WWF: dishonest, wasting resources and ineffective in saving advertised ‘flagship’-species

Last month, the Dutch biggest national newspaper De Telegraaf printed a frontpage-article on 2 reports of investigative nature-journalism on WWF, that I  published for foundation De Groene Rekenkamer, (Green Accountant) also receiving wide attention on national radio and television news shows.
 Part 1 on finance, network and economic views of WWF and it’s Dutch branch WNF  can be downloaded here on our blog Climategate.nl and my personal website www.rypkezeilmaker.nl 
Part 2 on the (lack of) effectiveness of WWF in conservation can be downloaded here
World Wide Government Fund part 1:
The first report analyzes the financial side of this largest green multinational, with an average income over half a billion euro’s. Key findings are:

· The Dutch WNF spends almost half of it’s income on marketing and fundraising, and thus falsely claims it spends 81ct per euro on nature conservation. Mobilizing children for your own (fundraising) campaigns is ‘nature conservation’ according to the Dutch WNF-definition. 67 percent of it’s staff is dedicated to marketing and finance, twice the amount of conservation personnel

· The Dutch WNF historically spends less then 1 percent of it’s budget (>60 million euros) on Dutch Nature and this is mostly campaigning money

· WWF is a governmental extension, with around 20 percent of it’s budget from government agencies. The European WWF-lobbying office in Brussels receives .65 million euros from the European Commission to lobby de European Commission, resulting in millions of euros of grants from Europe Aid per year, with no intention from EU-officials to question this privilege.

· WWF is both supporting businesses that potentially harm it’s core business (nature conservation) and supporting anti-economic, anti-industrial and anti-democratic views that harm businesses and personal freedom.

· Discussion is needed on the relevance of the WNF/WWF charity status

World Wide Government part 2
The second part deals with claims made by WWF in ‘saving’ the so-called flagship species it advertises with to gain more funding, with the black rhino being the first campaigning animal to advertise with on the Daily Mirror in 1961.

· Population of black rhino dropped by 90 percent after WWF started ‘saving’ it while WWF claims it saved the animal from the brink of extinction. The first money for the rhino arrived only 12 years after the first campaign

· Population of the panda halved in the time that WWF is active in China, and WWF falsely claims it halted it’s decline. The popular population number ’1000 left in the ’70′s was reached by halving the population number of the census on paper ‘to urge the conservation process’. In reality population was 2000 animals in the Chinese census in the ’70s but it halved áfter WWF and Chinese government started protecting it.

· There is no correlation between spending of WWF and scientific conservation priorities

· Of the budget of >600 million euros in 2006 only 6 percent arrives at African Conservation projects

· Marketing on ‘saving polar bears’ of the Dutch WNF is misleading, with WWF advocating the most ineffective strategy to ‘save’ it. One year abolition of commercial hunting tourism on polar bears in Nunavut for NO COST is compensated by 500 years of climate policy Kyoto style for thousands of billions of euros, if assumptions made on the relation between climate policy, temperature, sea ice and polar bears would be scientific.

--------or skip the summary and make into a 3 –blog story as below- 

World Wide Government Fund 

The main findings- that are substantiated in the reports - deal with the schizophrenic nature of WWF: this biggest green fundraising multinational being both pro-business and anti-economic. WWF is more a political organization than a charity, and it wastes conservation resources for promoting ineffective conservation strategies, that are both unscientific and misleading. To a substantial degree it could not track it’s international spending until recently (2006). Also WWF is dishonest in it’s marketing and grossly ineffective in ‘saving’ most of the so called flagship species it advertises with, and it frequently advertises with the work of others. 
A ‘reason to celebrate’: the 50 percent decline of the giant panda and 90 percent decline of black rhino

The most dramatic example of WWF’s ineffectiveness is the Giant Panda, which population halved since WWF is active in China in1980. WWF Australia claims it halted the decline and calls it’s work ‘reason to celebrate’. This is an obvious untruth when one actually delves into the scientific literature. The claim is underpinned by using the wrong figures of a population census in the ’70: here Chinese ‘conservationists’ of the forestry department counted 2000 animals, but officially announced only 1000 to ‘urge the conservation process’. In reality this figure of 1000 became real in 1990, 10 years after WWF started working with the Chinese government in 1980, and is now the figure also given by Chinese WWF in 2012. 

Also there is no link between WWF’s spending patterns and scientific criteria in ecology, while WWF claims to base it’s work on the ‘best science available’. For example, only 6 percent of it’s annual budget  of 600 million euro in 2006 arrives at African Conservation projects after overhead correction of around 20 percent. (an overhead that is not ‘high’ compared to other NGO’s). While the same WWF claims that biodiversity is most threatened in tropical regions, this is not reflected by their spending. These findings- no relation between spending and conservation priorities- have been highlighted before by ecologists in the scientific literature. I contacted these ecologists and they received no invitation or reply by WWF for discussion. 
 So while one could claim –as WWF does-  that conservationists are forced to work with a relatively low budget compared to other sectors (500 million euros worldwide is not much, compared the US Aid of about 40 billion dollar annually in Africa ). Then one would argue that the euros are spent where they are needed. This is arguably the case. 

The other most popular claim made by WWF is: ‘without us it would have been worse’. So without WWF the black rhino population would not have dropped by 90 percent, but 91 or more?. Unfortunately we can never verify such claims, so we have to look to evidence available.  Fact is that the Black Rhino was the first ‘fundraiser’ of WWF in 1961, with WWF claiming with some sense of reality that it was ‘Doomed’. Fact is that until 1972 no money arrived in Africa for it’s conservation, and one of the main traders in rhino horn received the Order of the Golden Ark from Prince Bernhard, then WWF-president. 
Commercials for Burger King same as promoting world food security?

The reports reflect years of work, some of it already published in magazines and national newspapers in Holland and Belgium, combined with new work delving into scientific publications and Chamber of Commerce-files. Here for example I discovered that the Dutch WNF is 100 percent owner of a commercial real estate firm Baduin and has placed an unaccounted financial property of about 2 million euros here, which is against their own statutes. 
Media attention in Holland focussed mostly on Dutch WNF’s (25 percent) higher spending on marketing than claimed. And it’s very broad definition of ‘conservation’ to reach it’s ambitious target of spending ’81 cent per euro on nature conservation’, which obviously is untrue even by using very loose standards. Every activity the WWF undertakes, also using children for their own fundraising is branded as ‘nature education’. In this definition, Burger King using children to promote eating the Double Whopper would be world food security-education. In reaction-  though denying the reality of my findings without substantiating why-  the WNF have confirmed that they believe marketing their own business is the same as nature conservation, and using children for fundraising is ‘nature education’.  
---------------Part 2?---------------------------------------------------

Knut and commercial Knut-hunting tourism in Nunavut…
Does WWF educate and promote effective conservation of their flagship species? I beg to differ by using the following example of how to ‘best save the polar bear’. Now we all have been harassed to the point of irritation with the image of a ‘drowning polar bear’: some white furry animal holding it’s last stand on a shrinking iceberg. ‘Climate Change the culprit, act now’(= give us your money). With Knut in the Berlin Zoo as the German equivalent of the climate mascot in danger. 
The Dutch WNF chases children on an ice-skating rink in polar bear suit, spreading fear of a world in demise, claiming this is ‘nature education’. It also advertised nationally with page wide advertorials that one could ‘save’ the polar bear by adopting a plan of planting 6 giga-Watt  wind farms in the North Sea. In which the WNF, it’s household energyfirm Eneco and it’s household bank Rabobank have financial interests, and on which Eneco recently received .85 billion euro’s of subsidies. 
Now first, the image of the ‘drowning’ polar bear is misleading when one knows the scientific name of the polar bear ‘Ursus maritimus’, meaning ‘bear of the sea’. A claim that is underpinned by it’s normal behaviour of crossing hundreds of miles of rough sea by swimming. Also, saving the polar bear through climate policies that WWF promotes, means holding true an awful lot of assumptions. 
One supports the assumption that mega-windfarms ‘save’ CO2, that less CO2 in the atmosphere means more sea ice, and more sea ice has a linear positive relation with polar bear population. Now suppose this is true: how long and how much money would this take to ‘save’ one bear, by using measures in the Kyoto Protocol adopted by the EU in 2005 . 
…. or how to ‘save’ polar bears most effectively

Rough figures on the climate impact of Kyotostyle climate policies have been calculated by climate scientist Tom Wigley: the ‘furry part’ extrapolated by statistician Bjorn Lomborg, assuming a linear relationship between polar bears and sea ice extent  and a linear relationship between CO2 and temperature using IPCC- Climate Model estimates: assuming these models are correct. Lomborg came to saving 0,06 polar bears by 1 year Kyoto policy, costing hundreds of billions of euro’s. 
Now let’s look at the bear facts of polar bear hunting tourism, on the ‘threatened’ polar bear population. A population that roughly doubled it’s numbers in polar bear main country Canada in the last 25 years to 15.000 in 2006. In many years around 130 bears are shot for commercial sport hunting, mostly for wealthy Europeans. So one year ban on commercial sporthunting, would ‘save’ as many bears as 500 years of Kyoto policies, minus the costs of 1000’s of billions of euro’s.  

Assuming that the polar bear is threatened, then obviously WWF is not interested in ‘saving’ the polar bear in a cost-effective way, it does not mention hunting tourism in any publication. Extrapolating the yearly hunting quota in Nunavut of 500 bears, should thus by WWF-standards be compensated by 8000 years of climate policies. By then, we have sufficient reason to believe that polar bears have returned to Germany and Holland. For the glaciers of a new ice age have driven them to us, as they have done before in the Weichselien and Saalien. 
The most damaging of promoting Kyotostyle climate policies to ‘save’ polar bears, is that under the ETS-emissions trading scheme no CO2-emissions are saved as they are fixed by a paper ‘emissionscap’. More wind farms make cheaper emission rights for polluters, a fact reflected by the 5 percent rise in German coal consumption since the Energiewende. Green Policies as promoted by organisations like WWF serve the dirtiest. 
--------------------------------------3 economy----------------------------------------

Reshaping the International Order (RIO) and NGO’s as extended Government
So while it is in many cases doubtful that WWF is ‘saving wildlife’, what have they been doing then in their 50 years of existence? The reports are translated with the title ‘World Wide Government Fund’. A name both ironic and with a serious undertone. The latter due to it’s influential international network,  formed around Prince Bernhard, Prince Philip and their Anglo-Dutch industrial network in former colonial areas of the Commonwealth. The network still operates as major WWF-donor through the 1001 a Nature Trust.
The title also refers to it’s ambitions in transforming world economy to principles that were already promoted by ‘the Club of Rome’ in 1972, of which president Aurelio Peccei also was a WWF-boardmember, and founder of the epicentre of ‘systems-thinking’ IIASA in Salzburg. It is promoted throughout the Rio-conferences, like held the last one held in June. Reshaping International Order (RIO) was also the report-title for the Club of Rome of economists in 1976 promoting ‘green economic’-principles, some of which are still aggressively promoted, in Germany mostly visible through rising energy bills. Their term ‘internalisation of environmental costs’ is used more and more by both politicians and scientists:  a euphemism for making all consumption as expensive as possible to make us stop doing this. Should we perhaps wait for announcements on our ‘Wiener schnitzel’ like ‘eating meat kills the climate’, just as happened on smoking packages. 
Now it is tempting to assume that WWF is using it’s furry side ‘saving wildlife’ as an excuse for an other global agenda with less noble intentions. This is a point that has been made by various authors. Many authors have highlighted the ‘colonial’ aspects of the Global Conservation Agenda, others have highlighted conservation as a way for facilitating a cosmopolitic lifestyle for Western academics.  However, my personal problem with  some theory’s on ‘world control’are twofold
a. though WWF’s influence is substantial and it is supported financial by an industrial network like the Club 1001, this does not assume that it is ONLY a vehicle for industrial and political assets of a global elite

b. one has to have an unrestricted believe in the power of few to control world agenda, thus the irony
Option b often leads to unlikely theories in the range of aliens, mindcontrol and fantasies that are not substantiated by evidence and in many cases are laughable. When one sticks to the evidence available, one finds that WWF is used as a vehicle for various sorts of (business) interests that are not necessarily for the public good. Thus discussion is needed on many of it’s financial privileges in both national, European and World arena and it’s status as ‘charity’.

For example, why should the European WWF-lobbying office in Brussels receive a yearly sum of 0.65 million euro’s to lobby the European Commission, and profit from this lobbying with millions of euro’s of grants from agencies like Europe Aid? Officials refused me to answer, which leave us to the most important question. Where is the democratic legitimacy of organisations that are called ‘NGO’. But who have evolved into a form of extended government with financial privileges but no accountability of their spending, promoted policies and it’s effects on the public nor the cause they promote?
