at first invol untarily i n commercial ki lling, but then agreed 

openly and voluntarily to continue their invo l vment with industrial 

interests, for money. Moreover , Inu i t ha ve abandoned the traditional values 
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and methods , in particula r by agreeing to use the des t ructive European 

tec hnology. The y therefo r e ha ve no r ight to be treated differently f rom 

commercial non-indigenous sealers . Another approach, leading to the same 

outcome, is t hat a special treatment of Inuit i s an e xpress i on of racism. 

There is a distinct risk that Inuit seal-hunting, and hunting in general, 

will become completely indefensible in the eyes of public opinion. Native 

spokesmen , 
I 

in their submissions to the Canadian Royal Commission 

(Pangnirtung 1985; Curley 1985; Cournoyea 1985) , pointed out that it is 

impossible at this stage to distinguish between traditional subsistence and 

commercial hunting, the latter being a way of continuing the former. 

They also stressed that they hunt in an ecologically sound manner, and 

expressed bitterness at being opposed by the people who should be their 

natural allies - ecologists. 

More specifically, Labrador Inuit complained that the th r eat of anti

sealing ac t i on induced the Canadian gove r nmen t to adopt uniform sealing 

regulations for the wh ole of Canada , intended mainly to protect t he 

interests of Newfoundland and foreign commercial operators , and the 

Canadian image ab r oad , without taking into account t he realities of Inuit 

hunting <Labrado r Inuit Association 1985 ). 

This complex of grievances led in 1984 to a conference of the leaders of 

the 27 indigenous nations of Canada, Al aska and Greenl and , and t he creat ion 

of Indi genous Survi val Int erna tionale <ISU . The manda t e was to "t ake all 

reasonable affirmative action t owards prot ecting i ndigenous harvesting 

rights and maintaining the international market in native products". 

The association has accused anti-hunting initiatives of neocolonialism, the 

destruction of Inuit culture and violation of the Inuit right to self

determination <Indigenous Survival Internationale 1985). 
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7. 5 Inuit and the European Community 

It is clear that the European Community ban only exacerbated a wide and 

deep conflict between northern aboriginal interests and attitudes and 

southern ones. The aboriginals' resentment appears to have been directed 

towards the animal-rights and conservation movements, rather than towards 

the Community , which was admittedly a less visible target. 

With reference to Community action, it may be more relevant to note that 

the exclusion of Inuit products from the ban, an exclusion designed to 

safeguard indigenous interes t s, did not achieve its aim. 

The Community was clearly aware , from the beginning, of the disruptive 

potential of anti-sealing action for aboriginal populations, although its 

concern was mainly for Greenlanders, then full members of the Community. 

As early as 1982, while analysing the consequences for Greenland's economy 

of membership in the European Community, the European Parliament had noted 

that the campaign against seal hunting could jeopardize the livelihood of 

Greenland ' s hunters. It had recognized that avoiding negative consequences 

would be difficult, and warned that, if Greenland seceded from the 

Community , its hunters were sure to be the first victims of any anti

sealing action <EC 1982a) . 

The Commission had repeated the warning when submitting its first proposal 

for a ban (see section 3. 3). 

When the negative consequences of the collapse of the market became 

apparent also in respect of Inuit seal products, the Community repeatedly 

argued that the Inuit would ultimately benefit from the ban <EC 1983a, 

1983b, 1985, 1988, 1989b). The European public, the argument went, would 
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buy seal products again when assured that those products reaching the 

market were not made of the skins of seal pups. The modest upturn in demand 

in the last few years (see sect ion 6. 1) was immediately invoked as a reason 

for making the ban permanent with the minimum discussion, in order not to 

jeopardize the incipient recovery of the sealskin market in Europe <see 

section 4. 4). 

This recovery, however, benefits mainly Greenland, which in practice has 

monopolized the European market. No thought seems to have been spared for 

Canadian Inuit . But, once again, they have hardly ever been given serious 

consideration. It may perhaps be wondered whether active government 

intervention, as in Greenland, could not have offset to a greater extent 

the negative consequences of the decline in the market. It may also be 

argued that the Community's action simply accelerated a process which would 

have occurred anyway, and which encompasses the whole of the Inuit 

traditional lifestyle. But it is difficult not to be moved by the 

passionate t estimonies of Canadian nati ve spokesmen. 
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSIONS 

8. 1 Du cote de chez la Communaute 

The cornmunicat ion transmitted by the European Commission to the Counci 1 
immediately before the Council adopted the ban <EC 1983a) is curigusly 
haphazard, but probably also the most honest reflection of the Community ' s 

thinking on the sealing issue. 

The Commission summarized the combination of elements which motivated 

public revulsion to the pup-seal hunt : the hunt was "the slaughter of (1) 

defenseless, newborn, <2> wild animals (3) on a massive scale (4) under not 

sufficiently controllable circumstances, (5) with clubs and hakapiks, that 

can be misused, (6) bleeding and pelting on the ice (7) in many cases in 

the presence of the mother (8) for trivial, luxury purposes" (ibidem, p. 1). 

It then set · out the terms of the fundamental moral question the moral 
status of sealing depended on its economic and sociological benefits to 
man, compared with the cost to seals. 

evaluation on this basis . 

It did not, however, attempt an 

Such factual elements as the communication provided were simply related to 

the basic fact of public protest. The Commission noted that subsistence 
sealing did not attract such widespread opposition as commercial sealing, 
which was the source of luxury items. It admitted that, although effective 
monitoring was difficult , the prescribed killing practices were at least 
as humane as the methods used in slaughter-houses; but it . refused to be 
part of an international panel of experts on killing methods, as proposed 
by Canada, because this would have implied acceptance of the hunt as such. 

It admitted that data on the conservation status of seals were not 

- 66 -

11'! 

I 
I 



conclusive, but stated that any initiative intended to preserve or to 

improve the management of seal populations, short of a cessation of the 

hunt , would have been pointless, since it would not placate public opinion 

<EC 1983a). 

There was obviously a clear awareness that any cost-benefit analysis of 

sealing based on a consideration of economic, social and ecological factors 
, 

would not only have been difficult, but also futile . A decisive element -

the heavy cost, in terms of popularity and credibility for the European 

institutions, of not taking action when public opinion requested it so 

vociferously - had tilted the balance from the beginning, but this could 

not be stated or taken into account openly . 

The emphasis on conservation as the main reason for the ban, al though 

essentially a device to obtain political agreement in the Council (see 

section 3. 4), was an honourable way out of the mo r al dilemma, resting on 

the allegedly neutral authority of scientific knowledge. Concern was at 

least legitimate at the time the ban was decided, and later analysis 

confirmed that concern was justified on the whole <see Chapter 5). 

Moreover, internal Community inte r ests were not affected to a great extent. 

Although the Community was the. main market for sealskins, the fur industr y, 

as its earl y acceptance o f voluntary bans shows <see section 2. 2), was 

already alert to a changing demand and ready to adapt . 

The interests of Greenland hunt e rs, on the other hand, appeared to be 

officially safeguarded by the exclusion from the ban o f products from Inuit 

hunting (see section 3. 4). 

The Community was aware that its re lations with Canada and No rway were 

the importance for both countries of avoiding strong international 
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condemnation, and o f the fact that sealing was a localized , seasonal 

activity, with no more than marginal economic importance in the economies 

of Canada and Norway (see sections 6 . 2 and 6. 3). 

The adoption of the ban may be seen as a ruthless exercise in realpolitik, 

allowing the Community to achieve maximum popularity at minimum cost . 

Conversely, it may be seen as an exercise in democracy : after all~ the 

Community seemed genuinely to be interpreting the feelings and wishes of 

the majority of its citizens. However, the essentially non-democratic 

character of the Community ' s decision- making machinery meant that it was 

able to be ambiguous about the motivation for the ban, extensive public 

discussion did not take place, and the 

adequately assessed. 

8 . 2 Du cot~ de chez les autres 

consequences were probably not 

The ban aimed at limiting the market for pup seal-skins, in order to 

achieve the reduction and possibly the abolition of the commercial seal

pup hunt ; the official reason was stated to be conservation. 

The seal-pup hun t has been permanently abolished in Canada, and will 

probably be i n Norwa y, where a ban is in force for 1989. If limiting the 

mortality of seal-pups was not the most e f fic i ent wa y to improve the status 

of the population, the reduction in catches appears to have had positive 

effects at leas t on the Northwest Atlantic seal stock. Recent studies have 

shown, moreover , that threats to the species were we ll fo unded, a t least i n 

part, and that the issue of conservation is a complex one, to be approached 

with the utmost caution <see Chapter 5). Action by the Community, in t h is 

light, may thus be deemed positive or at le ast defensi bl e . 
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From 1983 , the sealskin market was collapsing. The collapse affected all 

kinds of sealskins, not only those covered by the ban. Whether such a 

severe decline as the one recorded <see sect ion 6. 1) would have occurred in 

the absence of the ban, and simply as a result of the anti-sealing 

campaign, is debatable. If the campaign spurred the Commission to action, 

the Community provided the campaign with a focus and with official sanction 

(see Chapter 3 and section 6 . 4). 

The general economic consequences of the decline in commercial sealing, 

although they may have been severe locally, proved on the whole to be 

manageable for the relatively rich economies of both Canada and Norway. 

The Canadian Royal Commission <1986) absolved the Community in substance, 

recognizing in particular that it was impossible to resist public emotion . 

Canada seems to be adjusting to the reduced importance of sealing (see 

section 6. 2) . 

Norway has put up a stronger resistance , probably more for political than 

for economic reasons . However, recent events show that Norway's 

determination to maintain an active seal hunt may have put her in a 

position that will soon become untenable <see section 6. 3). 

It may therefore be argued that the European Community, in adopting the 

ban, merely aided .and hastened a process already under way , one which would 

have led anyway to a decline in the market. 

The p l i ght of the Inuit is the one element which mars t he pict ure. 

Greenland h unt e r s , thanks to active government al intervention, we re spared 

the brunt of t he co l lapse of the market; the coll apse was, howev e r, a heavy 

blow to Canadian Inuit, who were very dependent economica l ly on hunt i ng. 

In general, moreover, northern aboriginal peoples, str uggling to maintain 
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their identity in the face of strong and pervasive southern influence, were 

bound to resent bitterly any intrusion which affected their way of life 

(see Cha pt e r 7). 

These consequences were clesrly uninti::ndi::d, al thi:iwgr. in fi14t"t ;.r,U1: i p~t f-,:L 

But, equally clearly, they were never given proper consideration. On the 

whole, the decision-makers were glad to take refuge in their ecological 

consciousness. 

Significantly, the Community appears to have tried consistently to shirk 

its responsibility for the destruction of the Canadian Inuit sealskin 

market, by ignoring. diminishing or deny-ing such destructi on, only taking 

into account the situation of Greenland Csee Chapters 3, 4, 7). 

8. 3 Future prospects 

A new issue, which has striking similarities with the baby-seal issue, 

looms on the horizon. Herscovici 0987) had noted that the anti-sea.lir;6 

campaign - appealing to strong emotions, yet not threatening very important 

economic interests - was a convenie:1t trial run for extreme animal-rights 

movements , and predicted that trapping wc,uld be the ne z t target. 

A c ampaign against fur animal trapping is being waged in several European 

countries, particularly Britain (Sander 1988) , and follows closely the 

pattern of the sealing campaign. In 1988, the European Parliament adopted a 

r esolution on leghold t r aps, widel y used in Canada , the Uni ted States and 

the Sovie t Union, inviting the Commission inter alia t o i ntroduce specia l 

labell i ng f or pr oduct s from anima l s ca ught by suc h traps <EC 1989a ) . 

The response of the public to such acti on by the Commi..lnity, wh ic h wi il 

rein:orce the animal-rights campaigr., is likely to r-esult in the colla?se 

of t;,e fur ma,ket. 
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The morel issue appears to be more straightforward than it was in the case 

of sealing. On the one side, undoubtedly prolonged suffering may be 

inflicted on animals caught in traps <Thomas Smith, pers. comm.); on the 

other side, the economic consequences would hit, directly and most 

forcefully, northern aboriginal hunters and trappers, more numerous than 

sealers and just as dependent, economically and culturally, on their 

traditional activities (Brody 1987). No white seal butchers or 

international capital here - it has been noted <Sander 1988) - to confuse 

the issue .. 

An encouraging feature of the Parliament's resolution, in this context, is 

the repeated concern shown for aboriginal interests. Cooperation with the 

indigenous organizations is recommended in order to avoid negative 

consequences of possible Community action <EC 1989a). 

This may be the fruit of the lesson learned from the baby-seal experience. 

It may also be the result of more intense external pressures - the 

economic interests involved are far greater than in the case of sea ling 

But this is another story. 
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Tab l e 1 

YEAR 

1971 
197 2 
197 3 
197 4 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
198 7 
1988 

Appendix 1 

Allocation and catches for harp seals at Jan Mayen to the nearest 100, 1971-1988. 
Sources: ICES , 1987; Harwood, 1988 ; ICES CM 1988 and Joint Norwegian Soviet Fishery 
Commission 1988 (by courtesy of Greenpeace, EEC Unit). 

ALLOCATION CATCH NORWEGIAN CATCH 
PUPS* TOTAL PUPS* TOTAL 

15,000 11,100 11,100 11,100 11,100 
15,000 15,100 15,200 15,100 15,200 
15,000 11,900 11,900 11,900 11,900 
15,000 14,600 14,700 14,600 14,700 
15,900 4,000 5,100 3,700 4,800 
16,500 7,300 12,600 7,000 12,300 
17,000 15,300 17,100 13,300 14,800 
17,000 16,400 16,500 14,400 14,500 
18,500 14,400 15,300 11,900 12,800 
25,000 5,300 13,500 2,300 10,000 
25,000 12,600 15,500 8,900 11,800 
25,000 8,600 11,900 6,600 9,700. 

18,500 5,000 7, 600 700 3,300 
11,500 200 2,000 200 2,000 
11,000 0 600 0 600 
12,000 4,500 4 , 800 0 0 
25,000 8,000 14,700 8,000 11,500 

10,100 15,700 3,000 8,200 
(plus 1,400 skins 
lost in sunk vessel ) 

* Pups : less than one year old - does not necessarily mean whitecoats, although whitecoats represented 
~ great proportion of the ca t ch, at least before 1983. 

N.B . No Soviet sealing in 1971-74 and in 1984. 



Appendix 1. 

Table 2 Allocation and catches for hooded seals at Jan Mayen, to the nearest 100, 1971-1988. Sources: ICES, 198-7; Harwood, 1988; ICES C.N. 1988 and Joint Norwegian-Soviet Fishery Commission (by courtesy of Greenpeace, EEC Unit) 

YEAR ALLOCATION CATCH NORWEGIAN CATCH 
PUPS* TOTAL PUPS* TOTAL 

1971 30,000 19,600 30 ,200 19,600 30,200 1972 30,000 16,100 20,200 16,100 20,200 19 73 30,000 22,500 26,400 22,500 26,400 1974 30,000 16,600 26 , 400 16,600 26,400 1975 31 , 800 18,900 27,200 18,300 26,000 1976 39,500 4 , 800 7,300 4,600 6 ,9,00 1977 46,000 14,200 18 , 800 11,600 15,400 1978 42,500 16,400 19, 000 13,900 16,000 
I 1979 35,120 18,200 23 , 500 16,100 20,300 ~ 1980 20,000 9,400 11,200 8,400 9,800 CJ 
I 1981 20,000 10, 700 12 ,1 00 10,600 11,700 1982 20,000 12,600 15 , 800 11,100 13,500 

1983 20,000 400 600 - 100 1984 11,800 100 600 100 600 1985 11,300 1,900 2 , 200 300 300 1986 9,300 3,800 4 , 800 2,ioo 2,9,00 1987 20,000 9,100 11 , 100 6,200 7,800 1988 6,000 7 , 700 3,800 4,200 
(plus 1500 skins, 
1,000 pups, lost in 
sunk vessel) 

* Pups: less than one year old (bluebacks) 
N.B. No Soviet sealing in 1971-74 and in 1984 
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Appendix l 

Table 3 Al locations and catches of harp seals in the White Sea, \ to the nearest 100, 1975-1988. 
Sources: Harwood , 1988; ICES, 1988 and Joint Norwegian-Soviet Fishery Commission, 1988, 
(by Courtesy of Greenpeace , EEC Unit) . 

YEAR ALLOCATION CATCH 

USSR NORWAY NORWAY TOTAL 

1975 30,000 14,000 11,000 40,500 
1976 30,000 14,000 13,100 42 , 700 
1977 35,000 14,000 6,200 41 , 700 
1978 34,000 16,000 4,800 36,300 
1979 34,000 16, 000 15,600 51, 700a 
1980 34,000 16,000 18,500 55 , 000b 
1981 45,000 17,500 17,500 63,lOOc 
1982 60, 000 17,500 17,500 76,000 

1983 64, 000 18, 000 18,100 83,100 
1984 65, 000 18,000 8,900 74 , 000 
1985 61, 000 19,000 19,000 80,000 
1986 61,000 19,000 19,000 80,100 
1987 61,000 19 , 000 19,000 64,800 d 
1988 16,600 71,000 e 

a Includes 2,000 hides from seals caught in fishing nets in Norwegian waters, and 1,100 from 
seals caught in nets along the Murman coast . The total number of seals caught i n this way 
was estimated to be 7-11,000 . 

b Includes hides of 3,000 seals drowned in nets in Varangar. 

c Does not include 2,000 seals drowned i n nets in eastern Finnmark and 250-300 sea1s killed 
by a Norwegian sealer, but lost because they drifted inside Soviet territorial waters. 

d Includes 1,420 animals take for scient ific purposes by USSR. Does nut include 60,000 animals 
drowned in fishing nets in southern Norway . 

e Does not include 21,637 seals drowned in fishing nets in northern Norway . 



Appendix 1 

Table 4 Quotas and catches for harp seals off Newfoundland and in 
Gulf, to the nearest 100, 1971-1988. Sources: NERC 1985; 
Levigne and Kovacs 1988 ; Harwood 1988 . 

YEAR QUOTA WHITECOATS TOTAL 

1971 245,000 231,000 
1972 150,000 129,900 
1973 150,000 123,800 
1974 150,000 147,600 
1975 150,000 174,400 
1976 127,000 165,000 
1977 160,000 155,100 
1978 170,000 161,700 
1979 170,000 120,000 160,500 
1980 170,000 103,000 172 ,OOO 
1981 168,200 153,000 200,200 
1982 175,000 114, OOO 166,700 

1983 175,000 57,900 
1984 175,000 30,900 
1985 175,000 18,200 
1986 175,000 26,000 
1987 175,000 42,600 
1988 175,000 79 , 100 

N.B. Quotas included an allocation of 30,000 for the landsmen 
hunt until 1976. Since 1977, a separate allocation 
varying between 10,000 and 13 , 000 is fixed each year. 

-GO-
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Appendix l 

Table 5 Allocations and total catches of hooded seals off Newfoundland 1974-1988, to the nearest 100. 
Sources: Harwood, 1988. 

YEAR ALLOCATION CATCH 
PUPS* TOTAL 

1974 15,000 6,100 10,000 
1975 15,000 7,600 15,600 
1976 15,000 6,500 12,400 
1977 15,000 9,000 12,100 

.I 1978 15,000 8,000 10,500 co 1979 15,000 11,300 15,100 ~ 

I 1980 15,000 11,200 13,100 
1981 15,000 10,700 13,700 
1982 15,000 7,800 10,400 

1983 12,000 - 100 
1984 2,340 200 400 
1985 2,340 400 800 
1986 2,340 0 0 
1987 2,340 - 1,700 
1988 2,340 - l,lOO(provisional) 

* Pups : less than one-year old (bluebacks). 



Appendix 1 

Table 6 Catches of harp seals in Greenland to the nearest 100, 
1971-1984. Source: Kapel 1985. 

Year Catches 

1971 5,600 
1972 ·6,000 
1973 9,300 
1974 7,200 
1975 6,100 
1976 8,100 
1977 10,000 
1978 11,000 
1979 13,000 
1980 12,600 
1981 14,100 
1982 17,600 

1983 19,200 
1984 18,600 (provisional) 

Table 7 Catches of hooded seals in Greenland, exclusive of scientific 
catches,to the nearest 100, 1971-1985. Source: Harwood, 1988. 

Year Catches 

1971 2,400 
1972 4,200 
1973 3,300 
1974 4,000 
1975 4,800 
1976 5,000 
1977 6,000 
1978 6,400 
1979 5,900 
1980 6,400 
1981 . 6,200 
1982 6,400 

1983 5,500 
1984 4,700 
1985 6,900 

-8:2-
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Table 8 

Worldwide Availability of Sealskins, 1979-1987 

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 

Total 409,302 412,322 445,080 418 , 657 212,812 131,375 111,919 103,603* 
of which from: 

Greenland (a) 82,543 63,373 55,593 54 , 945 47,820 52,492 50,526 50,000* 

Canada 
- Atlantic 179,028 192,415 213,848 182 , 336 56,925 33,337 21,476 25,714 
- Arctic (b) 29,35 2 30,860 42,120 24 , 512 14,837 7,684 5,419 4,000* 

· Norway (c) 46,494 34;826 40,986 40 , 611 21,493 11,436 19,902 21,929 

(a) Connnercial sales to KGH/KTU 
(b) Connnercial sales to Hudson's Bay 
(c) Excluding Norwegian catch in Canada prior to 1983 
* Estimate 

Sources: Royal Greenland Trade Department: Fisheries and Oceans Canada; Hudson's Bay Company; 
Directorate of Fisheries Norway ; Eurostat. 

From: Market & Industry Analysts 1987, Tabl e 1, p . 11 . 

Appendix l 

1987 

134,507* 

50,000* 

42,269 

4,000* 

38,238 
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Table 9 

Sealskin Price Trends: Average Price Per Skin, 1979-1986 

First hand value of 
Norwegian catch (raw 
skins excluding 
blubber) Nkr . 

Purchases by Hudson's 
Bay in Canadian Arctic 
(raw skins cleaned and 
dried) C$ 

Extra EC 
the EC 

imports into 
(raw skins) ECU 

KGH Auctions (raw ring 
seal skins) Dkr 

Canadian Atlant ic coast 
purchases by processors 

1979 

150.9 

14.16 

131 

(raw skins with blubber) 22.2 
C$ 

1980 1981 

145.4 143.5 

19.05 21.13 

27.8 23 .1 

159 114 

29.6 25.4 

1982 1983 1984 1985 

155 . 8 74.0 75.1 38 . 8 

19.42 14.86 9.95 10.05 

21.1 17.1 11.4 5 . 8 

88 56 36 

25.4 12.4 11.5 n.a. 

Sources: MIA calculations based on Fisheries Directorate Norway; Hudson's Bay Company;,Eurostat; 
Royal Greenland Trade Department; Fisheries and Oceans Canada . 

From: Market & Industry Analysts 1987, Table 2 , p . 12. 

.!\:pp end 1.x \. 

1986 

60 .1 

n.a. 

6.0 

n.a . 
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l\ppendix l 

Table 10 

Commercial sales .of sealskins to the Hudson Bay Company and average price per skin paid by the Company 
in the Northwest Territories, 1980-1987. 

. No of skins 

Price C$ 

1980 

30,860 

19,05 

1981 

42,120 

21, 13 

1982 

24,512 

19,42 

Source: Market and Industry Analysts 1987. 

Table 11 

1983 

14,837 

14,86 

1984 

7,684 

9,95 

1985 

5,419 

10,05 

1986 1987 

4,000* 4,000* 

n.a. n.a. 

Commercial sales of sealskins to KGH and KTU and average price per skin paid at KGH auctions 1980-1987. 

No of skins 

Price Dkr 

1980 

63,373 

159 

1981 

55 , 593 

114 

1982 

54,945 

88 

Source : Market and Industry Analysts 1987. 

* Estimate 

1983 

47,820 

56 

1984 

52,492 

36 

1985 

50,526 

1986 1987 

50,000* 50 ,000* 



MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION (Doc. 1-106/80) 

Appendix 2 

Document 1 

tabled by Mr JOHNSON, Mr SIMPSON, Mrs WEBER, Mr PRICE, Mr PRAG, 
Mr NEWTON DU NN, Miss ROBERTS, Miss llOOPER, Miss FORSTER , Mr SPICER, 
Mr MARSHALL and Mr COLLINS 

pursuant to Rule 25 of th0 Rules of Procedure on Community trade 1n 
se.:il ;-•roduct c, and i.,, pan icular .i.n products derivir,g from the 
'whitccoat' pups of har~ and hooded seals (pagophilus groenlandicus 
and cystopnora cristatal 

/ 

- having regard rn th" Tr·cat:y est obli.shing the European Economic Community 
ilnd in particular t.u Articles 100 and following relating to the trade and 
commerce of the Community, 

- hav1nr1 ,-egard also to the decisions of lhc Council estab.list-,1ng the 
Community programme:·~~ of crwironmcnl and consumer protection, 

- considering that large numbers of harp and hooded seals (pagophilus 
groenlandicus and cystophora cristata) which inhabit the drifting pack 
ice of the North Atlantic, from Baffin Bay in the west to the White Sea 
in the east, are harvested each year, / 

- considering that all harp and hooded seal pr?ducts in international trade 
come from Canada , Norway or Greenland, 

- considering t ha t for 1•,rn the ficJUrt' s a r e os fol.lows : 

Skins l·.akcn by 

llarp sea.ls 

Hooded seals 

Canada -----
118 , 706 

6 , 063 

No1·waz Crecnland -------
56 , 682 2,804 

:n , 438 3,066 

Tot al 

178,192 

30,56 7 

208,759 

- considering th e methods used (e . 9 . clubbing) in t he harves ting of thes e 
seals and the fac t t ha t subs l a n t i a l numbe r s of whitecoa t s ( i.e. a harp 
seal, les s than 1 0 days o l d wh ic h has st il l no l lo s t th0 soft wh i t e f ur 
it was born with ) and b J 11cbacks ( i.e. a ncwbo 1: n hoo de d s,~al with blue 
'fast' fur) .:H-e invo l v(•d, 

- considering thac the Member States of the Community are maJor cons umers 
of seal products, suc h a s coats, s hoes and ba g s, moca s sins, belts, 
wal l ets a n d novelty i tems e.g. key cases, purses, seal do l ls and cigar 
cases, 

PE 75. 783/Ann . I 
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- considering that. th e trode in s e al produ,:ts is carried out . by companies based within th0 Communi.t· y ancl .in parli.f'1lar in 1-he U.K., D,-nm.nk, franc,· and Germany, 

calls upon the Commission 

1 . To propose measures designed to regulate international trade in seal 
products and to prohibit entry into the Community of: 

(a) any products coming from seals which have not been humanely kilied 

(b) any products coming from seal species whose stocks are recognized 
as being imperilled; 

2. To propose a total ban on all imports into the Community of products 
from 'whit~coat' or 'blueback' seals; and on all intra-Community trade 
in such products; 

3. To negotiate with other countries involved in the trade in such products, in particular with Norway and Canada, with a view to achieving international action along the lines suggested in this resolution. 

PE 75. 783/Ann . I 
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RESOLUTION 

on Community trade in seal products and in particular in products deriving from the whitecoat pups of harp and hooded seals (Pagophi/11s groenlandiws and Cystophora cristata) 

The European Pa.rliament, 

having regard to the motion for a resolution tabled by Mr Johnson and others on Community trade in seal products and in particular products deriving from the whitecoat pups of harp and hooded seals (Doc. 1-1 06/80); 

having regard to Petitions Nos 8/80 and 13/81 on the protection of seals (PE 64.079 and PE 73.613); 

whereas the annual slaughter of newborn seals, in particubr young hooded and hbrp seals, never fails to arouse deep public outrage; 

having regard to the reports prepared for the Commission on Seals by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea and by the Nature Conservancy Council; 

whereas experts have established on several occasions that this slaughter is carried out in a manner which is Jegr:1ding to both hum:1ns and animals; 

recognizing the n.:ccssity of maintaining an ecological babnce; 

whereas there is admimxlly uncertainty in scientific circles about the extent of the decline of arl seal stocks, which is why conservative figures are given in the expL111atory statement, but whereas it can be stated that all species arc definitely enJ;111gered to a certain extent, whether this concerns the species as a whole or one or more individual 
colonies, 

whereas certain species of seal, m parricular the monk seal, are now at the point of extinction , 

' whereas these ~1<lverse effects are caused not by the traditional hunting practices of the indigenous population in the Arctic regions but chiefly by commercial sealing by a number of indus trialized countries, 

whereas the Creenlan<lers have never hunted newborn seals, but only beaters or ad'41: animals, 

whereas in addition to se:iling, pollution of the marine environment plays :in import role in endangering seals and m:iny other sea creatures, 
.Tnt• 

where:is in the processed state seal skins and seal products give little or no indi.:,1rion 
to the species of seal from which they were derived, with the result that a selectii·e rr, ~S ban is extremely difficult to administer, ·· ·· · 

whereas, in view of the above, supervision of the trade in skins and products <lLTi\·,·,: from a ll species of seal is desirable, while in some. cases a trade ban is called for, 

having regard to the second report of the Committee on the Environment, Publi.: Hl':ti, ': and Consumer Protection (Doc. 1-984/81); 

1. Requests the Commission, following the example of the United States, the Nethl'ri.11 :.', and Italy and taking into account the action of retail traders in France, to inrroJucc. ,,, means of a regulation, a ban on Community imports of all skins and products derived fr., 1;1 young hooJed and harp seals and on these and other products coming from seal:; wl1tJ,l' stocks are depleted, threatened or endangered; 

O.J.C 87 of 5.4.1982, p. 87 
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~- In_ this context, reques~s the Commission to press the Canadian authorities urgl'11th· : .. 
mtens1fy research and ro implement measures for ensuring more humane and an:epr :Ji, :v 
ways of carrying out the annual cull of seals; 

3 . Requests the Commission to propose legislation to ensure that all se:11 proJu,h 
imported into the Community are clearly marked as made of or derived from sc:d skin. 
indicating the type of seal and where the seal was killed; 

4. Requests the Commission to introduce, by means of this Regulation, arr::rngl'm•:n :, 
governing intra-Community trade in the skins and products derived from young hooJc·cl :tr:,: 
harp seals which safeguard existing stocks; 

5. Requests the Commission to take initiatives at the next conference of the conrrac:rin:.: 
parties to bring about the inclusion of all earless seals (Phocidae) in Annex II of 1h,· 
Washington Convention, pursuant to Article II (2) (b) of that Convention, in so far as rhc·:, 
do not :1ppear in Annex l, thus making it possible to supervise to a certain extent the rr.h:,. 
in the products of e:irless seals (Phocidae); 

6. Requests the Commission to bring forward proposals in due time to include .ill sp,.:ci,·, 
of seal in Annex C of the Council Regulation (currently before the Council for appro1 .ii 
implementing the \'v'ashingron Convention in the EEC so as to ensure the survcill:111ce or· 
imports and exports; 

7. Requests the Commission to devise special measures for the monk seal, which inh:1hirs 
the iv1editerranc:m, for ex:imple by promoring rhe csrablishment of speci:11 re,cn·,,, 
to prevent the extinction of this species, the numbers of which at presenr sr:ind :ir 
only :ibour 650; 

8 . Calls on the govc:rnmcnts of Algc>ria and Morocco to give leg:11 protection ro rhc· 
A1edircrranean monk sc::11 and r~e govc:rnments of Greece, Turkey , Italy and Yugosbvi:i ro 
implc>menr existing legisbtion giving protection to the Mediterrnne:m monk sc:il; 

9. Requests the Commission, forthwith , particularly in the light of the serious danger of the 
extinction of the remaining Gret'k monk seals, as a result of the recent threat by Greek 
_fishermen to shoot a number of these animals, to: 

(a) consult with the Greek government in order to prevent the unnecessary killing of Greek 
monk seals, 

(b) ensure that reserves are established as soon as possible in Greece, Italy and France, and 
thereby to protect the species and guarantee the management of these reserves, 

(c) provide financial aid for conservation measures, including possible compensation for 
fishermen who suffer losses c:1Used by monk seals, 

(d) investigate whether the setting up of a seal 'nursery' offers scope for the conservation of 
the species, and, [f so, to enable such a nursery to be set up ; 

10. Requests the Commission to ensure that all the protective measures on endangered 
species of seal take into account the interests of indigenous populations, in particular in the 
Arctic regions, by permitting, where necessary, the limited and ·controlled hunting of or 
trade in endangered species ; 

11. Requests the Commission ro continue and extend its activities to protect the marine 
environment in :iccordance with Parliament's resolution of 20 November 198 I on the state 
of the Community environment (1 ) ; 

12. Instructs its President to forward this resolution and the report of its committee to the 
Council and Commission. 

(1) OJ No C 327, 14.12.1981, p. 83; Alber report (Doc. 1-276/81). 
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RESOLUTIO:\ 

.Appencix 2 

Docurr:er_-l:: 3 
on the Commi\\1on ' \ failure 10 implement Parli:imcn1·, rc\Olurion or 11 March 19112 (baby seals) 

:\. rl·,.1:.,11." ,t, rn,ilunon ot 11 .\bro.:h 1982 (1), adorted hy a majority of 160 votes to tu, 
"h ,, i , r,·,j.:,·,t,·,i th,· Cornrn :"1011. iollowing rho: c:x.1mrle oi the United States, the 
's:,t i: n:.inJ, .rn,l ltJly .inJ_ t.1ktng tnro .:ic.:ount the .:i.:tion oi retail traders in trance, to 
intruJu.:l·. rv ml·,in, of a rt·gulanon • .1 ban on Community imrorts of .111 skins and 
;,ruJuo.:r- d,:nn·J from young hoodt"d and harp ,c.11, and on the~t· and other products 
o.:om,ng irnm \l'Ji, who,e ~roo.:ks arc depicted, thrl·,1tt·ncd or endangered, 

B. re..:.1::,nf.: th .1t th, rc,olu:1nn oi 11 .\1.iro.:h 1982 .:tl,o rcqul·,tc:J thl' Commi,\ion to bring 
forw.irJ ;,rop°'.1!, to 1no.:lude .:iii ,pc,·1c, oi \C::il 111 :\nnc:x C oi the: Couno.:il llt·gul.:inon 
impkml''lttng the \\'.Hhini-:ron Com·,·n11011 on lnra, .. 1110:1.1! Trade." in End.1ngcred Spe.-ie~ 
(CITES ;. 

C. rec:'.'.::-:: rh~t r:,: Commis.\ion informC'd thC' ParliamC'nt on 19 April J 9S2. th.1t it had 
::~1:cd t'.:e N::::1-~: Cor.scrv.:int)' Coun,d in rhe United Kmgdom to C'x:imme thC' l:itest 

avaibb!e so.:it·n~iCc d.1ta rcl.:itini; to rhC' status or thC' hooded anJ h.1rp seal, 

D. 110:in::: t!1.1t th:: Euro:,c.111 Environment llure:iu ar an Extraordinary A,~embly held in 
lm:crn:1ourG on 2.S April t <J:-:2 c.1ll1·d uron the Commission to come forward rapidly 
wirh the pro;:>os.1ls reque~tc:d hy the: l'Jrliament, 

E. notin:::; t:1at thC' ~:iture ConsC'rYJn<.")' Coun~·il, after consulting· a group of international 
exp:-rts, :i<lviscd the: Comm1s,ion in ~1.:ty 1982, 'to t:ike all :lL,ion within its competence 
to redu,c: the lcvc:I of cxrlmtation of the hoodC'd and harp seal spC'cies and to ensure the 
future ~curity of thec,c populatiom' and in rarticular rc:ccmmc:ndc:d a b.1n on trade:, 

F. noti !"! :::; t:1.1t a Gallup poll c.:irriC'd out in May 1982 showed that over 60 % of Canadians 
.ll'e o;,poscd to the ~e.11 hunt, 

G. no:in:::; :01:t over 300 members of r!ic 1-!ou~c: of Commons in the United Kincdom havt 
::;i:;n,:d ~rly D::y Monons callin:::; for action in res?onse to the: European Parli::mC'Tlt's 
rc~clu:-ion ::n<l r:ur ~imil:1r csmcc:rn has bcC'n expressed in the lcgislarures of other 
~!c::n!:Jcr ~titc~ and in t:1e United States where no less than 51 Senators and 105 
Con:::;re~~mi:n have sent relc-r,rams to the President of the Commi~ion and the President 
of t:~e Council urging 'sC'cure, swift and complete implementation of all points of 
P.uli:imenr's rC'solution' as a neces,.:iry complement to measures already taken in the 
Unitl'G States, 

H. noting iurrher thar the quc:\tion of the follow-up to thC' Parliament's resolution of 
11 .\!Jrch was on the: agcnd.1 of rhc: Environment Council held on 24 June 1982 in 
Luxembourg and that the: Coun'11 agreed co support Community action for the 
protection of scJ.ls, 

I. norin:_; ii n:ill y the: in:idc:qu:itc· rc:sron\c given h)' the Commis~ion on 6 July 1982 to Or:il 
Quc,t1on :--:o H 77/82 wh 1d1 .,,kc:d the Commi\~ion to indicate the prcm,c timetable: for 
the ;,rc:\cnt.:ition of the draft Rl·r,ubrion ro the Parli:imenr :ind Council, hearing in mind 
the nc:::d for the: .Coun,il to ~.c: ahl c: ro adopt this Regulation in timC' for it to be put into 
cfic,, hefore nexr)·c:.H\ ·~c:il hunt' 

I. D,:;-ilorcs the continued fa ilure of the: Commi~ion to prop<· • the draft Regulations 
rec;uestc:d by Parliament; 

2. r..e:;·.!e~ts t:,e Co:nmi~sion to send the necess:iry proposals ;Jr Regulations to the 
P::r:i.::m::n: .:ir.d t!1e Council before the next p:irt-session and to report to Parliament at 
succe::ci:1:; p.1rt-sessions on pro~c:ss made towards their adoption; 

3. Remi:iC:s both the Commission and Counci1 that the action outlined in Parliament's 
re$0lu:ion al$o relates to SC'al stocics off rhe shores of the Community and bc:licvcs it would 
he hy;,ocrirical if action were taken in relation to third countries while ignoring the 
Communiry's 0\\11 rc:sponsibilit); 

4. lnstru~,s its President to forward this resolution to the Commission and the Council. 

11
, OJ :\o CH:' , ' ·~- J'IS.?_ , p. S"; \l.111-\\"q;g,·n rrpon Du,. l -<IS4.'KI . 

O.J. C 267 of11 . 10.1982, p.47 
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'nn~n -~-ix 2 ~"-l' .-';:; · "" ~ -

:J oct..ment 4 
Proposal for a Council Regulation on rules for a prohibition to import skins of certain 

sealpups and products derived therefrom into the Community . . 

(Submitted by the Commission to the Council on 20 October 1982) 

THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN 
COMMUNITIES, 

Having reg:ird to the Tre:ity est:iblishing the 
European Economic Community, and in particul:ir 
Article 113 thereof, 

Having regard to the proposal from the Commission, 

Having reg:ird to the opinion of the European 
Parliament, 

Having regard to the opinion of the Economic and 
Social Committee, 

Whereas sever:il Member States have taken or are, in 
view of the increasing public demand for such a 
measure, considering steps towards a prohibition of 
imports of or trade in skins of sealpups and products 
derived therefrom; 

Whereas me:isures in restriction of international tr:ide 
must be taken at Community level; 

Whereas it is appropriate therefore to prohibit import 
into the Community of the skins of whitecoat pups of 
harp seals and of pups of hooded seals as well as of 
certain products derived therefrom; 

. Whereas to make the application of this measure 
effective, a common list of the products concerned 
must be drawn up ; 

Whereas it is necessary to provide for exemption 
from the import prohibition in. specific cases, 

HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION: 

Article 1 

Import into the Community of the products listed in 
the Annex is hereby prohibited. 

Article 2 

Article 1 shall not apply 
(a) where products are brought into the Community 

and placed under either a customs transit 
procedure or a temporary storage procedure; 

(b) where the products listed under number 2 in the 
Annex accompany travellers or are contained in 
their personal luggage or where they form part of 
the personal effects of individuals settling in the 
Community, provided that the quantity, kind, 
quality or any other circumstances prove that the 
products are not being imported for commercial 
purposes. 

Article 3 

This Regulation shall enter into force on the third 
day following its publication in the Official ]011mal of 
the European Communities. It shall apply with effect 
from 1 March 1983. 

This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety and 
directly applicable in all Member States. 

ANNEX 

No CCT he,ding No 

ex 43.01 
ex 43.02 · 

2 ex 43.03 

Description 

Raw furskins and furskins, tanned or dressed, including furskins assembled in plates, crosses, tanned or dressed of whitecoat pups of harp seals and of pups of hooded seals (bluebacks) , 

Anicles of the furskins referred to in 1 

O.J. C 285 of 30.IO.I982, p~ 7 
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COUNCIL 
Document 5 

hESOLUTICN 
er t::e Co•J!:Ci.l ::.r.~ oI t'.:e rc:m:~enutives of t;i.= Goverr.r.1ents of the Memur Stat~ of 
the Euro;,e:.n Communities, meetin:: wit:1in tlie Council, of S January 193.l "With regard to 

seal pup, 

T:-::.:: COUNCIL 0~ THE EU:tOPEA:'l COMMUNIT!E<; 
.'.~D THE REP~ES!::"ff:\TiVES OF THE 
GOV:C'.":.N~~Zl\TS o:= n::::: f,![MDErt STATES or: THE 
::::;J~OP::CAN COMMUNmES, MEETl!'.G ~'!THIN 
T:-ic COUNCIL, 

Cons::.lerin:: 1:1e Europr.:i.n Parii:i.ment ~e<olution on 
Comr.iunity tr:ide in sell products, :ind in p:irticul .. r 
::1 ;lrc:lucts c'.erivcd fr.')m the pups of h:i.rp anri 
'.:o,~:ed seals; where:i.s this resolution reflected 
c,'):;, =r.i over t:1e w:iy h:i.r;, and hoodt'd seal pup~ are 
:,::led in ceruin third countries; 

·:··:· :-n·:-.s i:i ce:-rain areas of the world the explo1tat1on 
c; :e.::~ lnc of other s;,ecies, cepcnding upor. their 

-c:>.:1:icity to \'::::1~t:ind such C'XploitJ.tion and with due 
~~·:'~·et for t;ie b:11J,1ce of n;aure, is a nltur:il and 
:c;;itim:.:c occi.:plt;on :i.nd forms Jn important part of 
1:11.' tr:tditionJI way of life and economy; 

\ ,'hereJs in cc:rt:i.in Member StJtes vo!unllry or 
~tJtutory me:i.,urn :ih·:idy exi~t to rC'~trin the impor
:::t:on or m:i.r: ;c:ir.:; oi the ~kins oi whitecoJt pup, oi 
h:r;, st·.1h .rn<l o i pup~ o f hooded ~c:::is (blue-b:i.:k,); 
,:>nt·::, one· :1~cm'.)::-r St:i.te :dre::<ly rc:qu in·s the 
r.1.1rkinr, of :i:; ~e:i i pw<lucu; w:1en:::, ,urli mc::.sures 
r:1 :.Ht t·ornply w,t;, the rrlev:t:it provisions oi the 
1 rc::ty est:1bl1st1ing the Europt·:in Economic 
Communiry; 

',/;1:.-re:ls therr 1, ,cient ific uncen::intv OH'r the popu
::wnn size of the 1100deJ sell :i.nJ the c:ip:i.rit~· oi th:i t 
~jlec ies to wi!h ,r::nJ cxp loit:ition :it curre nt leve l,. 

C:\I.!. l ' 1'0\: 

ti1c Cnmmi\\11,11 . 1n c<)ll:il,t,rJ.t11H1 with the :iuthnritic, 
,)i r:w <'<)Ulltnn ,·,,,1<·crnnl, tl1t· t·x:inune i11rthrr the 
mcthoJ,. t·i r,um,t:inc·r s. ,c,t·n11i1c ;l',pt·n, (1hn·:1t oi 
nt inc·t ion of ,pcr1n :inJ rnvm,nmcnt:il b:ill11re ·,. 
:''"~i hdit,,·, oi 1dentiiint i,)n l,y mJrking. and 
n>n~!"quenrc~ n! tht· killing ni r~'i'' of h:irp .ind 
h,'<,,kd ,c.1"· t::king into cnn,1Jn.11 1nn. :imong other 

N,t 

thinr,~. the conclusions reached by the International 
Council fur lhe Exploration of the Sea (ICES); 

the Commission to rursue exploratory talks with the 
countries concerned in order to n,:iluatc the 
pos~ibilities inherent in the proposals put forward by 
Canada; 

the Commission to report back as a matter of urgency 
so thJt the Council may review these issues by 
I March 1983; 

the Comm;ssion to consider the possibility of 
proposing, in the light of the results of such exami
nations, :rn<! an evalu:i.tion of the national measure~ 
tJken in :iccordJnce with point 11, the additional 
:iction to be tJken :it Community level on the basis of 
the rc·levant provisiom of the Treaty; 

THE COt.:NC!I. I i:"iDERTAKF.S 

to examine the c~)mm1ssion's communic:itions and 
propm:ils on the subject, not:ibly the prof"osJI for a 
RegulJtion on Jn import bJ.n already submitted, and 
to Jdopt not llter thJn l M:irch 1983, as p:in of its 
review, Jll ,prropriate me:i.sures on the b:i.sis of all 
the nccC'ss:iry b:ickground information, while fulfilling 
the Community's ol,lig:1tions, in particular, in the 
field of imerr.:!icn:i.l tr:ide; 

THE RF.l'RF.SI:~TAT!\TS or: THE GOVF.RNt.lEN rs 
OF TI IE .\IDIBER STATES UNDERT.>.KE 

t,1 pur,ue, where they :ire Parties of the 'iX':ishington 
C.)n,-cn!ion on lnternJtionJl Trade in End:ingered 
Srcc,e, of Wi ld flor:i :ind F:iu na, whatever initi:itives 
m,gh•. be nece,~Jr}' for tht' conserv:ition of the h:irp 
:i nd hnoJ('J ,e1I srccies; 

rc-nd,nr, :in~· decision Jbout :iction :it Community 
lnTI. tn 1:1ke ::!: mr:i,ures nel·e,~ar:,· and possible 
v:1th1n th,· l1m1t \ of thrir nJtional competence to 
prnTnt th,· 1mpon:ition into their tcrritorv o' the 
rrPduct , !i,• ed in the :\nncx to thi~ resolutio~. 

A,\',\'I:.\' 

1Jnu1p11nn 
_____ 4-a......, ............ , _______ µo,..-c===,.~-,--..... ----------

2 

n 4) .01 
rll H.02A 

('lt 43.0) 

Rn, fur,kim Jnd fur,kim, tannt'd or drt'UC'd, inclu
d,nr, fur,k1m anrmhltd in rlatt'11 cmurs and •imilar 
lnt111•• 
- C\I whitt'CUJI rurs of harp 1t'al1, 

- of rurn of hoodt'd sC'als (blut>•back.s) lt'n than 
thrrt' months old 

Artidt's of thr funkins rdrrrt'd to in I 

O.J. C 14 ~f- ~8.1.1983, p.1 
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Jc c11rr_en t S 
COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 

of 28 March 1983 

concerning the importation into Member States of skins of certain seal pups and 
products derived therefrom 

(83/129/EEC) 

THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN 
COMMUNITIES, 

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European 
Economic Community, and in particu lar Article 235 
thereof, 

Having regard to the proposal from the Commission, 

Having regard to the opinion of the European 
Parliament('), 

Having regard to the opinion of the Economic and 
Social Committee (2), 

Whereas the European Parliament adopted a resolu
tion on Community trade in sea l products, and in 
particular in products derived from the pups of harp 
and hooded seals ; 

Whereas, in several Member States, voluntary or statu
tory measures already exist to restrict the importation 
or marketing of the skins of whitecoat pups of harp 
seals and of pups of hooded seals (blue-backs); 
whereas one Member State alr~ady requires the 
marking of all s_ea l products ; 

\'7hereas various studies have raised doubts concerning 
the population status of the harp and hooded seals and 
especially as to the effect of non-traditional hunting 
on the conservation and population status of hooded 
seals; 

\'7hereas the exploitation of seals and of other species, 
depending upon their capacity · to withstand such 
exploitation and with due respect for the balance of 
nature, is a natural and legitimate occupation and in 
certain areas of the world forms an important part of 
the traditional way of life and economy; whereas 
hunting, as traditionally practised by the Inuit people, 
leaves seal pups unharmed and it is therefore appro
priate to see that the interests of the Inuit people are 
not affected ; 

\'7hereas further investigation into the scientific 
aspects and consequences of the culling of pups of 
harp and hooded seals is desirable ; whereas, pending 
the results of such investigntion, temporary measures 
in accordance with the resolution of the Council and 

(') O.J No C .134, 20 . 12 1982, p. 132. 
(') OJ No C 346, .11. 12. J982, p. I . 

of the representatives of the Governments of the 
Member States of 5 January 1983 (3) should be taken 
or maintained ; 

Whereas it has been noted that the hunt of seal pups 
has already been limited to some extent; whereas the 
Council has requested the Commi~ion to continue to 
seek, in the context of continued contacts with tht 
countries concerned, solutions which make restrictions 
of imports dispensable; 

Whereas the Council will reconsider the situation on 
the basis of a report to be presented by the Commis
sion before 1 -September 1983, 

HAS ADOPTED THIS DIRECTIVE: 

Article 1 

I. Member States shall take or maintain all nece1-
sary measures to ensure that the products listed in the 
Annex are not commercially imported into their terri
tories. 

2. Member States shall forthwith inform the 
Commission of such measures. 

~r:ic!t 2 
':."";.;; Direc.:iv:: ~tdl :ip:};y fro:-;i 1 Octc~er 1933 to 1 
C.::.:,'.:cr 19.';5, un:c:s the Council decic!es otherr.-;se 
:::,, a c1ccis:on ~l:en by ~u::li!icd ma;ority on a pro,o::3i 
fr~m t:1~ Commbion, havin~ re_::rd to a report ;o be 
:,:e~ented to the Council by the Commission before I 
September J 983. 

Artidt J 
This Directive shall only apply to products not resul
ting frcm traditional hunting by the Inuit people. 

Artidt 4 

This Dirrctive is addressed to the Member States. 

Done at Brussels, 28 March 1983. 

For tht Council 

11Jt Prnidtnt 

J. ERTL 

(') 0 J No C l 4, J 8. l. l 983, p. J. 

O.J. L 91 of 9.4.1983, p. 30 
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No CCT h~1,Jjn.'.l No 

~ '>J.O! 
n (.J.02 A 

2 n 4J.OJ 

ANNEX 

Dncription 

r.:w !ul'!kins ~nd fu ~ldns, tannrd or drrssrd, including 
fu~kins asst'mbl.rd in plait's, cross" and similar forms : 

- o! .,,hi1«om1 pu(>1 of harp ~als, 

- of pups of hoodrd lt'als {blur-back1) 

Aniclrs of thr funkins rdt'rrM to in I 
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RESOLt:TIO~ 

.t\:cpe::1.dix 2 

Documer..t 7 

on Co::imcnit)· rn:dc in "-l"al products and in particul:ir products deriving from the "·hite-coat 
pups of harp and hooded sf.'als (Pagophilus groenlandicus and Cystophora cristata) 

The European !'ar/iamrnt. 

h:ivin:; rec;1rd to th:.- motion for a rl·soluiion by ~frs Castle and others on Community 
trade in \\.'al products and in p:inicul:ir produl':!> deriving from the white-coat pups of 
h:1rp :ind hondcd se:ils (Pa~ophilus grcx·nlandicu~ :ind Cystophora cnstata) (Doc. 2-
·432,84) and the motion for a resolution by Lord lkth.:11 and others on thr continuation 
of th.: EEC Directive concerning the imponation into ~tembcr States of skins of cenain 
~al pups and products derived there from (Doc. 2-591184). 

!~::•:i~~ r:~·-:-.: ::, b r.:::c'.~:::::1 of 11 M:,rc!l. 19:2 on Community mde in te31 products 
::~~ b :::-~.'.":·:::'.'.:r r:-c~_::~:. c'.~rivi~~ fro:n the '":!'lite-<:t'~t pups of harp and hooded seals (P:::;:: .. :.::. ::c:::!.:r:",:u:i :ad C}'!:to:,hora rnstata) (1), 

:~:-:vi:::"". c-~7'.j to ;'.~: ::".'."71! r~::.;ut1on in which it ~ll:d for a Community ban on 
im~~:. ci· ;;:;c~:.:::a C:::;-ivd ;;o:n h:irp and hooded seals (1), 

:1:iv::".:, r:-.:;::ro to it5 re:o!utions of 16 September and 19 November 1982 on the same sul-;xt (2), 

t-:zvi:-::, r:::.:i:-:; to it; ~elution of in November 1932 on the Commission's failure to 
im:;:::..::nt :>:i.-:i~ment's ~elution of 11 M:irch 1982 (baby seals) ('). 

bv:,~. :-:-:~::J to Ccu:1cil ~ircctive 83/ 129/!::l::C conc~min: the imr.ortation into Mem
t:-r S::::;~ c.f ~:cm5 of ccrt.:in ~:i.l pups nnd products derived therefrom c•). 
:~::v::---; rc::,.-:rd to its-re<"..olution of 17 Febnury 1984 on the protection of the monk 
~J(S), 

~::vi::: r~ _~::7;:'. to the report of the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and 
Co:::ti::-::r ?rotection (Doc. 2-1785/84), 

A. \\·c'.cc:;::::3 :::c Cour.cil Decision of 23 M3rch 19~3 conccmin~ n Community im,ort 
b.::: c ::-:-CX:r:::: c'.crived from your.~ 11:ir;, :ind hooded !!:ls, whi=h entered into force on 
I C;::c'.:.·:, 1933 nr.d wzs to be v:ilid for two y~rs unless the Council, ::ctin!: on a 
pro~o:=ll from the Commission, should decide otherwise by a qualified majority, 

I3. notinc with concern that the abovementioned ban ~xpires on I October 1985, 

C. nctin:; that the senseless annual slau~ter of seals still arou~s a deep scncc of out
ra::;e. 

D. whe~s it will continue to be nec~sary to protect harp and hooded seals in the future 
for the SJme fur.:bment:il reasons already advanced by Parliament in previous resolu
tion on this subject. 

E. notin: with the utmost concern the incrcasin~ly hopele,;s situation with regard to the 
continued survival of the monk seal in the Mediterranean Sea. 

F. .!ware of the need for swift and effective a<'.tion if there is still to be any chance of saving this spe-cies from extinction, 

(' l OJ No C K7. S. 4. 1981. p. 117. 
(') Oj No C' ~r.7, 11. 10. 19M~. p. 47 and OJ No C' J.,4. ~O. 12. 198~. p IJS. 
(') OJ No C 33-1.10. 11 . 1982. p. 87. 
('J OJ No L 91. 9. 4. 1983. p. JO. 
Cl OJ No C 11. 19. 3. 19~-I. p. 112. 

o.J. c 94 of I5.4.I985, p. I54 
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G. noting with appreciation the measures taken ;,y the Commission since the adoption by the European Parliament of its resolution of February 1984 concerning the monk seal. · 

H. shocked to note th:l!, in response to pressure from the Danish and Federal German governments. the Council has. by Regulation (EEC) No 1871184 of 28 June I C.84 on Commun;iy measures relating to the environment. ruled out future financial panki11ation by the Community in important measures to prevent the extinction of animal species other than birds. in other words including the r.-.onk seal. a fact which is deeply to be regretted. 

I. c~.:::. c:i t:~e Commission to submit propo'.uils as rapidly as possible to the Council exter.ci::~ for :m indefinite period the pt'C"..cnt EEC Directive banning imports or lkins or certain sea' pups and products derived thercfrom; " 
2. Ct,lls 01: t!1: Commi5sion, in accordance with the request contained in its resolutions of 11 M~rch. 16 September and 19 November 1982, to ensure that the EEC Directive bannin3 the import of these products is applied in unambiguous fashion to all seals.less than one year old; 

3. Calls on the Commission to continue to do its utmost to promote measures to save the monk seal: 

. 4. Calls on the Commission to include in the new preliminary draft budget a new item entitled 'Protection of encbncercd animal species of Community interest'; 

S. Calls on the Member States bordering the Mediterranean Sea to do everything in their power, as quickly as possible, to help save the monk seal in the Mediterranean Sea; 

6. Calls on the covemmer.ts of France and Greece to make available as rapidly as possible the financial and technical resources for the establishment of reception and brccdinB stations in theiuountries; 

7. Calls on the governments of France and Greece to ensure that all the necessary administrative procedures relating to the establishment of such stations can be completed as swiftly as possible: 

8. Calls on the Greek Government to implement efTcctive protection of the area around the Northern Sporades as swifily as possible; 

9. Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Commission. the Council and the governments of the Member Sutes. 

------- ·-- -- - - -·-
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11:p-oenu ix ? 

Document 8 

(Proposal 1or a) COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 
amending Council Directive 83/129/EEC concerning the 
importation into Member States of skins of certain 

seal pups and products derived therefrom 

HIE COUNCIL OF THE EUR OPE AN COMMUNITIES, 

Having regard to the TreJty establishing the European Economic Comrnunity, 

tlaving regard to Directive 83/129/EEC, and ,n particular Article 2 thereof, 

Having regard to the proposal from the Commiss ion , 

Whereas Council Directive 83/129/EEC ( 1) prov id es that Member States c;hall 

take or maintain all necessary measures to ensure that the products listed in 

its Annex are not commercially imported into their territories; 

Whereas that Directive expires on 1 October 1985; 

Whereas the European Parliament adopted a Resolution demanding a prolongation 
of the Directive; 

Whereas the negative consequences to be expected from an abrogation of the 
Directive should, in the interest of all parties concerned, be avoided; 
....,hereas the doubts concerning the effects of non traditional hunting on the 

population stat us of the harp and hooded s eals still exist; 

Whereas i t is therefore appropriate to amend Council Directive 83/129/FEC such 

that i t remains applic able after 1 October 1985, 

Whereas, however, it couLd be apprnpriate to re-examine this Directive on th l' 

basis of a Commission re port if new elements arise, 

HAS ADOPTED THIS DIRECTIVE 

---- -- -------------------------
(11 0.J. N°. L 91 of 9.4.19.33, ;:i. 30 

Com (85) 246 final 
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Article 1 

1'\niclc· 2 of Directive 83/129/E[C is her eby rcolac<:>cl by the follo,1inq 

"r1 n i c Le 2 

This Dir·ectivc sh.:ill .:ipply fror~ 1 Octobt>r '1983". 

Article 2 

This Directive is addressed to the Member States. 

Done Jt P.russels For the Council, 
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i\:o~endi:..,_ .-:? 

Document 9 

COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 
of 27 Septen1ber 1985 

an1ending Council Directive 83/129/EEC concerning the in1portation into Men1ber States of skins of certain seal pups and products derived therefro01 

(85/444/EEC) 

THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN 
COMMUNITIES, 

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European 
Economic Community, 

Having regard to Directive 83/129/ EEC (1), and in 
particular Article 2 thereof, 

Having regard to the proposal from the Commission, 
Whereas Directive 83/129/EEC provides that Member 
States shall take or maintain all. necessary measures to 
ensure that the products listed in the Annex thereto 
are not commercially imported into their territories; 
Whereas Directive 83/129/EEC expires on 1 October 
1985; 

Whereas the European Parliament has adopted a reso
lution requesting a prolongation of Directive 
83/129/EEC; 

. Whereas the negative consequences to be expected 
from expiry of Directive 83/129/EEC should, in the 
interest of all parties concerned, be avoided ; whereas, 
although the lnuits' traditional hunting is in itself 
compatible with a constant increase in the harp and 
hooded seal populations, doubts still exist on the 
effects of non-traditional hunting on the conservation 
of those species ; 

Whereas in accordance with Article 2 of Directive 
83/129/EEC, the Commission sent a report to the 
Council on 26 August 1983, fo!Iowed by a supplemen
tary report on 14 June 1985 ; 

(') OJ No L 91, 9. 4. 1983, p. 30. 

Whereas Directive 83/129/EEC should be amended so 
that it remains applicabte after I October 1985; 
Whereas it will be necessary to review the situation on 
the basis of a report that the Commission will submit 
to the Council by 1 October 1987 at the latest, to
gether with, where necessary, appropriate proposals, it 
being understood that this report will concern itself in 
particular with, on the one hand, the developments in 
scientific data on the conservation and the population 
status of harp and hooded seals and, on the other 
hand, the development, which on the basis of informa
tion available is negative, of the market in seal skins 
derived from the Inuits' traditional hunting and of the 

· market in other seal skins which are also excluded 
from the scope of Directive 83/ 129 /EEC, 

HAS ADOPTED THIS DIRECTIVE : 

Article 1 
In Article 2 of Directive 83/129/EEC the date 'I 

· October 1985' is replaced by '1 October 1989'. 

Article 2 
' ( 

This Directive is addressed to the Member States. 

Done at Luxembourg, 27 September 1985. 

For the Co1111ci! 

The President 

R. STEICHEN 

O.J. L 259 of I.IO.I985, P• 70 
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Proposal for a 

COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 

amending 

Appendix? 

Document 'lC 

Directive 83/129/EEC concerning the importation into Member states 
of skins of certain seal pups and products derived therefrom 

THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES 

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European Economic Community, 

Having regard to COLT1ci l Directive 83/129/EEC of 28 March 1983 concerning the irJlX)rtation into M:m:>er 
States of skins of certain seal PLPS and prod.Jets derived therefran 1, as amended by Directive 85/444/EEC2, 
and in particular Article 2 thereof, 

Havinq regard to the proposal from the Commission , 

Whereas Directive 83/129/EEC provides that Member States shall take or 
maintain all necessary measures to ensure that the products listed in the 
Annex thereto are not commercially imported into their territories; 

Whereas Directive 83/129/EEC expires on 1 October 1989; 

Whereas the European Parliament has adopted a written Declaration calling 
for an indefinite extension of Directive 83/129/EEC; 

Whereas the negative consequences to be expected from expiry of Directive 
83/129/EEC should, in the interest of all parties concerned, be avoided; 

Whereas an extension of Directive 83/129/EEC is a useful complementary 
measure to the measure of the Canadian government to end all commercial 
hunting of whitecoats and bluebacks; 

------------------------
1 OJ L 91, 9 . 04 .1 983 , 

2 OJ L 259, 1.10.1985, 

p. 

p. 

30 

70 

Com (89) II2 final 
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Whereas there are increasing doubts with regard to the effect, on 
non-traditional hunting on the conservation of harp seals in the East 
Atlantic, the Barents Sea and the White Sea; where they are in addition to 
the hunt also affected by the depletion of prey fish species and entanglements 
in nets along the Norwegian coast; 

Whereas the Ccmnission sLbnitted a report to the COU1cil on 26 August 1Y1:S5, rollowed 
by a supplementary report on 14 June 1985; 

Wherea s the Commission submitted a further report to the Council on 24 
March 1988; 

Whereas Directive 83/129/EEC should be amended so that it remains 
applicable sine die, 

HAS ADOPTED THIS DIRECTIVE 

Article 1 

Article 2 of Directive 83/129/EEC is hereby replaced by the following 

·Article 2 

This Directive shall apply from 1 October 1983." 

Article 2 

This Directive is addressed to the Member States. 

Done at Brussels For the Council 
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