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Subregional Cooperation and Protection
of the Arctic Marine Environment:

The Barents Sea

Olav Schram Stokke

1. Introduction

Over the past decade, the states governing Arctic territories have taken on a variety of

commitments regarding marine environmental management.1 Globally, a number of regimes

have emerged; notably the London Convention on dumping has generated first a voluntary

and then a legally binding moratorium on dumping of all radioactive waste; and the

International Maritime Organization has set ever stricter standards for navigation in partly

ice-covered region - most recently by requiring double hulls on all new vessels operating in

such areas. At the regional level, the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy has generated

a range of programmatic activities, vastly improving the level of knowledge about the nature

and gravity of environmental hazards in the high North.3 The focus of this report is on

subregional marine environmental protection, narrowing in on the bilateral Russian-

Norwegian Envirionmental Commission and the multilateral Barents Euro-Arctic Region -

and the purpose is to bring out whether and how these sw^regional cooperative processes can

complement efforts at regional and global levels.

There are several reasons to orient a study of protection of the marine environment

also towards the Barents Euro-Arctic Region, although the 1993 Kirkenes Declaration, on

which the latter structure is based, made no mention of marine areas when delineating the

spatial scope of the cooperation. For one thing, a large part of the marine pollution in the

1 I would like to thank Bernt Bull, Steven Sawhill, Davor Vidas, Budislav Vukas and Oran Young for very
helpful comments.

2 Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping of Wastes and Other Matter, 1972 (London,
13 November 1972, in force 30 August 1975), International Legal Materials, Vol. 11, : November, 1972, pp.
1291 ff.

3 AMAP (Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Program), Arctic Pollution Issues: A State of the Arctic
Environment Report. Oslo: Secretariat of the Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Program, 1997. An early
analysis and assessment of this process and its relation to other Arctic initiatives is given in O. S. Stokke,
"Arctic Environmental Cooperation After Rovaniemi - What Now?", in L. Lyck (ed.), Nordic Arctic
Research on Contemporary Arctic Problems. Aalborg: Aalborg University Press, 1992, pp. 223-36.

4 Declaration on Cooperation in the Barents Euro-Arctic Region from the Conference of Foreign Ministers
(Kirkenes, 11 January 1993), reproduced in UD Informasjon No. 1, 1993 (Oslo: Ministry of Foreign Affairs).
It is often commented that the unsettled maritime delimitation of the Barents Sea between Russia and
Norway is the main reason for not explicating marine cooperation; see R. Castberg, O. S. Stokke and W.
0streng, "The Dynamics of the Barents Region", in O. S. Stokke and O. Tunander (eds.), The Barents
Region. Cooperation in Arctic Europe. London: Sage Publications, 1994, pp. 71-84. This interpretation was
confirmed by the former foreign ministers Thorvald Stoltenberg (Norway) and Andrey Kozyrev (Russia) at
the conference "Barents Region- Dreams and Realities", in Rovaniemi, Finland, 15 September 1997.
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Barents Sea area originates from land-based activities, which fall clearly within the

cooperative domain of the Declaration. This goes for matters such as leakages from land-

based storages of radioactive waste and riverborne or atmospheric pollution from, e.g.,

metallurgical industries on the Kola Peninsula and elsewhere. But more importantly, when

spelling out the functional range of the cooperation, the marine environment figured

prominently right from the outset as prevention of dumping of radioactive waste was among

the very first issues mentioned in the Declaration. And in practice, the health of the Barents

Sea has been a key target for the Environmental Committee under the Barents Council;

moreover, among the first decisions of this Council was the establishment of a Committee on

the Northern Sea Route. For its part, the Russo-Norwegian bilateral Environmental Commis-

sion placed protection of the marine environment centrally right from the outset.

After sketching the conceptual terrain demarcated by "subregional" and "effective-

ness", this report offers a brief summary of the main marine environmental problems faced in

the Barents Sea area, before embarking on the discussion of whether and how the subregional

cooperation links effectively up to other efforts to solve them.

2. Subregional collaboration in the Barents Region: effectiveness concerns

The term "Barents Region" appeared in the early 1990s to signify a range of bilateral and

multilateral cooperative networks under development in the Barents Sea area, across the East-

West divide. The first wave of subregional institutions was bilateral in nature.6 A bilateral

Environmental Commission was set up under a 1988 Soviet-Norwegian agreement; this

commission has since served as the major instrument of coordination between the Norwegian

Ministry of Environment and the Soviet, and later Russian, lead environmental agency - now

named the State Committee for Environmental Protection.

5 O. S. Stokke, "A Green Partnership? - Norway, Russia and the Northern Environment", International
Challenges, Vol. 14, No. 1, 1994a, pp. 11-23; hereinafter, that commission is referred to as the bilateral
Environmental Commission.

6 G. Osherenko, "Environmental Cooperation in the Arctic: Will the Soviets Participate?", in O. R. Young
(ed.), Arctic Environmental Cooperation (special issue of Current Research on Peace and Violence),
Tampere: Tampere Peace Research Institute, 1989, pp. 144-57.

7 See Overenskomst mellom Kongeriket Norges regjering og Unionen av Sovjetiske Sosialistiske Republikkers
regjering om samarbeid pa miljetvernomradet (Oslo 15 January 1988, in force the same day), Overenskomster
medfremmede makter. Oslo: Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In 1992, that agreement was replaced by a new
one, which covered additional areas and focused on common measures in the environmental area and not
solely on the generation of a common knowledge base; see Overenskomst mellom Kongeriket Norges
regjering og Den russiske foderasjons regjering om samarbeid pa miljovernomradet (Oslo, 3 September
1992), Overenskomster medfremmede makter, Oslo: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1992, pp. 1,532-5; also
Stokke, "A Green Partnership?" The environmental agency liad ministerial status between 1992 and 1996; by a
Presidential Decree of 30 April 1998, Goskomgidromet was merged with the State Committee for Environmental
Protection.



Subregional Cooperation for Protection of the Barents Sea

The Barents Euro-Arctic Region (BEAR), established at a ministerial conference in

Kirkenes, Norway, in 1993, is notable for its two-tiered structure. At the first level, the

Regional Council is composed of representatives from the three North Norwegian fylker of

Nordland, Troms and Finnmark, the northernmost Swedish and Finnish Ian Norrbotten,

Vasterbotten, Lappland and Oulu - and Murmansk and Arkhangelsk oblasti as well as the

Karelian Republic and Nenets Autonomous area, all in Russia. The Regional Council also

includes one representative from the indigenous peoples - a Saami delegate. At the second

layer, the Barents Council is made of up government representatives from Russia and from

the Nordic countries (Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden) as well as one

representative from the European Commission. Indeed, the Council is open to any state wishing

to take an active part, but chairmanship in the Barents Council will rotate between the four states

governing the counties involved in the cooperation.

While the bilateral Environmental Commission and the BEAR have been especially

relevant in efforts to address protection of the Barents Sea, there are also other subregional

mechanisms worth mentioning, partly in interaction with the two former. One is the trilateral

Arctic Military Environmental Cooperation, involving the foreign ministries of Russia,

Norway and the United States;10 as we shall see, this structure has been of some significance

in efforts to cope with dumping of radioactive material in the Barents Sea.

Layers of regionality

The cooperative processes discussed in this report link two different layers of regionality. At the

international level, regional initiatives seek to involve clusters of states in closer interaction and

joint framing of problems and opportunities; the key example and clearest success story so far is

the integration process in the European Union. Within the Barents Region, the governmental

Barents Council reflects this layer of regionality, as does the bilateral Russian-Norwegian

Environmental Commission. At the transnational level, substate region-builders strive to

coordinate behaviour and establish common terms of reference in adjacent territories separated by

national borders. Thus, the Regional Council of the BEAR comprises representatives of county

authorities and indigenous peoples; and similarly, a Permanent Working Group on Local

9

Participation in the Regional Council has expanded over time: Vasterbotten, Oulu, and Nenets were not
among the original members.

Terms of Reference for the Council of the Barents Euro-Arctic Region, arts. 2 and 6; see UD Informasjon
No. 1(1993), p. 13.

10 See "Erklaering mellom Kongeriket Norges Forsvarsdepartement og De Forente Staters Forsvarsministerium
og Den Russiske Federasjons Forsvarsministerium om forsvarsrelatert miljesamarbeid i Arktis" (Arctic
Military Environmental Cooperation - AMEC) (Bergen, 26 September 1996), available from Ministry of
Defence, Oslo.
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Cooparation under the Russo-Norwegian Environmental Commission brings together on a regular

basis the regional environmental bureacracies of the border counties Finnmark and Murmansk.

But regionality is also a domestic phenomenon - and the evolvement of the BEAR initiative in

particular cannot be understood without reference to how the territories involved in this process all

seek recognition as distinctive from other parts of their respective nations - in ways which have

triggered special administrative measures designed to ensure comparable standards of living,

including tax reliefs and other efforts to stimulate economic activity. In the northernmost

counties of Norway, such incentives are even differentiated by latitude; and the same goes for

favorable repayment terms for state education loans. Sparse settlement, a gradual population

decline, tough climatic conditions, and an economy based on rich but volatile fish stocks are

important reasons for those special measures. Similar systems exist in Northern Sweden and

Finland and have over the last few years been accompanied by substantial financial support

from the European Union.12 For its part, the Soviet plan economy used to employ even more

persuasive means to draw workers to Arctic regions; the steep demographic growth the first

half of this century in Murmansk county and the Soviet North in general shows the

effectiveness of this strategy - which is now history. Another feature which makes the Barents

Sea area stand out domestically, especially for the coastal states, is its strategic sensitiveness.

The role of strategic submarines in the nuclear balance made this area a key front in the

military rivalry between East and West. As a result, conflict avoidance has been a key priority

in this area, reflected in certain self-imposed restraints in Norwegian and NATO military

activity close to the common border; and by the establishment of bilateral political institutions

in areas such as fisheries where rational management requires coordinated behaviour.

This distinctiveness of the northern areas formed part of the motivation for launching

initiatives to expand subregional cooperation following the thaw in East-West relations. The

bilateral Environmental Commission was stimulated by growing worries in Norway about

transboundary fluxes of airborne pollution from the metallurgical combines on the Kola

Peninsula, but also about possible problems associated with growing offshore petroleum

activity in the Russian part of the Barents Sea; later on, as we shall see, nuclear waste came

into focus. The multilateral BEAR initiative fed on the same worries, but also linked up to

broader concerns related to the economic and geopolitical situation of the Barents Sea area.

11 On the "special measures zone" in Northern Troms and Finnmark counties, see St.meld. 33 (1992-93,), "By
og land hand i hand. Om regional utvikling". Oslo: Kommunal- og arbeidsdepartementet, p. 72-3.

12 See "Naeringsstrategier for Nord-Norge med handlingsforslag", Rapport fra Den administrative
samordningsgruppen til Styringsgruppen for kontakt med Nord-Norge. Oslo: Kommunal- og
arbeidsdepartementet, 1997. p. 24.

13 For a particularly clear statement of the prospective role of the BEAR structure hi building security and
relieving tension, see J. J. Hoist, "The Barents Region: Institutions, Cooperation and Prospects", in Stokke
and Tunander (eds.), The Barents Region, pp. 131-44.
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Despite special administrative incentives, the economies in the northern parts of Norway,

Sweden and Finland had been slow for a number of years. Therefore, stimulating contacts

with Northwest Russia, crisis-ridden, rich in natural resources, and gradually opening up to

Western economies, seemed a promising avenue; already, Russian direct deliveries of fish

were vital to the processing firms in the Norwegian county of Finnmark.

In summary, the Nordic governments had sound domestic and foreign policy reasons

to maintain a high international profile in the North. And those reasons were well served by

placing ongoing and prospective regional cooperation within a discursive framework which

emphasized the long historical track record of such ties. Of particular relevance here, of

course, was the so-called Pomor trade, involving from the late sixteen hundreds and up to the

Russian revolution Norwegians, Saami and Russians along the coasts of Troms, Finnmark, the

Kola Peninsula and the White Sea.15 Thus, the Pomor traditions, symbolizing mutually beneficial

exchange and some measure of common identity in the region, were put to use in building an

institutional machinery that blends the intergovernmental approach typical of Soviet-Nordic

relationship with features of the northern strand of the Nordic cooperation - the county-level North

Calotte Committee.

A subregion of what? Linkages to other levels of cooperation

While we have seen that the Barents Sea area is marked by a certain measure of regional

distinctiveness, it can be useful to pay attention to various linkages between this set of cooperative

processes and adjacent ones.16 In other words, if the Barents Sea area is a subregion, what is it

subordinate to? There are at least three broad answers to this question.

An Arctic answer is that Barents Sea cooperation is primarily linked to the wider flow of

cooperative initiatives on the High North in the aftermath of the Cold War. The Gorbachev

initiative, launched in the so-called Murmansk speech in 1987, kicked off a truly hectic period for

Arctic policy-makers and bureaucrats.17 As noted, the bilateral Environmental Commission

u This is particularly so for the latter two: whereas unemployment rates in northern Norway ranged between
five and six percent in the early 1990s, the corresponding figures for the Swedish Nonbotten was 16 and for
Lappland in Finland more than 20; see S. Seppanen, The Barents Region: An Emerging Market. Helsinki:
Statistics Finland, 1995, p. 77.

15 See J. P. Nielsen, "The Barents Region in Historical Perspective: Russian-Norwegian Relations 1814-1917
and the Russian Commitment in the North", in Stokke and Tunander (eds.), The Barents Region, pp. 87-
101. On the discursive mobilization of the Pomor era in the BEAR initiative, see O. Tunander, "The
Invention of the Barents Region. Overcoming East-West Division in the North", in Stokke and Tunander
(eds.), The Barents Region, pp. 31-44.

16 On the notion of regime linkages, see 0. R. Young, "Institutional Linkages in International Society: Polar
Perspectives", Global Governance, Vol. 2, No. 1, 1996, pp. 1-24.

17 For a helpful overview of the Gorbachev initiative and early responses to it, see D. Scrivener, "Gorbachev's
Murmansk Speech: Soviet Initiative and Western Responses", Oslo: The Norwegian Atlantic Committee.
Security Policy Library No. 1, 1988.
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belongs to the first wave of political responses to this challenge. Similarly, the scientific

community was quick to reintroduce an earlier plan for a circumpolar body to allow greater

coordination in this sector, especially improved physical access to the entire circumpolar area - and

in 1990 they succeeded in establishing the non-governmental International Arctic Science

Committee. The subsequent Finnish initiative to set up a cooperative apparatus for protection of

the Arctic environment produced the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy of 1991, including

a set of Working Groups generating a considerable amount of programmatic activities including

environmental monitoring and mapping of international cooperative mechanisms relevant to the

northern environment. Next in line were the Canadians with their Arctic Council initiative, which

after years of pushing and shoving saw the light of day in 1996. In this context, the Norwegian

initiative for a Barents Region, launched in 1992 and institutionally completed with the Kirkenes

Declaration the year after, is one of a series of ambitious diplomatic undertakings seeking to

civilize political interaction in the high north.

Indeed, this rapid development is beginning to raise cost-efficiency concerns, as the sheer

multitude of cooperative arenas may easily imply duplication of work. The national administrative

layers responsible for Arctic affairs is overall rather thin in the governments involved, and the host

of international-level initiatives the past decade, each with their separate set of meetings and

programmes, is beginning to create a measure of bureaucratic fatigue. Such cooperative overload

highlights the need to avoid duplication of responsibilities and tasks in the range of cooperative

ventures underway in the north. As it brings together actors at several political and administrative

levels and in different issue areas, and because it is closely involved also in the proliferation

societal and transnational contacts, the BEAR is particularly well placed to promote a sensible

division of labour between the numerous cooperative processes relevant to the protection of the

marine environment.

Important as this northern link is, however, it should not lead us to ignore the way in

which the Barents Region is placed in the wider European region. The clearest expression of this

southern linkage is the fact that the EU Commission is represented in the Barents Council. Early

on, domestic critics of the Norwegian initiative argued that the BEAR was partly a project

designed to improve the EU image, especially in the northern parts of the country. The official

argument referred to was that deep cooperation with Russia would require broad backing from

Western allies - even to the extent of Norwegian membership in the EU. As the initiative matured,

however, this argument was toned down and even before the 1994 referendum, which decided

against membership, the policy line was firmly that such regional cooperation around the Barents

Sea will be useful whatever Norway's association to the EU. Instead, the European BEAR

argument took another turn, emphasizing that the EU will be helpful or even necessary for

18 Declaration on the Establishement of the Arctic Council (Ottawa, 19 September 1996), reproduced in
International Legal Materials, Vol. 35, No. 6., pp. 1382ff.
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regional problem solving, given the awesome dimensions of some of the transboundary

environmental problems faced in Northwest Russia.

But there is also an At/antic, or western linkage defining the focus and the resources of the

Barents Region. With the demise of the Cold War and the strategic rivalry with the former

Soviet Union less pronounced, there is a possibility that the United States will gradually

reduce her political and military presence in the European Arctic; and especially the Western

Nordic states have based their security policy upon this presence. While the sheer size of the

Russian Northern Fleet and the possibility of a strengthened Russia in the not too distant

future suggests that U.S. strategic interests in this region are quite stable, Norway's insistence

on a high degree of openness regarding participation in the BEAR institutions reflects in part

the desire to provide also a solid western linkage to the region. The United States is an obser-

ver in the Barents Council; and as we shall see, Norway has drawn NATO's attention to the

hazards associated with Soviet and Russian handling of nuclear waste - and drawn the United

States into several projects aimed at enhancing nuclear safety in the Russian Northwest.

There is a political side to these institutional linkages northwards, southwards and

westwards: they reflect the generally cautious approach to eastward cooperation taken by the

state that initiated the BEAR process. Fearing bilateralism in a region marked by legal

disputes and asymmetric power relations, Norwegian governments have traditionally

favoured broad Western participation in cooperative arrangements with her huge eastern

neighbour. The various linkages discussed here also reflect competing images of what this

region is - or should be. It is no secret that the BEAR initiative stirred considerable

controversy in the Norwegian foreign policy establishment, with those emphasizing the

Atlantic ties highly skeptical of what they perceived as an institutional creature overly

oriented towards Europe.20 For their part, regional actors such as county authorities or

representatives of the Saami population, and also those primarily oriented at the

environmental strand of the Barents cooperation, tend to focus instead on the way BEAR

links up to the circumpolar processes, especially the AEPS and the Arctic Council.

The effectiveness of subregional cooperation

Subregionality, therefore, is partly a matter of cooperative direction, or orientation, and partly

a matter of adapting to the reality of a great number of ongoing cooperative processes. This

frames any discussion of the effectiveness of subregional arrangements, defined as significant

19 See section 4 below; for a broader discussion of international and national approaches to nuclear security in
Northwest Russia, see Stokke, "Nuclear Dumping in Arctic Seas".

20 For details, see J. M. Kvistad, "The Barents Spirit: The Process of Regionalization and Norwegian Foreign
Policy in the Barents Euro-Arctic Region. A Bridge-Building Project in the Wake of the Cold War", Cand.
polit. thesis, 1994, available from the Department of Political Science, University of Oslo.
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contribution to the solution of problems addressed: functional overlaps imply vulnerability

to charges that the process in question is wasteful and redundant. A political initiative

designed to stay flying must carve out a niche for itself and avoid duplication of activities

already dealt with under other umbrellas.22 Thus, in the rest of this report, the effectiveness of

subregional cooperation in the Barents Sea area will be traced by addressing three questions:

1) What are the main marine environmental problems faced in this area? 2) To what extent

and how has the subregional cooperation addressed those particular problems?; and 3) What

is the complementarity of these efforts with those flowing from other levels of cooperation

relevant to the Barents Sea environment, such as global or circumpolar processes?

3. Threats to the Barents Sea marine environment

The Barents Region area, stretching from the cold and humid Arctic rim to the more fertile

inland of southern Arkhangelsk and Karelia, has extremely varied environmental conditions.

The coastal zone, where most of the population and most industrial and military activity are

found, is also the most vulnerable to human pressures. While the Barents Sea is among the

most productive in the world, low temperatures slow down evaporation and may serve to

reduce the bacteriological breakdown of pollutants such as petroleum. In general, both

terrestrial and marine ecosystems are rather simple in the Barents area, implying that the

disruption of one link of the food chain can severely affect the rest of the system. Let us look

more closely at some of the gravest environmental dangers in the region and the extent to

which they generate threats to the marine environment.

Landbased activities

A significant cause for environmental worry in the Barents Region is the nuclear activity of

the Russian Northern Fleet. In the years after World War II, the military complex appropriated

21 On the concept of effectiveness, as applied to international regimes, see O. R. Young and M. A. Levy (with
G. Osherenko), "The Effectiveness of International Reg imes" (circulated as unpublished report from
Institute on International Environmental Governance, Dar tmouth College, Hanover, NH, 1991), in M. A.
Levy and O.R. Young (eds.), The Effectiveness of International Regimes. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 1999; A. Underdal , "The Concept of Reg ime 'Effect iveness '" , Cooperation and Conflict, Vol. 27 ,
N o . 3, 1992, pp . 227-40; R. O. Keohane, P. M. Haas and M. A. Levy, "The Effectiveness of International
Environmenta l Institutions", in P. M. Haas, M. A. Levy and R. O. Keohane (eds.), Institutions for the Earth:
Sources of Effective International Environmental Protection. Cambridge, MA: M I T University Press, 1993,
pp . 3-26.

22 O n the conceptual relationship be tween the effectiveness and legit imacy of international arrangements , see
O. S. Stokke and D. Vidas, "The Effectiveness and Legi t imacy of International Regimes" , in O. S. Stokke
and D. Vidas (eds.), Governing the Antarctic: The Effectiveness and Legitimacy of the Antarctic Treaty
System. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996, pp . 13-31.
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vast land areas on the Kola Peninsula for seven naval bases located from the Murmansk Fjord in

the east to the Zapadnaya Fjord some 40 kilometres from the Norwegian border. Neither the

safety practices of those operating the numerous nuclear installations at these bases nor the

quality of the storages for various types of radioactive waste, including spent nuclear fuel, are

very reassuring, and numerous leakages have been reported. The civilian Kola nuclear

power plant in Polyarnye Zori, the only one in the European Arctic and generating as much as

two thirds of the electric power consumed in Murmansk oblast, is another case in point. The two

oldest reactors are of a type which, according to Western experts, should be closed down

immediately,24 due to lack of physical containment and low redundancy of safety precautions.

This notwithstanding, most of the nuclear contamination found in the Barents Sea area originates

either outside the region, from reprocessing plants in Great Britain and France, or from

atmospheric nuclear tests conducted in the 1950s and 1960s.25 Measurements at a number of sites

in the Barents and Kara Seas, including the sites where reactors containing spent nuclear fuel were

dumped off Novaya Zemlya, indicate however that so far the release of radioactivity into the

marine environment has not posed serious dangers to the marine environment.

Yenisei and especially Ob are the main channels for riverborne pollution into the

Barents and Kara Seas, including organochlorines, heavy metals, hydrocarbons and radio-

activity. Some of the largest and most heavily industrialized centres in Russia are found on

the banks of rivers branching into the Arctic oceans: the mining and metallurgical center

Norilsk; the West-Siberian oil and gas complex; the Kuzbas coal basin; and also the nuclear

reprocessing plant in Mayak, near Chelyabinsk.

As to atmospheric pollution, the smeltery and the roasting shop in Pechenga

municipality on the Kola Peninsula, near Russia's border to Norway and Finland, pour out

more than two hundred thousand tonnes of sulphur dioxide each year, as well as large

amounts of nitrogen oxides and heavy metals. The smelterworks in Monchegorsk further

south on Kola emits similar amounts but without creating nearly as great problems in

neighbouring countries, since pollution levels diminish with distance from source. The most

23 See V. N. Lystsov, "The Yablokov Commission Report on Soviet Radioactive Waste Dumping at Sea:
Additional Comments", Arctic Research of the United States, Vol. 8, : Spring, 1994, pp. 270-72.

M. Rosen, Assistant Director General for Nuclear Safety in the International Atomic Energy Agency, cited
in "Newsbriefs", IAEA Bulletin, Vol. 36, No. 3 (1994), p. 81; see also St.meld. 34 (1993-94),
"Atomvirksomhet og kjemiske vapen i vare nordlige nsromrader", Oslo: Ministry of Foreign Affairs., p. 26.

25 AMAP, Arctic Pollution Issues, 1997. After the 1963 Test Ban Treaty, such tests have been conducted
underground resulting in far less release of radioactive material into the environment. After the closure of a
test site in Kazakhstan, Novaya Zemlya is currently the only site available for Russian nuclear tests; the last
test was conducted in 1990, drawing strong reactions from neighbouring states. See Stokke, "A Green
Partnership?".

26 Joint Russ ian-Norwegian Expert Group for Investigation of Radioact ive Contaminat ion in the Nor thern
Areas , " D u m p i n g of Radioact ive Was te and Investigation of Radioact ive Contaminat ion in the Kara Sea:
Resul ts from 3 years of investigations (1992-1994) in the Kara Sea", 0 s t e r a s : Norwegian Radia t ion Control
Authori ty, 1996. pp . 42-9.
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visible impact of this pollution is widespread forest death on the Kola Peninsula, rapidly

approaching the Nordic countries where damage is yet moderate.27 While a significant part of

this, just like the much larger amounts of atmospheric pollution originating in industrial

centres in Western and Central Europe, eventually falls into the Barents Sea, the capacity of

the ocean to dilute and disperse renders the marine environmental effects far less severe than
28

the terrestrial.

Dumping

Most outside attention has been directed to Russia's comprehensive dumping of radioactive

waste in the Barents and Kara Seas. Dumped materials range from low-level liquid waste,

which originates in cooling and incineration facilities of radioactive installations, to low- and

medium-level solid waste and the most intensely radioactive objects, a number of nuclear

reactors still containing spent nuclear fuel.29 While the deliberate dumping of reactors and

solid waste has not occurred since the 1980s, there is considerable concern about the accumu-

lation of spent nuclear fuel and other less radioactive types of waste. This problem will only

mount in the years to come as a large number of submarines will be taken out of operation in

accordance with the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty regime, and temporary - and highly

deficient - storages for removed fuel units are currently filled to capacity. And Russia is still

not prepared to prohibit dumping of low- and medium-level liquid waste for lack of

satisfactory treatment technology.

27 Dur ing intensive pollut ion episodes, which occur perhaps a dozen t imes a year depending on wind
conditions, concentrat ions of airborne sulphur as much as 30 ki lometres distant from the source can
constitute a lmost ten t imes the m a x i m u m load advocated by the World Health Organizat ion; see B .
Sivertsen and L. O. Hagen, "Critical Levels Used to Est imate Emission Requirements . Ai r Pollution in the
Border Area of Norway and Russia", in V. Kismul, J. Jerre and E. Lobersli (eds.), Effects of Air Pollutants
on Terrestrial Ecosystems in the Border Area Between Russia and Norway: Proceedings from the first
symposium, Svanvik, Norway, 18-20March 1992. Oslo: State Pollut ion Control Authori ty, 1992, p p . 11-9 at
11.

28 See in general G E S A M P (Joint Group of Experts on the Sicentific Aspects of Mar ine Pollution), "The State
of the Mar ine Environment" , Regional Seas Reports and Studies. Nairobi: United Nations Environment
Programme, N o . 115, 1990, p . 88; also C. Bernes (ed.), The Nordic Arctic Environment: Unspoilt,
Exploited, Polluted?. Copenhagen: T h e Nordic Council of Ministers, Rep. 26, 1996.

2 9A. V. Yablokov, V. K. Karasev, V. M. Ruyantsev, M. Y. Kokeyev, O. I. Petrov, V. N. Lystsov, A. F.
Yemelyanenkov, and P. M. Rubtsov, Fakta og problemer forbundet med deponering av radioaktivt avfall i
havet som omgir den russiske faderasjons territorium. Moscow: Office of the President of the Russian
Federat ion, 1993, pp . 32-3 ; a total of sixteen nuclear reactors have been dumped since 1965, seven of which
still contain spent fuel.
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Offshore activity

Both Norway and Russia engage in offshore drilling for petroleum in the Barents Sea.30 In the

fishing industry there has been some concern about the impact of seismic detonations, as

studies suggest that on a local scale, eggs and larvae are killed and fish is scared off.31 The

part of the Barents Sea currently being explored is an important growth area for the Arctic

cod stock, which supplies one of the most valuable commercial fisheries in the world.

Regular pollution arising from petroleum activity in the Barents Sea will probably add

little to the total amount of oil pollution in the region, largely brought in by ocean currents

from other marine areas,33 but a major accident involving large-scale oil spills could have

severe environmental effects. The probability of such an accident is unknown but presumably

higher than in temparate zones; and both regional differences in equipment standards and

industrial safety culture suggest that the risk is particularly high in the Russian part of the

Barents Sea.34 Should it occur, climate and weather conditions, darkness and long distances

will hamper rescue and restoration. Currently there are no satisfactory techniques for recove-

ring oil in ice-infested waters; if trapped beneath the ice cover, oil is practically impossible to

retrieve. Moreover, ocean currents and ice drift can spread pollution over vast areas; recent

studies demonstrate that even low concentrations of oil can severely affect higher-level

species, especially juvenile fish.35 Oil contamination is known to reduce the ability of the ice

to reflect solar radiation and affect the heat, moisture and gas exchange between ocean and

atmosphere; hence, accumulated pollution in the Arctic are among the factors believed to

contribute to the greenhouse effect.36

30 For an overview of current pe t ro leum activity in the Barents Region, see A. Moe , "Oi l and Gas: Future Role
of the Barents Region" , in Stokke and Tunander (eds.), The Barents Region. Cooperation in Arctic Europe,
pp . 131-44.; updated information about activities on the Russian side is provided in A. Moe ,
"Energisamarbeid med Russland i naeromradene", Utredninger om norsk nceromradepolitikk, Lysaker :
Fridtjof Nansens Institutt, 1998.

31 Bernes (ed.), The Nordic Arctic Environment.
32 For an analysis of the bilateral regime managing this fishery, see O. S. Stokke, L. G. Anderson and N.

Mirovitskaya, "The Barents Sea Fisheries", in M.A. Levy and O.R. Young (eds.), The Effectiveness of
International Regimes..

33 G. Futsaeter, G. Eidnes, G. Holmo, S. Johansen, H. P. Mannvik, L. K. Sydnes and U. Witte, "Report on Oil
Pollution", The State of the Arctic Environment: Reports. Rovaniemi: Arctic Centre, University of Lapland,
1991, pp. 270-334.. On a world scale, less than 5 percent of the oil pollution entering the oceans derives
directly from platform activities; see R. B. Clark, Marine Pollution. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986, pp. 31-
2.

34 On the inadequate attention to environmental hazards in the Northwest Russian petroleum industry, see R.
Vartanov, A. Roginko and V. Kolossov, "Russian Security Policy 1945-96: The Role of the Arctic, the
Environment and the NSR", in W. 0streng (ed.), National Security and International Environmental
Security: The Case of the Northern Sea Route. Lysaker: The Fridtjof Nansen Institute. INSROP Working
Paper No. 83, 1997, pp. 57-112.

35 E. Sakshaug (ed.) with A. Bjorge, B. Gulliksen, H. Loeng and F. Mehlum, Okosystem Barentshavet. Oslo:
Norwegian Research Council, 1992.

36 See the literature review in 0streng (1997:13).
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Vessel-source pollution

When petroleum activity in the Barents Sea area reaches the development and production

stages, it may stimulate a considerable increase in regional ship transport. Natural conditions

such as ice presence and shallow depths will render such navigation particularly dangerous;

especially if it occurs in the eastern part of the Barents Sea or involves navigating the

Northern Sea Route from Murmansk and eastwards to Dudinka or through the Northeast

Passage.37 As commented by Russian experts, "being at sea is risky, being at sea in ice is

twice as risky, and being at sea in convoy with an icebreaker presents three times the risk".3

Hence, according to Russian sources, the number of accidents involving ships navigating the

Northern Sea Route from 1954 to 1990 is as high as eight hundred, forty percent of which

occurred in the Kara Sea where ship density is the highest.39

But even current activities pose threats to the marine environment in that the many

nuclear-run naval submarines based in the North are prone to accidents. In 1985, partly

because safety routines were violated, a dramatic explosion occurred on a submarine in a

naval base near Vladivostok in the Russian Far East. And four years later, the submarine

Komsomolets went down near Bear Island off the coast of Norway with 42 crew members;

while radioactive leakage from the wreck is trifling as yet, there is a certain worry about the

speed of the corrosion affecting the reactor section. While not as severe, a number of other

accidents have occurred on Russian nuclear submarines the past few years, demonstrating the

environmental hazards associated with the dense nuclear activity in the Barents Sea.41

Challenges ahead

Almost a decade of regional cooperative investigations regarding the state of the Arctic

marine environment has substantiated and confirmed the perception held prior to these

studies. While scientists emphasize that spatial and temporal differentiation must be further

clarified and note the limits set by methodological differences between studies in various

areas, the Arctic Ocean, including the Barents Sea, is believed to be considerably less

37 For a recent overview of the environmental aspects of greater shipping activity in the Northern Sea Route,
see W. Ostreng (ed.), National Security and International Environmental Security.

38 See G. G. Watson, "Technical Aspects of Ice Navigation and Port Construction in Soviet Arctic", in L. W.
Brigham (ed.). The Soviet Maritime Arctic. London: Belhaven, 1991, p. 159.

39 0streng (1997:12).
40 Ten people died and widespread radioactive pollution ensued; see Yablokov et al., Fakta ogproblemer.
41 In January 1998, one officer reportedly died and four crew members were hospitalized after a non-nuclear

gas leakage during routine operation of the submarine reactor; see Dagsavisen (Oslo), 30 January 1998, p.
9.
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polluted than other major seas.42 Worldwide attention to Soviet dumping of radioactive waste

notwithstanding, this goes for nuclear contamination as well.

As we have seen in this section, however, this relative cleanness should not cause

regional decision-makers to take lightly on the health of the Barents Sea, because ongoing

and future activity in the region, and indeed beyond it, persistently threaten this situation.

While currently production levels are low due to the economic transition, the large-scale

process industries on the Kola peninsula and in Arkhangelsk county are still responsible for

huge discharges of pollutants such as heavy metals, oil, radioactivity and nutrients

subsequently riverborne into the Barents Sea; and as the Russian economy recovers, those

discharges are likely to grow further. Also, inadequate safety practices imply that the nuclear

installations in the region, both marine and landbased, pose a continuous risk that a severe

accident may occur involving widespread radioactive contamination. The accumulation of

spent nuclear fuel and other types of radioactive waste will only accelerate in the years ahead

whereas treatments and storage facilities are badly lacking in Northwest Russia. Similarly, the

growing offshore petroleum activity in the Barents Sea and the possible increase of

commercial shipping in the Barents Sea and along the Northern Sea Route call for sustained

attention to the environmental risks associated with those activities and the range of measures

which may serve to relieve such risks.

4. Managing the marine environment: subregional contributions

We noted that linking subregional arrangements to broader regional or global processes

already underway can be vital for effectiveness purposes. The complementarity required here

implies not only that the subregional cooperation provides means which are different or

additional to those generated elsewhere; but also that those means would have been difficult

to provide through processes other than the subregional. This makes it necessary to identify

more specifically the types of linkages relating the Barents Region to other cooperative

processes - and we shall pay particular attention to three categories. A normative linkage turns

on the body of substantive behavioural principles and rules inherent or promulgated within some

international arrangements - and imply that norms developed within one regime affect the

normative contents, or even the compelling force, of another.44 For instance, the precautionary

42 Fo r a summary of these investigations, see A M A P , Arctic Pollution Issues; and P A M E (Working Group on
the Protect ion of the Arct ic Mar ine Environment) , "Report to the Third Ministerial Conference on the
Protect ion of the Arct ic Environment , in Inuvik, Canada, 20-1 March 1996", Oslo: Minis t ry of
Envi ronment , 1996; also B e m e s (ed.), The Nordic Arctic Environment.

43 Joint Russ ian-Norwegian Expert Group for Investigation of Radioact ive Contaminat ion in the Nor thern
Areas , " D u m p i n g of Radioact ive Was te" .

44 On the factors which affect the legitimacy, or compelling force, of rules and institutions, see T. M. Franck,
The Power of Legitimacy Among Nations. New York: Oxford University Press, 1990.
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principle, which received global recognition in the 1985 Ozone Convention, was subsequently

endorsed in the 1992 Rio Declaration and applied in a range of other contexts. Much the same

goes for the ecosystem principle, introduced in the 1980 Convention on the Conservation of

Antarctic Marine Living Resources,45 and increasingly reflected in regional international environ-

mental agreements.46 The appearance of such principles, identically or similarly phrased, in

different contexts suggests that a measure of emulation or replication has occurred; and this may in

turn serve to strengthen the legitimacy of that principle or rule in international society. In other

cases, normative linkages may imply that rules are specified or extended geographically; but they

could also juxtapose competing principles or rules.

Another type of linkage involves the structural component of regimes, i.e. the way they diffe-

rentiate among current and potential participants as to substantive rights and duties or procedural

roles in decision-making.48 There is a marked tendency, for instance, in multilateral regimes

targeting the environment to provide for observer status to non-governmental organizations -

which in some cases may influence their approach to solving the problems addressed. While no

such provisions are found in the Terms of Reference for the Barents Council, in practice a range of

environmental and other organization have been involved at meetings on ministerial or working

group levels.

For their part, programmatic linkages may emanate from both the structural and the

normative components of a regime, referring to problem-solving activities within one regime

feeding into or otherwise affecting those of another. It is quite common in environmental and

resource management regimes that various types of activities are generated with a view to clari-

fying or facilitating the solution of problems addressed by the regime. Regional fisheries regimes,

for instance, tend to require that results from marine biological investigations feed into decision-

making processes regarding quotas or technical regulations; other programmatic activities can be

capacity-enhancing measures such as joint technology development, financial transfers or joint

45 P. Bimie and A. E. Boyle, Basic Documents on International Law and the Environment, Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1995. pp. 628; for a comprehensive discussion of the effectiveness of the CCAMLR regime, see O.
S. Stokke, "The Effectiveness of CCAMLR", in Stokke and Vidas (eds.), Governing the Antarctic.

46 P. Bimie and A. E. Boyle, International Law and the Environment. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992. pp. 444.
47 On the validating role of coherence among rules or institutions, see Franck, The Power of Legitimacy Among

Nations, pp. 134-8.
48 O n the distinction be tween the normat ive and structural components of international regimes, see Stokke

and Vidas , "The Effectiveness and Legi t imacy of International Regimes" .
49 An account of differences be tween var ious international environmental arrangements in terms of how they

accommoda te N G O demands for part icipation is given in G. Peet, "The Role of (Environmental) Non-
Governmental Organizat ions at the Marine Environmental Protection Commit tee (MEPC) of the
International Mari t ime Organizat ion (IMO), and at the London Dumping Convention (LDC)" , Ocean and
Coastal Management, Vol. 22, No . 1, 1994, pp . 3-18.

50 For an account of the contribution to problem-solving of the Barents Sea fisheries regime, stressing i.a. this
component , see Stokke et al. "The Barents Sea Fisheries".
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implementation. Examples of supportive programmatic linkages include the role of the

International Council for the Exploration of the Sea in laying a basis for scientific recommen-

dations generated within the EU Common Fisheries Policy. i In other cases, programmes

comprised within different cooperative arrangements may compete for the same scarce funds for

research and development.

With those three types of linkages in mind, we are now prepared to assess more accurately the

contributions of the Barents Region to the protection of the Arctic marine environment.

Normative contributions

In the process leading up to the establishment of BEAR, the environmental ministers of the

Nordic countries and Russia invoked a number of globally established norms when laying

down the basic principles for environmental politics in the region, confirmed in the

Kirkenes Declaration the year after: 1) Activities within one country's jurisdiction shall not

threaten the environment of neighbouring countries;53 2) environmental concerns shall be

integrated into all economic activity;54 3) the polluter should in principle pay the costs of

abatement;55 and 4) decisions should be taken in conformity with the precautionary

principle.56 Let us note immediately that the normative linkages involved here are replicative,

in that no specification, extension or adaptation is provided. Moreover, the practical relevance

of such declarations in the Barents Region as elsewhere, appear to be tempered by the pattern

51 See R. R. Churchill, "EC Fisheries and an EEZ - Easy!", Ocean Development and International Law , Vol.
23, No. 2-3, 1992, pp. 145-64..

52 Joint Declaration from the Meeting of the Ministers of Environment of the Nordic Countries and the Russian
Federation (held in Kirkenes, Norway, 3-4 September 1992), available from Ministry of Environment, Oslo.

53 This is the second half of Principle 21 of the (Stockholm) Declaration of the UN Conference on the Human
Environment, UN Doc. A/Conf.48/PC 9, 13 and 17 (Stockholm, 5-16 June 1972), reproduced in P. W.
Birnie and A. E. Boyle, Basic Documents: International Law and the Environment, Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1995, pp. 1-8.

54 Declaration on Environment and Development, A/Conf.151/26 (Vol. I) (Rio de Janeiro, 3-14 June 1992),
reproduced in International Legal Materials, Vol. 31, 1992, pp. 874ff, Principle 3.

55 The polluter pays principle was clearly expressed in a 1972 OECD Council Recommendation on Guiding
Principles Concerning the International Aspects of Environmental Policies; see OECD Doc. C(72)128
(1972), reproduced in International Legal Materials, Vol. 14, 1975, pp. 236ff. Later on, the principle was
endorsed in European Community law and a number of international agreements; see P. Sands, Principles
of International Environmental Law: Frameworks, Standards and Implementation, Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1995, pp. 213-7.

56 The precautionary principle, i.e. that preventive measures should be taken when there are threats of serious
or irreversible damage, even in the absence of full scientific certainty, is spelt out in Principle 15 in the
1992 (Rio) Declaration and applied, i.a., in the 1989 Basel Convention on Trade in Hazardous Waste; the
1993 Amendment to the London Convention, prohibiting dumping of low-level nuclear waste; and the 1995
Agreement for the Implementation of Provisions of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of
10 December 1982 relating to the Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly
Migratory Fish Stocks. On the emergence of the precautionary principle, see in general Birnie and Boyle,
International Law and the Environment, pp. 97ff and Sands, Principles of International Environmental Law,
pp. 208-12.
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of affectedness by pollution and willingness to cover the costs of abatement. As to the

polluter pays principle, for instance, the subregional programmatic initiatives recorded below

regarding modernization of the Kola smelterworks or Russian nuclear waste management

suggest that the opposite principle - i.e. that the victim of pollution should cover considerable

parts of the abatement costs - is equally compelling. Although exceptions occur, this is quite

typical of international environmental arrangements; the weak status of environmental

liability in international law implies that cooperation will rarely be achieved without

contributions also from the victims of transboundary pollution.

Also regarding more specific commitments pertaining to the marine environment, the

cooperative mechanisms of the Barents Sea area tend to echo norms hammered out in other

contexts - and usually rather feebly at that. As to land-based pollution, accordingly, specific

rules generated at the subregional level are either absent, generally phrased or simply

replicate themes developed elsewhere. At the first meeting of the bilateral Environmental

Commission in 1988, the Soviet party informed the Norwegian delegation of an already

launched purification programme which would reduce emissions of sulphurous air pollution

from one of the Pechenga plants by 49% in 1993 from a 1980 base level.58 While this

statement was seen as encourageing by the Norwegian side, as the Soviet Union had rejected

a 50% emission target within the broader LRTAP process under the Economic Commission

for Europe,59 it would be an exaggeration to term it a normative commitment; as we shall see,

the subsequent lack of real progress regarding modernization of the metallurgical plants in

Pechenga confirm the same point.

As to nuclear contamination, global linkages to the the London Convention on dumping

and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) are the most relevant. The Nordic

countries had hoped to include in the Kirkenes Declaration a prohibition of the dumping of all

types of nuclear waste, thus adding dynamics to the London process, but the Russian

delegates admitted that they were not in a position to pass such promises on behalf of the

Navy.61 Instead, the parties committed themselves in more general terms to draw up an action

57 See in general T. Gehring and M. Jachtenfuchs, "Liabil i ty for Transboundary Environmenta l Damage :
Towards a General Liability Reg ime?" , European Journal of International Law , Vol. 4 , No. 1, 1993, pp .
92-106.

8 Protokoll fra forste mote i den blandete norsk-sovjetiske kommis jon for samarbeid p i mil jovernomradet
(Oslo, 23-26 August 1988), avai lable from Ministry of Environment , Oslo, p . 5.

59 Unde r the 1979 Geneva Convent ion on Long Range Transboundary Air Pollution, the 1985 Hels inki
Protocol commits its signees to reduce emissions by 30%; the Soviet Union, however , interpreted this to
refer to t ransboundary fluxes only; see V. Kotov and E. Nikit ina, "Nori lsk Nickel : Russ ia Wrest les wi th an
Old Polluter", Environment, Vol . 38 , No. 9, 1996, pp . 6 -11 , 32-37.

60 The Consul tat ive Meet ing of the London Convent ion instituting the general prohibi t ion (to which Russia
filed a reservat ion) was held eleven months after the Kirkenes meet ing.

61 T h e Norweg ian daily Nordlys report ing from the meet ing, 12 January 1993. If successful, such a declarat ion
would have extended the scope of the prohibit ion agreed to under the London Convent ion the same year, as
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plan to remove nuclear contamination. Similarly, regarding nuclear accidents, a 1988 Soviet-

Norwegian Agreement on Early Notification of Nuclear Accidents and Exchange of

Information on Nuclear Facilities simply reiterated accident notification commitments already

elicited from both parties in a 1986 IAEA Convention. In practice, moreover, those

provisions failed to facilitate cooperative measures during the several grave nuclear accidents

involving Soviet submarines around the turn of the decade. Resentment on this account was

particularly strong in connection with the fire onboard and sinking of the naval submarine

Komsomolets in the Norwegian Sea in 1989. On the other hand, unlike its global counter-

part, the 1988 bilateral agreement also provides for annual exchange of information on the

operational condition of nuclear installations in order to facilitate adequate response should an

accident occur.64 While the Norwegian side was eager to interpret the latter provision as

broadly as possible,65 it solely applies to facilities used for peaceful purposes. Dissatisfied

with this - given the fact of more than two hundred Russian naval reactors located in these

waters, many of them quite dated - Norway has taken a stepwise approach by explicating in a

new 1993 agreement that nuclear-powered icebreakers were covered by the information

exchange commitments.66

Regarding prevention of oilpollution, there is a strong potential for triggering a southward

linkage to the regime based on the 1974 Paris Convention for the Prevention of Marine

Pollution from Land-based Sources;67 its Commission has passed a number of binding

decisions pertaining to offshore petroleum activities, including discharges from platforms and

Russia filed a reservation to the latter. On the other hand, unlike amendments to the Annexes of the London
Convention, the Kirkenes Declaration is not a legally binding instrument.

62 Cfr. Avtale mellom regjeringen i kongeriket Norge og regjeringen i Unionen av Sovjetiske Sosialistiske
Republikker om tidlig varsling av atomulykker og om utveksling av informasjon om atomanlegg (Oslo 15
January 1988), (Overenskomster med fremmede makter. Oslo: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1988); and
Convention on Early Notification of a Nuclear Accident (Vienna, 26 September 1986, in force 27 October
1986), reproduced in Birnie and Boyle, Basic Documents on International Law and the Environment, pp.
300-6. In the bilateral agreement, both the scope of application and the information to be provided in case
of an accident are defined by reference to the IAEA convention (Arts. 1 and 5, respectively, of the latter).

63 For details on the Komsomolets incident, see Yablokov et al., Fakta ogproblemer.
64 Avtale om tidlig varsling, Art. VI.

"Foreign Minister Kjell Magne Bondevik to the Storting, 17 October 1990; see St.f. (Forhandlinger i
Stortinget) (debates in the Storting) No. 3 (1990-91), Oslo: The Norwegian Storting, p. 201.

66 Avtale mellom Norge og Russland om tidlig varsling av atomulykker og om utveksling av informasjon om
atomanlegg (Bode 10 January 1993, in force 6 August 1995), Overenskomster med fremmede makter, Oslo:
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1995, pp. 762-5, Art. I, para. 2; on the Norwegian desire for such an
explication, see Minister of Environment Thorbjem Berntsen's statement to the Storting 19 March 1992,
St.f. No. 37 (1991-92), p. 2,902.

67 This convention, like the 1972 Oslo Convention for the Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping from
Ships, is now replaced by a 1992 Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-
East Atlantic (Paris, 22 September 1992), reproduced in International Legal Materials, Vol. 32, 1993, pp.
l,069ff.; Annex III of this so-called OSPAR Convention deals with pollution from offshore sources.
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refineries, and the introduction of best available technology requirements.68 Russia is

currently the only state bordering on the North-East Atlantic which is not a signatory to this

Convention, and inducing Russian entry has been a priority issue for Norway since the first

meeting of the bilateral Environmental Commission;69 so far to no avail. A Russo-Norwegian

agreement concerning cooperation on the combat of oil pollution in the Barents Sea was

entered into in 1994, introducing notification commitments in emergency situations and

requiring the two states to elaborate a Joint Contingency plan.70 Since Russia is not a party to

the IMO 1990 Oil Pollution Preparedness Agreement,71 this bilateral arrangement adds

substantially to the regulative commitments pertaining to offshore petroleum activities in the

Barents Sea. For its part, vessel-source pollution has not been subject to regulative activities

within the subregional processes dealt with in this report, implying that the commitments

developed within the global framework of IMO/MARPOL are not enhanced either spatially

or functionally at the regional level.

Hence, subregional contributions to the generation of principles or rules relevant to

the Barents Sea marine environment have been very modest: norms promulgated typically

echo binding commitments already entered into elsewhere. Except in the area of oil pollution,

the Barents Region has so far been a feeble creature in terms of environmental standard-

setting.

Structural contributions

In structural terms, the two subregional processes discussed here differ in that BEAR, unlike

the Russo-Norwegian Joint Environmental Commission, is multilateral in participation and

comprehensive in scope. This makes it far better placed to allow integration of several issue-

areas when approaching regional challenges; and it may also provide access to a broader

range of Russian decision-makers in the sectors contributing to environmental problems in the

region. As noted, the bilateral Environmental Commission comprises representatives of the

68 Oslo and Paris Commissions, Annual Reports: Activities of the Oslo and Paris Commissions September
1992-June 1995. London: The Secretary, Oslo and Paris Commissions, 1995, p. 52.

69 See Protokoll fra forste mote i den blandete norsk-sovjetiske kommisjon for samarbeidpa miljovernomradet;
also Protokoll: Omforent arbeidsprogram for videreforingen av kontaktene og samarbeidet mellom Norge
og Den russiske foderasjon (Oslo, 8 March 1992), available from Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Oslo

70 Overenskomst mellom Regjeringen i Kongeriket Norge og Regjeringen i Den russiske foderasjon angaende
samarbeid om bekjempelse av oljeforurensning i Barentshavet (Moscow 28 April 1994, in force 30 January
1996), Overenskomster med fremmede makter, Oslo: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1996, pp. 94-8, Arts. IV
and I respectively.

71 International Convention on Oil Pollution Preparedness, Response and Co-operation (London 30 November
1990, in force 13 May 1993), reproduced in G. Handl (ed), Yearbook of International Environmental Law,
Vol. 1 (1990), London: Graham & Trotman, 1991, pp. 546-78.
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lead environmental agencies in the two states; in many of the gravest environmental problems

in the region, including pollution from the Pechenga smelters and nuclear contamination by

the Northern Fleet, the State Committee for Environmental Protection is hardly the most

influential player on the Russian side. Dominating the scene are other bureaucratic giants, like

the Ministry of Economy, the Ministry of Atomic Energy, the Ministry of Defence and the

Navy.72 In general, the domestic clout of the Russian environmental bureaucracy sets a limit

for what can be achieved through the bilateral Environmental Commission. A prime motive

for launching the BEAR was to ensure that international coordination in the region involves a

broader range of governmental institutions than previously: like the EU Council of Ministers,

the Barents Council comprises either foreign ministers or sectoral ministers, depending on the

matters addressed. The comprehensive scope of the Barents Region cooperation seems to

have enabled a subtle political linkage between the realization of broader economic

cooperation in the Barents Region, which is very attractive to Russia, and progress in the

environmental area.73 The clearest evidence of such a linkage is found in the 1992 Russian-

Nordic Ministerial Declaration on the environment, which states, i.a., that:

The Ministers recognize that solving the existing major transboundaiy environmental problems
74

will be central in realizing the potential for broader cooperation in the Barents Region...

But the expansion of cooperative participants triggered by the Barents Region

initiatives occurs not only horizontally, in terms of the number of specialized agencies

involved, but also vertically, through the blend of governmental and county-level

representation. This is also true for the bilateral Environmental Commission, with its working

group on local problems, but even more so for BEAR which assigns a quite salient role for the

Regional Council in defining the practical priorities of the cooperation - within the fairly broad

parameters delineated in the Kirkenes Declaration and subsequent ministerial meetings. The main

vehicle here is the Barents Programme, a rolling catalogue of projects of transboundary relevance

which are identified, prioritized and adopted by the Regional Council.75 Following endorsement in

the Barents Council, projects are financed jointly by interested governments, either directly or

through international financing instrument such as the Nordic Investment Financing Corporation

72 For a recent assessment of the relative bureaucratic influence of the environmental agency as compared to
other agencies involved in the nuclear contamination area, see Office of Technology Assessment, Nuclear
Wastes in the Arctic: An Analysis of Arctic and Other Regional Impacts from Soviet Nuclear
Contamination. Washington, DC: Congress of the United States, 1995.

73 On the economic theory of issue linkages, see R. D. Tollison and T. D. Willett, "An Economic Theory of
Mutually Advantageous Issue Linkages in International Negotiations", International Organization Autumn,
Vol. 33, No. 4, 1979, pp. 425-49.

74
Joint Declaration from the Meeting of the Ministers of Environment of the Nordic Countries and the Russian
Federation (1992).

"Barents Euro-Arctic Region, The Regional Council, "Barentsprogrammet 1994/1995", available from
Barentssekretariatet, Kirkenes, pp. 12-3.
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(NEFCO). This falls short of expectations that the Regional Council would have a financial

muscle of its own, provided by lump-sum transfers from the respective governments. So far only

Norway has been prepared to set aside substantial funds that are not earmarked for particular

projects.76

As regards protection of the marine environment, the county-level component of the

BEAR has contributed primarily by raising concern to the landbased sources of pollution in the

Barents Sea, especially the possibilities of coordinating measures to cope with sewage problems

from the larger cities.77 Given the limited funds available to the Regional Council, however, its

Committee of the Environment recommended in 1997 that the focus should rest not on the large

and costly items on the regional environmental agenda, such as marine pollution and radioactive

waste, but rather on measures less directly related to the marine environment, like projects to

protect biodiversity and enhance environmental awareness. A similar pattern appears on the

bilateral level: while the working group on local environmental collaboration has promoted

broader ecosystemic projects such as registration of migratory fish in the border and

registration of agricultural emissions in the Pasvik watercourse in order to develop common

environmental standards and management, the activity has been concentrated primarily on

terrestrial matters.

Another notable structural feature of the BEAR is the fact that a representative of the

indigenous Saami population has been given a seat in the Regional Council; previous efforts on

the part of the Saami to achieve representation in the formal bodies of the Nordic cooperation had

been futile. A structural linkage northwards is visible here, with the Barents Region on the

receiving end. Already in 1989, the Nordic Saami Council, along with two other associations for

indigenous peoples, had been invited to participate as observers in the Rovaniemi process. This

was confirmed in subsequent ministerial meetings under the Arctic Environmental Protection

Strategy; and later on also in the initiative to establish an Arctic Council. But in the BEAR,

recognition of the legitimacy of indigenous participation was brought one step further by the fact

that no differentiation is made between the Saami representative and the county-level leadership

assembled in the Regional Council. This said, measures to protect the marine environment are

unlikely to be at the very top of the agenda for the representatives of the indigenous peoples.

76 See Barents Euro-Arctic Region, The Regional Council, "The Barents Programme 1997-99: The Regional
Council", available from Lansstyrelsen i Norrbottens Ian, Lulea.

77 See "Barentsprogrammet 1994/95".
78"Regional Council's Action Plan on Environment" (presented to the 7th Meeting of the Environment Task

Force, Helsinki, 15-16 April 1997), available from Department of the Environment, Office of the Finnmark
County Governor, Vadse.

79 None of the projects supported by the Environmental Committee under the Regional Council target
indigenous peoples in particular, see "The Barents Programme 1997-99"; also "Barentsprogrammet
1994/95", pp. 28-31.
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We have already noted the institutionalization of a European linkage in the BEAR

structure by the participation of a representative of the European Commission in the Barents

Council. Indeed, all the frontier regions in Europe, crossing the old East-West divide, have

explicitly aimed at arousing the interest of the European Union - but only the BEAR and the
fin

Council of Baltic Sea States have succeeded in eliciting a formal EU response. This southward

linkage is probably seen as symbolically attractive both in Moscow and the Nordic capitals; but in

practice, EU representation at Barents Council meetings has been at a fairly low level and has not

significantly affected regulative or programmatic undertakings; instead, EU involvement in

BEAR projects follows from the Finnish and Swedish membership, and thus influence over the

identification of priorities under ESfTERREG programmes, which are likely to play some role in

funding of measures to abate landbased pollution to the marine environment. In 1997, the

Finnish Prime Minister launched an initiative to strengthen "the Northern Dimension of the

European Union".

Yet another structural aspect of the BEAR should be noted here - its openness to any

interested state;84 as a result, in addition to the seven current members of the Barents Council, nine

extra-regional states attend meetings as observers: Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the

Netherlands, Poland, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Much the same can be said

about the cooperation under the bilateral Environmental Commission, which in the case of

practical measures to enhance nuclear security in Northwest Russia has consciously been expanded

to involve a number of other participants as well, including the IAEA and NATO. As we shall see,

this has particular implications for the programmatic activities generated in the Barents Region.

Programmatic contributions

Regarding programmatic efforts to assess marine environmental problems in the Barents Sea

area and elaborate programmes to enhance the ability to avoid them, the bilateral Russo-

Norwegian cooperation has been of particular significance; and as we shall see, the

availability of funds for those programmes have been facilitated by the BEAR initiative.

Under the bilateral Environmental Commission, a number of expert and working groups have

80 See N . Veggeland, " T h e Barents Region as a European Frontier Region" , in Stokke and Tunander (eds.),
The Barents Region, pp . 201-12.

81 Th i s percept ion seems to b e widely shared among Norwegian part icipants in the process ; see A. Gjertsen,
"Norge og Russland - fragmenterte pragmat ikere?" , (Cand. polit. thesis, 1997, avai lable from Depar tment of
Poli t ical Science, Universi ty of Oslo) , pp . 95-6, based on interviews wi th several senior officials.

82 In 1996, the E U Commiss ion established two new I N T E R R E G programmes , Barents and North-Calot te ,
based, respect ively, in Lulea and Rovaniemi . By providing fresh funds, Norway b e c a m e an associate
m e m b e r of both.

83 See L. Heininen and R. Langlais (eds.), Europe's Nothern Dimension: The BEAR Meets the South.
Rovaniemi: University of Lapland, 1997

84 "Terms of Reference for the Council of the Barents Euro-Arctic Region,", Art. II.
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been appointed, drawing up collaborative programmes which specify objectives, methods,

time-frames and the division of labour. Two trends are notable regarding the programmes

drawn up so far. For one thing, the cooperation has continually drawn in new areas.

Particularly important in terms of marine environmental problems was the 1991 meeting of

the Commission when radioactive pollution was placed on the agenda: the Norwegian

delegation tabled reports on alleged dumping of nuclear waste in the Barents Sea and called

for a dialogue between relevant authorities on the subject. Second, there is a growing

integration of the various issue areas included in the collaboration, apparent also in the

organisational structure. As from 1992, activities previously belonging to separate working

groups were combined in a new marine environment group, seeking to relate studies and

management of ocean pollution with the activity hitherto organized in the seabird and the

anadromous fishes groups; and a working group established in 1991 coordinates the

collaboration between regional environmental protection authorities in a large number of

subject areas.

As to land-based sources of marine pollution, a special Working Group on Airborne

Pollution has coordinated the assessment activities under the bilateral Environmental

Commission. This formed a focus of attention during the first years of cooperation, modelling

the spread and pervasiveness of e.g. radioactive pollution, climate gases and ozone and

developing an environment monitoring and modelling program for the border areas.

Atmosphere and precipitation in an area of 10,000 square kilometres have been examined

over time with respect to concentrations of especially sulphur dioxide and the heavy metals

nickel and copper;85 methods and equipment were identical on either side of the boundary.

The purpose has been to combine models for the spread and fallout of atmospheric pollutants

over a radius of 300 kilometres from the sources of emission and compare this to available

material on critical loads, i.a. concentrations not believed to be harmful to the ecosystems in

question. A summary report focusing on terrestrial effects concluded that it is especially the

episodic nature of inflow which makes airborne pollution in the area so damaging.

Capacity-enhancement efforts have been concentrated on the Pechenga smelter

modernization. As early as 1978, the governor of Finnmark county had raised the problem of

pollution from the nickel industry with Murmansk authorities, but at that time the issue was

not infused with much political energy in Norway. It was not elevated to the inter-

governmental level until the establishment of the environmental commission. By then, the

Finnish firm Outokumpu had already been negotiating a comprehensive modernization

85 On this project, see B . Sivertsen, T. Makarova, L. O. Hagen and A. A. Baklanov, Air Pollution in the Border
Areas of Norway and Russia. Summary Report 1990-91. Oslo: Norsk Institutt for Luftforskning (NILU),
OR:8 , 1992, p . 4.

86 Ibid, p . 13.
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project with the Soviets for several years, involving both the Pechenga and the Monchegorsk

smelters. Hence, when Norway decided to focus politically on the air pollution from Kola, it

was natural to coordinate these efforts with the Finns; and in 1990, those two states

committed themselves to subsidize the modernization, provided the best available technology

was employed. The Norwegian government set aside NOK 300 million for the purpose, and
QQ

offered NOK 2.5 million to the pilot study. In addition, the Nordic financial infrastructure

has been activated, including the Nordic Investment Bank and NEFCO. Following a

preliminary agreement in 1990, Outokumpu, supported by the Norwegian Elkem group,

tabled a detailed offer in October 1991 with a price tag of NOK 3.5 billion.90 Nearly a year

later, this offer was turned down by the Russians as too expensive, and a Nordic-Russian ad

hoc working group began the development of less expensive solutions. Having received bids

from around the world, Russian authorities in 1994 settled on a solution promoted by a

consortium headed by the Norwegian Kvaerner Group and the Swedish firm Boliden; but so

far lack of willingness to set aside Russian funds for the project has impeded further progress.

The Pechenga project has been a symbol of the new, practical spirit of cooperation in the

Barents region, and the fact that nothing actually happens is therefore the most conspicuous

disappointment in that cooperation so far.

Programmes relevant to the problem of radioactive pollution have generally been far

more successful, and both the bilateral Environmental Commission and the BEAR

cooperation have made notable contributions - while at the same time linking up to ongoing

activities under other institutional umbrellas. Under a bilateral expert group on radioactive

contamination established in 1992, Norwegian and Russian researchers have carried out a

series of joint cruises in the Kara and Barents Seas measuring concentrations of radioactivity

in water masses and sediments at sites where nuclear reactors had been dumped.91 During the

first cruise, the scientists were denied access to several of those sites, including three bays

east of Novaya Zemlya believed to be of particular interest. The prime motive for requiring

such access was to measure radioactivity close to the dumped materials and inspect the

condition of the structures which seal it off from the sea. Naval authorities were said to have

87 R. Castberg, "Common Problem - Differing Priorities: Nordic-Russian Environmental Collaboration and the
Nickel Works on the Kola Peninsula", International Challenges, Vol. 13, No. 3, 1993.

According to an initial informal understanding, the division of the subsidy burden envisaged between the
Nordic states was to correspond with their respective shares in the supplies to the contract, roughly 50%
from Finland, 25% from Norway, 10% from Sweden and 15% from other sources; see Aftenposten (Oslo) 10
October 1990. As it were, the Finns later offered a subsidy that was higher than Norway's but less than
twice as high. The Norwegian supply share of 25% was confirmed by the Norwegian Minister of Industry,
Ole Knapp, in the parliament, 5 June 1991; see St./. No. 46 (1990-91), p. 3,711).

89 T h e T romso dai ly Nordtys, 21 June 1990.
90 Minis te r of the Envi ronment Thorbjorn Berntsen to the par l iament , 15 January 1992; see St.f. No . 25 ( 1 9 9 1 -

92, pp. 2,436.

Joint Russian-
Areas, "Dumping of Radioactive Waste".

91 Joint Russian-Norwegian Expert Group for Investigation of Radioactive Contamination in the Northern
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intervened and blocked these investigations. The issue was given a high priority in Norway,

even to the extent of making such access a precondition for carrying out a follow-up cruise in

1993; and gradually, the joint cruises were allowed to enter the dumping sites. The second

cruise was allowed to inspect three out of four identified sites; whereas Abrosimov Bay,

where as many as eight of sixteen reactors had been disposed of, was inspected on a third

cruise in 1994; as noted, the general conclusion from these studies is that such concentrations

are yet very low.92 The measurement results have been fed into global as well as regional

processes elaborating measures to cope with the problems of dumped radioactive waste.

While of lesser import so far, the BEAR process too has generated funds for

assessment activities. The Barents Programme, developed under the auspices of the Regional

Council and endorsed by the Barents Council in 1995, included a highly ambitious project

designed to establish a permanent monitoring and notification system for the Barents Sea. In

financial terms, this is the largest project supported by Norway under the Barents Programme.

In general, assessment of radioactive contamination is an area where the Barents Region is a

tributary to broader processes like those under the London Convention and the Arctic

Environmental Protection Strategy. First, the global dumping regime under the 1972 London

Convention lacks adequate funds to support organized investigations of this magnitude; its

main source regarding scientific assessment of this kind is the IAEA, which was also

represented on the joint cruises in the Kara and Barents Sea. The organization of these

investigations within a bilateral cooperative framework which Russian environmental

authorities had over several years come to know and appreciate, was probably helpful here.

The gradual and even reluctant granting of access to the most interesting dumping sites

suggests that sustained pressure was necessary to overcome objections from agencies,

especially the Navy, skeptical to a Western presence in these waters. Second, the

investigations organized under the bilateral Russian-Norwegian cooperation spurred the

establishment of an IAEA Arctic Seas and Assessment Programme, assembling available

information on sources, levels of concentrations and ecosystemic transport, as well as impact

assessment and remedial action.97 And as the nuclear cooperation with Russia expanded

92 Ibid.
93 "Baren t sprogrammet 1994/95", p p . 5 0 - 1 .
94 See also O. S. Stokke, "Beyond Dumping? The Effectiveness of the London Convent ion" , Yearbook of

International Co-operation on Environment and Development 1998. London: Earthscan, 1998.
95 A researcher from the I A E A Mar ine Envi ronment Laboratory in Monaco part icipated in the invest igat ions;

see Joint Russ ian-Norwegian Exper t Group for Investigation of Radioact ive Contaminat ion in the Nor thern
Areas , " D u m p i n g of Radioact ive Waste" .

96 On shifting att i tudes in Russia to openness about nuclear affairs in the North, see Stokke, "Nuc lear D u m p i n g
in Arct ic Seas" ; also Office of Technology Assessment, Nuclear Wastes in the Arctic.

97 O n this I A E A programme, see K.-L. Sjoeblom and G. S. Linsley, " T h e International Arct ic Seas Assessment
Project: Progress Repor t" , IAEA Bulletin, Vol . 37, No . 2, 1995, pp . 25-30.
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beyond the environmental bureaucracy and increasingly required the involvement also of

Russian military agencies, Norway was eager to establish a set of Atlantic programmatic

linkages in this area. On the assessment side, this resulted in a large, cooperative NATO study

of defence-related environmental problems, involving experts from twenty-three states,
98

including Russia.

The Barents Region has also triggered broader capacity-enhancement projects with a

view to enabling Russia to manage without disposing of radioactive waste in the marine

environment. The largely positive experience from joint assessment activities encouraged

efforts to cooperate also on concrete measures to prevent various forms of nuclear

contamination, including the development of storage facilities in the region and in Mayak,

near Chelyabinsk in the Urals. A 1995 Memorandum of Understanding on Russian-

Norwegian Cooperation on Nuclear Security provides a bilateral structure for the identifi-
99

cation and implementation of such a project. The implementation of this instrument has

been hampered, however, by disagreement regarding customs exemption for the nuclear

safety equipment supplied and the liability situation should that equipment fail; a May 1998

Agreement finally closed those controversies.100 Also, the IAEA organized on Nordic request

a large international conference on handling of radioactive waste in the region involving most

relevant branches in the Russian nuclear complex.101 And as noted, a trilateral project

involving the defence ministries of Norway, Russia and the United States is in the process of

increasing the capacity of a treatment plant in the Atomflot base of the Murmansk Shipping

Company;102 inadequate treatment facilities for low-level liquid nuclear waste is seen as the

main barrier to a Russian repeal of its reservation to the prohibition of dumping of nuclear

waste under the London Convention.

Regarding offshore petroleum activity, a working group for oil pollution prevention

under the bilateral Environmental Commission provided the main forum for working out the

1994 agreement on oil pollution mentioned above. That agreement, i.a., aims at facilitating

joint exercises in early warning and emergency preparedness, the exchange of information,

98 Nor th Atlantic Treaty Organization, "Cross-Border Environmental Problems Emana t ing from Defence-
Related Installations and Activities: Vo lume 1, Radioact ive Contaminat ion" (Final Report) . Brussels: Nor th
Atlantic Treaty Organization, 1995.

99 M e m o r a n d u m o m norsk-russisk samarbeid pS atomsikkerhetsomradet (Oslo 4 October 1995, in force the
same day), Overenskomster medfremmede makter. Oslo: Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1995, pp . 784-6.

100 See "Avtale mellom Norge og Russland om atomsikkeihetssamaibeid", UD Press Release No. 59, 1998
(Oslo: Ministry of Foreign Affairs).

101 See International Atomic Energy Agency, International Co-operation on Nuclear Waste Management in the
Russian Federation (Proceedings of a seminar organized by the International Atomic Energy Agency at the
request of the Nordic states and held in Vienna, 15-17 May 1995). Vienna: International Atomic Energy
Agency, 1995.

102 See Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Oslo, "AMEC-able Agreement", Norway Now,
(http://odin.dep.no/ud/publ/nn/96/19/environl.html), 7 October 1996.
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development of technology and other practical measures.103 A set of Arctic linkages appears

to have influenced development in this area. First, a working group on Emergency Prepared-

ness and Response under the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy, focusing on the

development of joint contingency planning, added momentum to the bilateral process. This

notwithstanding, the parties had great difficulties in hammering out provisions, especially

regarding responsibility to trigger a cooperative response, as this was perceived as interfering

with the long-standing dispute over the delimitation line in the Barents Sea. This was a major

reason why the Oil Pollution Agreement took more than five years to negotiate,104 and a

second Arctic linkage provided the means required to overcome the difficulties: a similar

boundary disputes had not stopped the United States from elaborating an oil spills

contingency plan with Soviet Union concerning the Bering and Chukchi Seas in 1989. The

productively unclear definition in the latter agreement of "area of responsibility" for each

party as "the internal waters or territorial sea, and the sea areas beyond the territorial sea in

which that party exercises its sovereign rights and jurisdiction in accordance with

international law", reinforced with a provision allowing both parties to veto implementation

of the plan, was replicated verbatim in the Barents Sea context.105

Thus, whereas normative contributions have tended to echo commitments already

established elsewhere, on the programmatic side the subregional instruments have generated a

wide range of fresh activities designed to assess the state of the marine environment and

develop practical measures to reduce risks associated with military and industrial activity.

Especially in the nuclear waste area, those acitivities have been coordinated with efforts

involving participants beyond the Barents Region.

103 Overenskomst mellom Regjeringen i Kongeriket Norge og Regjeringen i Den russiske foderasjon angaende
samarbeid ombekjempelse av oljeforurensning i Barentshavet (1994), Art. XII.

104 A draft agreement was negotiated already in 1991, when problems associated with the boundary dispute
blocked further progress for several years; see D. Brubaker, Marine Pollution and International Law:
Principles and Practice. London: Belhaven, 1993, p. 193, fn 80).

105 Cfr. Agreement between the Government of The United States of America and the Government of The
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Concerning Cooperation in Combatting Pollution in the Bering and
Chukchi Seas in Emergency Situations 0, available from Department of State, Washington DC; and
Overenskomst mellom Regjeringen i Kongeriket Norge og Regjeringen i Den russiske foderasjon angaende
samarbeid om bekjempelse av oljeforurensning i Barentshavet (1994), Arts. II and IX respectively.
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5. Conclusions: the effectiveness of subregional cooperation in the Barents
Sea

We have seen in this report that international cooperation at the the subregional level, i.e. the

bilateral Russian-Norwegian Environmental Commission and the multilateral Barents Region,

has made notable contributions to efforts to solve marine pollution problems in the Barents

Sea. Efforts at the subregional level have differed from global processes by their clearer

programmatic profile: relatively more resources, in terms of both expertise and financial

funds, have been invested in order to enhance the knowledge-base for management decisions

in the region as well as the administrative and technical capacity to avoid behaviour liable to

threaten the marine environment. Many of the programmatic activities encouraged at other

levels, as for instance under the global dumping regime, have been planned, financed and

organized at the subregional level. Comparatively less attention has been given to establishing

new regulative norms for environmental protection from either industrial or military activity

in the region; a task which tends to be left to broader fora.

Whereas the bilateral Environmental Commission is a fairly standard bilateral environmental

arrangement, certain structural features set the BEAR apart from many other international

arrangements addressing environmental problems on a regional scale. The Regional Council

ensures that both county-level decision-makers and representatives of the indigenous population

are involved. This has probably greater import in areas other than protection of the marine

environment, however, as the latter type of problems emanate from activities of considerable

national concern, such as military operations and offshore petroleum engagement, which tends to

inhibit the leeway for sub-governmental action. Another feature of the BEAR structure is compre-

hensiveness in scope, which may enable productive linkages of issues in cases where the priorities

differ among participant states. In the BEAR context, the general balance between the

environmental and the economic component is a case in point. Moreover, the inclusiveness of the

Barents Council, as demonstrated by the participation of the European Commision and non-

regional states such as the U.S., is meant to provide linkages to potential partners in development

found beyond the Barents Sea area. This is highly relevant regarding marine pollution, where

abatement costs can be high and involve technologies not available in the region itself. While

some of these institutional means have also appeared elsewhere, it is the BEAR machinery which

provides them in this particular context.

In capsule form, the subregional level has served to relate environmental protection to

broader foreign policy issues and has strengthened environmental networks across the Nordic-

Russian divide. In turn, this has generated financial resources and expertise necessary for

assessing environmental problems in the region and enhancing the capacity to cope with

them. This is clearly a supportive linkage. At a general level, the main reason for the higher

fund-raising capacity of subregional processes is that geographic proximity ensures denser
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networks of interdependence. In the Barents Sea context, this affects the incentives of

regional actors, and in particular those at the receiving end of transborder pollution, in at least

two important ways. First, from a purely environmental point of view, geographic proximity

renders highly visible the fact that Nordic neighbours have a clear self-interest in financing

environmental projects in Russia, especially those addressing industrial pollution from the

border areas and those designed to prevent dumping of radioactive waste. This is all the more

so as trouble-ridden Russia cannot be assumed to give environmental problems in the Barents

Sea region the same high priority as her wealthy western neighbours do, especially Norway.

Second, from a more general political point of view, geographic proximity ensures that

environmental projects may serve broader purposes associated with national security. As we

have seen, security concerns were emphasized already with the establishment and early

operation of the bilateral Environmental Commission, in that both Norway and the Soviet

Union stressed the need to forge close cooperative ties in the North. This became even clearer

with the Norwegian initiative to create the Barents Euro-Arctic Region, which from the very

beginning was presented as a broader construct promoting stability in a region traditionally

marked by tension and military rivalry. Thus, the willingness on the part of Norway and other

Nordic states to flex their financial muscles for problem-solving purposes in the Barents Sea

area is closely related to the subregional nature of the cooperation - which allows linkage to

overarching goals such as national security and integration of Russia into the larger coopera-

tive structure of Europe.



Ordering information

Pricing

The price list below must be taken as a rule of thumb. Many FNI publications will be priced on an
individual basis. When ordering several copies of a publication, the first three - 3 - will carry full
price, the rest half price. Students as well as educational and research institutions will enjoy a 50%
rebate. Postage and handling expenses - NOK 50.00 - will be added.

Notes
Articles and reprints, 25 pages or less
Articles and reprints, 26 pages or more
Research reports
Reports, 25 pages or less
Reports, 26 - 50 pages
Reports, 51 - 150 pages
Reports, 151 - 300 pages
Reports, more than 300 pages
All EED Reports

NOK 50.00
NOK 100.00

NOK 100.00
NOK 200.00
NOK 400.00
NOK 600.00
NOK 800.00
NOK 120.00

Order Form

Name

Address

Please supply

copies of

copies of

copies of

copies of

An invoice will be sent together with the ordered publications.

Send form to: The Fridtjof Nansen Institute, P.O. Box 326, N-1324 Lysaker, Norway, or submit
order via fax (47-67111910), phone (47-67111900) or email (sentralbord@fni.no).



FRIDTJOF NANSENS INSTITIJTT - THE FRIDTJOF NANSEN INSTITUTE

Fridtjof Nansens vei 17, P. O. Box 326, 1324 Lysaker, Norway
Phone: (47) 67 11 19 00 - Fax: (47) 67 11 19 10 - E-inail: sentralbord(tf)fni.no

Web-site: http://www.tjener.uninett.no/~fni/


