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In	July	2018,	an	event	occurred	that	will	go	down	as	symbolic	and	outstanding	in	the	history	of	the	struggle	for	the	
preservation	of	animal	species	on	our	planet	(equally	-	in	the	history	of	the	extermination	of	the	animal	world	of	the	
planet).	 In	 the	era	of	developing	Global	Warming,	when	the	Arctic	sea	 ice	 is	 rapidly	melting	and	polar	bears	are	
threatened	with	 extinction,	 as	 their	main	 habitats	 disappear,	 the	 Russian-American	 Polar	 Bear	 Commission	 has	
decided	to	increase	the	quota	for	shooting	of	polar	bears	of	the	Chukotka-Alaskan	population	from	58	individuals	
annually,	up	to	85!	Based	on	this	decision,	Russian	officials,	whose	employment	is	paid	at	the	expense	of	Russian	
taxpayers,	are	preparing	to	apply	these	quotas	in	Chukotka	and	thus	lift	the	ban	on	polar	bear	hunting	in	Russia,	
which	has	been	in	effect	from	January	1,	1957!	Until	now,	while	hunting	in	Chukotka	has	not	yet	been	legalized,	
Russia	together	with	Norway	remain	the	only	countries	of	 the	range	of	 the	species	 -	parties	of	 the	 international	
treaty	on	the	conservation	of	the	polar	bear	from	1973	-	in	which	hunting	in	any	form	is	completely	prohibited.	How	
did	such	a	decision	on	quota	increase	become	possible,	and	whose	interests	are	behind	it?	

The	Russian-American	Polar	Bear	Commission	was	established	in	2010	with	the	aim	of	implementing	the	Russian-
American	Agreement	on	the	Conservation	and	Management	of	the	Chukotka-Alaskan	Polar	Bear	Population.	Since	
2010,	this	commission	meets	every	year	and,	on	the	basis	of	the	recommendations	of	the	Russian-American	Polar	
Bear	 Scientific	Working	 Group	 (SWG),	 decides	 how	many	 bears	 can	 be	 allowed	 to	 be	 shot	 for	 hunting	 by	 the	
indigenous	 people	 of	 Alaska	 and	 Chukotka.	 The	 quota	 for	 shooting	 polar	 bears	 approved	 by	 the	 Commission	 is	
divided	 into	 two	equal	parts	 -	half	 for	Alaska,	half	 for	Chukotka.	According	 to	 the	 term	of	 the	Agreement,	each	
country	has	the	full	right	to	decide	whether	or	not	to	apply	these	quotas	in	the	area	of	its	jurisdiction.	Russia	has	not	
applied	quotas	on	its	side	so	far,	retaining	a	complete	ban	on	hunting	polar	bears	 in	the	Russian	Arctic	and	thus	
adhering	to	the	most	progressive	concept	of	protecting	the	species,	which	is	threatened	with	extinction	due	to	the	
cumulative	 effect	 of	 human	extermination	 and	 adverse	 environmental	 changes.	 But	 not	 everyone	has	 liked	 the	
Russian	policy,	which	as	a	side	effect	negatively	highlights	the	policies	of	those	parties	of	the	international	agreement	
of	1973	in	which	so-called	quota	management	replaces	actual	protection	of	the	polar	bear.	Currently,	only	in	Norway	
and	Russia	is	polar	bear	hunting	completely	prohibited,	in	Russia	since	1957,	in	Norway	since	1973.	In	the	rest	of	the	
Arctic	 countries,	 polar	 bear	 hunting	 is	 allowed	 for	 ethnically	 indigenous	 hunters	 for	 the	 purposes	 of	 so-called	
subsistence	(this	in	the	21st	century,	in	civilized	and	technologically	advanced	countries!);	and	in	Canada,	aboriginal	
quotas	are	also	sold	for	trophy	hunting,	and	aboriginal	hunters	are	used	as	an	integrated	tool	of	this	business,	with	
all	the	ensuing	consequences.	

A	bit	of	history.	The	preparation	of	the	Russian-American	Polar	Bear	Agreement	for	working	together	to	preserve	
and	manage	the	polar	bear	population	of	the	Chukchi	Sea	basin	began	in	December	1989.	At	that	time,	during	the	
International	 Symposium	on	 the	Arctic,	 held	 in	 Leningrad,	 the	Americans	 invited	Russian	 scientists	 interested	 in	
working	together	on	the	polar	bear	to	discuss	the	future	development	of	such	cooperation.	I	tell	it	“first-hand”,	since	
I	was	a	direct	witness	to	this	whole	story	from	the	very	first	step,	and	a	participant	in	this	very	first	meeting.	In	the	
meeting	was	Mikhail	Stishov	and	myself.	American	colleagues	told	us	at	that	stage	that	here	in	your	country	you	
have	a	good	polar	bear	protection	 -	a	 total	ban,	but	 in	Alaska	 indigenous	people	can	shoot	polar	bears	without	
restrictions	(by	number,	sex	and	age),	which	they	did;	and	to	impose	species	protective	restrictions	on	the	American	
side,	this	agreement	is	needed.		

And	so	the	work	went	on.	It	was	the	1990s.	Two	Russian	scientists,	Mikhail	Stishov	and	Stanislav	Belikov,	were	in	
1990	taken	to	Alaska	to	learn	how	to	catch	and	tag	bears.	The	American	side	paid	for	it,	of	course	-	hard	times	were	
coming	in	Russia.	After	that,	since	1991,	the	Americans	began	to	arrive	in	the	spring	on	Wrangel	Island,	and	until	
1994,	inclusive,	with	our	Russian	participation	in	the	person	of	the	nature	reserve	staff	and	the	same	Belikov,	they	
caught	and	tagged	with	collars	with	transmitters	polar	bear	females	with	newborn	cubs	who	had	just	left	the	dens	
in	the	Russian	Arctic	Nature	Reserve.	After	that,	again	together	with	Belikov,	but	now	without	the	staff	of	the	reserve	
of	course,	they	still	caught	and	marked	polar	bears	on	Severnaya	Zemlya	(Northern	Land),	and	on	Franz	Joseph	Land.	
In	the	end,	the	entire	Russian	Arctic	from	east	to	west	was	covered	by	these	“joint”	studies.	As	a	result,	the	American	
side	received	the	tracks	of	many	dozens	of	polar	bears	in	the	Eurasian	Arctic,	as	well	as	all	the	samples	from	these	



bears	(including	blood,	biopsy,	hair,	teeth	for	aging,	etc.),	which	they	could,	at	their	discretion,	share	or	not	share	
with	Russian	participants.	

The	 agreement	was	 signed	 in	 2000	 and	 ratified	 only	 in	 2009.	However,	 already	 in	 the	 late	 1990s,	 articles	were	
published	in	the	local	Chukchi	press,	 in	which	functionaries-activists	(the	first	among	them	was	Vladimir	Etylin,	a	
former	Soviet	functionary)	were	broadcasting	a	particular	message:	“We	are	breaking	through	for	you	(ie,	indigenous	
hunters)	permission	to	hunt	polar	bears!”.	In	the	native	villages,	this	message	was	perceived	as	“we	are	allowed”;	
and	it	was	in	fact	a	direct	incitement	to	poaching.	As	is	well	known,	poaching	of	polar	bears	in	Chukotka,	with	the	
collapse	 of	 the	 Soviet	 Union	 and	 the	 collapse	 of	 the	 wildlife	 protection	 system	 operating	 in	 it,	 jumped	 to	
unprecedented	heights	-	according	to	well-known	published	information	they	killed	up	to	70	-	300,	in	some	years	up	
to	400	bears	per	year.	These	figures	are	officially	presented	in	the	first	report	of	the	Scientific	Working	Group	to	the	
Commission	in	2010.	Lobbyists	for	legalized	hunting	were	not	hiding	the	amount	of	poached	polar	bears	in	Chukotka	
during	those	times,	hoping	that	this	would	work	as	an	argument	in	support	of	their	demands	for	hunting	quotas	for	
polar	bears.	

At	the	same	time,	on	a	hint	from	the	American	side,	in	Chukotka,	Anatoly	Kochnev	with	co-authors	began	studying	
the	hunting	and	use	of	the	polar	bear	in	Chukotka	(1999-2014).	In	fact,	it	was	a	study	made	on	request.	Vladimir	
Etylin	was	the	first	to	bring	from	Alaska	into	Chukotka	the	idea	of	reviving	aboriginal	polar	bear	hunting	in	the	late	
1990s.	The	former	Soviet	functionary	and	administrator,	a	city	resident,	a	specialist	in	reindeer	husbandry,	took	the	
role	of	an	advocate	for	the	rights	of	the	indigenous	people,	demanded	from	Belikov	(permanent	co-chairman	of	the	
Scientific	Working	Group	since	its	establishment)	to	be	included	in	the	SWG,	when	it	was	created,	and	at	its	meetings	
with	fervor,	in	front	of	the	American	participants,	spoke	of	a	“culture	that	had	been	taken	away	from	indigenous	
people	by	Soviet	authorities”,	which	must	be	returned.	Forgetting	at	the	same	time	that	he	himself	was	at	those	
times	this	Soviet	power!	The	Americans	watched	these	performances,	and	apparently	made	their	own	conclusions.	

The	 other	most	 famous	 lobbyist	 for	 hunting	 is	 Sergey	 Kavry,	who	 is	 also	 the	 second	 commissioner	 from	Russia	
representing	the	indigenous	people	of	Chukotka	in	the	Commission	(Amirkhan	Amirkhanov	was	the	first	-	to	be	a	
representative	of	the	Russian	government,	and	also	permanent	since	the	establishment	of	the	commission).	Back	in	
August	2007,	at	the	meeting	 in	Anchorage,	Sergey	Kavri	said	that	the	hunt	for	polar	bear	 is	not	needed	and	 it	 is	
necessary	 to	 impose	 a	 moratorium	 on	 it.	 Obviously,	 the	 Americans	 must	 have	 been	 very	 surprised	 by	 such	 a	
statement,	because	 immediately	after	 this	Margaret	Williams,	 the	director	of	 the	Beringia	program	of	WWF	US,	
organized	 the	delivery	of	a	 team	from	Russia	consisting	of	Sergey	Kavry,	Vladilen	Kavry	and	Anatoly	Kochnev	 to	
Alaska’s	native	settlements.	After	that,	returning	to	Chukotka,	all	three	began	to	vigorously	defend	the	need	to	open	
the	hunt	for	polar	bears	in	Chukotka	and	talk	about	the	special	rights	and	culture	of	the	indigenous	population,	which	
cannot	be	revived	or	preserved	without	the	hunt	for	polar	bears.	According	to	 information	from	Chukotka,	both	
brothers	Kavri	shot	polar	bears	in	the	1990s,	but	before	their	special	treatment	in	Alaska,	they	were	still	susceptible	
to	the	ideas	of	protecting	bears	and	maintaining	a	ban	on	hunting.	

Kochnev's	co-authored	study	of	hunting	and	use	of	the	polar	bear	in	Chukotka	was	paid	for	by	the	American	side	-	
funding	went	through	the	National	Park	Service	(State	Department),	from	there	to	the	Alaskan	Association	Nanuk,	
from	there	to	the	Chukotka	Association	of	Traditional	Marine	Mammal	Hunting	Hunters	(which	at	that	time	was	
headed	 by	 Vladimir	 Etylin),	 and	 from	 there	 already	 to	 direct	 performers.	 The	 main	 task	 was	 not	 just	 to	 give	
information	about	the	hunting	and	traditions	of	the	attitude	to	the	polar	bear	in	Chukotka,	but	to	discredit	the	Soviet	
concept	of	complete	protection	of	the	polar	bear.	This	is	where	these	spells	come	from,	that	the	Soviet	government	
inflicted	irreparable	damage	to	the	native	culture	and	that	the	full	ban	on	hunting	did	nothing	to	save	the	polar	bear.	
That	this	was	a	priority	research	task	I	know	firsthand	(this	is	not	a	guess),	because	the	first	person	to	whom	Etylin	
proposed	to	make	a	scientific	justification	for	the	opening	of	the	polar	bear	hunt	in	Chukotka	was	me	(Vladimir	Etylin	
and	 I	 had	known	each	other	 since	 the	1980s,	 therefore	he	asked);	However,	 it	 did	not	work	with	me	 (different	
positions	in	this	matter),	then	Kochnev	was	hired.	

The	first	meeting	of	the	Scientific	Working	Group	(SWG)	was	held	in	2010	in	Moscow.	Already	at	that	time,	lobbying	
for	the	opening	of	the	hunt	was	overriding	scientific	questions	on	the	assessment	of	status,	population	size,	and	the	
necessary	measures	of	protection.	But	still,	the	group	gave	the	Commission	a	recommendation	to	choose	a	quota	



based	on	a	scale	from	0	to	45	(from	minimal	risk	to	supposedly	acceptable).	The	basis	was	the	model	of	possible	
changes	in	polar	bear	numbers,	developed	by	Eric	Regehr	(at	that	time	a	staff	researcher	in	the	US	Department	of	
Fish	and	Game	Service),	with	different	levels	of	take.	Without	going	into	all	the	details,	at	that	time	2000	bears	was	
taken	for	the	population	size	–	this	was	the	lower	limit	from	estimates	calculated	in	1993	by	Belikov	based	on	the	
number	of	maternity	dens	on	Wrangel	Island,	where	according	to	existing	data,	about	80%	of	all	breeding	females	
from	this	population	produce	offspring.	At	the	same	time,	the	SWG	considered	45	to	be	a	tolerable	quota	limit,	the	
result	of	which	would	be	“likely	sustainable”	(“possibly	renewable”!!!).	

However,	 at	 the	 Commission	 meeting	 in	 Anchorage	 in	 June	 2010,	 where	 there	 were	 many	 representatives	 of	
indigenous	ethnic	groups	from	both	Alaska	and	Chukotka,	the	Alaskan	indigenous	declared	that	45	is	not	enough,	
they	needed	68!	In	the	resulting	pause,	Eric	Regehr	quickly	recalculated	the	model,	changing	indexes,	and	gave	a	
new	estimate	–	58	-	as	also	“likely	sustainable”.	Bargained,	agreed	on	this.	From	here,	this	quota	went	to	58	polar	
bears,	destined	for	slaughter,	which	was	then	conservatively	repeated	by	the	SWG	until	2018.	

All	these	years,	there	was	a	consistent	lobbying	for	the	re-opening	of	the	hunt	in	Chukotka.	It	was	WWF	US	that	not	
only	actively	inspired	and	ideologically	tuned	lobbyists	for	the	hunt	from	Chukotka,	but	also	directly	financed	their	
activities,	 including	regular	trips	to	Alaska.	These	trips	were	also	funded	from	State	Department	resources.	WWF	
also	funded	the	publication	of	the	study	by	Kochnev	and	Zdor	on	the	hunt	and	use	of	the	polar	bear	by	the	indigenous	
people	of	Chukotka,	first	in	Russian,	then	translated	and	published	in	English.	At	the	same	time,	the	American	side	
did	not	introduce	these	quotas	prescribed	by	the	commission	(half	of	58	=	29),	which	would	at	least	formally	impose	
restrictions	on	hunting	for	the	indigenous	people	of	Alaska.	And	representatives	of	Alaska	native	hunters	explicitly	
stated	that	they	would	not	accept	any	restrictions.	This	conflict	between	the	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service	(FWS,	State	
Department)	and	hunting	in	Alaska	by	natives	continued	unchanged	until	2018.	

So	that	was	the	result	by	2018	of	this	Agreement:	After	9	years	of	financial	resources	and	time	spent	on	numerous	
trips	of	officials,	scientists	and	indigenous	people	to	meetings	and	commission	hearings	(I’m	not	even	talking	about	
research	yet);	and	after	the	initial	statement	that	full	protection	for	the	population	is	good	and	leaves	the	least	risk	
of	extinction	in	the	face	of	global	warming,	but	in	Alaska	at	least	restrictions	are	needed;	after	9	years,	everything	
was	turned	upside	down.	In	Alaska,	restrictions	have	not	been	imposed,	and	in	Chukotka,	unbridled	poaching	was	
initially	fueled	by	information,	and	then,	deliberately	and	intentionally,	ideologically	supported	by	the	concept	of	
the	 need	 to	 legalize	 “traditional	 hunting	 rights	 of	 indigenous	 people”.	 The	 well-known	 historical	 fact	 that	
discrimination	against	Alaska’s	indigenous	peoples	began	after	the	sale	of	Alaska	to	the	United	States,	which	even	
American	 historians	 honestly	 say,	 was	 forgotten,	 and	 the	 concept	 of	 “historical	 guilt	 for	 violating	 the	 rights	 of	
indigenous	people”	was	exported	from	Alaska	and	imported	to	Chukotka.	Even	the	former	Soviet	functionary	-	the	
Chukchi	reindeer	specialist,	Vladimir	Etylin	-	suddenly	forgot	what	the	policy	of	the	Soviet	government	had	been	
towards	the	indigenous	population	and	how	he	himself	had	participated	in	it!	The	historical	experience	of	ethnic	
relations	 in	 Chukotka	 is	 not	 at	 all	 the	 same	as	 in	Alaska	under	American	 jurisdiction,	 but	 this	 does	 not	 prevent	
lobbyists	from	introducing	the	American	model	of	relations	with	the	indigenous	population	on	Russian	territory.	

And	then	there	was	a	breakthrough.	After	many	years	of	expensive	research	off	the	coast	of	Alaska,	using	the	highly	
invasive	method	 of	mark-recapture	 and	 satellite	 transmitter	 collaring,	 for	which	were	 spent	many	 hundreds	 of	
thousands	of	dollars	of	American	taxpayers	(I	shall	not	here	speak	about	the	harm	of	this	technique	on	polar	bears	
-	a	 separate	 large	 topic),	Eric	Regehr	and	co-authors	developed	a	statistical	model	 for	estimating	vital	 rates	and	
population	size,	by	extrapolating	data	obtained	in	spring	in	the	southeastern	sector	of	the	Chukchi	Sea	to	the	whole	
marine	area	in	which,	during	all	the	years	of	research,	collared	polar	bear	females	were	located	at	any	season	(males	
are	not	being	collared).	

At	the	meeting	of	the	Scientific	Working	Group	(SWG)	on	July	25-26,	2018	in	Egvekinot	in	Chukotka	(a	meeting	in	
which	only	participants	from	Chukotka,	Belikov	from	the	departmental	institute	of	the	MNR	and	representatives	of	
the	IEEE	(Institute	of	Problems	of	Ecology	and	Evolution	of	the	RAS)	could	participate	-	all	those	who	were	interested	
in	 legalizing	 hunting	 and	 support	 such	 a	 decision),	 “new	 data”	 on	 population	 size,	 eastern	 boundary	 and	 risk	
assessment	with	different	levels	of	bears	being	removed	from	the	population	as	a	result	of	hunting	were	presented.	



The	word	“new	data”	was	repeated	many	times	in	the	report	of	the	SWG	and	again	repeated	in	the	final	report	of	
the	Commission.	

What	is	this	"new	data"?	Here	it	is.	As	a	result	of	statistical	modeling	based	on	many	theoretical	suggestions	and	
hypothetical	assumptions,	 calculations	of	 survival	 rates	 in	different	age	groups	 for	a	 small	 spring	 sample	 from	a	
limited	area,	including	pooling	data	from	very	different	populations	into	the	model	(from	the	Canadian	Arctic,	also	
calculated	with	hypothetical	assumptions),	and	as	a	result	of	the	extrapolation	of	these	calculated	data	over	the	
entire	sea	basin	in	the	population	area	(I	should	note	–	a	biologically	unjustified	extrapolation,	but	the	flaws	of	the	
method	 were	 not	 questioned	 now),	 Eric	 Regehr	 and	 co-authors	 gave	 the	 following	 estimates:	 the	 size	 of	 the	
Chukotka-Alaska	population	within	the	boundaries	defined	by	IUCN	with	95%	probability	can	be	anywhere	within	
the	confidence	interval	(attention!)	from	1552	to	5944	individuals	.	With	such	a	wide	variation,	these	data	have	no	
value	at	all	and	should	not	be	used	for	practical	decisions.	This	“new”	interval	is	even	wider	than	the	previous	interval	
calculated	by	Belikov	in	1993	(from	2000	to	5000)	by	the	number	of	maternity	dens,	arrived	at	without	long-term,	
expensive	and	highly	invasive	(not	harmless	for	bears)	studies.	

However,	in	the	July	2018	meeting,	rather	than	backing	away	from	the	flawed	modeling	and	the	extreme	confidence	
interval,	they	simply	proceeded	further	-	the	average	value	(midpoint)	of	the	interval	-	2,937	-	was	from	this	point	
called	“new	data	on	the	population	size”.	The	average	value	for	the	interval	calculated	by	Belikov	in	1993	was	actually	
higher	-	3,500	bears.	So,	if	we	were	to	take	this	game	with	numbers	seriously,	the	“new	data”,	which	was	paid	for	
very	expensively	(!),	gives	a	lower	estimate	of	the	population	size.	

However,	 the	 incompatibility	of	even	 these	 fake	numbers	 to	 the	 ritual	 repeating	of	 “new	data”	did	not	prevent	
Kochnev,	who	was	attending	the	SWG	and	Commission	meetings	in	Egvekinot,	from	immediately	(even	before	the	
release	 of	 the	 official	 report	 of	 the	 Commission)	 giving	 an	 interview	 to	 RIA	Novosti	 (Russian	News	 Information	
Agency)	in	Chukotka	that	the	population	grew	“surprisingly”	during	global	warming,	as	shown	by	“serious	scientific	
research”!	Even	the	American	participants	in	the	SWG	were	shocked,	and	Eric	responded	to	my	personal	letter	about	
this,	that	they	had	not	at	the	meeting	said	anything	about	increase	of	the	population	(it	is	truth	-	they	didn’t	say	
anything	about	population	growth!),	and	Regehr	also	told	me	that	the	co-chair	from	the	American	side	would	talk	
about	this	with	Kochnev.	I	do	not	know	whether	or	not	they	talked,	but	the	presentation	of	an	average	value	of	3000	
bears	(rounded	up	from	2937)	immediately	flew	through	the	international	media,	and	it	became	widely	perceived	
as	a	sensational	scientific	fact	-	with	global	warming,	the	polar	bear	population	is	thriving!	Even	Geoff	York	from	
Polar	Bears	 International	 (formerly	 in	WWF),	who	for	many	years	 informed	the	world	about	the	global	threat	to	
polar	bears	from	Global	Warming,	expressed	on	FaceBook	his	enthusiasm	for	the	“new	long	anticipated	data”	about	
the	wellbeing	of	the	population.	

At	the	same	time,	in	the	SWG	report	presented	to	the	Commission,	other	existing	estimates	for	this	population	were	
ignored:	-	between	416	and	1220	(average	value	823),	an	estimate	calculated	by	Canadian	researchers	(Hamilton,	
Derocher,	April	2018)	using	 the	polar	bear	prey	density	 index	 (peer	 reviewed	publication,	by	 the	way!);	and	our	
estimates,	calculated	by	the	demographic	composition	of	the	core	part	of	the	population	-	no	more	than	1200–1500	
(2014).	These	more	realistic	assessments,	which	more	or	less	correspond	only	to	the	lower	edge	of	Eric	Regehr’s	
wide	confidence	interval,	were	ignored,	as	was	everything	that	did	not	correspond	to	the	political	task	under	which	
the	“new	estimate”	was	being	pulled.	Into	the	model,	play	with	the	indexes,	and	get	what	you	need	-	so	easy!	For	
example,	population	estimates	are	very	sensitive	to	even	small	changes	in	the	growth	index.	If	we	change	just	one	
parameter,	and	use	not	the	theoretical	maximum	growth	rates	 (as	 in	Regehr’s	calculations),	but	a	more	realistic	
index	of	3.5	percent	(in	nature,	maximum	growth	rates	may	happen	under	favorable	living	conditions,	but	not	during	
the	current	global	warming	scenario)	for	the	period	from	1993	to	2016,	then	the	average	number	will	be	not	3,000,	
but	only	1,250	bears.	However,	such	an	assessment	would	break	the	political	game.	

In	addition,	the	Commission	was	not	provided	with	really	new	and	very	important	information	about	the	levels	of	
contamination	of	polar	bears	with	dioxides	and	other	pollutants,	which	were	reported	to	members	of	the	SWG	at	
the	preliminary	workshop	of	the	SWG	in	Moscow	in	late	February	2018.	And	it	is	extremely	important	to	know	not	
only	 for	risk	assessment,	but	especially	 for	 indigenous	hunters	who	 in	the	21st	century	continue	to	consider	the	
polar	 bear	 as	 a	 source	 of	 food	 for	 themselves	 and	 their	 families:	 eating	meat	with	 such	 levels	 of	 pollution	will	



condemn	them,	with	these	most	harmful	dioxides	and	all	other	pollutants	that	accumulate	in	the	tissues	of	the	polar	
bears;	and	their	children	and	grand	children	will	get	it	all	as	well;	with	the	inevitable	consequences	in	the	form	of	
allergies,	reduced	immunity	and	highly	probable	genetic	disorders.	But	in	the	report	of	the	Commission,	this	aspect	
was	not	even	touched!	Eat	...	and	be	ill!	Political	issues	are	more	important!	

I	must	say	that	Eric	Regehr	in	his	report	to	the	SWG	(presented	in	the	report,	but	not	very	noticeably)	did	honestly	
state	that	this	assessment	has	a	high	uncertainty,	the	calculations	did	not	pass	a	peer	reviewing	(well,	this	is	simple,	
if	the	formal	criteria	for	scientific	work	corresponds,	they	will	pass,	compliance	with	the	true	state	of	affairs	in	nature	
is	not	important),	and	were	not	confirmed	by	natural	observations.		

This	last	point	is	the	most	important!	Until	these	estimated	thousands	of	polar	bears	are	observed	in	nature,	they	
are	virtual!	They	are	not	 found	anywhere	except	 in	the	computer	model	and	 in	the	reports	of	 the	SWG	and	the	
Commission.	In	recent	decades,	the	entire	marine	range	of	this	population	-	the	entire	Chukchi	Sea	with	adjacent	
waters	-	is	completely	freed	from	ice	in	late	summer	and	early	autumn.	That	is,	all	the	bears	of	this	population	can	
survive	the	period	of	disappearance	of	ice	only	on	land	(Wrangel	Island	and	the	coast	of	Chukotka,	partly	Alaska,	
with	adjacent	small	islands)	and	on	residual	pack	ice	in	the	pole	region.	But	every	year,	only	a	few	hundreds	of	polar	
bears	are	observed	on	land	-	the	core	part	of	the	population.	The	number	of	bears	on	land	varies	by	year,	depending	
on	the	dynamics	(location,	quality	and	movement)	of	sea	ice	during	the	period	of	active	ice	melting.	About	half	of	
the	entire	population	can	go	on	land,	and	maybe	up	to	two	thirds,	or	even	three	quarters	in	certain	years.	But	even	
with	the	maximum	number	of	bears	observed	on	land	in	all	the	years,	it	was	never	more	than	a	few	hundred.	Where	
are	the	remaining	thousands	of	these	virtual	bears?	If	they	really	exist,	then	the	concentration	of	polar	bears	on	the	
remaining	pack	ice	in	the	summer	near	the	North	Pole	and	in	the	Central	Arctic	Basin	should	be	phenomenally	high!	
However,	this	is	not	observed	-	icebreakers	regularly	go	there	and	no	one	there	has	seen	this	increased	occurrence	
of	polar	bears	over	 the	years.	On	 the	contrary,	 they	are	 found	 less	and	 less	on	 the	 ice!	This	 is	 seen	by	all	polar	
explorers	working	in	the	ice.	Bears	are	more	visible	only	on	the	shore.		

However,	on	the	basis	of	these	virtual	thousands,	the	commission	decides	to	increase	the	quotas	for	shooting	real	
polar	bears	that	survive	under	global	warming	from	58	to	85!	

What	is	new	in	the	presented	report	is,	that	while	in	2010	the	Commission	was	at	least	partially	precautionary,	this	
approach	was	completed	gone	in	2018.	In	2010,	the	population	size	was	at	least	assumed	at	the	lower	limit	of	the	
confidence	interval	–	2000,	a	number	which	was	taken	into	the	model,	while	the	average	was	3,500	(the	Commission	
then,	based	on	political	motives,	 chose	 the	quota	with	 the	maximum	 risk	 value,	which	was	45;	 and	 then	under	
pressure	increased	it	to	58).	But	in	2018,	the	risk	level	calculations	were	made	from	the	average	of	3,000,	but	not	
from	the	lower	confidence	interval	number	of	1552.	As	a	result,	in	Egvekinot,	the	SWG	proposed	to	the	Commission	
the	choice	of	a	quota	from	three	values	of	risk:	50	-	low	risk,	85	-	medium,	120	-	high.	The	Commission,	in	spite	of	all	
the	uncertainty	of	 the	assessments,	 and	despite	all	 the	knowledge	of	 the	progressive	deterioration	of	 the	polar	
bears'	 habitat,	 chose	 an	 average	 risk	 level	 of	 85.	 This	 flagrant	 decision	was	 supported	by	 all	 participants	 of	 the	
Egvekinot	meeting	 -	 both	 the	 SWG	and	 the	 Commission.	Why	 such	 a	 decision,	 and	why	 such	 support	 from	 the	
absolute	majority	of	members	of	the	SWG?	

Recall	the	beginning	of	the	process	-	the	Americans	had	to	introduce	quota-controlled	restrictions	on	the	hunt	of	
the	indigenous	people.	Large	financial	resources	were	spent	—	ultimately	millions	of	dollars	of	American	taxpayers	
over	 years	 of	 costly	 research	 to	 estimate	 the	 population	 size	 and	 justify	 quotas.	 As	 a	 result,	 the	 situation	was	
stalemate	—	even	after	the	agreement	mechanism	was	turned	on,	their	Aborigines	refused	to	accept	restrictions.	
This	conflict	is	an	internal	political	issue	of	the	Americans,	a	consequence	of	the	post-racist	syndrome.	The	quotas	
adopted	by	the	commission	in	Egvekinot	solve	this	problem,	because	these	new	quotas	are	obviously	higher	than	
the	number	of	polar	bears	that	their	native	hunters	actually	kill	-	since	2011,	this	is	an	average	of	39	bears	per	year	
from	the	Chukotka-Alaskan	population.	So	with	the	previous	quota	of	58,	or	a	new	quota	less	than	85	(considering	
the	50/50	agreement),	 this	 issue	would	not	be	resolved.	All	 the	calculations	of	Eric	Regehr	and	co-authors	were	
adjusted	 to	 this	 reality.	 Now	 the	 Americans	 could	 formally	 introduce	 regulatory	 quotas	 (there	would	 finally	 be	
something	to	show	for	all	the	spent	resources	and	years	of	work).	Their	natives	agree	with	such	quotas.	They	solved	
their	own	question	-	the	quotas	were	entered	in	the	end,	but	in	fact	they	did	not	limit	anything.	And	besides,	they	



can	now	refer	to	the	calculations	of	the	scientists	and	claim	that	they	approach	this	with	caution	and	kill	even	less	
bears	than	they	could.	

But	on	 the	Russian	 side	 there	 is	 a	 completely	 different	 story	 -	 after	 so	many	 years	of	 consistent	 and	principled	
protection	of	the	species,	Russia	will	give	up	and	allow	to	hunt,	i.e.	kill	bears.	And	this	is	in	the	era	of	global	warming,	
when	the	whole	world	hears	and	knows	that	the	polar	bear	is	in	danger	of	extinction.	It	is	not	difficult	to	see	what	
would	be	the	reaction	of	the	world	conservation	community	and	general	public	to	the	opening	of	the	polar	bear	
hunt	in	Russia.	Full	discredit	of	the	role	of	Russia	in	the	protection	of	endangered	species.	If	such	is	the	outcome	in	
Russia,	by	the	efforts	of	 lobbyists	 for	 the	hunt,	 the	 leadership	will	now	be	assigned	not	 to	 the	protection	of	 the	
species	from	extermination,	but	to	the	escalation	of	the	extermination.	Norway	will	remain	the	only	country	where	
hunting	for	polar	bears	is	completely	prohibited.	In	Russia,	poaching	for	polar	bears	remains	an	unsolved	problem,	
and	 now	 the	 roof	 will	 be	 provided	 for	 it.	 Employees	 of	 our	 federal	 services	 exercising	 control	 over	 the	 use	 of	
bioresources	are	well	aware	that	the	concept	of	the	“exclusive	rights	of	indigenous	people	to	bioresources”	is	used	
for	criminal	purposes	and	what	difficulties	it	creates	to	combat	poaching.	

In	addition,	while	the	shooting	of	polar	bears	in	Alaska	is	the	destruction	of	bears	in	the	marginal	part	of	the	range	
of	the	subpopulation,	in	Chukotka	it	will	be	annihilation	in	the	very	heart	of	the	population,	where	its	root	part	is	
concentrated.	It	is	not	important	for	polar	bears	what	is	killing	them	-	global	warming,	or	people	with	firearms.	It	is	
important	 that	 they	 are	deprived	of	 life.	A	 killed	bear	 is	 excluded	 from	 their	 population	 forever,	 excluded	 from	
breeding	and	replenishment	of	the	population.	 In	efforts	to	save	the	population,	 it	does	not	matter	whether	the	
natural	mortality	is	rising	due	to	the	deterioration	of	living	conditions,	or	it	is	people	killing	the	animals.	But	global	
warming	cannot	be	stopped,	at	least	in	the	short	term.	But	it	is	possible	to	exclude	the	extermination	of	animals	by	
people,	 at	 least	 significantly	 reduce	 it,	 even	 in	 short	 term.	 All	 that	 is	 needed	 is	 political	 will	 and	 appropriate	
administrative	decisions.	

And	here	 is	 the	question	 -	why	are	some	Russian	scientists	 involved	 in	working	with	 the	polar	bear	so	diligently	
supporting	these	American	manipulations	with	the	calculations	of	the	number	of	polar	bears?	There	is	no	action	
without	 motive!	 What	 motives	 are	 behind	 such	 loyalty	 and	 willingness	 to	 surrender	 the	 national	 concept	 of	
protection	of	the	species?	Why	did	suddenly	Kochnev,	and	behind	him	the	director	of	the	academic	institute	Rozhnov	
(Institute	of	Problems	of	Ecology	and	Evolution	-	IPEE)	begin	to	actively	disseminate	information	that	the	Chukchi	
polar	bear	population	 is	 thriving	and	has	grown	 in	numbers?	They	turned	out	“even	more	royalist	 than	the	king	
himself"!	-	American	colleagues	were	more	careful	in	their	statements.	These	Russian	scientists,	are	they	so	stupid?	
Do	they	not	understand	that	these	“new	data”	are	fake	and	politically	adjusted	assessments?	At	least	at	the	working	
meeting	of	the	SWG	in	Moscow	in	February	2018,	all	those	who	were	there	from	the	Russian	side,	 including	the	
employees	of	the	IPEE,	saw	and	understood	perfectly	that	the	estimates	calculated	by	Regehr	were	a	game	with	
statistics.	This	was	said	on	the	sidelines	and	voiced	at	the	meeting.	 I	was	at	that	meeting	 in	Moscow	too.	But	 in	
Egvekinot,	suddenly	every	one	of	the	participants	obediently	supported	Eric’s	calculations,	and	no	Russian	concept	
and	position	was	presented	in	the	work	of	the	group	at	all.	

Everything	is	simple	here	-	they	are	supported	by	those	for	whom	the	legalization	of	polar	bear	hunting	in	Russia	
provides	benefits	for	their	scientific	business.	While	hunting	is	prohibited	in	Russia,	obtaining	samples	from	poachers	
falls	under	the	Criminal	Code	article.	But	if	the	hunt	is	legalized,	the	samples	will	also	be	legalized.	Moreover,	it	will	
be	possible	to	seek	for	research	grants	for	“justifying	quotas”.	The	polar	bear	is	an	object	of	business	interests	of	the	
science.	Therefore,	interested	Russian	scientists	support	the	American	games	with	statistics	and	the	decision	to	open	
a	hunt	for	Chukotka.	Promises	to	provide	samples	to	scientists	were	directly	voiced	by	lobbyists	for	the	hunt.	What	
is	the	name	of	an	event,	when	a	participant	who	is	interested	in	a	governmental	decision	on	a	certain	resource	use	
offers	benefits	to	an	official,	who	may	effectively	influence	the	decision	making?	Everyone	knows	that	corruption	is	
not	only	in	directly	monetary	form.	It	is	not	surprising	that	representatives	of	the	Russian	academic	science	from	the	
IPEE,	beginning	with	the	Director	of	the	Institute,	Academician	Rozhnov,	with	such	enthusiasm	support	the	decisions	
on	quotas	and	the	legalization	of	hunting	in	Chukotka.	WWF	is	also	supporting	this	institute	with	funds	for	polar	bear	
collaring	–	one	team,	one	goal!	



The	Russian	government	commissioner	Amirkhanov,	who	also	began	to	repeat	the	myth	of	“new	scientific	data,”	
about	3000	polar	bears,	also	joined	this	chorus.	Amirkhanov,	a	former	scientist,	should	be	able	to	understand	how	
these	 fake	 figures	appeared	and	what	 their	 value	 is.	Did	he	 really	 forget	 to	understand,	or	does	he	deliberately	
support	this	hypocritical	game?	Is	this	a	collusion,	or	incompetence	of	officials?		

The	condition	for	the	opening	of	hunting	in	Chukotka,	as	a	necessary	decision	for	the	introduction	of	quotas	on	the	
American	side,	was	announced	by	native	representatives	from	Alaska	and	reflected	in	the	report	of	the	Commission.	
This	 can	 be	 qualified	 as	 an	 attempt	 to	 interfere	 in	 internal	 affairs,	 influence	 on	 the	 national	 strategy	 for	 the	
protection	of	animal	species	that	need	special	protection	in	Russia	–	if	you	do	not	open	the	hunt	for	yourself,	we	will	
not	 accept	 quotas	 in	 Alaska.	 The	 permanent	 Russian	 co-chairman	 of	 the	 SWG	 is	 Stanislav	 Belikov,	whose	main	
function	 in	 this	 expert	 group	 (voluntarily	 taken	 upon	 himself)	 during	 all	 the	 years	 of	 the	 SWG	and	 Commission	
functioning	is	to	inform	about	the	initiatives	of	the	American	side	and	support	all	that	Americans	need	to	achieve	
their	goals.	Since	2010,	the	Americans	have	changed	their	co-chairs	of	the	SWG	4	times,	but	from	Russia,	Belikov	
remains,	and	still	performs	 the	 same	 role.	And	what's	 the	usefulness	 for	polar	bears	of	 this	Commission	and	 its	
agreement?	Yes,	absolutely	nothing!	

To	the	credit	of	the	indigenous	people	of	Chukotka,	it	must	be	said	that	the	absolute	majority	of	these	people	are	
against	the	polar	bears	being	killed,	they	do	not	support	the	opening	of	the	hunt,	they	do	not	need	quotas	for	the	
polar	bear,	they	want	to	see	the	polar	bears	alive.	However,	for	many	years,	lobbyists	have	been	winding	them	up	
with	the	ideas	about	their	exclusive	rights	imported	from	Alaska,	and	instilling	the	idea	that	without	a	polar	bear	
hunt,	traditional	culture	cannot	be	preserved.	And	all	this	is	being	done	under	the	constant	lamentations	of	lobbyists	
for	the	hunt	about	how	they	care	about	preserving	the	species,	how	polar	bears	are	respected,	how	polar	bears	are	
important	in	traditional	culture.	That's	just	like	saying:	To	better	save	them,	let	us	kill	them!	For	whom	and	why	it	is	
necessary	to	promote	this	game	with	ethnic	issues	in	Chukotka,	that	is	a	special	question!	It	is	not	difficult	to	answer	
it	if	you	consider	and	analyze	everything	that	is	happening	around	polar	bears!	

The	bad	news	is	that	after	the	latest	decisions	of	the	Commission	in	Egvekinot	in	July	2018,	MPR	(Ministry	on	Nature	
Resources	of	Russia)	officials	lined	up	for	these	American	interests	and	are	preparing	a	decision	to	legalize	the	hunt	
for	Chukotka.	What	social	and	environmental	consequences	for	Chukotka,	Russia	and	polar	bears	such	a	historical	
decision	will	have,	if	it	is	accepted,	can	be	foreseen	with	sufficient	clarity.	Russia's	positive	role	in	the	protection	of	
polar	bears	will	be	taken	away.	Some	attention	will	be	diverted	from	the	problem	of	extermination	of	polar	bears	in	
the	Canadian	Arctic,	which	is	criticized	by	all	international	environmental	forces,	except	WWF.	The	American	side	
with	its	post-racist	syndrome	will	teach	the	Russian	side	how	to	respect	the	rights	of	the	indigenous	population.	The	
so-called	“traditional	polar	bear	hunting	for	the	purpose	of	subsistence	and	preservation	of	culture”	has	long	become	
obvious	to	all	thinking	people	to	be	a	speculation	and	cover	for	the	realization	of	the	political,	ethnic	and	commercial	
interests	of	relatively	small	groups	of	people.	Nonetheless,	in	Russia,	officials	are	ready	to	accept	and	implement	
this	concept,	as	if	in	the	21st	century,	indigenous	peoples	of	Russia	live	with	the	mentality	and	traditions	of	the	Stone	
Age,	do	not	have	access	to	all	the	achievements	of	modern	technological	civilization,	and	cannot	survive	without	
hunting	endangered	species.	And	the	representatives	of	the	indigenous	peoples	of	the	Arctic	engaged	in	political	
lobbying	do	not	understand	that	the	blame	for	the	extermination	of	polar	bears,	if	or	when	the	species	disappears,	
will	be	laid	on	their	people,	regardless	of	who	used	it	for	their	own	selfish	interests.	

Currently	in	the	world,	every	year	hunters	shoot	about	1000	polar	bears	-	about	3	polar	bears	every	day	!!!	Under	
the	cover	of	organized	information	campaigns	about	the	“well-being	of	the	species	in	the	era	of	global	warming”,	
there	is	an	ongoing	extermination	of	polar	bears.	Until	now,	Russia	has	consistently	adhered	to	the	most	progressive	
concept	of	full	protection	of	the	threatened	species.	Now	this	position	can	be	changed	by	irresponsible	officials.	A	
polar	bear	is	not	owned	by	any	ethnic	or	professional	groups	of	people.	Therefore,	its	fate	in	the	zone	of	national	
jurisdiction	must	be	decided	not	by	the	ministerial	bureaucracy	and	functionaries	of	science,	but	by	the	people	of	
the	whole	nation.	The	final	word	in	protecting	the	polar	bear	from	extermination	should	be	for	the	public,	for	the	
civil	society	of	Russia.		

Nikita	Ovsyanikov	


