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In the literature on international environmental agreements, processes at the
domestic level are receiving increased attention.1 After an initial main focus on
regime formation,2 the literature has in recent years come to be dominated by
studies of regime effectiveness and the implementation, including processes at the
domestic level, of provisions laid down by international regimes.3 Although
there has been a certain amount of attention on the implementation of interna-
tional environmental agreements in so-called transition economies,4 there has
been little systematic study of such implementation processes in Russia.5 This
article presents a review of case studies from �sheries management, nuclear
safety and air pollution control in Northwestern Russia.6 This region is a good
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1. See, for example, Hanf and Underdal 1998; and Underdal and Hanf 2000.
2. See, for example, Young 1989, 1991; Haas 1990; Benedick 1991; and Young and Osherenko

1993.
3. See, for example, Haas et al. 1993; Victor et al. 1998a; Wettestad 1999; and Young 1999. An-

other important volume is Weiss and Jacobson 1998, which focuses particularly on treaty com-
pliance, but understands this concept as part of those processes we de�ne as implementation.

4. The concept of “transition economy”—see, for instance, how Victor et al. 1998b, 3, speak of
these countries’ “transition from central planning to a liberal, market-based society”—indicates
a development optimism on behalf of these states’ economy and politics that we �nd hard to
apply to contemporary Russia. Instead, we speak of “post-Soviet Russian economy and politics”
to denote the period after the dissolution of the Soviet Union; whether recent developments
will lead to a “liberal, market-based society” remains to be seen.

5. A few cases of Russian implementation are compared in Victor et al. 1998a. The works of Vladi-
mir Kotov and Elena Nikitina deserve particular mention (Kotov 1994; Kotov and Nikitina
1996, 1998a, 1998b; Munton et al. 1999; Nikitina 1991, 1995; and Zimmermann et al. 1998).
See also Stokke 1998, 2000a, and 2000b for contributions dealing with implementation of in-
ternational environmental agreements in Russia. International institutions for environmental
aid to the former Soviet Union are discussed in Connolly and List 1996; and Connolly et al.
1996. Darst 1997 and 2001 provides detailed information on environmental management at
the national level in Russia and on the country’s cooperation in this �eld with other states, but
does not focus explicitly on the implementation of Russia’s international commitments.

6. Here understood as Murmansk and Arkhangelsk Oblasts, and, to some extent, also the Nenets
Autonomous Okrug. The main reason for the selection of the case studies examined here was



case in point since it, in many respects, represents a microcosm of the Russian
Federation. Most important in this context, it epitomizes an “exaggerated” ver-
sion of Russia as a whole with its abundant natural resources and extremely
grave environmental conditions.

The article �rst provides a brief theoretical backdrop to the study of imple-
mentation of international environmental agreements, focusing in particular on
the interface between the concepts of “implementation,” “compliance” and “ef-
fectiveness.” An overview is next given of the environmental problems of North-
western Russia and some of the most important international agreements
aimed at their solution. Implementation performance and target compliance in
�sheries management, nuclear safety and air pollution control is brie�y re-
viewed before we give an account of implementation activities undertaken in
the three case studies. Finally, the results are discussed in relation to our initial
hypotheses. Methodologically, the investigation builds on numerous interviews
with government and industry actors in Murmansk, Arkhangelsk and Moscow,
mainly during the period 1997–2001.7

Implementation: What, Why and How

What is Implementation?

Whether vague and declaratory or explicit and binding, international commit-
ments generally imply some sort of behavioral changes at the national level,
which will ideally lead to the ful�llment of those commitments. Domestic im-
plementation refers to the steps undertaken nationally in order to induce these
changes. This process includes the translation of international commitments
into national legislation, as well as administrative and other measures adopted
by relevant authorities in order to induce target groups to comply. It may also
include activities undertaken by NGOs or the target groups themselves. List and
Rittberger8 thus identify several levels of implementation activity. Transforma-
tion of international agreements into national law takes place at the national
normative level. De facto implementation by state activity and by private actors,
as well as state supervision and stimulation of private actors, takes place at the
national factual level. Sometimes, domestic implementation is conceived of as a
much narrower concept. For instance, Weiss and Jacobson9 take implementa-
tion to refer only to national legislative activities (i.e. the national normative
level), while subsequent activities are understood in terms of compliance or
non-compliance. This understanding of implementation renders the concept a
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that �sheries management, nuclear safety and air pollution control are among the most impor-
tant environmental and resource issues for the region, as will be argued below.

7. In order to protect our interviewees from untoward repercussions, the concrete interviews are
not indicated in the text.

8. List and Rittberger 1998.
9. Weiss and Jacobson 1998.



stylized and rather dull thing to study. Moreover, while accords between states
are necessarily concluded at the international level, implementation primarily
takes place within the individual states, i.e. at the national and sub-national lev-
els. Hence, we understand by implementation the measures undertaken at the
national and sub-national levels to bring the behavior of target groups into ac-
cordance with the particular state’s international commitments. We assume that
national and sub-national authorities as well as NGOs and target groups can be
involved in implementation activities. Moreover, we assume that implementa-
tion is sometimes carried out jointly by national groups and members of other
states; this is referred to as joint implementation.10

The concept of implementation is intimately tied to that of effectiveness: if
international commitments are not followed through at the national level, the
agreement in question will have little effect, since the activities to be regulated
are normally of a domestic character. The effectiveness of an international re-
gime is often connected to either the achievements of the stated objectives of
the regime or the solution of the problems that led to the establishment of the
regime.11 Effectiveness is sometimes seen as primarily related to compliance.
However, as suggested by for example, Victor et al.,12 the degree of implementa-
tion may be a more trustworthy measure of effectiveness than the degree of
compliance. In cases where commitments are less ambitious, states may achieve
perfect compliance with the formal provisions of a given agreement with very
little behavioral adaptation.13 Compliance may also be accidental, while imple-
mentation is by de�nition instrumental. In accordance with this view, we are in-
terested in the active steps taken by authorities and other actors within the state
in focus to bring the behavior of target groups into line with the state’s interna-
tional commitments. Compliance by target groups is considered relevant to the
extent that it is believed to be the result of implementation efforts. The study
does not pretend to say anything about the solution of the problems in ques-
tion or other aspects of regime effectiveness. To a large extent, the development
of concrete regulatory measures takes place at the interface between obligations
following from international agreements and federal standards to be applied
also in other parts of the Russian Federation. This makes it dif�cult to judge
whether a particular measure emanates from the international regime or would
have appeared through the national regulatory process independently of the
state’s international obligations. Hence, we are more concerned with whether
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10. We are aware that the concept “joint implementation” has a more limited meaning when
speaking about, for instance, the global climate regime. Nevertheless, we have chosen to use it
here referring to all kinds of joint initiatives between Russia and other states that aim to facili-
tate implementation of Russia’s international obligations.

11. See, for example, Weiss and Jacobson 1998.
12. Victor et al. 1998b.
13. This is, of course, very much a question of how effectiveness is de�ned. Underdal 1992 points

out that effectiveness may be understood either in terms of relative improvement, or in terms of
the distance to a de�ned optimal state of affairs. The scope of implementing activities carried
out may give a better indication of relative improvement, while compliance rates may say rather
more about the distance to the optimal state.



the necessary “implementation measures” have actually been taken in the Rus-
sian Federation (focusing on implementation), than with the extent to which
these measures are in effect the result of the international regime (which would
have been an indicator of the regime’s effectiveness).

Why Study Implementation?

Implementation of international environmental regimes is, perhaps surpris-
ingly, often a very dif�cult task. If our subject of study were, say, international
cooperation in the �eld of disarmament, it might be argued that the process of
attaining agreements would warrant more interest than their subsequent imple-
mentation, since the former could be expected to be the most dif�cult part of
the process. Once an agreement on reducing, for example, the number of nu-
clear warheads is in place, the state in question will usually have little dif�culty
in carrying out that commitment—providing, of course, that it intends to honor
the agreement. In contrast to this, recent studies indicate that failure on the part
of states to implement environmental commitments is often unintentional, in
the sense that it is a result of real and often unexpected dif�culties encountered
during the implementation process, rather than a conscious choice to refrain
from implementation.14

Successful implementation of international commitments is contingent
upon both the will and the ability of states to in�uence activities at the domestic
level. Environmental problems are a side effect of legitimate activities, and envi-
ronmental policies tend to penetrate deeply into other policy areas.15 Regulating
the behavior leading to, for example, pollution often involves constraining the
actions of many actors or groups of actors—from certain sectors of the economy
down to the individual citizen. Moreover, precisely because of the “intrusive”
character of environmental politics, its implementation is seldom left to the en-
vironmental authorities alone. Just like the “problem” activities, the regulative
efforts typically involve many actors: environmental authorities as well as in-
dustrial ministries, along with agencies at the central, regional and local levels.
Moreover, “the costs of environmental protection tend to be certain, immediate,
and concentrated to speci�c sectors of the economy, while the bene�ts will ap-
pear, by comparison, to be diffuse, uncertain, collective, and something that can
be harvested only in a more or less distant future.”16 Thus, successful implemen-
tation may be highly dependent on a given state’s capacity to govern, and on its
ability to design policies to overcome such potential problems as the danger of
vertical disintegration, whereby a vast number of micro-decisions lead to unex-
pected and contrary aggregate outcomes.17
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14. Chayes and Chayes 1993, 1995; Mitchell 1994a, 1994b; Weiss and Jacobson 1998; and Victor
et al. 1998a.

15. Hanf 2000.
16. Hanf and Underdal 1998, 157.
17. Ibid.



Analyzing Implementation Processes in Post-Communist States

Weiss and Jacobson18 have speci�ed a number of variables that are believed to
affect the chances of successful implementation of international environmental
agreements. The characteristics of the activity to be governed imply that some
activities are of greater economic value to the state than others, that some are
easier to monitor than others, and that the process of implementation has more
side effects related to some activities than to others. Another important issue is
the nature of the agreement. What is the scope of the agreement—in other
words, how much behavioral adaptation does it require by states? Are its provi-
sions precise or general? Are they binding or non-binding? Moreover, a state’s
implementation efforts are presumably affected by the encompassing interna-
tional environment. Have other states taken action to implement the agreement
in question? Is it possible to be a free rider under the accord? Finally, the social,
cultural, political and economic characteristics of the implementing country are
assumed to in�uence implementation and compliance.

This article focuses on Russian implementation activities related to the in-
ternational commitments outlined below. By implementation activities we un-
derstand the active steps initiated by Russian authorities, and presumably car-
ried out in cooperative efforts between federal and regional authorities, target
groups and other nonstate actors (and sometimes also in cooperation with
other states), in order to bring the behavior of target groups in line with interna-
tional commitments. Compliance with international agreements is here not
seen as the most interesting thing in itself. One particular reason for this in the
present context is the tendency of post-Communist states to show “compliance
without implementation,” i.e. compliance is the result of reduced industry ac-
tivity and not of active implementation measures.19 However, compliance is
viewed as relevant to the extent that the observed behavior of target groups can
be causally linked to implementation activities. Therefore, an overview of target
group compliance is presented in the discussion of implementation perfor-
mance below as a basis for the discussion of how implementation measures
have affected target groups’ behavior.

A point of departure for this article is the lesson drawn in previous studies
that implementation failure is often unintentional; the result of dif�culties en-
countered during the implementation process rather than a conscious choice by
the state in question to refrain from implementation. This can be assumed to be
the case for post-Communist states, although it is hard to say whether they
would have had the necessary “will” had the “capacity” been in place. During
the so-called transition period, these states have experienced devolution of
power—lengthening the previous chain of implementation—weakened �scal
strength and control over target group activities, a slow legislative process, a ten-
dency for sanctions to be ineffective and have only a brief history of independ-
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18. Weiss and Jacobson 1998.
19. Raustiala and Victor 1998, 670.



ent enforcement agencies. Hence, this study has a particular focus on Russia’s
“capacity to govern.” Here this is taken to mean capacity to initiate and coordi-
nate the necessary organizational and policy-related measures necessary to
bring the actions of target groups in accordance with the country’s international
commitments. We ask—in line with the hypotheses of Weiss and Jacobson—to
what extent the observed level of compliance in each case study can be ex-
plained by the nature of the problem and agreements at hand, and by the im-
plementation activities of public authorities and target groups.

What’s the Problem?

The northwestern part of the Russian Federation can be characterized as a region
both blessed with extremely bountiful natural resources and, at the same time,
bedeviled by grave environmental problems. The region, a northern periphery
partly located north of the Arctic Circle, owes the existence of its human settle-
ments largely to the presence of natural resources. In the southern parts of the
region, mainly in today’s Arkhangelsk Oblast, forestry has for centuries consti-
tuted the foundation for life. In the more barren Murmansk Oblast, which geo-
graphically corresponds to the Kola Peninsula, �sheries and mining provided
the industrial foundation for the creation of large human settlements after
World War I, rendering the region the most densely populated area of the Cir-
cumpolar Arctic during the last half of the twentieth century. The �shing
grounds of the adjacent Barents Sea are among the most productive in the
world, and the mineral deposits of the Kola Peninsula, mainly iron ore, nickel
and apatite, are remarkable for their richness. From the 1920s onwards, massive
�shing �eets were built up in the region and, at the time of the break-up of the
Soviet Union, Murmansk had the largest �sh-processing plant in the entire
Union.20 Town names such as Nikel and Apatity, for their part, indicate the im-
portance of the mining and metallurgical complex in the region.

The extraction of natural resources and the accompanying military build-
up have, however, taken place at the expense of environmental considerations.
Throughout the last decade, Northwestern Russia has been more renowned for
its environmental degradation than for its abundant resources.21 Since Western
journalists were gradually given easier access to this heavily militarized region
from the mid-1980s, the black tree stumps of the dying forests around Nikel
and Monchegorsk have come to symbolize the sullen environmental state of
Russia to many in the West. The nickel smelters of these two towns had virtually
killed the forests surrounding them and served as sources of pollution also for
the neighboring Nordic countries and other parts of Russia. “Stop the death
clouds!” became the slogan of environmental organizations in the Nordic
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20. For an overview of Northwest Russian �sheries, see Hønneland 1998, 2000a; and Hønneland
and Nilssen 2000, 2001.

21. See AMAP 1997, 1998 for authoritative reviews of the environmental state of the Russian Arctic.



countries in the early 1990s. The Nordic countries had plans for gigantic assis-
tance programs to reduce the pollution spewing out of the production plants of
the mining and metallurgical complex of Northwestern Russia, but nothing has
come of these plans so far.22 Financial hardship has forced the plants to cut back
on activities in recent years, though without affecting the alarming rate of air
pollution in the European Arctic to any signi�cant extent.

Throughout the 1990s, another environmental threat in the region up-
staged air pollution as a focus of public concern, namely the danger of radiation
from nuclear installations, discarded nuclear vessels, radioactive waste and
spent nuclear fuel. Towards the end of 1990, rumors emerged that the Soviet
Union had been dumping radioactive material in the Barents and Kara Seas.23

The rumors were of�cially con�rmed in a Russian parliamentary report a few
years later.24 A major problem in the latter half of the 1990s was the build-up of
radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel in Northwestern Russia. Existing stor-
age facilities were full, and there were no safe vehicles to transport the radio-
active material out of the region for reprocessing or permanent storage. More-
over, �nancial constraints have forced the Northern Fleet to decommission large
quantities of nuclear-powered vessels in recent years.25 Rumors are also circulat-
ing about the unsafe functioning of vessels still in service. The Kursk accident of
August 2000, albeit mainly a human tragedy, functioned as a reminder of the
potential dangers residing in the Northern Fleet’s nuclear-powered vessels, not
least to the environment. Although radiation levels in the region are at present
low, there are considerable risks connected with the unsatisfactory storage of ra-
dioactive waste, decommissioned nuclear submarines awaiting dismantling and
the continued operation of unsafe nuclear power installations, notably the Kola
Nuclear Power Plant at Polyarnye Zori.

Finally, signs of resource depletion have recently been emerging in the
Barents Sea �sheries.26 These �sheries, managed bilaterally by Russia and Nor-
way since the mid-1970s, had for many years been seen as a management suc-
cess. At the turn of the millennium, however, the Norwegian-Arctic cod stock, by
far the most commercially important species in the area, appeared to be in se-
vere crisis. Some would have it that the situation is similar for the management
system itself due to the dire state of its main object of regulation. There are in-
deed reasons for such an allegation: scientists are uncertain as to the size of the
stock; managers do not follow the advice of the scientists in the establishment
of quotas; and the enforcement system, at least on the Russian side, seems
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22. Previous schemes were �nally buried in 1997, but a new agreement on the modernization of
the Pechenganickel smelter was concluded between Norway and Russia in June 2001. The new
project is scheduled to be completed in 2006–07.

23. See, for example, Stokke 1998, 2000b.
24. Yablokov et al. 1993.
25. For an authoritative assessment of the risk of radioactive contamination from the Russian

Northern Fleet, see Nilsen et al. 1996.
26. As mentioned above, the extraction of stationary resources on the Kola Peninsula has decreased

in recent years due to economic problems at the company level.



poorly �t to keep track of actual catch levels and discourage �shing of juvenile
specimens.

What’s to be Implemented?

The environmental problems of Northwestern Russia are directly or indirectly
addressed by a number of international treaties, agreements, regimes and other
cooperative arrangements. Some of these are global instruments that happen to
have implications for the particular problems of the region; others are
speci�cally aimed at solving them. In some cases, speci�c arrangements are
linked to more general instruments at the global level. Moreover, some are
“hard,” legally binding arrangements and others “softer” approaches of a more
programmatic character.

The major global instrument underlying systems for marine �sheries man-
agement throughout the world is the 1982 Law of the Sea Convention
(LOSC),27 which entered into force on 16 November 1994. Most important for
�sheries management is the introduction of the principle of 200 mile exclusive
economic zones (EEZ). This implies that coastal states are given “sovereign
rights for the purpose of exploring and exploiting, conserving and managing the
natural resources” in these zones.28 With the rights follows the obligation to se-
cure reasonable exploration, exploitation, conservation and management of the
resources. For instance, �sh stocks are to be maintained at a level that can pro-
duce maximum sustainable yield (MSY), i.e. the level at which the greatest quan-
tity of �sh can be caught annually without the total size of the stock being re-
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Figure 1 Northwestern Russia

27. United Nations 1982.
28. Ibid., Article 56 [1].



duced. Moreover, coastal states are required to promote the objective of
optimum utilization of the living resources of its EEZ, and to establish total al-
lowable catches (TACs) for each �sh stock within its EEZ. Finally, coastal states
are obliged to cooperate in the management of shared stocks.29 In the Barents
Sea, both Norway and Russia established their EEZs in 1977. This led to a transi-
tion from multilateral negotiations for the Barents Sea �sheries under the aus-
pices of the Northeast Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) to bilateral ne-
gotiations between coastal states with sovereign rights to �sh stocks. To
formalize these mutual �shing rights and establish a common management re-
gime suitable to secure the �sh stocks of the area, Norway and the Soviet Union
entered into several bilateral �shery cooperation agreements in the mid-1970s.30

The Norwegian-Russian management regime for the Barents Sea �sh stocks
de�nes objectives and practices for cooperative management between the two
states within the �elds of research and regulations, and, since 1993, also en-
forcement. The Joint Russian-Norwegian Fisheries Commission establishes
TACs for the joint �sh stocks. A Permanent Russian-Norwegian Committee for
Management and Enforcement Co-operation within the Fisheries Sector admin-
isters enforcement cooperation and functions as a forum for discussion and
clari�cations between the parties in the periods between sessions in the Joint
Commission.

The threats of nuclear radiation emerge from several different sources in
the region: dumped radioactive materials, decommissioned nuclear subma-
rines, nuclear waste and spent nuclear fuel, as well as the unsafe functioning of
nuclear installations. Hence, the handling of these various problem complexes
is regulated by different instruments at different levels. The 1972 London
Convention31 is the main instrument of the global dumping regime, banning
the disposal at sea of hazardous waste, de�ned in terms of toxicity, persistence
and tendency to bioaccumulate in marine organisms. Two regional instruments
stand out as relevant for nuclear safety issues in Northwestern Russia: the Dec-
laration on Arctic Military Environmental Co-operation (AMEC)32 and Co-
operative Threat Reduction (CTR) programs in connection with discarded
nuclear submarines and storage of spent nuclear fuel and other nuclear wastes.
AMEC was signed in 1996 by Norway, the Russian Federation and the USA.33

Norway and the USA pledged their support in providing the Russians with tech-
nological and other assistance to help them de-fuel nuclear submarines re-
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29. More recent global �sheries agreements include the 1995 Fish Stocks Agreement (United Na-
tions 1995) and two FAO documents: the FAO Compliance Agreement of 1993 (Food and Agri-
culture Organization 1993) and the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries of 1995
(Food and Agriculture Organization 1996). There is not room for a speci�c discussion of these
agreements in this context.

30. Stortinget 1975, 1976.
31. International Maritime Organization 1972. The Convention entered into force on 30 August

1975. It has been signed and rati�ed by the Russian Federation.
32. Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1996.
33. See Sawhill (2000) and Sawhill and Jørgensen (2001) for a description and assessment of the

AMEC cooperation.



moved from service, and to develop safe storage facilities for spent nuclear fuel
and other nuclear wastes. In 1998, US authorities decided to link AMEC with
the Nunn-Lugar CTR Program.34 The CTR Program was created by the US Con-
gress in 1991 as a mechanism to assist the Soviet Union in complying with its
obligations of arms reductions with the START I Agreement, and hopefully also
new commitments under START II. It has provided more than US$ 2,000 mil-
lion to former Soviet states since 1991. One of the goals of the CTR Program was
to scrap 30 Russian ballistic missile submarines by 2001. The Russians currently
have the capacity to scrap only a handful of submarines per year, the major ob-
stacle being the de-fueling process and dealing with the resulting waste and
spent nuclear fuel. By linking AMEC and CTR, US authorities were able to pro-
vide a ready source of cash and indemni�cation from liability. Finally, various
bilateral activities of a programmatic character exist in the �eld of nuclear safety
between Russia and other countries. The most comprehensive bilateral coopera-
tion program is the one with Norway, organized under the Joint Russian-
Norwegian Nuclear Safety Commission since 1998.

By far the most important international instrument related to the air pol-
lution of Northwestern Russia is the 1979 UN Economic Commission for Eu-
rope Convention on Long-range Transboundary Air Pollution (LRTAP).35 It ad-
dresses problems in Europe and North America concerning airborne pollutants,
notably acid rain, and establishes a framework for coordinating pollution con-
trol measures and common emission standards.36 Five substantive protocols
have been negotiated under the regime: on NOX (1988);37 volatile organic com-
pounds (1991);38 sulfur (1994);39 heavy metals (1998);40 and persistent organic
pollutants (1998).41 The Soviet Union/Russian Federation has been an active
partner in the LTRAP regime. Traditionally rather reserved towards cooperation
with the West during the Cold War, in the late 1970s the Soviet Union was en-
thusiastic in its support of the LRTAP process, regarding it more in terms of
“high politics” than from an environmental point of view.42 At present, Russia
has rati�ed the Convention itself and the NOX Protocol and signed, but not
rati�ed, the Sulfur Protocol.

Implementation Performance and Target Compliance

Northwest Russian �sheries can, during the 1990s, be described in terms of
three main features, each partly issuing from the others: the diffusion of man-
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34. US Department of State 1992, 1993; and Sawhill 2000.
35. UN Economic Commission for Europe 1979.
36. See, for example, Hanf (2000) for an overview of how the acid rain regime evolved.
37. UN Economic Commission for Europe 1988.
38. UN Economic Commission for Europe 1991.
39. UN Economic Commission for Europe 1994. The Protocol follows the former Sulfur Protocol

adopted in Helsinki, 8 July 1985.
40. UN Economic Commission for Europe 1998a.
41. UN Economic Commission for Europe 1998b.
42. Kotov and Nikitina 1998a.



agement responsibility, the degeneration of implementation performance and
the reduction in target compliance. Notably, Russian authorities were, towards
the end of the 1990s, no longer able to perform effective monitoring and en-
forcement in the Russian EEZ in the Barents Sea. According to anecdotal evi-
dence, this greatly increased the propensity of �shers to cheat.43 However, the
indication of reduced performance implies that Russian authorities had previ-
ously scored better on implementation performance and target compliance. In-
deed, the Soviet Union had a system for �sheries research, regulation and en-
forcement—not to mention the production plans of the command economy—
which enabled the country to manage �sheries in its exclusive economic zone in
accordance with the principle of maximum sustainable yields, to establish total
allowable catches for each �sh stock within the exclusive economic zone, to co-
operate with other coastal states in the management of shared stocks, and to
promote compliance with �shery regulations among all vessels under Soviet
�ag.44 The extent to which the existence of this regulatory system re�ects the de-
termined implementation of international obligations is disputable; probably,
the national system for �sheries management developed in parallel with Soviet
adjustment to the country’s international �sheries obligations. Target compli-
ance decreased during the 1990s, mainly as a result of changes in the targets’
incentive structure brought about by the end of the command economy; sud-
denly, it became pro�table for Russian �shers to cheat. At the same time,
bureaucratic controversies seriously reduced the management system’s ability to
monitor and enforce regulations (see below).

In comparison with �sheries management, the nuclear safety sector is
more complex both with regard to issues to be covered and actors involved.
Most of the Russian nuclear safety obligations date from the post-Soviet period
and several of the same problems have been encountered in their implementa-
tion as with the �sheries obligations. In particular, bureaucratic controversies—
notably between the “hard” and “soft” regulatory agencies at the federal level—
have clearly hampered implementation. For instance, the 40 ton casks commis-
sioned under AMEC were not �nalized in time due to disagreement between
Minatom and Gosatomnadzor as to which had the right to license them. More-
over, foreign assistance has come to dominate the implementation game of Rus-
sia’s international nuclear safety commitments during the post-Soviet period.
Some of the most serious problems encountered in the implementation can be
ascribed to the interface between Russia and the Western donor states, i.e. prob-
lems related to indemnity against liability, access to nuclear sites, personnel im-
munity and tax exemptions. While there is at the moment some progress in the
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43. Of�cial violation statistics do not exist.
44. Data on the functioning of the Soviet system for �sheries management are poor, but it seems

fair to assume that management agencies were relatively well endowed in terms of competence
and material resources to perform their tasks satisfactorily. Moreover, target compliance was
probably quite high since the command economy implied a high degree of control over the ac-
tivities of the target groups and the latter had low incentives to cheat.



implementation of Russia’s international nuclear safety commitments, it is slow
and fumbling.

The productivity of Russian industry decreased to such an extent during
the 1990s that the country’s LRTAP commitments were achieved without any ev-
ident effort. In accordance with the 30 per cent reduction target of the �rst Sul-
fur Protocol, SO2 emissions from European Russia had by 1993 decreased by
more than 50 per cent from their 1980 level. Moreover, Russia was already in
compliance with the second Sulfur Protocol when it was signed in 1994 and
SO2 emissions from the Kola Peninsula smelters have continued to fall since
then.

As far as implementation in national legislation is concerned, the situa-
tion varies in the three case studies. The Federal Parliament of the Russian Feder-
ation has been working on a �sheries act since the early 1990s, but not yet suc-
ceeded in getting it in place. In nuclear safety, on the other hand, a rather well-
elaborated set of legal acts at the level of law—some with explicit reference to
the country’s international obligations—was set up during the 1990s. Russian
air pollution control, for its part, is still regulated in accordance with a Soviet
law from the early 1980s.

Implementation Activities

More interesting than the extent to which Russian environmental obligations
have been complied with or not concerns the steps Russian authorities have
taken in order to induce such compliance by target groups. A brief summary is
given in the following of implementation activities taking place in �sheries
management, nuclear safety and air pollution control.

Fisheries Management

The implementation of the international �sheries obligations of the Soviet Un-
ion was the responsibility of the Soviet Ministry of Fisheries. In connection with
the dissolution of the Soviet Union and establishment of the Russian Federa-
tion, the federal �sheries agency had its status reduced to that of a state commit-
tee. During the 1990s, the State Committee for Fisheries repeatedly had to �ght
off “intrusions” from other federal bodies of governance. These attempts were
only partly successful. On the one hand, the Committee succeeded in sustaining
its status as an independent administrative body (except for the period 1997–
98, when it was placed under the Ministry of Agriculture and Foodstuffs). On
the other hand, it was compelled to relinquish responsibility for enforcement at
sea to the Federal Border Service and to accept the introduction of a system of
quota sales proposed by the Ministry of Economy. The federal agencies are only
partly involved in implementation activities aimed directly at target groups;
these are predominantly carried out by federal agencies in the region in cooper-
ation with regional authorities. The most important federal agencies in the re-

Geir Hønneland and Anne-Kristin Jørgensen · 83



gion are the enforcement body Murmanrybvod, the remnants of the former “in-
dustry complex” of Sevryba and the newly established (1998) Murmansk State
Inspection of the Arctic Regional Command of the Federal Border Service. While
Sevryba has lost most of the powers it enjoyed in Soviet times as the “extended
arm” of the Ministry of Fisheries, it has not lost its role in the regulatory process
altogether. Until recently, its general director led the Technical-Scienti�c Catch
Council, which distributes quota shares among the federal subjects of the
Northwestern Russia. Also, Sevryba has retained some management tasks re-
lated to the practical regulation of �shing activities.

More than anything, important decisions related to the management of
Northwest Russian �sheries seem to be made by a somewhat diffuse corporate
leadership of the area’s “�shery complex,” consisting of representatives of re-
gional authorities (a �sheries department was established under the regional
administration in 1993), the various federal authorities located in the region,
research institutes and target groups.45 Such a constellation is visible in the bod-
ies responsible for quota allocation at the inter-regional and regional levels, for
instance the Technical-Scienti�c Catch Council and the regional �shery coun-
cils, which distribute quotas between shipowners in each federal subject. The
main reason for the drop in target compliance in Northwest Russian �sheries in
recent years—apart from the change in the �shers’ incentive structure—seems to
be the negative consequences of the transfer of responsibility for enforcement at
sea from Murmanrybvod to the Border Service. The latter so far has a poor re-
cord of presence at sea; for several months on end not a single enforcement ves-
sel was present in the Russian zone of the Barents Sea. This, it is believed, al-
lowed a massive subsequent catch of undersized �sh to take place. However,
despite this �aw in enforcement—admittedly a necessary link in the implemen-
tation chain—there is nevertheless a system in place that takes care of the new
and speci�c obligations continuously emanating from various international
agreements and cooperative regimes, mainly the bilateral Russian-Norwegian
regime. In other words, there is a “capacity to govern” in the Russian system for
�sheries management although reorganizations forced upon the existing system
from the outside have reduced this capacity.

Nuclear Safety

In the nuclear safety sector, the Ministry of Atomic Energy (Minatom) is the or-
ganizational heavyweight, responsible for the implementation of most of Rus-
sia’s international agreements in the �eld. To some extent, Minatom delegates
the implementation of concrete projects to the so-called Inter-branch Coordina-
tion Centre Nuklid, which forms part of the “Minatom system.” In the military-
environmental collaboration under AMEC, the Ministry of Defence is the re-
sponsible partner on the Russian side. The Federal Inspectorate for Nuclear and
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45. Admittedly, important decisions have to be sanctioned by federal authorities, but the State
Committee for Fisheries does not interfere to any extent in the day-to-day management of
Northwest Russian �sheries.



Radiation Safety (Gosatomnadzor) was established in 1991 to control and li-
cense activities related to the application of nuclear energy. This agency has also
had an important role in the implementation of Russia’s international nuclear
safety obligations. There is a limited measure of horizontal integration between
the various federal agencies involved in the implementation process. There is
also a rather high degree of tension between the “hard” agencies of Minatom
and Nuklid on the one hand and Gosatomnadzor on the other. The two former
have gradually expanded their sphere of in�uence at the expense of the latter.

Murmansk regional authorities have created a department for nuclear
safety within their structure, but this has seen its role as mainly to co-ordinate
the various regional, national and, above all, international attempts at ensuring
nuclear safety in the oblast. It has also had a certain “negative” sway, halting
projects planned by the federal authorities. The federal agencies located in the
region are of less importance in the nuclear safety area than in �sheries manage-
ment. Implementation failure or delay has mainly been caused by bureaucratic
controversies at the federal level—primarily between Minatom/Nuklid and
Gosatomnadzor—or by inadequacies in inter-state agreements with foreign
donors. As was the case in the �sheries management, Russia does have the “ca-
pacity to govern” also in the sphere of nuclear safety, but new patterns of joint
implementation with other states have created new challenges that so far have
yet to be overcome.

Air Pollution Control

Soviet implementation of the country’s international obligations related to air
pollution control was ensured by an interdepartmental commission charged
with overseeing such implementation as well as the incorporation of the re-
quirements of the obligations in national industrial production plans. The in-
terdepartmental commission was led by the State Committee for Hydro-
meteorology and Environmental Monitoring (Goskomgidromet) (presently the
Federal Service of Hydrometeorology and Environmental Monitoring, or
Rosgidromet). A State Committee for Environmental Protection was created in
1988 and elevated to ministerial status three years later. The responsibility for
coordinating Soviet implementation of international air pollution control re-
quirements was transferred from Goskomgidromet to the new State Committee
once it was established. The old implementation system disintegrated through
this reform because the new governmental structure was not given the political
authority and �nancial muscle that the interdepartmental commission had pre-
viously enjoyed. The Ministry of Environmental Protection came under increas-
ing pressure from other federal authorities in the mid-1990s. In 1996, its status
was again reduced to that of a state committee and in 2000 it was disbanded al-
together and its remnants incorporated into the Ministry of Natural Resources
as a department for environmental protection.

Unlike the cases of �sheries management and nuclear safety, the
Murmansk regional administration has not established a department for envi-
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ronmental protection within its structure. Rather, the regional representation of
the Department for Environmental Protection (under the Ministry of Natural
Resources) functions as an implementing agency not only for its federal head
of�ce in Moscow, but also for the regional administration. The regional admin-
istration determines environmental policies for the oblast by elaborating pro-
grams, action plans and concrete regulations. Hence, although the Murmansk
regional administration has established departments for �sheries management
and nuclear safety, though not for environmental affairs, it is more active in reg-
ulative measures in the latter area than in the two former (where such measures
are almost exclusively set out by federal authorities). Relations with the federal
agencies in the region also differ in the three cases. In the �sheries management,
relations have at times been quite confrontational while the most important de-
cisions have continued to be made at the federal level. In the �eld of nuclear
safety, the regional authorities have aimed only at a coordinative role, preferring
not to contest seriously the authority of federal agencies. In the area of air pollu-
tion control and environmental management more generally, there has indeed
been a certain devolution of powers to the regional level. However, the regional
administration has not found it necessary to establish a department for environ-
mental protection, but has continued its traditionally close cooperation with
the regional environmental committee, which represents the federal authorities
in the region.

As the Soviet system for implementation of the country’s international en-
vironmental obligations (led by the interdepartmental commission) disinte-
grated, as the federal environmental agency gradually lost its authority, and as
public authorities increasingly lost control of industry enterprises, the enter-
prises themselves became more important actors in the Russian implementa-
tion game. There is little evidence that the various managements of the Kola
Peninsula smelters have been overly concerned with implementation of air pol-
lution regimes. Hence, the case of Russia and the LRTAP regime is clearly one of
“compliance without implementation.” The Russian commitments “imple-
mented themselves,” rendering “implementation activities” on the part of pub-
lic authorities, target groups and others super�uous. The LRTAP regime contrib-
uted to certain behavioral changes domestically in the Soviet Union, mainly in
planning, research and monitoring activities, but had little effect on actual emis-
sions. It is also an open question to what extent Russian authorities during the
1990s would have been either capable or willing to actively contribute to the
implementation of the country’s commitments under the LRTAP regime had
emissions not been reduced to acceptable (according to the commitments) lev-
els by exogenous factors. First, the federal environmental agency was seriously
weakened during the 1990s, culminating in its total dissolution and the incor-
poration of its remnants under the Ministry of Natural Resources—a typical
“user agency”—in 2000. Second, the regional administration of Murmansk
Oblast—although having signi�cantly increased its political authority since So-
viet times—would be expected to prioritize further industrial activity in the
mono-industrial towns of the oblast (contributing both employment and con-
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siderable revenues for the regional budget) over environmental issues. Third,
public authorities’ chance to in�uence the workings of private enterprises de-
clined signi�cantly during the 1990s. Finally—and partly related to the latter
circumstance—it is doubtful whether the authorities’ compliance mechanisms
(here: �nes) are compelling enough to induce compliance among the nickel
plants on the Kola Peninsula. In sum, while Russia can show a high degree of
formal compliance with its LRTAP commitments in the 1990s, its record of im-
plementation efforts during the same period is correspondingly poor.

Table 1 gives an overview of the most important actors in the Russian im-
plementation of international commitments in �sheries management, nuclear
safety and air pollution control. The relative strength of the agencies at the vari-
ous levels is discussed in the next section.

Discussion

How have these political processes affected implementation? We observed
above that an important lesson drawn from previous studies is that implemen-
tation failure is often unintentional, being the result of dif�culties encountered
during the implementation process rather than a conscious choice by the state
not to implement the commitment in question. In the following, we systemati-
cally review our conclusions in relation to our hypotheses about how the nature
of the problem, the nature of the international commitments, implementation
in national legislation, implementation activities performed by public authori-
ties and others have affected implementation in our cases.

Nature of the Problem

The problem areas within our three case studies can, on the one hand, all be
characterized as relatively “malign” in an implementation perspective: the
�shery, nuclear and mining and metallurgical complexes are cornerstone activi-
ties in the Northwest Russian economy. In the hard economic climate of post-
Soviet Russia, one would expect authorities to prioritize employment and tax
revenues on the basis of continued resource extraction (as in the case of
�sheries), risk behavior (as in the nuclear complex) and polluting activities
(from the mining and metallurgical combines) over environmental and natural
resource protection. This would clearly be assumed to reduce the potential for
successful implementation of international commitments that restrict industrial
activities or resource extraction. Further, public control over target groups has
declined since the major enterprises in at least the �sheries and air polluting sec-
tors have been privatized. On the other hand, the chances for monitoring target
activity range from “relatively good” in �sheries management to “very good” in
nuclear safety and air pollution control. The targets of the two latter are mostly
stationary; and while �shing vessels, nuclear ice-breakers and submarines and
surface vessels of the Northern Fleet admittedly move over a considerable ocean
area, they are at least easier to control than a million cars. Moreover, the targets
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are themselves largely the main “losers” if implementation fails—at least in the
long-term perspective. Adding to the relative “benignity” of the problem is the
keen Western interest in solving the problems under scrutiny here.

Clearly, the role of �sheries, nuclear power and industry production com-
panies as cornerstone enterprises in the region has in�uenced the propensity of
public authorities not to give priority to environmental and natural resource
protection concerns. In the �sheries sector, this has been most obvious in the
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Table 1
Most Important Actors in the Russian Implementation of International Commitments
in Fisheries Management, Nuclear Safety and Air Pollution Control*

�sheries management nuclear safety air pollution control

federal authorities � State Committee for
Fisheries

� Federal Border
Service

� Minatom
� Nuklid
� Ministry of

Defence
� Gosatomnadzor

Rosgidromet

� Department for
Environmental
Protection (Min-
istry of Natural
Resources)

� Rosgidromet

regional authorities � �sheries depart-
ments at the
regional administra-
tions

� nuclear safety
department at the
Murmansk
regional adminis-
tration

� regional adminis-
trations
(no speci�c
departments for
environmental
protection)

federal agencies in
the region

� Murmanrybvod
� Murmansk State

Inspection of the
Arctic Regional
Command of the
Federal Border
Service

� (Sevryba)

� Minatom
� Gosatomnadzor
� Rosgidromet

� Department for
Environmental
Protection (Min-
istry of Natural
Resources) (‘re-
gional environ-
mental commit-
tees’)

� Rosgidromet

target groups � individual �shing
companies

� Northern Fleet
� Murmansk

Shipping Com-
pany

� Kola Nuclear
Power Plant

� Pechenganickel
� Severonickel

* The table is not meant to be exhaustive. It includes those agencies and enterprises that are given
most attention in the article’s case studies.



Russian positions vis-à-vis various international negotiations. For instance, the
Joint Russian-Norwegian Fisheries Commission from the late 1990s established
cod quotas far above the scienti�c recommendations of the International Coun-
cil for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), mainly as a result of Russian pressure
within the Commission. But despite the importance of �sheries to the North-
west Russian economy, it has not led to a determined effort to avoid interna-
tional obligations once they are established.46 Likewise, while authorities would
probably have been reluctant to accept or implement international obligations
that seriously impeded further industrial activity in the mono-industrial towns
of the Kola Peninsula, it is hard to argue that this factor accounts for the prob-
lems found in the implementation of Russia’s international nuclear safety and
air pollution control commitments in the northwestern region of the country.
However, the loss of control over �shing and air polluting companies as a result
of the privatization of these enterprises seems to have hampered implementa-
tion, at least in the cases of �sheries management and air pollution control.
Finally, the relatively good opportunities to monitor target group behavior have
improved the prospects of successful implementation, but cannot by them-
selves serve as a main explanation for the achieved implementation. In sum,
factors related to the nature of the problems at hand can partly account for im-
plementation performance, but hardly constitute any decisive element in this
context.

Nature of the Commitments

The hypothesis on the varying in�uence of commitments on implementation
performance is that agreements that are binding upon the signatories, contain
precise obligations for the parties, and require a large degree of adjustment in
the behavior of target groups are more dif�cult to implement than accords that
are non-binding, vague and demand only minor or no efforts on the part of tar-
get groups. Of our case studies, air pollution control is the one in which the
nature of the commitments can obviously explain much of the actual imple-
mentation efforts taking place, or more correctly, not taking place. As a result of
reduced industrial activity, the commitments more or less ful�lled themselves.
In nuclear safety, the situation is the opposite: the international accords are so
demanding upon the Russian party—requiring restructuring of certain elements
of the Northwest Russian nuclear power complex to a so-far unforeseen ex-
tent—that it can largely explain much of the trouble encountered in the imple-
mentation process. In both cases, the nature of the commitments proves an
important explanatory factor in accounting for implementation success or fail-
ure. This is not the case in �sheries management. The commitments following
from the bilateral Russian-Norwegian regime, re�ecting the parties’ commit-
ments in accordance with regional and global agreements, are binding, precise
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and generally require signi�cant changes on the part of target groups. But even
this does not account for implementation failure observable in the Barents Sea
�sheries.

Implementation in National Legislation

Is the implementation of international commitments in national legislation
(for implementation at the national normative level) a prerequisite for their fur-
ther successful de facto implementation at the national level? The elaboration of
a national, and, to some extent, also regional legislation at the level of law has
been quite successful in the areas of nuclear safety and air pollution control.
Russia does not yet have a law on �sheries although the Federal Parliament has
been working on such a law for nearly a decade. Hence, the incorporation of in-
ternational commitments in national legislation at the level of law does not
seem to be a prerequisite for successful implementation of Russia’s interna-
tional �sheries agreements.47 There is little reason to assume that the situation
related to air pollution control would be much different had a law on environ-
mental protection not been adopted in the early 1990s, i.e. that Russian author-
ities would have been able to pursue more or less the same air pollution policy
as today in the absence of this law. It should also be observed that the existing
law on air pollution is from the Soviet era. In nuclear safety, the situation might
be a bit different, although this is mere speculation. One might at least imagine
that public management of Russia’s vast nuclear complex—with the con�icting
public agencies involved—would have proven more dif�cult had not a legal
framework at the level of law been in place.

Implementation by Public Authorities

The lengthening of the previous chain of implementation has clearly been an
obstacle to effective implementation in our case studies. Not only was Soviet
implementation of the country’s international commitments ensured by the
incorporation of these commitments into national production plans; the Soviet
Union also possessed administrative systems in areas such as �sheries manage-
ment, nuclear safety and air pollution control that were indeed “capable of gov-
erning.” When we claim the decreased implementation performance and target
compliance in Northwest Russian �sheries in recent years to be the result of the
disintegration of the previous enforcement system, this is clearly an example of
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47. This is not meant to imply that the implementation of Russia’s international �sheries agree-
ments has been completely successful. However, to the extent that it has not been successful, it
has not been a result of lacking incorporation of international commitments in national legisla-
tion. It could also be argued that the absence of a law on �sheries does not mean that the man-
agement of Russian �sheries takes place in a legal vacuum. Legal documents at lower judicial
levels are constantly being issued. Further, the de�nition of “incorporation in national legisla-
tion” is not obvious (for example, how about a fax sent from Murmanrybvod to a �shing ves-
sel?), so we limit ourselves here to concluding that such incorporation at the level of law does
not seem necessary to spur further implementation efforts.



“unintentional” implementation failure. Rather than “Russia” as a rational uni-
tary actor deciding that “from this moment on we will no longer adhere to our
international �sheries commitments and therefore dissolve the existing enforce-
ment system,” the reorganization was partly the result of genuine suspicion on
the part of the presidential administration that the existing �shery inspection
was incapable of performing its tasks,48 and partly of more common bureau-
cratic battles over budget shares (which depend on areas of formal responsibil-
ity). The delays in the implementation of some of the international nuclear
safety projects re�ect inter-agency con�ict between Minatom and Gosato-
mnadzor rather than an overarching Russian unwillingness to implement the
projects. Likewise, some implementation processes in nuclear safety have re-
portedly been delayed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs “displaying political
strength” to compensate for its lack of �nancial gain from international cooper-
ation. We should also avoid the Western tendency to perceive the Russian
“hard” agencies as necessarily “the bad guys” and the “soft” ones as always “the
good guys.” While there is ample evidence of Minatom attempting to curb the
independent nuclear safety protection agency, it is possible at least to imagine
that Gosatomnadzor may “be more meticulous than necessary” in its licensing
activities, thus hampering the implementation of Russia’s international agree-
ments, in order to legitimize its own existence as an independent agency. Some
would say that this is what happened when the 40-ton cask developed under
AMEC was denied a license.49 The point is that the devolution of power to new
agencies—while being desirable either to ensure independent environmental
control or to increase the in�uence of regional authorities or stakeholders—
often involves the cost of lengthening the chain of implementation and hence
reducing implementation effectiveness, at least in the short run. It should be ob-
served in this context that delegation of power to the regional level has not
hampered implementation. Quite the contrary, the coordinating role generally
assumed by regional authorities in our case studies has evidently furthered
rather than obstructed successful implementation.

In sum, implementation efforts by public authorities at both the federal
and regional level can generally explain the failure or success of the individual
cases of implementation. On the negative side, most of the problems found in
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48. Added to this picture of a lack of conscious effort to avoid implementation of its international
�sheries commitments in the Barents Sea comes the fact that the original impetus behind the
reorganization process came from events in the Far Eastern �shery basin, where rumors of cor-
rupt �shery inspectors were far more widespread than in the northern basin.

49. Another example, this time from the area of �sheries management is the following. Towards the
end of the 1990s, it became increasingly dif�cult for Norwegian and Russian marine researchers
to get permits from Russian authorities to conduct joint scienti�c cruises in the Russian part of
the Barents Sea. From the Norwegian side, it was generally believed that some of the “bad guys”
(the “power agencies”) were behind the refusals. While we will not contest that this had an ef-
fect, we were once told by a Russian �sheries civil servant that the main obstacle was in fact the
State Committee for Environmental Protection—by Norwegians generally perceived as a “good
guy” par excellence in Russian environmental politics. According to our source, the Committee
felt obliged to increasingly spread its tentacles into new areas of governance in order to justify
its existence.



all our three case studies can be accounted for by the high level of con�ict be-
tween federal agencies. On the positive side, much of the successful implemen-
tation activity that is taking place can be ascribed to the existence of reasonably
well-functioning systems for environmental and natural resource management
(i.e. well-functioning as long as they are protected from interference from other
bodies of governance). Moreover, the inclusion of regional authorities and fed-
eral agencies located in the regions in some of the implementation processes
seems to have had a positive effect on implementation performance.

Implementation by Others

Participation by actors other than public authorities in the implementation pro-
cess is sometimes believed to enhance chances of success. In particular, the par-
ticipation of target groups, research communities and NGOs is assumed to be-
stow legitimacy on the process and increase the knowledge base for
implementation. Participation by such other actors is generally limited to target
groups in our case studies. In addition, scienti�c institutes are also to some ex-
tent included in implementation activities, mainly in �sheries management.
Where participation by target groups and researchers is observed, primarily in
�sheries management, but partly also in nuclear safety, it has contributed posi-
tively to those aspects of the implementation process that have proven effective.
But, again, this has not been a decisive element in explaining implementation
performance.

An assessment of the explanatory power of the various factors we have re-
viewed in relation to implementation performance is given in Table 2. The na-
ture of the problem seems to have had a moderate effect in explaining imple-
mentation performance in all three case studies. Most importantly, the fact that
major target groups have been privatized during the 1990s has quite seriously
hampered implementation. The nature of the commitments proved an impor-
tant explanatory element in the areas of nuclear safety and air pollution control,
but not in �sheries management. The air pollution control commitments con-
stituted no real challenge for the Soviet Union/Russian Federation, while the
nuclear safety accords require behavioral changes so far-reaching that, it may be
argued, complete compliance should not be expected for some time yet. Based
on the results in the �sheries sector, implementation of international commit-
ments in national legislation at the level of law is no prerequisite for further im-
plementation activities. The performance of public authorities is a major expla-
nation to implementation success or failure, while implementation activities of
others, mainly target groups and partly also scienti�c communities, play a cer-
tain role. In sum, the implementation performance in the case of �sheries man-
agement can be explained mainly by both positive and negative elements in
public authorities’ implementation efforts. In air pollution control, the nature
of the commitments, i.e. the lack or very limited need of behavioral changes, is
the main explanation of implementation performance. Finally, the picture is a
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bit more complex in the case of nuclear safety where all the factors reviewed
have had a moderate or considerable effect on implementation performance.

Conclusion

The break-up of the Soviet Union and establishment of a new Russian state in
the early 1990s was accompanied by a green wave of environmental concern in
the population and the reorganization of the state structure to incorporate inde-
pendent agencies for environmental protection and monitoring. The State
Committee for Environmental Protection, created in 1988, was elevated to the
status of a ministry in 1991. An independent control agency for nuclear safety,
Gosatomnadzor, was established the same year. A contrary trend followed in the
second half of the decade: the federal agency for environmental protection lost
its ministerial status in 1996 and its status as an independent agency four years
later. Gosatomnadzor has so far maintained its independence, but has seen its
powers and areas of responsibility constrained by Minatom. Similarly, the State
Committee for Fisheries lost its independent status temporarily in 1997 and has
since been under constant attack from other federal agencies, notably the Fed-
eral Border Service and the Ministry of Economy. Ironically, some of the present
tensions at the federal level in Russia concerning the management of the envi-
ronment and natural resources are the outcome of reorganizations encouraged
by the West, partly even spurred by binding agreements with Western countries.
Had Russia not established an independent agency for nuclear safety control,
these tasks may very well have been performed successfully by Minatom and the
dif�culties encountered in the implementation of CTR and AMEC would not
have occurred. If responsibility for �sheries enforcement at sea had not been
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Table 2
Assessed Explanatory Power of Various Factors Related to Implementation
(3: high importance; 2: some importance; 1: little importance)

�sheries
management

nuclear
safety

Air pollution
control

nature of the problem (2) (2) (2)
nature of the commitments (1) (3) (3)
implementation in national legislation (1) (2)* (1)*
implementation activities by public authorities (3) (3) (3)*
implementation activities by others (2) (2) (1)

* These assessments are made on the basis of contra-factual exercises: based on the experiences of
the �sheries management, it is assumed that the incorporation of international commitments in air
pollution control, and, to a degree, also nuclear safety, is not a prerequisite for their successful
de facto implementation. Furthermore, it is assumed that the high level of con�ict among federal
agencies would have hampered implementation of Russia’s international air pollution require-
ments had they not implemented themselves through the reduction in industry productivity.



transferred to the Federal Border Service—a reorganization completely in line
with the “Western” view that such control should be performed by agencies
with limited af�liation with their target groups—our Barents Sea �sheries case
study might very well have had excellent implementation performance and tar-
get compliance. While we do not intend to imply that Gosatomnadzor should
not have been established—or that the transfer of enforcement powers to the
Federal Border Service was necessarily a mistake in a long-term perspective—we
would like to repeat that Russia in some areas of the management of the envi-
ronment and natural resources has a considerable “capacity to govern” as part of
its Soviet heritage. This is particularly obvious in the management of �sheries.

Hence, while the general climate surrounding the protection of the envi-
ronment and natural resources is not very promising in Russia at the turn of the
millennium, our case studies have also revealed patterns of governance at the re-
gional, federal and international level that do not bode too badly for the future.
First, there is the established “capacity to govern,” often overlooked by well-
meaning Westerners loaded with good intentions to “teach the Russians.” Lack
of knowledge of existing structures of governance in Russia might well lead to
the destruction of systems that already work quite well. Second, the recent his-
tory of Northwestern Russia gives a certain hope for the future as far as the role
of regional authorities in the implementation process is concerned. Apart from
some initial confrontations in �sheries management, regional authorities have
in all three cases taken upon themselves a coordinating role that has clearly had
a positive effect on implementation performance. Third, most joint implemen-
tation initiatives have had a similarly positive effect, not only on implementa-
tion problem-solving, but also in overcoming structural dif�culties created by
the lack of integration and high level of con�ict between various Russian agen-
cies of governance. In both �sheries management and nuclear safety, bilateral
cooperation with Norway has “forced” representatives of con�icting Russian
agencies—for example, the Federal Border Service and the “traditional” �sheries
complex, and Minatom and Gosatomnadzor and the State Committee/Depart-
ment for Environmental Protection—to join forces, which, in turn, has had pos-
itive effects on Russian implementation efforts. Based on these conclusions, our
main recommendation for the establishment of future environmental agree-
ments with Russia would be to take into consideration the speci�cs of Russian
political culture in drawing up implementation plans for the agreements. More-
over, the potential that lies in joint implementation at the micro level and in in-
volving regional authorities in implementation processes should not be over-
looked.
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