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Abstract 

 

The break-up of the Soviet Union handed down the Russian Federation a number of Soviet 

environmental legacies ranging from contaminated areas to the old bureaucratic procedures and 

outdated practices. In the post-Soviet years of transition to a free-market economy Russia began to 

face increasingly acute tension between environmental security and economic development, and the 

state’s ability to effectively pursue environmental policies deteriorated. Current environmental 

policy-makers are faced with a multitude of challenges that range from complicated environmental 

systems to the inconsistent legislative framework and resource deficiencies. Although researchers 

have paid some attention to these problems, environmental decision-making remains a poorly 

illuminated area and constitutes a theoretically challenging problem. 
 

This paper addresses the regional environmental decision-making process in the Russian 

Federation. Using the Pskov region on the border with Byelorussia and the two future EU members 

Estonia and Latvia as a case study, this paper seeks to supply a better understanding of how 

environmental decisions are made on the regional and local levels with a special focus on 

constraints affecting environmental policy-making. The study attempts to explain the environmental 

decision-making process in light of the two competing theories of decision-making, incrementalism 

and the bureaucratic politics model. It is primarily based on interviews made in the Pskov region in 

the autumn of 2002. 

 

Both theoretical models were found to be applicable to the case at hand. On the one hand, 

examination of regional environmental decision-making illustrated a number of features of 

incrementalism. The environmental policy-making was seen as a recurring process where major 

policy departures were precluded by such limitations as information and resources constraints, the 

public’s failure to mobilise, fragmented analysis and the reliance on outdated environmental 

practices. However, the bureaucratic politics model appeared to have provided a more specific and 

convincing explanation. The bureaucratic politics analysis demonstrated that competition and 

conflict which was inherent in the process of regional environmental decision-making greatly 

stemmed from the divergent organisational interests. This divergence was determined by different 

positions of environmental agencies in the decision-making apparatus. Decision-making structure 

which led each environmental authority to act in pursuit of its narrowly defined interests was seen 

as a crucial factor detrimental to the overall environmental performance. 
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I. INTRODUCTORY CHAPTER 

 

I.1. Introduction 
 

The Soviet leadership tended to think of the country’s resources as more than plentiful and almost 

inexhaustible. The government’s goal to industrialise as quickly as possible often ruled out subtle 

environmental considerations when new projects were planned and the old ones upgraded.1 The 

collapse of the Soviet Union handed down a sad legacy of environmental disasters with a 

devastating effect on the population’s health ranging from contaminated ground waters to heavily 

polluted industrial cities and discarded nuclear-powered vessels around the island of Novaya 

Zemlya.2 

 

The Russian Federation began to face acute tension between environmental security and economic 

concerns.3 The nature of democratisation for the environment turned out to be two-faced. It allowed 

the relatively realistic assessment of ecological problems and stimulated public participation and the 

growth of interest groups. However, powerful industrial and business interests came forth to get the 

3most out of natural resources, private business began an assault on nature reserves, whereas the 

ability of the state to supervise environmental compliance and effectively pursue environmental 

policies deteriorated.4 Russia’s transition to a free-market economy in 1992-96 is argued to have 

been implemented in an anti-environmental and socially destructive manner.5 

 

Nowadays environmental problems of individual states tend to become a concern of many nations.6 

Environmental concerns in the Russian regions bordering on the present and the future EU countries 

evidently transcend the EU frontier.7 Although a number of Western and Russian scholars have 

done some up-to-date research on different aspects of Russia’s environmental management and 

                                                           
1 Shaw, D. (1999) – Russia in the Modern World, p.128. 
2 Sakwa, R. (2002) – Russian Politics and Society, p.326.  
3 Shaw (1999), p.127 and Sakwa (2002), p.326. 
4 Sakwa (2002), p.329. 
5 Massa, I. & Tynkkynen, V.-P. (2001) – The Struggle for Russian Environmental Policy, p.31. 
6 Shaw (1999), p.150. 
7 Pursiainen, C. (2001) –  “Soft Security Problems in Northwest Russia and Their Implications for the Outside World”, 
preliminary report of the project ”Soft Security Policies of the Russian Federation – The Northern Dimension”, p.3, 
http://www.kolumbus.fi/christer.pursianen/northern_outline.html. 
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policy8, the number of publications looks scanty. In particular, unjustifiably little attention has been 

paid to the decision-making process in Russian environmental management.  

 

Russian environmental policy-making is pointed out to be ‘fragmented’ and many of its 

environmental institutions ‘unstable’.9 It is noted that environmental management has an 

excessively complicated institutional framework with different agencies frequently having 

overlapping functions. Their poor co-ordination regularly leads to delaying action or even complete 

in3action. Rather than co-operative arrangements, it is the climate of interagency conflict that seems 

to prevail in the field of environmental policy.10 While the environmental legislative framework is 

demonstrative of inconsistencies and vagueness11, the enforcement functions of environmental 

protection primarily belong to regional and local authorities, which may often be susceptible to the 

influence of well-organised interest groups.12 It is also the case that not infrequently regional and 

local authorities can sideline decisions of environmental agencies on the grounds of economic 

necessity.13 

 

Reportedly, decision-making in Russia is still reflective of hierarchical top-down Soviet practices 

with high reliance on technical solution in solving environmental problems and the exclusion of the 

public.14 Environmental decision-making in the Russian Federation, characterised as one with the 

explicitly conflicting nature, begins to allow for a greater involvement of international and 

transnational agents.15 However, despite considerable domestic and international efforts to improve 

environmental performance, more convincing progress in managing Russia’s environment remains 

to be attained.16 

 

                                                           
8 See Peterson et al. (2001), Ivanova (2001), Yanitskiy (2001), Wernstedt (2002), Crotty (2002). 
9 Wernstedt, K. (2002) – ‘Environmental Protection in the Russian Federation: Lessons and Opportunities’ in Journal of 
Environmental Planning and Management, Vol.45, No.4, pp.493-516. 
10 Ivanova, M. (2001) – ‘Environmental Crime and Punishment in Russia: Law as Reason for Breach’, Paper for 
“Global Environmental Change and the Nation State” 2001 Berlin Conference on the Human Dimension of Global 
Environmental Change, 7-8 Dec 2001, p.11, www.fu-berlin.de/ffu/akumwelt/bc2001/files/Ivanova_Paper.PDF. 
11 Peterson, D.J. & Bielke, E.K. (2001) – ‘The Reorganization of Russia’s Environmental Bureaucracy: Implications 
and Prospects’ in Post-Soviet Geography and Economics, Vol.42, No.1, p.69. 
12 Ivanova (2001), p.13. 
13 Crotty, J. (2002) – ‘Economic Transition and Pollution Control in the Russian Federation: Beyond Pollution 
Intensification?’ in Europe-Asia Studies, Vol.54, No.2, p.307. 
14 Wernstedt (2002), p.508. 
15 Pursiainen (2001), p.22. 
16 Wernstedt (2002), pp.493-94. 
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The Pskov region that stretches 500 km along the border with the two future EU member states, 

Estonia and Latvia,17 has been a focus of some international and transborder co-operation efforts, 

mainly concentrated around water management issues.18 The same authors mention a number of 

serious hindrances to transborder co-operation between the region and Estonia and Latvia. They 

range from the anti-Western political beliefs of regional elites to unfavourable customs regulations 

and bureaucratic impediments.19 Academic research devoted to Estonian-Russian relations has 

mostly focused on the bilateral issues and regional security.20 Research on the environmental co-

operation between Estonia and Russia has a much more limited body, mainly centring on the 

environmental problems in the Lake Peipsi region.21   

 

I.1.2. Objective and Research Questions 

 

The contention of this thesis is that environmental decision-making patterns in the Pskov region 

have an important impact on the region’s overall environmental performance. The objective of this 

study is to furnish a better understanding of the policy-making processes Russian environmental 

managers are involved in at the regional and local levels. It seeks to analyse regional environmental 

management in view of the two theories of decision-making: incrementalism and the bureaucratic 

politics model. It is also aimed to see how well these Western theories can illuminate environmental 

decision-making in a post-Soviet state. It is largely an exploratory study since only scarce research 

on the region and decision-making in Russia is available.  

  
 
 
Research Questions: 
 
1. What is the structure of environmental management in the Pskov region of the Russian 
Federation? 

• What are the main environmental actors in the region? 
• What is the formal and informal division of powers between these actors? 

 
2. How does regional environmental decision-making function? 
 
3. Which of the two theories can best illuminate the environmental decision-making processes? 

                                                           
17 Pskov Online. 2001. Official website of the Pskov Region, www.pskov.ru/region/geo/index.html; see also a map, p. 
91. 
18 Roll, G., Maximova, T., & Mikenberg., E. (2001) – ‘External Relations of the Pskov Oblast of Russia’, Report of 
Schleswig-Holstein Institute of Peace Research, p.23, www.schiff.uni-kiel.de/deutsch/s-texte/063.pdf. 
19 Ibid., p.25. 
20 See, for example, Grönick et al (1997), Arteus et al (1997), Kruzich et al (1998), Peterson et al (2000). 
21 Another spelling is “Peipus”. Europe’s fourth largest lake on the border between Russia and Estonia. 
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I.2. Disposition 
 

Chapter I introduces an issue to be investigated, spells out a methodological framework, and 

presents a review of the relevant empirical and theoretical literature. Chapter II discusses 

environmental decision-making and theories of decision-making used in this thesis. Chapter III 

provides an overview of the evolution of Russia’s environmental management. It covers both the 

causes of environmental degradation in the former USSR and the development of institutional 

framework to address environmental problems. The last section of the chapter presents the current 

structure of environmental management. Chapter IV gives a brief introduction of the Pskov region, 

its environmental problems, and the administrative framework that deals with environmental issues. 

Also, it presents the Russian interviewees’ perceptions of environmental policy. Chapter V gives an 

explanation of regional environmental decision-making under the lens of incrementalist theory. This 

chapter integrates results with analyses. Chapter VI examines how environmental decision-making 

functions by means of the bureaucratic politics model. Chapter VII is a final discussion that 

highlights the most important findings and their implications. 
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I.3. Methodology 
 

The thesis focuses on how environmental decisions are made in the Pskov region of the Russian 

Federation. The rationale for the study is two-fold. First, there is a need for more academic research 

on Russia’s environmental decision-making, which has so far been paid little attention. Secondly, a 

better understanding of Russia’s environmental policy-making along the future border of the 

enlarged European Union could contribute to more effective transboundary environmental co-

o3peration between Russia, Estonia and Latvia – states that share a common border in this region. 

 

I.3.1. Qualitative Case Study 

 

The thesis employs a qualitative case study design. Such a choice is motivated by the nature of the 

study and its research questions. The study which seeks to explore environmental policy-making 

belongs to policy process studies. According to Hill, a case study employing qualitative methods 

can be an appropriate strategy to get an insight into the core of the policy process. Quantitative 

methods are thought to be less effective in explaining what goes on inside the ‘black box’ of the 

policy process where official impediments often tend to complicate access to necessary data,22 

which was also the case during the data-gathering stage of this study. As environmental decision 

making is very context-dependent and often not understood in its complexity,23 the qualitative 

strategy of inquiry seems especially appropriate. Qualitative methods make it possible to study the 

issue holistically and comprehensively in its complexity and within the important context.24 They 

also make it possible to look into the chosen issues in depth, generating a wealth of detailed 

information about the case and furthering its better understanding.25 

 

This thesis is based on a case study of the environmental policy-making process in the oblast26 of 

Pskov of the Russian Federation. Yin defines a case study as ‘(…) an empirical inquiry that 

investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the 

boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident.’27 According to Punch, it is ‘a 

phenomenon of some sort occurring in a bounded context’, which can be a decision, a policy, or a 

                                                           
22 Hill, M. (1997) – The Policy Process in the Modern State, 3rd Ed., p. 25.  
23 Chechile, R. & Carlisle, S. (1991) – Environmental Decision Making: A Multidisciplinary Perspective, pp.2-4. 
24 Punch, K. (1998) – Introduction to Social Research: Quantitative & Qualitative Approaches, p.192. 
25 Patton, M.Q. (1990) – Qualitative Evaluation & Research Methods, 2nd Ed., pp.13-14. 
26 A region or province. 
27 Yin, R.K. (1994) – Case Study Research: Design and Methods, 2nd Ed., p.13. 
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process.28 Thus, the focus of this study necessitates the application of the case study strategy. An 

expanded understanding of a case study as a comprehensive research strategy that ‘relies on 

multiple sources of evidence’ and ‘benefits from the prior development of theoretical propositions 

to guide data collection and analysis’29 is followed in the design of this study. Although a 

qualitative case study is often applied to create a theory, it should be emphasized that this case study 

is exploratory in its nature. 

  

I.3.2. Data Collection  

 

As King et al. point out, with regard to improving data quality ‘the most important rule for all data 

collection is to report how the data were created and how we came to possess them’.30 The primary 

source of data for this research is interviews. Generally, interviews range from tightly structured 

interviews with pre-set response categories to unstructured conversational interviews.31 This 

typology also matches a quantitative-qualitative dimension with the structured interview most 

corresponding to quantitative approaches, and the unstructured corresponding to qualitative 

approaches.32 

 

This study has utilized a middle ground approach, semi-structured in-depth interviews with clearly 

defined questions but with some flexibility in wording and the order of presentation of questions. 

Based on the research questions, a set of interview questions in English [see appendices] has been 

developed, and carefully translated in Russian to keep its focus of inquiry. The interview questions 

were focused on how environmental decisions were made at the organizational, local, regional and 

central levels, how powers were divided between the environmental decision-making institutions, 

and how the institutions interacted to solve environmental problems. The questions were also aimed 

at eliciting the interviewees’ views on the most acute environmental problems in the region, the 

concepts behind environmental policy, the organization of regional environmental decision-making, 

and the barriers to effective environmental management. Particular Russian officials charged with 

environmental duties in the Pskov region were deliberately selected for interviews to generate data 

otherwise impossible to obtain, which is the main reason for employing interviews as a primary tool 

                                                           
28 Punch (1998), p.152. 
29 Yin (1994), p.13. 
30 King, G., Keohane, R. and Verba, S. (1994) – Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative Research, 
p.51. 
31 Robson, C. (1995) – Real World Research: A Resource for Social Scientists and Practitioner-Researchers, p.231; 
Punch (1998), pp.176-78. 
32 May, T. (1993) – Social Research: Issues, Methods, and Process, p.92. 
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for data collection. The 15 Russian environmental decision-makers were interviewed in October-

November 2002. The interviewees were asked to react to the same set of questions; however, 

depending on the position of an interviewee and circumstances, some adjustment of the interview 

questions in terms of their order and wording might have been done. The interviewees were from 

different environmental authorities and were representative of all the 3 levels of government 

(central or federal, regional, and local).  

 

Given a limited access to comprehensive up-to-date information on the composition of the 

governmental organs in the Pskov region and due to their frequent reorganisations and personnel 

turn-over, the interviewees were selected through a combination of reputational and ‘snowballing’ 

methods. First, continuous monitoring of Russian mass media sources helped to identify several 

officials frequently mentioned as working with environmental issues in the Pskov region . Official 

web-sites of the regional and local governments and the Presidential envoy in the region also 

indicated some names of prospective interviewees; however, their contact information was often 

out-of-date. In some cases a position mentioned on the web-site could no longer exist, or was 

occupied by a different official (due to the recent re-organization of environmental bureaucracies). 

As it was hard to obtain comprehensive information, relying only on the said sources, the second 

method, ‘snowballing’, was applied. Each interviewee was asked to recommend other officials who 

he or she thought influenced environmental policy in the region. The information obtained in this 

way was critically reviewed in view of the already available data, time and resource constraints, and 

the most well-informed candidates were contacted.  

 

There were challenges involved in soliciting interviews and the interviewing process itself.  First, 

not all the prospective interviewees could be reached for a number of reasons (because of sick-

leave, vacation time, or a business trip). Having been asked to be interviewed, a few prospective 

interviewees refused on the grounds that they were going on lengthy sick-leave. A couple of the 

planned interviews had to be cancelled because some officials happened, according to their 

secretaries, to be on vacation or out of town when the interviews were held. In one case all the 

attempts to get a hold of a high-level local official were resisted by his secretary throughout nearly 

the two-week’s time, which might suggest unwillingness to be interviewed on often sensitive 

environmental issues. The fact that most of the interviewees belonged to the regional elite 

occasionally complicated access to them because they might perceive their status to be higher than 

that of the researcher. It should also be mentioned that at the very beginning a majority of the 

interviewees were quite suspicious about what the information they were asked to provide would be 
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used for. Many of the interviewees tended to interpret the term ‘environmental policy’33 in a very 

narrow sense of environmental protection functions, and, initially, were uncertain whether they 

could meaningfully comment on the questions. It would take a great of deal of persuasion to get 

them to talk. In some cases the interviewees elected not to answer certain questions because, as they 

said, the questions were outside their sphere of competence. In several cases the interviewees were 

reluctant to be recorded, and gave their consent only after being assured that these interviews would 

not appear in the Russian mass media. A condition employed throughout all the interviews was to 

promise not to disclose the interviewees’ names in further analysis. Each interview typically lasted 

for approximately 30 minutes and, with the permission of the interviewees, was taped, transcribed 

and translated.  

  

I.3.3. Limitations 

 

As the selection of particular methods tends to restrict the vision of researchers, to narrow data 

relevant to answering research questions and to somewhat predetermine the outcomes of research,34 

this study sought to integrate data from several methods and sources of information. For this 

purpose the research utilized secondary sources of data, including: previous research on Russian 

environmental policy, studies of the Russian and foreign mass media (with a focus on the 

environmental issues in the Pskov region, and the central government’s decisions affecting the 

environmental sector), and content analyses of pertinent administrative documents. The aim of this 

was to verify, to put to context or clarify primary data generated by the interviews.  

 

The case study strategy is generally criticised for limited generalisability of findings. However, as 

Punch argues there will always be some level of ‘transferability of knowledge from one case to 

another’.35  Although this study does not claim to be generalisable to all the instances of 

environmental decision-making in Russia, its findings do not contradict, and often appear to be 

corroborated by the results of studies based on other regions of Russia.36 Furthermore, the case 

study can be generalisable in terms of ‘expanding and generalising theories (analytic 

generalisation)’.37 

 

                                                           
33 See pp.19-20 for definitions of environmental policy. 
34 Peters, G.B. (1998) – Comparative Politics: Theory and Methods, p.219. 
35 Punch (1998), p.155. 
36 See, for example, Yanitsky (2000), Ivanova (2001), Crotty (2002) and Wernstedt (2002). 
37 Yin (1994), p.10. 
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In terms of improving data quality, King et al. suggest detailed reporting and recording of the 

methods and the relevant information.38 The major limitation with interviews is the problem of 

validity because ‘the data are one step removed from direct experience’.39 It should also be kept in 

mind that the information elicited from the interviewees is often their perceptions of and views on 

the issue, rather than solid facts. Comparing answers against those of other interviewees as well as 

relevant secondary sources should help minimise distortions when, for example, the interviewees 

tell what they might think makes them look good.  

 

I.3.4. Data Analysis 

 

Qualitative data, which are far less systematic and structured than quantitative, often complicate 

analysis.40 Yin suggests as a useful general strategy for case study analysis to search for ‘patterns’ 

by comparing results with patterns predicted from theory.41 The case study analysis is guided by 

theoretical propositions which underlie the research questions and the objective. These help narrow 

down a scope of data for analysis and elicit alternative explanations for the case.  

 

                                                           
38 King et al. (1994), p.23. 
39 Fielding, N.G. & Fielding, J.L. (1986) – Linking Data, p.51. 
40 Patton (1990), p.24. 
41 Yin (1994), p.103-104. 
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I.4. Literature Review 
 

I.4.1. Empirical Literature 

 

The focus of this thesis, Russia’s environmental decision-making nowadays, remains a greatly 

unexplored field in the literature on environmental management and policy. Up-to-date publications 

about Russian environmental policy are even scantier. This deficiency was also demonstrated by the 

extensive search of the World Wide Web and library catalogues. Among other authors, prominent 

Russian sociologist Yanitsky’s research into Russian environmental movements provided valuable 

insights for the analysis, especially his chapter on environmental decision-making.42 The lack of the 

literature on environmental decision-making in the Russian Federation is probably explained by the 

difficulty to gain reliable access to the decision-making settings, which are still quite closed 

especially at the higher levels of decision-making. It may also be the case that environmental 

decision-making has been perceived by scholars as less important than studies of specific 

environmental problems and pollution controls which seem to have attracted more attention.43  

 

However, a number of recent, if not numerous, publications on different aspects of Russia’s 

environmental management and policy have been helpful in framing this paper. The analysis of the 

current system of environmental regulation in the Russian Federation and non-enforcement 

problems done by Ivanova44 was especially valuable in terms of its insights into the influence of 

legislation on environmental decision-making and the sources of incrementalism in environmental 

policies. Peterson and Bielke’s examination of the implications of reforms of environmental 

bureaucracies in Russia45 helped to put the interviewees’ accounts into perspective in view of the 

recent institutional reorganisations. Wernstedt’s work on the role of a civil society and the market 

incentives in environmental protection46 was instrumental in securing an insight into the public 

involvement in environmental decision-making. Ziegler and Lyon’s paper which primarily focused 

                                                           
42 Yanitsky, O. (2000) – Russian Greens in a Risk Society: A Structural Analysis. 
43 See, for example, Crotty (2002), Tynkkynen, V.-P. (2001) – ‘Water Related Health Risks and Preventive Policies in 
the Karelian Republic’ and Heininen, L. and Segerståhl, B. (2001) – ‘Nuclear-waste Policy, International Negotiations 
and Ecological Restoration in the Barents Region’ in The Struggle for Russian Environmental Policy, Massa, I. & 
Tynkkynen, V.-P. 
44 Ivanova (2001). 
45 Peterson & Bielke (2001).  
46 Wernstedt (2002). 
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on the nuclear waste policy gave a useful overview of major environmental policy developments in 

the post-Soviet period.47 

 

To set the environmental decision-making in the context of Russia’s government system required 

consulting a range of sources on Russian politics. Sakwa’s comprehensive analysis48 served as an 

up-to-date source regarding key governmental structures and processes, in particular relations 

between the federal, regional and local governments. Kourliandskaya et al.’s detailed treatment of  

the local government, including local decision-making and politics,49 stimulated a better 

understanding of which influences on decision-making processes were at work on the local level. 

The workings of local budgeting and potential funding pressures by the regional government were 

examined by Kuzmin et al.50  

 

I.4.2. Literature on Theoretical Perspectives 

 
Incrementalism  

Literature on incrementalism is mainly based on a number of Lindblom’s seminal contributions. 

Also, this thesis makes use of several other studies that attempt to critique and refine the core 

concepts, first propounded by Lindblom. The earliest exposition of incrementalism ideas dates back 

to a 1959 Lindblom article which explicitly spells out an alternative to the “rational” models of 

decision-making.51 Asserting that policy problems are extraordinarily complex and human analytic 

capacities and assets can hardly match their complexity, he offers a decision-making model in 

which policy-making cautiously proceeds by small steps which are not drastically different from the 

existing policy. This article and his two collaborative works, A Strategy of Decision and The Policy-

Making Process, have been most influential in this work in terms of the original exposition and 

interpretation of key concepts. As regards other contributions to the incrementalist tradition, 

Incrementalism and Public Policy by Hayes offers a contemporary revision of incrementalism, by 

adding new explanations of the various sources of incrementalism. Briassoulis’ inquiry into 

incrementalism as part of environmental planning approaches added more rigour to the thesis 

                                                           
47 Ziegler, C.E. & Lyon, H.B. (2002) – ‘The Politics of Nuclear Waste in Russia’ in Problems of Post-Communism, 
Vol.49, No.4. 
48 Sakwa (2002). 
49 Kourliandskaia, G., Nikolayenko, Y. & Golovanova, N. (2001) – ‘Local Government in the Russian Federation’ in 
Developing New Rules in the Old Environment, Munteanu, I. & Popa, V. pp.161-264. 
50 Kuzmin, A.I. et al. (2002) – ‘Local Government Budgeting: Russia’ in Local Government Budgeting, Högye, M. pp. 
521-71. 
51 See Lindblom, C.E. (1959) – ’The Science of Muddling Through’ in Public Administration Review, Vol.19, pp.78-88. 
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analysis.52 Important criticisms offered by Etzioni53 were helpful in terms of setting out the general 

parameters of the theory used here. An article by David A. McEntire which assessed the strengths 

of both theoretical models as they applied to the war in Vietnam54 greatly influenced how the 

analysis part of this thesis was structured. 

 
The Bureaucratic Politics Model 

The bureaucratic politics model of decision-making is most associated with political scientists 

Allison, Halperin and Kanter55. The influence of Allison’s Essence of Decision has gone far beyond 

the field of international politics.56 The theoretical ideas of his work became prominent in studies of 

governmental decision-making.57 The primary point of the bureaucratic politics model further 

refined and developed by the three scholars is that decisions could be best understood as the result 

of competitive interaction among the actors with divergent interests and different influence. 

Another major point suggested by Allison is that positions defended by decision-makers are 

determined by the institutional position in the decision-making apparatus and are affected by the 

operative framework and the commonly shared values. Halperin and Kanter in their influential 

Bureaucratic Politics and Foreign Policy further refined some elements of this basic model and put 

more emphasis on each actor’s motivations. Although the model has been primarily developed and 

applied for the fields of American foreign policy and security, in the 1999 edition of Essence of 

Decision Allison explicitly encouraged students of politics to apply it to ‘fields other than foreign 

policy, governmental powers other than the executive and governments other than that of the United 

States.’58 It is exactly this invitation that the thesis attempts to follow through. Contemporary 

expositions and empirical application of this model done by Karlsson, McEntire, Michaud and 

Hateley59 were also beneficial to this work. 

                                                           
52 Briassoulis, H. (1989) – ’Theoretical Orientations in Environmental Planning: An Inquiry into Alternative 
Approaches’ in Environmental Management, Vol.13, No.4, pp.381-392. 
53 Etzioni, A. (1967) – ’Mixed-Scanning: A ”Third” Approach to Decision-Making’ in Public Administration Review, 
Vol.27, pp.385-392; Etzioni, A. (1968) – The Active Society: A Theory of Societal and Political Processes. 
54 McEntire, D. (1998) – ’Comparing and Critiquing Incrementalism and the Bureaucratic Politics Model: Implications 
from the Case of the Vietnam War’ in Journal of Public and International Affairs, 
http://www.wws.princeton.edu/~jpia/12.html. 
55 This thesis draws extensively on the three classical works of these authors: Allison, G. (1971) – Essence of Decision: 
Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis; Allison, G. & Halperin, M. (1972) –‘Bureaucratic Politics: A Paradigm and Some 
Policy Implications’ in Theory and Policy in International Relations, Tanter, R. & Ullman, R.; Halperin, M. & Kanter, 
A. (1974) – Bureaucratic Politics and Foreign Policy. 
56 Welch, D. (1992) – ’The Organizational Process and Bureaucratic Politics Paradigms’ in International Security, 
Vol.17, No.2, p.112. 
57 McGrew, A. & Wilson, M. (1982) – Decision Making: Approaches and Analysis, pp. 7-15, 36-40. 
58 Allison, G. & Zelikow, P. (1999) – Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis. 
59 Karlsson, H. (2002) – Bureaucratic Politics and Weapons Acquisition: The Case of the MX ICBM Program; 
McEntire (1998); Michaud, N. (2002) – ‘Bureaucratic Politics and the Shaping of Policies: Can We Measure Pulling 
and Hauling Games?’ in Canadian Journal of Political Science, Vol. 35, No.2, pp. 269-300;  Hateley, T. (2000) – 
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II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 

II.1. Environmental Decision-Making 
 

Before the theoretical approaches are spelled out, it is necessary to examine some concepts central 

to the decision-making process in general and to environmental decision making in particular. First, 

it is necessary to define what actually decision-making is. For the purpose of the study decision-

making can be generally defined as ‘a process in which choices are made or a preferred option is 

selected’.60 It is pointed out that decision-making as a purposeful process entailing the development 

of decisions, their implementation and evaluation is a characteristic of all organizations regardless 

of the nature of organizational activities.61 A number of scholars note the decision-making process 

extends throughout the policy process so that policy formation and its implementation are very 

intertwined and hard to distinguish.62 In fact, policy-making can be viewed as a generalized form of 

decision-making ‘in which whole sets of decisions are considered and the contexts for decisions 

concerning bits are reviewed’.63 It is further asserted that policy has to do with ‘a course of action or 

a web of decisions rather than one decision’ so that ‘a series of decisions (…), taken together, 

comprise a more or less common understanding of what policy is’.64 

 

Therefore, it should be made clear from the onset that the thesis aims is to examine general patterns 

of environmental decision-making in the region at hand, rather than to merely focus on specific 

environmental decisions. Consequently, within this study the term decision-making, in fact, implies 

policy-making. In other words, this study can be referred to the ‘studies of the policy process’, 

which are concerned with ‘uncovering the various influences on policy formulation’, often within a 

specific community.65 As the study sets out to examine environmental decision-making in the 

setting where multiple actors operate and where their decisions bear on one another, the need to 

study societal decision making as ‘a multi-actor process’66 should be kept in mind all the way. 

Many actors involved in decision-making at different levels contribute to the view of decision-

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Bureaucratic Politics and the Department of National Defence, Third Annual Graduate Student Symposium, 
http://www.cda-cdai.ca/symposia/2000/hataley.htm. 
60 Parsons, W. (1995) – Public Policy: An Introduction to the Theory and Practice of Policy Analysis, p.245. 
61 Tarter, C.J. & Hoy, K.W. (1998) – ‘Towards a contingency theory of decisionmaking’, in Journal of Educational 
Administration, Vol.36, No.3 pp.212-228. 
62 Hill (1997), p.98; Parsons (1995), p.245. 
63 Etzioni, A. (1968) – The Active Society: A Theory of Societal and Political Processes, p.252. 
64 Hill (1997), p.7. 
65 Ibid., p. 4. 
66 Etzioni (1968), p.253. 
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making as complex multi-faceted activity in which policy-making appears to be made up of 

numerous decision points.67  
 

Environmental decisions defined as ‘decisions concerning an environmental issue, or about an 

action which could or will foreseeably have an environmental effect’68 are pointed out to differ 

frequently from environmentally-neutral decisions in terms of higher uncertainty, longer time to 

attain the desired objectives, and political pressures not characteristic of other decision problems.69 

 

Other challenging aspects to consider are the involvement of new stakeholders, compared to many 

conventional societal problems, mismatch between the administrative borders and the 

environmental problems, the unclear distribution of costs and benefits, and misfit between existing 

decision processes and environmental decisions.70 However, despite its peculiarities environmental 

decision-making should not be examined in isolation from ‘other’ decision-making.71 The rationale 

for this is the strong links and interactions between environmental decision-making and the social 

context in which it is rooted.72  

 

There are many approaches to explain how decisions come to be made. They vary both by 

discipline and by the dimension of decision-making they are focused on. The theoretical and 

analytical devices used in this study are the incrementalist (or incremental) theory/model of 

decision-making and the bureaucratic politics model. At first, incrementalism is set in the context of 

the rational-incrementalist debate; however, it should be noted rationalism is not used as a separate 

theory in the thesis. 

                                                           
67 Parsons (1995), p.246. 
68 Gray, P.C.R., Wiedermann, P.M., Schutz, H., Hallman, W.K., Feldman, D., & Turner, R. (1996) – ‘The Nature and 
Challenges of Environmental Decision Making: Case Studies for Policy Improvement’, Background Paper for Planning 
Workshop 17-19 October 1996, p.3. 
69 Chechile & Carlisle (1991), pp.11-12. 
70 Gray et al. (1996), p.5. 
71 Turner, R.S., Tonn, B., English, M. (1997) – ‘Environmental Decision Making: A Framework and Institutional and 
Information Needs’, p.3. 
72 Tonn, B., English, M., & Travis, C. (2000) – ‘A Framework for Understanding and Improving Environmental 
Decision Making’ in Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, Vol.43, No.2, p.166. 
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II.2. The Rational – Incrementalist Debate 

 

One way to look at how decision-making proceeds is the rational (or rationalistic) decision-making 

theory or model.73 Benefiting from the ideas developed in economic and organization theories the 

rational theory comes up with a model of the actor74 equipped with clear goals, compete 

information and the capacity to assess all the decision options exhaustively.75 Individual actors are 

viewed as self-regarding rational actors who order the possible outcomes of any decision according 

to their preferences and choose the strategy that maximizes expected utility.76 The view of self-

interested “utility maximizers” is further extended to organizational actors that weigh up the costs 

and benefits of any given course of action:  

 

‘Bureaucratic officials in general have a complex set of goals including power, income, prestige, 

security, convenience, loyalty (to an idea, an institution, or the nation), pride in excellent work, and 

desire to serve the public interest … But regardless of the particular goals involved, every official is 

significantly motivated by his own self-interest’.77 

 

According to Fischer, five main stages of the rational model of decision-making can be identified: 

 

‘1. Decision-makers first empirically identify the existence of a problem; 

2. They formulate the goals and objectives that would lead to an optimal solution; 

3. They determine the relevant consequences and probabilities of alternative means to the 

solution; 

4. They assign a value, that is a cost and benefit, to each consequence; 

5. Finally, they combine the information and select the most effective and efficient 

alternative.’78 

 

                                                           
73 In fact, it is a whole host of theories that generally falls under this name; also called rational-comprehensive or 
synoptic model of decision-making. 
74‘[T]he individual actors need not be people; they may be households, firms, political parties, or trade unions. Insofar 
as internal differences of interest among these collective actors are not taken into account, these actors may be 
represented as individual decision makers provided with well-defined goals and expectations’. In Bicchieri, C. (1997) – 
Rationality and Coordination, p.5.  
75 Parsons (1995), p.271. 
76 Anderson, J. (2000) – Public Policymaking, p.24. 
77 Downs, A. (1967) – Inside Bureaucracy, pp.212-13. 
78 Fischer, F. (1995) – Evaluating Public Policy, p.10f. 
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As it is, this theory assumes that decisions are made in a policy context free of constraints, so that 

all possible options for the attainment of the goal can be considered.79 The ideal rational model 

posits that decision makers take their decisions in a purely objective and value-free manner after a 

systematic and largely technical assessment of the available information and options placed before 

them.80 It also assumes that the decision-maker commands a high level of control over the decision-

making setting.81 In short, the rational model contends: that the decision-maker can identify the 

problem, that the decision-maker’s goals, values, and objectives are clear and ranked in accordance 

with their importance, that the alternative ways of addressing the problem are considered, that the 

cost and benefit or advantages and disadvantages of each alternative are investigated, that options 

and their consequences can be compared with their alternatives, and that the decision-maker will 

choose the alternative that maximizes the attainment of the goals, values, and objectives. Finally, 

the decision-maker is expected to be acting only in the interests of her organization.82  

 

One critique, termed incrementalist theory,83 challenges the rational model of decision-making as 

unrepresentative of reality and points to the limited capacity of actors as a major reason for much 

less command over the decision-making environment. According to Braybrooke and Lindblom, the 

rational model fails to account for such factors as the restricted human problem-solving capacity, 

the lack of comprehensive information and assets for rational policy choices, the impossibility to 

review all the likely consequences and the vague boundaries between means and ends.84 Rather than 

attempting to be rational and comprehensive, incrementalist theory is said to provide a description 

of decision-making as it comes about.85 The next section details the main tenets of this theoretical 

model and explains how it will be applied in the case study. 

                                                           
79 Smith, G. & May, D. (1980) – ‘The artificial debate between rationalism and incrementalist models of decision 
making’ in Policy and Politics, Vol.8, pp.147-61. 
80 Hill (1997), pp.99-100. 
81 Etzioni (1967), pp.385-92. 
82 Weston, J. (2000) – ‘EIA, Decision-making Theory and Screening and Scoping in UK Practice’ in Journal of 
Environmental Planning and Management, Vol.43, No.2, pp.185-203. 
83 See Lindblom (1959), pp.78-88; Braybrooke, D. & Lindblom, C.E. (1963). 
84 Braybrooke & Lindblom (1963), pp.48-55. 
85 Hayes (1992), p.13. 
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II.3. Incrementalism 
 

The central premise of incremental model holds that decision-making proceeds ‘through small or 

incremental moves on particular problems rather than through a comprehensive reform program’.86 

In other words, ‘(…) there is no one decision or “right” solution but a “never-ending series of 

attacks” on the issues at hand through serial analyses and evaluation’.87 The implications of these 

propositions need to be further addressed in order to understand the leverage of the model. 

 

The first fundamental feature of incrementalism, which is in a stark contrast to the rational model, 

has to do with the examination of alternatives in making a decision. Incrementalism posits that in 

real-world decision making consideration is given only to alternatives that differ in small degrees, 

i.e. incrementally, from the current policy and from one another.88 According to Lindblom and 

Braybrooke, decision-makers proceed with evaluation of policies ‘through comparative analysis of 

no more than the marginal or incremental differences in the consequent social states rather than 

through an attempt at more comprehensive analysis of the social states’.89 In other words, decision-

makers make no attempt at assessing the infinite multitude of possible alternative policies and 

concentrate on small differences in expected policies, whereas the rational model requires the 

decision-maker conduct the exhaustive search.  The decision-making strategy then boils down to, as 

Faludi put it, restricting ‘the number of alternatives put forward for evaluation to a handful which 

do not differ widely from what is being done at the present’.90 This strategy of decision-making, 

therefore, ‘sharply reduces the number of different alternative policies to be explored’.91 As 

examination of the possible policies is frequently plagued with the lack of comprehensive 

information, it is only policies on which adequate information is available that are generally 

considered by decision-makers.92 

 

The second aspect closely related to the first proposition is concerned with the assessment of 

consequences for policy options. Braybrooke and Lindblom argue that decision-makers assess only 

a limited number of consequences for each policy alternative.93 In other words, how the 

consequences of alternative policies are different from the outcomes of the current policy is 
                                                           
86 Braybrooke & Lindblom (1963), p.71. 
87 Etzioni (1967), pp.386-87. 
88 Braybrooke & Lindblom (1963), p.85; Etzioni (1967), p.386. 
89 Braybrooke & Lindblom (1963), p.86. 
90 Faludi, A. (1973) – Planning Theory, p.152. 
91 Lindblom, C.E. (1968) – The Policy-making Process, p.27. 
92 Faludi (1973), pp.152-3. 
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assessed whereas the full range of possible consequences is neglected. Thus, analysis of 

consequences proceeds in light of the restricted number of consequences important to the decision-

maker whilst those with the distant and the imponderable effects are ignored.94 

 

One more key tenet stressed by the incremental model is the intertwined and evolving relationship 

between means and ends, or if to put it more broadly between the problem, goals and 

implementation. While in the rational model goals are set before a decision is made, incrementalism 

allows for a continuous mutual adjustment between means and ends in the sense that the choice of 

ends and means is mutually dependent.95 That is, instead of fixing objectives and then deciding on 

what policies would attain them, policy-makers keep on adjusting objectives to the means at hand.96 

As Lindblom and Braybrooke state ‘[T]he goals of policy-making continue to change as new 

experience with policy throws new light on what is possible and desirable. (…) It is policy-making 

that chooses those goals that draw policies forward in the light of what recent policy steps have 

shown to be probably realizable’.97 The fact that goals are continually revised and redefined in the 

view of the available means is pointed out to make the problem confronting the decision maker 

easier to deal with.98 As the problem can rarely be solved immediately with one decision, serial 

attempts to ameliorate it little by little continue to be made.99 Thus, it is noted that the problem at 

hand is tackled with a series of continuously modified policies.100 As such, incremental decision-

making appears to be gravitating to soothing current social problems rather than to furthering future 

objectives.101 

 

An important point of incrementalist model of decision-making is that it encourages fractured and 

fragmented decision-making. As this theoretical model supports the pluralistic picture of society 

as an aggregate of competing individuals and groups which seek to influence societal 

developments,102 Lindblom and Braybrooke see analysis and evaluation of the problem as ‘socially 

fragmented’ i.e. occurring in the multiplicity of decision-making points in society.103 The 

unavoidable outcome of this is that decision-making actors, including government agencies, tend to 

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
93 Braybrooke & Lindblom (1963), pp.90-93. 
94 Faludi (1973), p.153. 
95 Braybrooke & Lindblom (1963), pp.93-94. 
96 Hill (1997), p.103. 
97 Braybrooke & Lindblom (1963), p.71. 
98 Etzioni (1967), p.386; Smith & May (1980), p.166. 
99 Braybrooke & Lindblom (1963), p.71; Parsons (1995), pp.287-88; Hill (1997), p.103. 
100 Braybrooke & Lindblom (1963), p.73; Etzioni (1967), p.387. 
101 Braybrooke & Lindblom (1963), p.102; Etzioni (1967), p.387. 
102 Larsson, G. (1997) – Land Management: Public Policy, Control and Participation, p.52; Faludi (1973), p.154. 
103 Braybrooke & Lindblom (1963), p.104. 
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‘neglect important considerations outside the scope of their immediate pursuits’.104 Faludi reiterates 

the view of the fragmented nature of decision-making specifically as regards environmental 

regulatory activity: 

 

‘Having regard to the disjointed nature of public bodies, the responsibility for public environmental 

measures – but a fraction of all the other measures of public authorities – is usually spread over 

agencies who act more or less on their own. These behave much like private actors with immediate 

concerns in mind. Also, they are so organised that they reflect the division between various outside 

interests. So forestry agencies relate to the timber industry, agricultural services to farming, and so 

on. Often they depend on the expertise and goodwill of precisely those industries which they are 

supposed to regulate, making them into their mouthpieces within the administration’.105 

 

Although, in general, this theoretical model is in line with the pluralist assumptions of diffuse 

nature of power, it is pointed out that decisions arrived at in the incremental manner would reflect 

the interests of the stronger power-holders while the interests of those who are weaker and 

politically unorganized would be poorly accommodated.106 This has important implications in terms 

of the prevalence of incremental policy outcomes in policy-making resulting from a failure of some 

politically weak interests to mobilise, which would otherwise push for significant policy change.107  

 

Incrementalism suggests decision-makers’ reliance on past practices as the guide for future policies 

and rejection of comprehensive policy innovation.108 As past experience is viewed as the best path-

finder, environmental decision-makers continue to tackle even new problems with outdated 

methods. Furthermore, this approach posits that decision-makers tend to pay attention to 

environmental issues in a disjointed, piecemeal way. As agreement on environmental problems is 

often hard to reach because of fragmented power relations among administrations and lobbies, 

environmental problems hardly receive comprehensive and effective treatment. On the one hand, 

emphasis on handling environmental problems as isolated, bounded phenomena, characteristic of 

the incremental mode of public-policy making, as opposed to comprehensive rational approaches, 

further aggravates potential interagency misunderstandings. On the other hand, environmental 

                                                           
104 Lindblom, C.E. & Woodhouse, E.J. (1993) – The Policy-Making Process, 3rd Ed., p.30.  
105 Faludi, A. (1987) – A Decision-centred View of Environmental Planning, p.174. 
106 Etzioni (1968), pp.272-73. 
107 Hayes (1992), p.8 and p.58. 
108 Rosenbaum, W.A. (1985) – Environmental Politics and Policy, p.35; Etzioni (1968), p.273. 
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problems tend to be dealt with after they cross the line of crisis.109 In other words, incrementalism 

favours maintaining the status quo of affairs.  

 

To conclude, this theoretical model has been chosen for a number of reasons. Despite a great 

number of competing models which aim at elucidating the policy process, no model, by itself, is 

adequate to explain all cases of policy-making, or even all aspects of a single case.110 Keeping in 

mind that no theory provides a complete perspective on complex reality and alternative insights do 

continue to exist,111 incrementalism still provides a viable theoretical tool, which makes it possible 

to focus on different actors and gain a thorough understanding of the environmental policy-making 

processes. As reality also holds decision-making alternatives other than purely rational or irrational 

approaches,112 this model of decision-making provides a useful framework to address the decision-

making mode which falls between the two extremes. In general, good explanatory power of 

incrementalism regarding many cases of real world policy-making has been recognized.113  

                                                           
109 Briassoulis (1989), pp.385-86. 
110 Hayes (1992), p.7. 
111 Parsons (1995), pp. 488-90. 
112 Lane, J.-E. (2000) – The Public Sector, p.80. 
113 Hayes (1992), p.13. 
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II.4. The Bureaucratic Politics Model 
 

The bureaucratic politics model as the theoretical decision-making model is most associated with 

political scientists Allison, Halperin, and Kanter. “Essence of Decision,” Allison’s major work that 

spells out the tenets of the theory has left a lasting impact on the study of governmental decision-

making.114 As there is no integrated exposition of the bureaucratic politics approach as it relates to 

environmental decision-making this section draws on several separate works of the leading 

bureaucratic politics theorists.  

 

Like incrementalism, bureaucratic politics approach challenges the ideas of the rational model of 

decision-making. This model argues that “the maker” of government policy is not one calculating 

decision-maker, but rather a conglomerate of large organizations and political actors who differ 

substantially about what their government should do on any particular issue and who compete in 

attempting to affect both governmental decisions and the actions of their government.”115 “The 

Governmental (or Bureaucratic) Politics Model sees no unitary actor but rather many actors as 

players – players who focus not on a single strategic issue but on many diverse intra-national 

problems as well; players who act in terms of no consistent set of strategic objectives but rather 

according to various conceptions of national, organizational, and personal goals; players who make 

government decisions not by a single, rational choice but by the pulling and hauling that is 

politics.”116 However, Allison and Halperin argue that this should not imply that each player does 

not act rationally, given each player’s interests.117 This model posits that policies are ‘intranational 

political resultants – resultants in the sense that what happens is not chosen as a solution to a 

problem but rather results from compromise, conflict, and confusion of officials with diverse 

interests and unequal influence; and political in the sense that activity from which decisions emerge 

is best characterized as bargaining along regularised channels among individual members of 

government.’118 

 

The three central questions posed by this model’s central proponents, Allison and Halperin, serve as 

the organizing concepts for this model:  

                                                           
114 See, for example, McGrew, A. & Wilson, M.J. (1982) – Approaches and Analysis, pp.7-15, 36-40. 
115 Allison, G. & Halperin, M. (1972) – ’Bureaucratic Politics: A Paradigm and Some Policy Implications’ in Theory 
and Policy in International Relations, Tanter, R. & Ullman, D., p.42. 
116 Allison, G. (1971) – The Essence of Decision, p.144. 
117 Allison & Halperin (1972), p.43. 
118 Allison, G. & Zelikow, P. (1999) – Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis, pp.294-95. 
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• ‘Who plays? 

• What determines each player’s stand? 

• How are players’ stands aggregated to yield governmental decisions and actions?’119 

 

As this model has initially and primarily been predicated on the studies of decision-making in 

security bureaucracies,120 these questions require some reformulation with reference to the policy 

area of this work. Consequently, the three central questions will sound:  

 

• Who are the key players with the responsibility for shaping a response to an environmental 

problem?  

 

• What (organisational, political, personal) interests and goals do the key players have that 

may influence the way they manage environmental policy-making?  

 

• How do these players interact to produce environmental decisions and actions? 

 

The core proposition of the bureaucratic politics model as it relates to environmental decision-

making would be that decision-makers participating in environmental policy-making make serious 

efforts to advance their interests. This model posits four categories of interests held by decision-

makers: national security interests, organizational interests, domestic political interests, and 

personal interests.121 The primary emphasis in this case study is placed on organizational interests, 

yet security or other possible considerations should not be ruled out in the context of Russia.122 That 

is, the bureaucratic politics model is heavily focused on the examination of how organizational 

interests impact on the policy process.123  

 

This model starts with the assumption that there are multiple participants in policy-making. 

However, unlike incrementalism, the bureaucratic politics model is focused on the heads of main 

governmental agencies in addition to the president and his staff, while the public and interest groups 

                                                           
119 Allison & Halperin (1972), pp.46-47. 
120 See, for example, Allison (1971); Lebow, R. (1981) – Between Peace and War; Nolan, J. (1999) – An Elusive 
Consensus: Nuclear Weapons and American Security after the Cold War. 
121 Allison (1971), p.167; Allison & Halperin (1972), p.48. 
122 A number of criminal cases initiated in the late 1990s against a few  environmentalists suggest that national security 
interests still play a very important role in environmental policy.  
123 Caldwell, D. (1977) – ‘Bureaucratic foreign policy-making’ in American Behavioral Scientist, Vol.21, p.93. 
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are assumed to have far less significant influence on policies.124 This approach concedes that 

different decision-makers involved in policy-making have different goals.125 Yet this model very 

specifically addresses why there is no agreement on values. As Allison put it, the “priorities and 

preferences [of actors] are shaped by [their] positions.”126 In other words, the interests that the 

environmental agency, or for that matter any organisation charged, inter alia, with environmental 

responsibilities, seeks to advance will depend on the organization’s place among other 

environmental agencies, its statutory authority, specific functions, etc. 

 

Picking the U.S. environmental policy as an example, Rosenbaum points out that the powers of 

bureaucracy with regard to environmental policy “are dispersed and competitive” with “the chronic 

division and overlapping of responsibility” for environmental affairs among environmental 

agencies. Fragmented authority triggers conflict and competition among organisations charged with 

environmental responsibilities over implementation issues, authority, and resources – “the turf 

fighting.”127 As every governmental organisation seeks to increase its funding and personnel 

allocations and to protect or extend its operating autonomy and discretion in decision-making, the 

policies created in the executive branch of the government can often be better construed as “the by-

product of bureaucratic turf-battles and expedient compromises between bureaucratic chieftains 

than as the product of reasoned analysis of how most effectively and efficiently to carry out the 

policy commitments of the elected chief executive or to serve the public interest.”128 

 

As mentioned before, the model views governmental decisions and actions as “(…) political 

resultants … political in the sense that the activity from which decisions and actions emerge is best 

characterized as bargaining along regularized channels among individual members of the 

government.”129 More specifically than incrementalism, the bureaucratic politics model argues that 

politics takes place through “action channels” which are “regularized sets of procedures for 

producing particular classes of actions” where “(t)he path from initiation to action frequently 

includes a number of decisions, that is authoritative designations, internal to a government, of 

specific actions to be taken by specific officials.”130  

                                                           
124 Rosati, J. (1981) – ‘Developing a systematic decision-making framework: Bureaucratic politics in perspective’ in 
World Politics, Vol.33, p.236; McEntire (1998), p.2. 
125 Rosati (1981), p.236. 
126 Allison (1971), p.146. 
127 Rosenbaum, W. (1985) – Environmental Politics and Policy, pp.45-46. 
128 Johnson, P. Glossary of Political Economy Terms, 
http://www.auburn.edu/~johnspm/gloss/bureaucratic_politics.html. 
129 Allison (1971), p.162. 
130 Allison and Halperin (1972), pp.45-46. 

 30



 

In summary, in explaining how public policy decisions are made, the bureaucratic politics model 

emphasizes the competitive context in which decision-makers strive to protect and promote their 

own organization’s interests. The strength of this model is that it offers an expanded vision of 

environmental policy-making and takes into account its subtler aspects. It is pointed out that this 

model can be successfully applied to analyse decisions in post-Soviet Russia with its new 

institutions of governance and relatively pluralistic society.131  
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III. EVOLUTION OF THE SOVIET/RUSSIAN ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY  
 

This chapter provides an overview of the major causes of environmental degradation in the former 

Soviet Union and the institutional apparatus that has evolved in the Russian Federation to address 

the environmental problems in the post-Soviet period (late 1980s-1990s). The last section outlines 

the current environmental management system of Russia. 

 

III.1. Causes of Environmental Degradation in the former USSR 
 

The likely causes of environmental degradation in the former USSR have been scrutinised in 

several sources.132 These causes generally falls under the following major categories: 1) ideology; 

2) rapid heavy industrialisation with high concentration in compact regions; 3)great  militarization 

of the Soviet economy; 4) negative  effects of command economy on infrastructure and 5) weak 

environmental protection safeguards. 

 

Marxism-Leninism traditionally encouraged Soviet leadership to think in anthropocentrical terms 

rather than in ecocentrical – the environment was only a resource to be developed in the service of 

humanity.133 For seventy years, the Soviet environmental policy was based on the idea that 

collective ownership and central planning devoid of “selfish interests” would be the “optimum 

solution” for environmental protection.134 Environmental problems, in the Soviet view, were 

essentially an illness associated with the capitalist society.135 The Communist ideology of economic 

growth was meant to be implemented through rapid industrial development. To meet the Party’s 

ambitious goals for the speedy growth of heavy industry, the economic planners focused on 

extensive methods (i.e., use of more resources) rather than on intensive methods (i.e., more efficient 

use of resources), producing negative environmental effects.136 This resulted in a tendency for the 

whole Soviet economy to develop “extensively,” rather than “intensively.”137 The highly autocratic 

Communist Party driven by pursuit of the country’s economic success attached a great value to 

large-scale projects with maximum environmental effects that were to symbolize distinguished 
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economic achievement.138 High industrial concentration of large enterprises often located in 

compact geographical regions became one of the marks of the Soviet economy. The outcome of 

such concentration was often the pollution hot spots of exceptional intensity.139  

 

As a command economy, the Soviet Union set prices administratively without regard to market 

forces. Not only were resources rarely priced effectively, but commodity pricing lacked logical 

connection with the production cost.140 These economic distortions discouraged economic actors to 

reinvest and upgrade plants and equipment. Consequently, the level of industrial modernization was 

lower than that in the West, and by the late 1980s a lot of plants had been seriously “worn out.”141  

 

In the Soviet Union ‘the environment had to play second fiddle to the needs of the military.’142 

Serious environmental damage caused by the hazardous activities of the Soviet military ranges from 

groundwater contamination in the proximity of airfields143 to radioactive and toxic pollution from 

careless handling of chemical, biological and nuclear weapons.144 The Soviet leaders presumably 

believed this damage to be insignificant, while the public was kept informed.145 In general, the 

Soviet regime’s preoccupation with national security allowed the military-industrial complex to 

effectively oppose interference by any environmental forces.146 

 

Unfortunately, the safeguards for keeping the Soviet system from generating environmentally 

damaging projects were very weak.147 Like in other areas of society, the Soviet regime succeeded in 

imposing its political priorities on scientific community,148 and the Soviet scientific community 

‘was connected to the government directly through clearly defined lines of organization.’149 The 

fact that many scientists were on the payroll of the government ministries, or their research 

institutes were dependent on the ministerial contracts, made it easier for the ministries to gain 

support for their development projects. Although many of the projects were subject to 
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environmental impact assessment, the launch of work on the project could, in fact, mean its further 

continuation, even if it was not environmentally sound.150 

 

Over the years the Soviet system developed an elaborate body of very strict environmental 

regulations. Yet Soviet environmental legislation, no matter how detailed and comprehensive on 

paper, was not effectively enforced in practice.151 One of the greatest challenges to improving 

environmental protection was the regime’s priority of industrial development. Against this 

background industrial managers could regularly get away with ignoring environmental protection 

and conservation guidelines, and pollution issues were ranked as minor concerns. Environmental 

9functions were spread out among a multitude of state agencies often with priorities other than 

protecting the environment. Up to twenty-six separate state agencies shared in the design and 

implementation of environmental directives. In addition, all the agencies charged with 

environmental protection suffered from shortage of funds. Under these circumstances monitoring 

and enforcement functions could often be transferred, without oversight, to the polluting 

agencies.152  

 

The judiciary could hardly hold the vested interests of the political system in check trying to protect 

the environment legally.153 It was not that uncommon when judges actually turned down 

environmental cases brought before them because of the low status of such issues in the Soviet legal 

system.154 

 

Although there was certain recognition of the deteriorating state of the environment among Soviet 

people, they didn’t have capacity to impact on the officialdom’s policies.155 Laws restricting 

freedom of association and the state’s control of the mass media greatly undermined the 

development of environmental pressure groups.156 The existing environmental activists were 

effectively barred from having any serious input into the policy-making.157 
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The Chernobyl accident served as appalling proof of the hazards of the Soviet nuclear 

irresponsibility. Radioactive contamination from other sources became the gravest pollution 

problem affecting many regions of the country.158 It is argued that the Chernobyl catastrophe 

actually precipitated a radical change in the Soviet worldview.159 Its major consequence for 

environmental protection was the increased availability of environmental information in the last 

years of the Soviet regime and the enhanced momentum for environmental activism.160 Crucially, 

the Soviet legacy does not seem to be confined to merely the consequences of the Soviet model of 

development. It also encompasses the subtle perceptions that permeate the environmental 

management systems of today’s post-Soviet states.161 
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III.2. Development of Institutional Framework in the late 1980s-1990s 
 

As mentioned in the previous section, prior to the onset of perestroika162 environmental 

responsibilities in the USSR were scattered in a multitude of all-Union, or Union-republics 

ministries and committees.163  Until Gorbachev’s years the Soviet Union did not have any 

independent institution charged with the duty to protect the environment.164 The situation started to 

change in the mid-1980s as the need to tackle environmental problems became increasingly 

urgent.165 In 1988 the Gorbachev administration established a new agency, the USSR State 

Committee for Nature Protection, which was to become a focus of environmental responsibilities, 

along with analogous environmental agencies at the republic level. The rationale for this reform was 

to bring together environmental functions in one environmental institution and put an end to 

fragmentation of environmental authority scattered around more than a dozen different agencies.166 

The design of this all-Union environmental agency is said to have epitomised an advanced systemic 

approach to the protection of the environment since it allowed dealing with many environmental 

issues concurrently, thus seeking to fight pollution problems comprehensively for the years to 

come.167 In reality, this attempt at unification did not turn out a large success as the other agencies 

charged with environmental functions managed to retain many of their environmental 

competencies.168 In addition, numerous reforms of the structure of the government at different 

levels accompanied by budget shortfalls and frequent staff changes could not but adversely affect 

environmental management in the last years of the Soviet regime.169 

 

Another environmental achievement in the late years of perestroika was the formation of the 

Parliamentary Committees on Ecology and Rational Use of Natural Resources both in the Soviet 

Union’s parliament and its constituent republics’ parliaments. Being the parliament’s most active 

committee, not only did this Committee draft environmental legislation, but it helped politicise 
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serious environmental problems. However, the lack of support services and the parliament’s general 

preoccupation with constitutional and housekeeping issues seriously impaired its effectiveness.170 

 

The break-up of the Soviet Union brought about sweeping changes to the then already Russian 

environmental management. In 1991 the Yeltsin171 administration translated the USSR State 

Committee for Nature Protection into the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Natural 

Resources, MinEkologia.172 This move was accompanied by the adoption of such progressive 

environmental laws as the 1991 Law on Environmental Protection, which provided an advanced 

environmental legislation framework for the future.173 However, the ministerial status of this 

environmental agency, MinEkologia, continued only till 1996, when the environmental protection 

component was transformed into the State Committee for Environmental Protection with a status 

lower than that of a ministry. This decision has been arguably explained as Yeltsin’s appreciation of 

the industries’ support in his re-election for the second term.174 In this capacity the committee 

existed throughout the rest of the 1990s until May 2000 when President Vladimir Putin disbanded 

the agency and transferred its functions and staff to the Ministry of Natural Resources of the 

Russian Federation.175 In terms of its influence on environmental policy the abolished State 

Committee for Environmental Protection did have some positive impact; however, for the most part 

it ‘served more as a symbol of Russia’s desire to appear like a developed and modern country.’176 

 

III.3. Current Environmental Management System 

 
The environmental policy process cannot be considered outside the setting and organizational 

structure in which it takes place. This includes the roles and responsibilities of the principal actors, 

the elements of the management system, the machinery of government, and the financial or 

budgetary climate. The logical point for this study is to examine initially today’s formal structure of 

the environmental institutional setting at the central level. This examination should shed light on 

who are the primary actors involved in the formulation of the environmental policy at the highest 

central level. Although this section seeks to provide the most updated overview of Russia’s 
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environmental management systems, further reorganisations and adjustments of the system may be 

occurring due to the ongoing administrative reform in the RF. 

Figure 1. The (fede 
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The current environmental management system in Russia can be characterized as a mixture 

composed of practically all existing branches of power (Fig.1, p.36).177 The executive branch 

Presidential Security Council has the Interagency Commission on Environmental Security, the task 

of which is to advise on environmental security issues;178 however, this commission, reportedly, 

does not function properly.179 The lower chamber of the Russian Parliament (the State Duma) has 

the Committee on the Environment and the Committee on Natural Resources.180 The upper chamber 

of the Parliament (the Federation Council) also has a committee concerned with environmental 

issues, the Committee on Science, Culture, Education and Environment.181  

 

Agencies responsible for nuclear oversight are the Ministry of Atomic Energy (MINATOM) and the 

State Service for Atomic and Radiation Safety (Gosatomnadzor). MINATOM bears responsibility 

for nuclear waste produced at civilian nuclear power installations and at nuclear weapon facilities. 

Gosatomnadzor sets all requirements with regard to management of radioactive substances.182 

 

There are a number of sectoral agencies responsible for specific natural resources. For example, the 

State Committee of Fisheries oversees fish resources’ exploitation and restoration, monitors aquatic 

life, and ensures compliance with fisheries permits and regulations. The Federal Land Cadastre 

Service of Russia is responsible for the implementation of state land policy, which is formulated by 

the Parliament and the Government.183 Some of the agencies perform only limited but clearly 

defined environmental functions, which extend over a wide range of activities. The Federal Agency 

for Geodesy and Cartography, for instance, conducts and coordinates cartographic and remote 

sensing activities to help smooth functioning of other agencies. A number of other ministries and 

agencies have some environmental responsibilities as part of their regular area of competence. 

Among them are the Sanitary and Epidemiological Inspectorate, the Ministry of Fuel and Energy, 

the Ministry of Defence, the Ministry of Agriculture, the Ministry of Transportation, the Ministry of 

Public Health, the Committee of Machine Building, the Committee of Metallurgy etc. Independent 
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supervision of compliance with the environmental legislation is the official remit of the 

Environmental Law Enforcement Department of the Prosecutor-General’s Office.184 

 

After Putin’s abolition of the State Committee for Environmental Protection and the State Forest 

Service in 2000 environmental protection and forest management functions were transferred to the 

Ministry of Natural Resources. Now it is the major central governmental organ responsible both for 

commercial exploitation of the country’s natural resources and for environmental protection and 

safety.185 The Ministry has a long range of functions and competencies. It develops and implements 

state policy and exercise management in the sphere of exploration, evaluation, reproduction, 

utilization and protection of natural resources. The Ministry manages federal mineral resources and 

ensures rational use and protection of water resources. One of its key responsibilities is to issue 

licenses and permits for mineral resource development (including such strategic resources as gas 

and oil), water use and logging.  Environmental protection and environmental impact assessment 

are also under the Ministry’s jurisdiction. The Ministry’s other responsibilities include waste 

management (with the exception of radioactive waste), land use, conservation, and protection of 

wildlife and their habitats. It is also tasked with preventing floods and liquidating their 

consequences. Within its mandate the Ministry organizes and coordinates implementation of 

international environmental commitments. One of its priority tasks in the context of the country’s 

difficult economic situation is to help lure domestic and foreign investment for environmental 

protection and natural resource development.186 

 

The Ministry is sub-divided into four major sector services: the State Forest Service, the State 

Water Service, the State Geological Service, and the State Environmental Protection Service headed 

by the four first deputy ministers in charge of each service.187  

 

The State Forest Service is responsible for forest management, conservation and restoration. These 

functions involve forest monitoring and fire/pest protection.188 
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The State Water Service is divided into three Directorates; the Directorate of Water Management, 

the Directorate of Basin Planning, and Directorate of Water Resources.189 These are responsible for 

water provision and the water budget, transboundary waters and the water fund, water management 

programmes and policies, basin agreements, regulation and exploitation of water management 

systems, flood prevention and safety of hydroelectric facilities, the operative planning of water 

management activities, the state water cadastre, stock-taking of water uses, and water quality 

recuperation.190  

 

The State Geological Service is responsible for exploration, management and monitoring of 

Russia’s various mineral resources including uranium and underground waters. Its remit also covers 

the resources of inland and open seas, the continental shelf and the World ocean.191  

 

The State Environmental Protection Service (the Rosekologiya) has the following tasks: 1) 

ensuring the conduct and co-ordination of federal environmental policy; 2) management of 

protected zones; 3) environmental forecasting and assessment of the state of the environment; 4) 

state environmental control and monitoring; 5) licensing/ permitting of activities affecting the 

environment  and supervision of compliance with environmental legislation; 6) management of 

federal environmental funds; 7) international environmental co-operation. It also sets the maximum 

permissible levels of discharges and emissions into the environment. One of the important 

components of this Service is the Environmental Impact Assessment Department, or the 

Gosekoekspertiza. This Service's important responsibility is to formulate investment policy in the 

field of environmental protection and to assist investing in environmental protection.192 

 
At the regional level the Ministry of Natural Resources is represented through its territorial arms, or 

field offices, Committees of Natural Resources.193 They enforce environmental legislation at the 

regional level, carry out instructions from the central government, gather environmental data, and 

help issue licenses and permits for resource use. Environmental inspection and impact assessment, 

forest use and reforestation, protection and management of water resources at the regional level are 

also under their remit. The Committees manage mineral resources and protected zones and shall 
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ensure environmental protection and safety. One of their tasks is to foster sustainable economic and 

social development of the region. They are supposed to carry out complex environmental 

forecasting and supply the authorities and the public with information on the state of the 

environment. The Committees also share in environmental monitoring including monitoring of 

radioactive pollution.194 

 

The chapter described the major causes of environmental degradation in the former Soviet Union 

and outlined the institutional structure of environmental management in the late 1980s-1990s and 

presently. A point to be kept in mind in the further discussion is that Russia inherited not only 

visible environmental problems generated by the Soviet regime, but also many of the Soviet 

institutional features, standard operating procedures and bureaucratic networks. This legacy is likely 

to continue to have its appreciable effects on environmental policy-making in Russia at least into 

the near future. Further chapters will touch on the role of these factors in environmental decision-

making in the Pskov region of the Russian Federation, an empirical focus of this thesis.   
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IV. THE PSKOV REGION AND THE ENVIRONMENT 

 

IV.1. Description of the Region 

 
Although the Soviet Union was officially a federal system, it was in fact a centralised state in which 

the government in Moscow determined to a large extent policy in the provinces. In the Soviet 

system, the Union Republics were divided into oblasts (provinces or regions), and raions 

(districts).195 The system was based on strong vertical subordination; towns and villages were 

subordinate to raions (districts), and raions and cities were subordinate to the oblasts (regions), and 

the oblasts (regions) subordinate to the Union Republics. The current territorial organisation of the 

Russian Federation reflects to a certain extent this old Soviet system.196 Russia now has three levels 

of government: federal (i.e. central), regional, and local. There are a total of 89 ‘subjects of 

federation’, the most common of which is the oblast, or region. Most of these regions have an 

elected governor and their own administration and legislature. There are however appreciable 

differences between the powers and composition of the regions.197 The present system also involves 

the division of regions into donors or recipients of state financial subsidies. Only a few of the 

regions are donors, most are recipients,198 and the Pskov region with its concentration on agriculture 

is also dependant on state subsidies.199  

 

The Pskov region is a region in the north-west of Russia bordering on Estonia, Latvia and Belarus 

(see the map, appendix 2). The region is sub-divided into 24 districts with 9 of them lying on the 

region’s fringes. The regional capital and largest city is the city of Pskov. Although within Russia 

the Pskov region borders on the two highly developed regions, Novgorod and Leningrad oblasts, 

the region continues to be an agricultural periphery.200 Currently, the region is characterised as 

economically depressed with high unemployment rates, outward migration of human resources, and 

deteriorating demographic trends.201 From the environmental perspective, the region is not richly 

endowed with natural resources. However, there are significant fish and forest resources, which are 

quite actively exploited. Lake Peipsi on the border with Estonia is considered one of the best in 
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Europe in terms of commercial fishing. The wetland zones around Lake Peipsi are under the 

protection of the international Ramsar Convention as an important biodiversity resource.202 

 

IV.2. The Administrative Setting 

 
The bureaucratic complexity in managing environmental policy in the Pskov region is reflective of 

the formal division of powers among the environmental agencies at the federal level. A number of 

field divisions of the federal environmental agencies have been identified by the interviewees as the 

most important actors that shape different aspects of environmental policy in the region (Fig.2, 

p.45). 

 

The Committee of Natural Resources (CNR) 

The Committee of Natural Resources, field division of the central governmental Ministry of Natural 

Resources in the Pskov region, according to nearly all the interviewees, plays a central role in the 

co-ordination and oversight of the implementation of environmental policy in the region. Like the 

Ministry, the Committee is sub-divided into Environmental Protection, Water Management, 

Forestry and Mineral Resources Sections. In addition, the Committee’s Department of State 

Environmental Oversight oversees the implementation of environmental decisions and projects, and 

feeds information back to the Committee’s senior management.203 This Committee also co-

ordinates the Federal Water Management Administration charged with setting and licensing water 

use quotas, monitoring water objects, the oversight of hydro-technical facilities, and the analyses of 

discharges into water bodies.204 It should be emphasised that although the Committee operates at 

the regional level, it represents the interests of the central government.205  

 

The Committee of Land Resources (CLR) 

Another important environmental actor is the Committee of Land Resources subordinated to the 

Federal Land Cadastre Service of Russia. The Committee’s key function is to regulate land 

cadastre, i.e. registration. In addition, the Committee of Land Resources oversees the enforcement 

of land legislation and land use. Considering the fact that the number of land users in the region is 

estimated at some 380 000,206 the Committee’s role in environmental affairs is hard to overrate. 
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This agency has 24 district and 2 city branches affiliated with municipal governments so as to 

jointly manage land issues in municipalities.207 

 

The Regional Fish Inspectorate (RFI) & the State Research Institute of River and Lake Fishery 

(SRIRLF) 

The exploitation of fish resources is controlled and overseen by the Regional Fishing Inspectorate 

subordinated to the central governmental State Committee of Fisheries. The Regional Fishing 

Inspectorate is sub-divided into three branches to monitor fish resources and to enforce fisheries 

regulation. It has recently been assigned to monitor water pollution in the lakes where fisheries 

operate, yet this capacity remains to be fully developed.208 Placed under another ministerial roof, 

that of the Ministry of Agriculture, is the State Research Institute of Lake and River Fishery. Its key 

function is to monitor and research fish resources in the region’s lakes in order to prevent their 

over-exploitation.209 In view of the Pskov region’s position on the shore of one of Europe’s largest 

lakes, the role of both institutions in terms of the formulation of regional policy on fisheries is very 

important. 

 

A number of other federal environmental agencies such as the Federal Service for 

Hydrometeorology and Environmental Monitoring, the Sanitary and Epidemiological Inspectorate, 

the Ministry of Public Health etc. also have their field offices in the Pskov region. The judicial 

oversight of environmental actions is the responsibility of the Environmental Prosecutor’s Office of 

the Pskov region, which is subordinated to the Prosecutor-General of the Russian Federation.210 

Apart from the central governmental environmental agencies operating in the region, the other two 

key players pointed out by the interviewees are the Regional Government and the Local (Municipal) 

Governments. In fact, there are 26 municipalities in the Pskov region, but for the purpose of this 

thesis they are regarded as one actor in relation to other environmental actors.  

 

The Regional Government (RG) 

By the Russian law environmental protection and the administration of natural resources is the joint 

remit of the central government and the regional government.211 The executive branch of the 

regional government, the Oblast Administration (OA), headed by the Governor Evgeniy Mikhailov 
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208 Interview with Russian environmental manager K. 
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has several departments charged with environmental functions. The Department of Mineral 

Resources and License Policy is tasked with issuing licenses and permits for natural resources’ 

exploitation on the territory of the region. This is administered together with the Committee of 

Natural Resources, which represents the central government.212 The recently created Department of 

Nature Use manages a broad spectrum of environmental and economic issues including fisheries 

and timber companies.213 The executive branch of the Regional Government is organised into 

different committees and departments responsible for health, housing, energy and agricultural 

policies, state property etc.,214 many of which also have an environmental dimension. 

 

The legislative branch of the regional government, the Legislative Assembly (LA) of the Pskov 

region, or the Regional Duma, has been characterized by several interviewees as having little 

involvement in tackling the environmental issues.215 Reportedly, the Legislative Assembly does not 

even have an environmental committee. Some observers noted that the executive branch in the 

Pskov region had been able to keep the influence of the legislative branch in check, at least in 

certain areas.216 Reportedly, after the victory of the governor’s party in the recent elections to the 

Regional Assembly, the Assembly fell under control of the governor.217  

 

Municipal Government 

Municipal governments in Russia are charged with several important environmental functions as 

waste disposal, water- and sewage-water treatment, land and environmental protection. Many of the 

environmental functions are administered in co-operation with the field offices of the central 

governmental environmental agencies operating in the region.218  

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
211 Nikitina, E. (1999) – ‘Russia: Success and Failure in Russian Environmental Policy during the 1990s’, Lecture at the 
Slavic Research Center, p.5, http://src-h.slav.hokudai.ac.jp/sakhalin/eng/nikitina.html. 
212 Interview with Russian environmental manager E. 
213 Interview with Russian environmental managers K and N. 
214 The website of the government of the Pskov region, http://www.pskov.org.ru/power/obladmin.htm.  
215 Interviews with Russian environmental managers B and D. 
216 Roll, Maximova & Mikenberg (2001), p.20. 
217 Pskov News Line (2002) – ‘Pskov’s Draft: Border Region Forgotten by Federal Authorities’, July 4, 2002, http://pln-
pskov.ru/analitics/5627.html. 
218 Interviews with Russian environmental managers F and M. 
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IV.3. Environmental Problems in the Pskov region 

 
According to the vast majority of the interviewees, the main environmental problem in the Pskov 

region is inadequate wastewater treatment. Reportedly, wastewater treatment facilities both in the 

regional capital Pskov and smaller border towns of Pechory and Gdov need serious upgrading. It 

concerns both municipal wastewater discharges and industrial discharges.219 According to one 

interviewee, in one of the municipalities the problem is so bad that municipal wastes ‘are directly 

dumped into water without any treatment’.220 It seems to be very common that water supply 

systems left from Soviet times are in need of serious repair.221 Together these factors have already 

caused deterioration of drinking water quality in the regional centre with population over 200 000 

inhabitants.222 This problem has another serious environmental aspect, which is continuing 

eutrophication of Lake Peipsi that has access to the Baltic Sea. Eutrophication is ‘the increase in 

algal production in the lake and other changes caused by increased nutrient loadings from 

wastewater and agriculture’.223  The quality of water resources, including drinking water, is reported 

to remain one of the gravest concerns all over Russia.224 

 

Waste disposal and processing is perceived by a great number of interviewees to be another serious 

environmental problem. In the city of Pskov this problem, for instance, has several dimensions. 

First, the city waste management is running into problems as the large city depends on the outdated 

storage facilities that cannot effectively cope with the increasing waste generation. Second, the fact 

that domestic wastes enter the waste disposal system without being sorted out greatly complicates 

its processing. Third, recycling of reusable types of domestic waste like, for instance, paper remains 

unsatisfactory.225 Quite a similar picture regarding poor and inefficient waste disposal, according to 

interviewees F, H and M, exists in the other municipalities. For example, in the Gdov municipality 

with its long shoreline spontaneous dumps resulting from unorganised tourism present an acute 

problem.226 Although in late 1990s Russia took on a modern waste management policy approach 

                                                           
219 Interviews with Russian environmental managers D, F, H, M and O. 
220 Interview with Russian environmental manager F. 
221 Andersen et al. (2001) – ‘Strategy for Wastewater Treatment in the Lake Peipsi Basin’,  Project report, p.6. 
222 IA Regnum (2003)—‘Pskov. Drinking water quality continues to deteriorate’, Jan 31, 2003, 
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223 Andersen et al. (2001), p.9. 
224 OECD (1999-2000) Environmental Performance Review: Russia, p.13. 
225 Interviews with Russian environmental managers C, D, and L. 
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embodied in the Federal Waste Programme,227 a radical improvement of waste management in the 

region under review is said to be constrained due to a lack of finance, in the first place.228 

 

The third major environmental problem has to do with the fishing in Lakes Peipsi and Pskovskoye. 

The interviews have shed light on several aspects of this issue, which is to be addressed in more 

detail in analysis. To put this point briefly, interviewees K and N have noted that the number of 

Russian fishing enterprises on Lake Peipsi continues to increase while there are not effective market 

mechanisms in place to foster fair competition and have economically unviable fisheries quit 

business. As a result, the pressure on fish resources and the lakes’ fauna/flora in general continues 

to increase. The proliferating organized illegal fishing as well as practices when even legitimate 

fishing enterprises underreport real amounts of the caught fish to evade taxation burden exacerbates 

the problem, creating discrepancies in official statistics.229 In addition, the occasional use of trawl-

nets reported by interviewee I may seriously damage underwater flora of Lake Peipsi. As the 

regional government reportedly has turned to doing something about the unchecked exploitation of 

fish resources only in 2001,230 this constitutes one of the gravest problems with potential appalling 

environmental consequences. 

 

Though air pollution was not mentioned as a primary problem, interviewees A and G noted its 

harmful potential in urban areas. This information is confirmed by the statement of the State 

Sanitary and Epidemiological Inspectorate charged with monitoring air and water quality that has 

registered a progressive tendency for air pollutants to increase in the industrial zones in the city of 

Pskov.231 Interviewee L has also mentioned high rates of solid particle pollution of the air resulting 

from inadequate greening. It is also pointed that technical capabilities of the labs in the regional 

centre are far from comprehensive, and unable to register some dangerous types of air pollutants.232  

 

Reportedly, there are some other point sources of pollution in the Pskov region. For example, 

leaking petroleum reservoirs owned by the Air Force lead to pollution of underground water near 

                                                           
227 OECD (1999), pp.13-14. 
228 Interviews with Russian environmental managers C, D, F and L. 
229 Interview with Russian environmental manager N. 
230 Independent Gazette (2002) – ’About How Bureaucrats “Ate” All Pike-Perch’, Jul 26, 2002, 
http://www.ng.ru/regions/2002-07-23/5_pskov.html, 2002-07-26. 
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the regional capital.233 The issue is a centre of continuing negotiations between the municipal 

authorities and the Air Force and attract attention of a few environmental NGOs which attempt to 

improve the situation. As the objective of this section is to present a general picture of 

environmental problems in the region, detailed treatment of these problems falls outside the scope 

of the study. 

 

IV.4. The Interviewees’ Perceptions of Environmental Management  
 

Main concepts behind environmental policy in the Russian Federation 

Quite a few of the interviewees were unable to comment on this question, or simply refused to do so 

on the grounds of their sphere of responsibility being outside the central government that was seen 

as a major formulator of environmental policy. One interviewee emphasized that the principle of 

environmental policy in Russia should be that every action with potential environmental 

consequences must be sanctioned by the environmental protection organ, which was to be 

independent of any influence.234  Another interviewee stated that the main concept was to protect 

the environment, as the guiding principle for all the other activities, and to improve the population’s 

health, especially in terms of increasing life expectancy.235 The other interviewee noted that it was 

the state’s understanding ‘that environmental issues have to be solved and nobody else is going to 

solve them in place of us’.236 Doing no harm to the environment was referred to by a number of the 

interviewees as the main concept, and one interviewee, a senior environmental official, put the 

concept as the three principles: ‘everything is connected with everything’, ‘if you don’t know what 

to do, don’t do anything’, and ‘most importantly, ‘do no harm’’.237 Safe environment was also 

mentioned as one of the citizen’s rights provided for by the Constitution, and damage to the 

environment was said to violate citizen’s rights.238 As it relates to the municipal level the concept 

was seen as the responsibility to provide a comfortable life ‘in harmony with nature’ for the 

municipality’s residents and to prevent potential environmental disasters there.239 Most of the 

answers seem quite vague, and it could suggest that the main concepts behind environmental policy 

formulated at the central (federal) level were not well understood by the interviewees in the region. 

Some of the interviewees who dealt with environment-related issues demonstrated a narrow 
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understanding of environmental management as merely environmental protection measures. In 

several cases the interviewees tended to interpret environmental policy by centring a discussion 

around their formal responsibilities or formal environmental regulations. This interpretation of 

environmental policy concepts as complying with environmental legislation, as one student of 

Russia’s environmental policy noted, was held by quite a few of Russian civil servants.240 A 

majority of the Russian environmental managers were also unsure about how environmental 

decisions were taken at the central level. Strong vertical subordination was perceived to be a general 

characteristic of the relations between the central governmental ministries/agencies and their field 

offices in the Pskov region, and the main principle was ‘to be under the single command’ of the 

Minister.241 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
240 Yanitsky, O. (2002) – ‘Three Dimensions of Russia’s Environmental Policy’ (Rossiyskaya ekopolitika v triokh 
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V. THE INCREMENTALIST EXPLANATION 

 

How does the environmental decision-making function in the Pskov region of the Russian 

Federation? This chapter examines this question by means of the incrementalist model of decision-

making. Yet it is not the purpose of this chapter to meticulously evaluate separate environmental 

decisions or programmes over a period of time. Instead, it seeks to analyse the environmental 

policy-making process in general in order to uncover the factors brought to bear on policy 

formulation. It also aims to see which explanatory power incrementalism has as it applies to 

regional environmental decision-making in Russia. The time frame of the analysis primarily covers 

the years after Putin’s reform of the environmental bureaucracies in 2000. 

 

The argument this chapter makes is that regional environmental decision-making appears to be 

fragmented with the multiple and overlapping decision-making points. An analysis also indicates 

that the environmental authorities tend to rely on outdated past practices and suggests a failure of 

non-state actors to play a meaningful role in regional environmental decision-making processes.  

 

V.1. Fragmentation of Regional Environmental Decision-Making  
 

One of the central assumptions of the incrementalist model is that multiple actors with divergent 

interests are involved in policy-making and implementation. This gives rise, according to Lindblom 

and Braybrooke, to fragmented analysis and evaluation of any single problem or policy; that is, 

several actors having to make decisions on the same problem ‘with no apparent co-ordination’.242 

Lindblom and Woodhouse have suggested that the inevitable outcome of this will be that decision-

making actors ‘will neglect important considerations outside the scope of their immediate 

pursuits.’243 It is, therefore, interesting to see whether this factor was mentioned in the interviewees’ 

accounts. 

 

One interviewee pointed out that it was not ‘feasible for one agency or one bureaucrat to manage 

a[n] [environmental] decision’.244 According to another interviewee, in municipalities ‘the path 

from an idea to its implementation involves too many people.’245 In other words, the interviewee felt 
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that the existence of many decision-points on the same problem constrained the whole process. As 

mentioned in Section III.3, the current system of environmental management in Russia includes a 

plethora of agencies and bodies representative of all branches of power. This state of affairs at the 

central level is also reflected at the regional level where various actors are involved in policy-

making and implementation. Based on the data gathered through the interviews, analyses of 

environmental legislation and media studies, it is possible to identify some 10 environmental 

agencies and authorities working with environmental issues in the Pskov region. The Committee of 

Natural Resources, the Committee of Land Resources, the Federal Water Management 

Administration, the Regional Fish Inspectorate, the State Research Institute of River and Lake 

Fishery, the Hydrometeorology and Environmental Monitoring Centre, the State Sanitary 

Epidemiological Inspectorate and the Environmental Prosecutor’s Office are all regional offices of 

respective central-government ministries and agencies.246 The two other key actors in the regional 

policy arena are the Regional Government and a number of municipal, or local governments, which 

are regarded as a single actor vis-à-vis other actors.  Besides the above-mentioned state actors, a 

few environmental NGOs and the public were also mentioned by a number of the interviewees as 

providing some input into regional environmental policy-making.247  

 

A number of students of Russia’s environmental policy point out that in Russia making an 

environmental decision normally involves a long range of environmental authorities, which often 

slows down environmental problem-solving.248 One of the interviewees felt that regional decision-

making procedures in the field of land resources were ‘excessively regulated’ due to the 

involvement of many authorities that had to sanction an adopted decision.249 Another interviewee 

pointed out the process of adoption of an environmental programme by his/her agency must involve 

inputs and recommendations of other relevant organisations within his/her municipality if the 

programme was to be implemented successfully.250 First, considering the above-said it is reasonable 

to view the adopted environmental decisions as resulting from the interaction of several 

environmental authorities, rather than a single actor. Second, interviewee D’s statement closely 

parallel incrementalism proposition that the test of a good decision is that various analysts find 

themselves agreeing on it, without necessarily deeming this decision as the optimum.251 In other 
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words, support of the environmental programme by the other interested actors was seen as crucial 

for its successful adoption and implementation.  

 

It was felt that the division of the responsibility for the same public environmental measure among 

several agencies, each of which attended to its narrow area of competence, could lead to non-

comprehensive treatment of environmental problems. For instance, in the city of Pskov water 

quality monitoring was fractured between several agencies, the Municipal Water Plant, the Sanitary 

and Epidemiological Inspectorate and the Hydrometeorology and Environmental Monitoring 

Centre. Interviewee D noted that each agency’s attending to one of the dimensions of water quality 

monitoring led to a lack of comprehensive approach to water quality monitoring, when neither of 

the agencies was able to ensure continuous high-quality monitoring. In other words, it is suggestive 

that the problem of water quality monitoring was given attention in a disjointed and uncoordinated 

fashion. It was also pointed out that the lack of comprehensive approach existed in air quality 

monitoring and urban development.252 One more interviewee regretfully noted that in his/her 

municipality each environmental problem was dealt with by a separate department or service, and 

that the municipality did not have any general environmental programme within the framework of 

which more effective and co-operative solutions to the problems could materialize. Such a 

programme was thought to be beyond the municipality’s capacity.253  

 

Russia’s institutional framework for environmental management is characterised as comprising a 

number of environmental agencies and bodies with parallel functions.254 The interviewees’ accounts 

made it possible to identify some of the cases of such functional parallelism and overlap in the 

regional environmental management. According to interviewees K and N, at the central level the 

jurisdiction over management of fish resources was divided between the State Committee on 

Fisheries and the Ministry of Agriculture. It was felt that transferring the functions to one agency, 

the State Committee on Fisheries, ‘would be more logical’ as the placement of the similar 

responsibilities under the jurisdiction of the two different agencies roof complicated discharging the 

responsibilities.255 Another overlap in jurisdictions was manifest in management of water resources, 

which involved the Committee of Natural Resources, the Federal Water Management 

Administration, the Sanitary and Epidemiological Inspectorate, the Hydrometeorology and 
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Environmental Monitoring Centre, and even the Regional Fish Inspectorate.256 The overlapping 

functions also existed between the Department of Mineral Resources and Licensing of the Oblast 

Administration (executive branch of the Regional Government) and the Committee of Natural 

Resources.257 In fact, the two act as checks and balances on each other because the former 

represents the region and the latter the central government. The Constitution provides that the 

regional and the central governments shall be jointly responsible for mineral resources. One of the 

outcomes of this state of affairs appears to be ‘uncertainty about exactly which agency should take 

overall responsibility’ with a resulting delay in action or even inaction.258 Division of authority over 

the same issue areas among several agencies makes regional environmental management a 

complicated and interdependent system that has a tendency to address environmental problems in 

an uncoordinated manner. 
 

V.2. Role of Non-state Actors in the Decision-Making Processes 
 

One of the key assumptions of incrementalism, the involvement of various actors in the policy 

process, admits that besides state actors, (e.g. regional and municipal authorities, environmental 

bureaucracies), interest groups and the public have important impacts on policies. What role was 

then accorded by the interviewees to these non-state actors?  

 

Although all the interviewees felt that the public and environmental NGOs should play an important 

role in environmental decision-making, in actuality their influence on policy-making seemed to be 

far less appreciable. The Pskov region is considered to have a poorly developed NGO sector, which 

seriously impairs the ability to effectively articulate various community interests.259 In this regard, 

the lack of public interest in the environment was seen as a major problem. 260 One interviewee felt 

that at this point it was still ‘unlikely that residents will show the initiative with regard to the 

environment because people are quite inert and rely on an official to make a decision.’ 261 Another 

interviewee, pointing to low environmental awareness of the population, claimed that ‘until the 

citizen realises that garbage should be put into a garbage can, not dumped in a field or in the woods, 

all conversations about enlightenment and environmental protection will remain only 
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conversations.’262 However, raising environmental awareness of the local population was seen to be 

hampered by inadequate funding of environmental education.263 Thus, the lack of broad public 

support for active environmental measures and the weak civil society undermines the public’s vital 

role in environmental decision-making. 

 

As regards the role of business interest groups, most of the interviewees did not perceive them as 

playing an appreciable role in environmental decision-making. Interviewee C, for instance, strongly 

believed that the market forces were ‘inadmissible’ in solving environmental problems and that it 

should be the state bodies that ‘create [favourable environmental] conditions for the population.’ 

Interviewee H, the chief executive of one of the municipalities, felt that the role of business in 

environmental problem-solving was not significant in his/her locality. Interviewee M, a senior 

official in the regional arm of the central-governmental ministry, denied that business had any 

impact on the decisions of his/her agency. Not everyone felt that business was unimportant, 

however, and interviewee L from the same agency said that when making decisions on larger-scale 

projects his/her agency had to take into serious consideration economic interests of investors. There 

is probably more to what interview L said than meets the eye. Post-communist political 

development in Russia has been continuously marked by a vague separation between political office 

and economic interests.264 As regards the Pskov region, one of its political observers pointed that a 

number of the region’s leading economic actors were allegedly closely connected with and 

protected by the regional authorities,265 which may suggest the interpenetration between regional 

political elites and special interest groups. In the context of merging the state and the private it is 

plain to see that the ‘privileged’ economic actors are in good position to steer environmental 

decision-making in the ways they see fit. 

 

One of the interest groups possible to identify was the Association of Fisheries that enlisted over 40 

fishing enterprises operating on Lakes Peipsi and Pskovskoye. However, it is hard to quantify how 

much influence the Association can or cannot exert on the formulation of fishing policy. One 

interviewee noted that the Association was often faced with non-transparent decision-making 

processes within the Oblast Administration, which sought to formulate fishing policy (and to steer 

the ways in which it was implemented) without taking into account the fisheries’ interests.266 The 
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exclusion of fisheries from decision-making was also implied in a number of articles in the regional 

press. The articles suggested that the Oblast Administration had laid down the new rules for the 

current fishing policy, giving fisheries only a symbolic role in policy formulation.267 The said 

should be put into perspective of Russian society, where the organised representation of interest 

groups is only at the embryonic stage despite the presence of many interest groups.268  

 

One of the incrementalism assumptions that ‘every interest has its watchdog’269 presupposes that 

‘various groups will attend to somewhat different aspects of the issue, producing different kinds of 

information as their contributions to political interaction.’270 The analysis of the available data 

suggests that incrementalism seems to accord a greater role to the public and interest groups than 

they actually play in this case. A less appreciable role of non-state actors may stem from partly the 

lack of public interest in the environment and partly from the public’s failure to mobilise. The state 

of affairs, when for some reason the public cannot or is not willing to mobilise to promote its 

interests inevitably leads to poor reflection of public interests in the decision-making process. Hayes 

contends that ‘a significant part of inertia we observe in policy-making stems from the political 

weakness of some groups within society (e.g., their failure to mobilize or lack of resources) that 

would otherwise exert pressure for significant policy change.’ 271 Seen from the incrementalist 

perspective the public’s failure to mobilise is one of the factors that preclude significant change of 

environmental policy in the region.   

  

V.3. Seriality of Analysis and Evaluation 

 
Incrementalism views decision-making not as a one-time occurrence. Instead, decision-making is 

viewed as a process in which feedback is regularly received to remake policies in order to come 

closer to a desired objective.272 In other words, the policy process is seen as serial, or repetitive so 

that any given issue is tackled through a series of analyses and evaluation. 

 

A careful reading of the interviewees’ accounts makes it possible to discern seriality of analysis in 

the work of, at least, some of the environmental administrations. One interviewee described 
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decision-making in his/her environmental agency as a continuous process involving serial analyses 

and evaluation of how programmes, projects or decisions were being implemented.273 Serial policy 

adjustments, a central feature of incrementalism, seemed to be a common feature of the policy that 

regulated the use of fish resources in transboundary waters. Established in 1994, the Estonian-

Russian Intergovernmental Commission on Fishery in Lakes Peipsi, Pskov and Lammi has been 

successful in developing and implementing joint strategies in such strategic areas as sharing of fish 

quotas between Estonia and Russia, use and protection of fish resources throughout these years.274 

Interviewee K, member of this Commission, pointed out that successful, uninterrupted and timely 

regulation of fishing could be attributed to the fact that twice a year the Commission adjusted the 

existing policy in view of a situation on the lakes.275 Incrementalist views this as decision-makers 

adjusting means to ends (policy objectives and the actions needed to attain them) and, to some 

degree, ends to means, and redefining the problems confronting them. Reportedly, an important 

consequence of this common policy was a considerable level of harmonisation of Russian and 

Estonian legislation on fisheries, which was achieved step-by-step since 1994, regardless of 

appreciable initial divergences between the respective legislation.276 

 

A similar mode of policy-making seemed to exist in the management of transboundary waters, Lake 

Peipsi, regulated by the Russian-Estonian Joint Commission on Transboundary Waters, which was 

set up back in 1997. The Commission acts as a formal mechanism for organizing transboundary co-

operation to manage the exchange of water monitoring data, define priorities in studying protection 

and sustainable use of resources and agree common quality indicators and methods of water 

testing.277 According to interviewee M, member of one of its working groups, annual sessions of the 

Commission makes adjustments to the set objectives in the light of the achieved progress. The 

solution of a given problem in the policy area was not seen as a straightforward process when the 

problem could be solved once and for all. Rather, as one interviewee pointed out, the problem 

always remained out there and ‘having completed one stage of [solving] the problem, one has to 

turn to another stage more assertively.’ 278  It is suggestive of a process when policy-makers return 

time after time to reconsider the issue at hand with the unsolved aspects of the problem being dealt 

with a later time. Thus, the decision-making can be characterized as remedial and geared towards 
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alleviating the current environmental problems. Lindblom and Woodhouse assert that such serial 

reconsiderations suggest incremental mode of policy-making, ‘sharply reducing the number of 

alternative policies to be explored, and reducing the number and complexity of factors to be 

analyzed.’279  

 

V.4. Financial and Information Constraints 
 

The lack of financial resources available for dealing with environmental problems at the regional 

and local levels was seen as a major problem. Although the deficiency of financial resources does 

not constitute a theoretically challenging problem, it is likely to affect the analysis of complex 

environmental problems in the region as elaborated further.  

 

A majority of the interviewees noted that money that could be allocated to any given environmental 

problem was severely limited. This was especially felt in waste management. Although in the late 

1990s Russia took on a modern waste management policy approach by passing the Federal Law on 

Production and Consumption of Waste along with a number of other regulations on waste 

management, initiatives at the regional level seem to have remain on a modest scale with the major 

policy objectives not being met.280 A number of the interviewees pointed out that accumulations of 

waste continued to rapidly increase in the region’s urban areas while waste management remained 

largely dependent on the deteriorating land disposal facilities.281 According to interviewee C, 

financial capacity, which has been reduced in the recent years, makes it impossible to introduce new 

waste processing techniques in the city of Pskov, which still has to rely on a rapidly deteriorating 

55-year-old municipal dump. That is, the current financial resources constraints prevent 

environmental managers from considering alternative approaches which could appreciably differ 

from the present practices. Instead, the city authorities in cooperation with the Danish 

Environmental Protection Agency resort to rehabilitating the existing dump ‘little by little.’  

Hopefully, a recently launched municipal waste management programme, which aims at gradual 

improvement of the situation with waste management,282 will mark a new step in the city’s waste 

management. However, it is possible to assume that at this point costly analysis of complex waste 
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management problems completed by the city of Pskov’s underfunded environmental authorities283 

continues to be limited to perfunctory decisions. The smaller municipalities have even less capacity 

for environmental policy analysis. Most of the municipalities now have no environmental 

professionals on the staff.284 As a result, in such municipalities a lot of the environmental decisions 

had to be made by designated officials from the Committee of Natural Resources, located in a 

regional capital.285 However, it was not always felt that the CNR, which was responsible for dealing 

with environmental issues in the entire region, was effective in solving problems on a municipal 

level.286 On the other hand, one interviewee, the chief executive of a municipality, believed that 

some of the environmental issues which his/her municipality faced were beyond the municipality’s 

capacities and expertise.287  

 

Inadequate information exchange between different environmental authorities was also seen as a 

factor that slowed down effective environmental problem-solving.288 One of the interviewees 

compared a lack of relevant environmental information to ‘living in a shell.’289 The withholding of 

information at the interagency level is believed to stem from the attempts of rivalling environmental 

authorities to promote their own sectoral interests.290 The lack of adequate environmental 

information should have serious implications for regional environmental management as 

environmental policy-makers are likely to consider only avenues on which they have information. 

The information deficit is considered one of the most serious problems in Russia’s environmental 

policy-making and, often it is most felt by ordinary citizens thus preventing more active public 

involvement in environmental decision-making.291 

 

Resource and information constraints on environmental decision-making that were identified in this 

case are additional factors that tend to restrict policy choices before decision-makers. In other 

words, they may be seen as reinforcing a tendency to hold on to the existing policies and 

approaches. 

 

                                                           
283 According to interviewee D, a segment of municipal authorities tasked with waste management not only lacks 
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V.5. Gaps in Legal Framework 
 

A number of the interviewees pointed to a number of problems within Russia’s environmental 

legislation at all the three levels – central, regional and local. As the structure of environmental 

decision-making in Russia largely flows from environmental legislation,292 the link between these 

problems and environmental policy-making deserves closer attention.  

 

The first problematic area has to do with the nature of Russian environmental standards. Despite the 

fact that since the break-up of the Soviet Union several new key environmental laws have been 

enacted, the system of environmental quality standards, e.g., requirements of water and air quality, 

etc., has been largely unchanged since the 1960s.293 That regional environmental management has 

to rely on the old Soviet system of environmental standards was substantiated by interviewee L who 

stated that the Committee of Natural Resources operated ‘on the basis of the laws that have been 

made throughout tens of years’ and this legislation was ‘ based on maximum permissible levels of 

pollutants’. The system of environmental requirements developed in the Soviet Union and largely 

inherited by today’s Russia claims to be comprehensive and elaborate with very strict limits on 

concentration of pollutants. However, a major implication of excessively stringent environmental 

standards appears to be the lack of enforcement since it is often unrealistic for the regulated 

community to meet the requirements. 294 Environmental managers in the Pskov region who had to 

make their decisions relying on the framework of Soviet requirements that were ‘even stricter than 

in the West’295 were also faced with a problem of poor enforcement. Quoting the Minister of 

Natural Resources, interviewee L noted,  

 

‘Yes, Russia has the most stringent maximum permissible levels. In the West, in Denmark and 

Sweden, they are milder. But in the West they are enforced, and in Russia these 4-5 times stricter 

requirements are not enforced.’  

 

The interviewee further gave a specific example of non-enforcement in the Pskov region when 

nitrogen dioxide permissible concentration levels in the air had been considerably exceeded; 

however, the population subjected to adverse environmental effects received no redress despite the 
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relevant legislative provisions. Moreover, even if the polluter did pay pollution charges or fines, the 

charges were often much lower than the real damage to the environment incurred.296  

 

Another dimension of the problem with environmental legislation identified by the interviewees has 

to do with a vacuum in legislation that regulates some policy areas. Particularly this vacuum is most 

felt in legislation on fisheries. This was considered a major factor complicating decision-making in 

the area of management of fish resources. Interviewee N explained: 

 

‘Although we have environmental legislation however diverse it is, as odd as it is, we still have no 

Federal Law on Fisheries. It’s the main paradox, and the main barrier to all subsequent things with 

regard to our lake. (…) As a matter of fact, there’ve been attempts to pass the law, and different 

versions of the Law on Fishing have been proposed. It didn’t get approved by the Duma,297 and the 

latest modified version hasn’t yet been passed. That’s the main reason. Laws aren’t in line with 

each other. When there is no fundamental law on fishing, we’ve got to use other environmental laws 

in force. Very often it leads to different interpretations and a mismatch. Different parties [to a 

dispute] tend to interpret these nuances differently. While one party refers to the Law on Fauna, 

another points to the Water Code. These very free interpretations sometimes cause problems.’  

 

One implication of this situation is that the attempts to fill the legislative gap with regional laws 

inevitably run into problems because of the missing framework law at the federal level, and in part 

due to the lack of legal competence on the part of the regional government to develop this kind of 

legislation. The impact of the missing framework legislation (i.e. legal mechanisms for granting 

fishing licenses and zones to the fisheries are not spelled out in federal legislation) on decision-

making was that the Oblast Administration reportedly enjoyed a lot of discretion in steering the 

ways in which decisions were made, not infrequently to the detriment of the fisheries’ interests. 298 

Another consequence of the legislative vacuum was, according to interviewee K, a lack of detailed 

legal mechanisms that would make it possible to clamp down on illegal wholesale of fish on the 

shores of Lakes Peipsi and Pskovskoye. 

 

The problems of the legislative framework did not seem to be restricted to one policy area. Some of 

the regional environmental laws were often not in line with the federal legislation. For instance, the 
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current regional legislation on mineral resources, which dated back to 1993, was felt to require 

amendments in view of the updated Federal Law on Mineral Resources.299  According to the 2001 

data, the Pskov region was one of Russia’s regions where several environmental laws were not 

harmonised with the federal legislation.300 Bringing regional environmental laws in line with the 

federal legislation was still under way at the time of this research.301 Generally, it was felt that 

legislation on fisheries and on mineral resources still lacked effective taxation provisions.302 

 

Based on the interviews, it could be concluded that regional environmental managers often base 

their decisions on the environmental requirements inherited from the Soviet era.303 Incremental 

theory views this as decision-makers relying on past practices as the guide for policy-making.304 As 

a result, environmental problems continue to be addressed through outdated means, which have also 

proved to be difficult to enforce. Ivanova points out in this respect that both the regulators and the 

regulated may be encouraged to hold on to the existing policies as for the former it means a revenue 

stream from environmental fines, and for the latter a plausible justification for non-compliance.305 A 

general implication of this state is that it is much more difficult for policy-makers to contemplate 

significant policy change when decision-making remains constrained by the outdated environmental 

regulations. Yet it should not be interpreted as the impossibility for major policy change to occur, 

rather as a significant barrier to the rapid transformation of the present policies.  

 

However, incrementalism perspective seems to stop short of elucidating all the complexities of the 

relationship between legal framework and environmental decision-making. Such aspects as 

legislative vacuum in some policy areas and the influence of the lack of harmonisation between the 

regional and federal environmental laws require more analysis and probably other theoretical 

instruments. 
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V.6. Summary 
 

An analysis of the interviews and other relevant sources demonstrated that many actors were 

involved in environmental policy-making in the Pskov region. However, there was an appreciable 

difference in the role various actors played. Contrary to the expectations of incrementalist 

perspective, non-state actors (environmental NGOs and other interest groups) appeared to have far 

less influence on policy-making. The reduced role of non-state actors stemmed from an inadequate 

level of their mobilization and thus, a failure to promote their interests. These also had to do with 

the lack of public interest in environmental affairs not the least due to the fact a vast majority of the 

population viewed socio-economic issues, rather than environmental ones, as crucial in a transition 

economy. According to the incrementalist framework, the failure of public interests to mobilize can 

be conceived of as an important factor that precludes major change in the regional environmental 

policy. 

 

Examination of regional environmental management showed a number of features characteristic of 

incremental mode of policy-making. First, the chronic division and overlapping of regulatory 

responsibility for environmental public measures among many environmental authorities led to 

dispersed powers in environmental affairs and thus under-emphasis in addressing some 

environmental problems.  The environmental authorities’ tendency to attend to the issues within 

their sectoral area of responsibility led to the treatment of environmental problems in a disjointed 

and uncoordinated manner. 

 

Second, based on the policy-makers’ statements a conclusion could be reached that seriality of 

analyses and evaluation was a characteristic feature of regional environmental problem-solving. In 

other words, regional environmental policy-making could be conceived of as a sequence of policy 

moves when policy goals and the actions aimed to achieve them continued to adjust to one another 

in the light of new policy steps. This is seen as one of the dominant characteristics of incrementalist 

mode of policy-making. Environmental policy-making seemed to be remedial and geared towards 

alleviation of the present environmental problems, rather than their immediate solution.  

 

Third, information and resources constraints were identified in regional environmental 

management. It was argued that they acted as serious impediments to more comprehensive 
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environmental approaches by forcing environmental decision-makers to severely limit their policy 

options.  

 

Fourth, the fact that regional environmental managers relied in outdated environmental 

requirements and practices inherited from the Soviet times was identified as an important aspect 

that reinforced maintaining the status quo in regional environmental affairs. 

 

Although incrementalism was helpful in illuminating important aspects of regional environmental 

decision-making, this model could not account well for some of the impacts the legal framework 

had on decision-making. On the other hand, this model was strong in describing decision-making as 

a recurring process with minor policy departures and in identifying some of the important 

constraints in the policy process. 
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VI. THE EXPLANATION OF THE BUREAUCRATIC POLITICS MODEL 
 

How does environmental decision-making function in the Pskov region?  What are the influences 

brought to bear on environmental policy formulation? This chapter seeks to explain environmental 

decision-making under the lens of the bureaucratic politics model of decision-making. The answer 

to this inquiry, according to the bureaucratic politics model, can be best conceived of as the 

competition between several key environmental players, each of which seeks to promote its own 

organizational interests. Allison and Halperin argue that organisations can for some purposes be 

regarded as unitary players when the actions of the top manager of an organisation, whose goals are 

mostly shaped by that organisation, can be regarded as actions of the organisation and the various 

behaviours of different staff of an organisation can be considered ‘as coherent strategies and tactics 

in a single plan’.306 Consequently, for the purposes of this paper environmental agencies and other 

organisations with environmental responsibilities will be regarded as separate unitary actors 

assumed to have insignificant internal differences. However, although the primary focus is on 

organisational actors, the pertinent actions of individual heads of environmental agencies may also 

be considered.  

 

VI.1. Decision-Making at the Regional Level 
 

Although it is difficult to disentangle regional decision-making processes from those at the local 

level, for analytical convenience this section primarily focuses on decision-making involving the 

federal agencies and the Regional Government. It explores the factors influencing inter-

organizational conflict and co-operation, and identifies some major action channels through which 

environmental decisions are made at the regional level. The next section examines environmental 

policy-making at the local level with a specific emphasis on the interaction between the local and 

regional governments.  

 
VI.1.1. Competition and Interagency Conflict 
 
Central to the bureaucratic politics model is the assumption that there is competition and conflict 

among the participants when environmental decisions are made. As empirical data indicated, 

conflict appeared to be inherent in the process of environmental decision-making where a number 

of competing organisations sought to affect environmental decisions. However, it should be kept in 

                                                           
306 Allison & Halperin (1972), p.47. 

 66



mind that very often the competition among the public organisations may be quite discreet yet with 

profound effects on the demarcation of the power relationships between the organisations and on 

the nature of the policies to be adopted.307  

 

Since the majority of the interviewees perceived the Committee of Natural Resources and the 

Regional Government (mainly its executive branch, the Oblast Administration) as the most 

prominent environmental actors, at first a focus will be placed on their interaction by spelling out 

the positions occupied and the roles performed by the two organizations. According to interviewee 

L, the relations between the Committee of Natural Resources, which represents the interests of the 

central government, and the Oblast Administration (OA), executive branch of the Regional 

Government, were ‘in need of improvement’ with an insufficient level of co-operation between the 

two organisations. The OA was perceived by the CNR’s managers as slow in solving environmental 

problems,308 and the Administration’s efforts were felt to be inadequate to the extent that, as 

interviewee M noted, the CNR had to do the job the OA was supposed to accomplish. One of the 

factors that complicated co-operation between the two organisations was fragmented responsibility 

for environmental co-operation with the CNR within the Oblast Administration, and consequently 

the OA’s reduced capacity to coordinate environmental decisions and actions. One of the 

interviewees pointed out:  

 

‘Now the three Vice-Governors are responsible for relations with our Committee. Of course, it is 

inadmissible […]. If you had to deal with one person, that Vice-Governor would become more 

responsible. He would go deeper into this thing [dealing with environmental issues]. More 

understanding would emerge. It is always more effective to deal with one person when the two 

organisations closely work together on a regular basis.’309 

 

The cooperation seemed to be further aggravated by the perceived inertia of regional authorities in 

setting up an environmental fund310 within the regional budget. Interviewee L felt disappointed that 

two years had passed without any results despite the CNR’s proposals on launching such a fund and 

on its future structure. The CNR’s attempts to ‘snatch money for solving environmental problems’ 
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were said to have run into problems due to the fact that the CNR had no right to initiate legislation 

in the regional Legislative Assembly.311 The Committee’s resorting to lobbying did not turn out 

successful because of the legislators’ lack of expertise in environmental legislation.312 Another 

possible explanation for regional legislators’ unwillingness to consider setting up the fund is that 

the Legislative Assembly was considered to be tightly controlled by the executive branch, OA,313 

the interests of which seemed to focus on nature exploitation rather than its protection and 

rehabilitation as elaborated below. It would be hard to imagine that in the circumstances the 

legislators began to promote the interests so divergent from those in the executive. The struggle for 

the budget environmental fund represents nothing else than bargaining over the issue between the 

two organisations with the officials in the CNR attempting to become the sources of a new policy 

on financing environmental activities. 

 

From the bureaucratic politics perspective lack of cooperation and conflict between the CNR and 

the RG can be viewed as caused by divergent organisational responsibilities and interests. Thus, 

within the framework of broad values and shared interests,314 governmental leaders, bureaucratic 

decision-makers and other interests have competitive not identical objectives, priorities and 

perceptions.315 What are then the organisational interests of the Committee of Natural Resources 

and the Regional Government likely to be? 

 

In this case the CNR can be seen as having an overarching organisational interest in steering the 

ways in which regional environmental problems are managed. The role of the agency was perceived 

by its staff as central to regulating regional environmental management. One of the CNR’s senior 

managers stated that the CNR was ‘exactly that state regulatory organ in Russia that can give the 

closest interpretation to [environmental] laws.’316  The bureaucratic politics model asserts that all 

organisations strive for influence so as to pursue their objectives effectively.317 In this light, the 

CNR’s efforts to set up an environmental regional fund represents an attempt at expanding its 
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capabilities for solving environmental issues, which would help the agency attain its organisational 

goals more effectively. 

 

In contrast, the OA has to focus on a much broader spectrum of tasks, and consequently interests so 

that environment-related responsibilities constitute only a fraction of the OA’s activities. The 

review of the administrative structure of the OA demonstrated that divisions and departments 

responsible for social, industrial and economic policies, architecture, state property, public relations, 

licensing and even human resources were considerably larger than those with explicit 

environmental responsibilities.318  The OA’s organisational interests with regard to the environment 

seemed to primarily revolve around its active exploitation. Management of forest resources, one of 

the most profitable activities in the region, is one of the policy areas where such interests become 

most manifest. According to one of the OA’s Vice-Governors, Vladimir Blank, ‘The Oblast 

Administration’s goal in forest use is to conserve nature, concurrently benefiting from it in 

economic terms, [and] to make the Pskov region and its budget profit from natural resources.’319 

The fact that the regional budget did not contain any provisions for forest sanitation activities320 

could also suggest that the OA’s concerns tended not to extend further than merely obtaining the 

economic benefits. Moreover, the OA continuously emphasised that only 25-30 per cent of the 

available regional forests were utilised, meaning good prospects for the active exploitation of 

forests.321 One of the interviewees regretfully noted that forest policy still continued to be in turmoil 

due to fierce interest clashes between the timber companies and the forestry authorities.322 

Interestingly, a head of the OA’s Department on Nature Use, responsible for management of 

regional forest and fish resources, categorically refused to be interviewed. According to a number of 

Russian environmental NGOs, that the government increasingly played down environmental issues 

and treated nature merely as a resource adversely affected Russia’s environmental practices.323 

Under-emphases of the environment also seemed to be the case in regional decision-making, and 

‘whether any environmental decisions emerge at all is dependant on…the economic interest in this.’ 
324  That is, environmental problems tend to be dealt with only if they involve some actor’s 

interests. 
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Another important aspect that is likely to determine interests of the CNR and the RG (its both 

branches) is the very nature of these organisations. Whereas the CNR is clearly a bureaucratic 

organisation, the Oblast Administration and the Legislative Assembly should have interests which 

are characteristic of the political institution. The governor in charge of the OA and the legislators in 

the regional LA are elected officials who want to be re-elected for another term. In fact, the current 

governor already expressed his intention to run for the third term in the upcoming governor’s 

elections in 2004,325 and it is very likely that the interests of the OA are focused on the areas that 

can attract most of the votes in the future elections. In the context of tough socio-economic climate 

in the Pskov region with its high unemployment rates and low concentration of industries326 these 

should be economic and social policies that would be most successful with the electorate. As noted 

by quite a few of the interviewees, the public preoccupied with economic and social concerns did 

not have a keen interest in the environment.327 In the circumstances when environmental causes 

were unlikely to bring immediate political or economic benefits the regional legislators, actors with 

their own responsibilities for the development of environmental policy, also seemed to be 

uninterested. Interview B pointed out: 

 

‘Few of the regional legislators had any kind of environmental programme in their run-ups to 

elections. I can name only one or two who somehow touched on the environment. The fact that the 

environment was not mentioned in the election campaigns implies that it doesn’t bring enough 

votes. It’s not popular.’ 

 

As could be seen in the relations of the CNR and the RG, the two actors have very divergent 

organisational interests. From the bureaucratic politics perspective this divergence in the actors’ 

interests is seen as shaped by the actors’ different positions in the decision-making apparatus. While 

the CNR is a bureaucratic organisation with its responsibilities restricted to environment-related 

issues, the RG is a political institution with a much broader range of interests and objectives. Seen 

in this light the governor and the Legislative Assembly are subject to political pressures from the 

constituents they represent. As the public’s interest in the environment remains low, neither the OA 

nor the LA is compelled to be sensitive to environmental issues. An important implication of this is 

that although environmental policy-making is supposed to be the realm of the elected officials, the 
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reality appears to be that environmental policy is more likely to be developed by environmental 

bureaucracies. 

 

Interagency conflicts, however, are not restricted to the relations between the CNR and the RG. 

Land policy is also an arena where different interests clash and regulatory authority is re-divided. In 

Russia issues concerned with land still remain highly politicized.328 Land remained outside the 

scope of the 1990s privatisation programmes. The prohibition of resale of land and restricted land 

entitlement were in place until the early 2000s, and only in 2001 the Duma adopted a new and 

relatively liberal land code. An ongoing re-division of land between different proprietors and users 

with a focus on the development of private ownership still encounters resistance of bureaucratic 

structures.329  

 

The Committee of Land Resources, a regional arm of the central-governmental agency for land 

regulation, has been operating in the Pskov region for over 10 years. Although it used to have 

comprehensive regulatory authority over land management, some of the Committee’s functions had 

been transferred to the Committee on State Property, a division of the Oblast Administration.330 

This re-division of responsibilities reportedly caused frictions between the two organizations.331 In 

an attempt to retain the control over the allocation of land, the Committee of Land Resources 

developed ‘a step-by-step procedure that details which authorities or committees are involved, 

which steps and actions to take, and which documentation to prepare.332’ Conflicting relations 

between the CLR and the CSP of the Oblast Administration may also be explained as the 

competition between the two levels of government, the federal level represented by the CLR and the 

regional government represented by the CSP, over the re-division of rights to regulate land 

resources. Indeed, larger control over land regulation is probably seen by the regional authorities as 

a valuable asset to have.  

 

Another aspect that complicated decision-making in land policy was a perceived lack of 

administrative capacity on the part of regional and local authorities. According to interviewee B, a 

federal official who dealt with land issues, it was especially felt in the management of protected 

areas where the main obstacle was the regional and local bureaucracies' insufficient capacity to 
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‘structure different administrations and authorities so that they would understand their 

responsibilities and duties.’  The result was unclear procedures and vaguely defined responsibilities 

in the management of protected areas. In general, land allocation procedures were felt to be 

'excessively regulated' and the municipal authorities often inert and poorly informed of organizing 

comprehensive land management programmes at the local level. The excessive regulation of land 

allocation was manifest in the mechanism of the procedure that brought together a range of 

involved authorities, the Sanitary and Epidemiological Inspectorate, the Environmental Protection 

Service of the CNR, Fire and Architectural Departments.333 As each agency had to give its input 

into decisions, this could not but constrain the whole decision-making process as the decision was 

to be decided in a way that would reflect, to a varying degree, the preferences of all the decision-

making actors. The decision itself could be best understood as the result of bargaining among the 

decision-making actors involved. 

 

VI.1.2. Fishing Policy Formulation 
 

Lying on the shore of Lake Peipsi, the Pskov region is generously endowed with fish resources that 

are actively exploited by the fishing enterprises both on the Russian and the Estonian sides. As 

fishery is a very profitable business both in Russia and Estonia, the number of fishing enterprises 

and the intensity of fishing have greatly grown since the Soviet period, which cannot but increase 

the pressure on the available fish resources.334 Reportedly, the fisheries’ activities are already 

beginning to take their toll on Lake Peipsi’s environment.335 

 

The formulation of fishing policy brings together a number of interested actors. The involved actors 

are the Regional Fish Inspectorate (RFI), the Oblast Administration, the State Research Institute of 

River and Lake Fishery (SRIRLF), and the fishing enterprises (FEs). Based on the interviews and 

the analyses of Russian mass media it was possible to suggest that not each of the actors had the 

same access to the decision-making process.  

 

According to interviewee K, the OA played a crucial role in the management of fish resources since 

the main water objects [Lakes Peipsi and Pskovskoye] lie on the territory of the region. The RFI, a 
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regional arm of the federal regulatory agency State Committee on Fisheries, was reported to 

maintain ‘continuous contact with the Oblast Administration on absolutely every issue.’  Yet, as 

interviewee K noted, it did not have to mean that decision-making at the RFI was influenced by the 

OA. The RFI was permitted to carry out the decisions of the OA only after these decisions were 

approved by the State Committee on Fisheries. Although this interviewee went on to stress the 

OA’s great role in fish policy, another interview saw the OA as inert in solving the problems in this 

policy area. Interviewee N felt that the OA’s interests had been elsewhere but in the area of fish 

management. The reason for that may be that the regional authorities have been so preoccupied with 

socio-economic problems of the region that they were not willing to get seriously involved with a 

difficult task of fisheries’ regulation. As interviewee N explained: 

 

‘[I]n the 1990s the economic situation in the Pskov region was very tense, and there were so many 

unresolved problems vital to the region’s population that environmental problems, especially of 

Lake Peipsi, were beyond the attention of [regional] authorities (…). It all had very negative 

effects. So management [of Lakes Peipsi and Pskovskoye] was only within the purview of the 

federal agencies that regulate fisheries. (…) To a large extent, the [regional] authorities were 

uninvolved, and only in the past years the situation has begun to change.’336 

 

A lack of interest on the part of the Oblast Administration has had serious repercussions on the 

lakes. Poaching and practices when even the licensed fisheries under-report the real amounts of the 

caught fish to evade taxation burden gained momentum and still continue to flourish. The existence 

of numerous illegal wholesalers who purchase non-declared fish stimulates these practices. 

Reportedly, the RFI is not in a position to clamp down on this illegal trade, as it has no legal 

mandate to operate on the shore. The Oblast Administration and the regional Legislative Assembly 

with jurisdiction over this area remain inert. The outcome is the discrepancy between the official 

statistics and the real amount of the caught fish, a dangerous tendency when the overexploitation of 

fish resources may remain undetected.337 

 

Interviewee N noted that the State Research Institute of River and Lake Fishery (SRIRLF) had very 

little co-operation with the OA. The OA was perceived by this interviewee as indifferent to the 

needs of fish resources’ research and monitoring:  
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 73



 

‘Only if some disaster happened on the lake, then it would probably alert the authorities. 

…bureaucrats … just say “why should we invest money [in research] if all is well with the lake.” … 

the regional authorities just don’t care about the lakes.’338  

 

Basically, the officials in the OA allocate too little funding for research conducted by the SRIRLF. 

In the bureaucratic politics light the OA may be seen as impinging on the achievement of the 

SRIRLF’s organizational goals described as ‘ensuring the maximum catch of fish … without 

undermining fish resources’.339 The lack of co-operation between the two organisations has to a lot 

do with allocation of financial resources when one of the organisations perceives the current 

division of resources as unfair and detrimental to the achievement of its goals. Indeed, the fact that 

the SRIRLF was located in a building in need of urgent repair, with the heating system off at the 

beginning of November when the temperature in the north-west of Russia dropped well below zero 

demonstrated that the organisation was severely underfunded.  

 

It may also be speculated that the OA has been consciously trying to limit the SRIRLF’s role in 

regional decision-making in order to freely promote the Administration’s interests without being 

constrained by the opinion of the research community. In Russia the situation when the decision-

making input of the regional scientific institutions is restricted by the regional government through, 

for instance, funding cuts occurs quite frequently.340 Decision-making in the area of fish policy was 

characterised as ‘quite closed’. The OA was said to dominate decision-making and shaping of the 

policy in the ways it deemed necessary, not infrequently with the exclusion of such an important 

stakeholder as the Association of Fisheries.341 To briefly illustrate this point, the OA’s June 

decision to divide the lakes into fishing zones had been evidently developed without the input from 

the fisheries that were unhappy about the decision, perceived as infringing on their interests. The 

decision was felt to leave the regional authorities a lot of room for interpreting the fishing 

regulations, which could result, as the fisheries believed, in preferential treatment of some of the 

fisheries and inter-fishery rivalry over fishing zones. 342 Although it remains to be seen whether this 

decision will be successfully implemented, this demonstrates a high degree of discretion the Oblast 

Administration has in decision-making in this policy area. 
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It was however pointed out that difficulties in the fishing sector were not restricted to the lack of co-

operation with the OA. Poor co-ordination between the divisions within the same ministry and the 

overlap of responsibilities between different environmental agencies were felt to be a problem. One 

interviewee explained: 

 

‘It is the Soviet legacy that has not been sorted out yet. In Soviet times there were two ministries of 

fisheries. The Ministry of Fisheries of the Soviet Union dealt with seas and oceans. The Ministry of 

Fisheries of the Russian Soviet Federative Republic dealt with in-land water reservoirs. When the 

Soviet Union broke up, there was no need for the two ministries any more. So reorganisations 

started, and the former USSR Ministry of Fisheries lost its ministerial status and became the 

Committee of Fisheries [of the Russian Federation]. Yet the interesting thing is that bureaucrats 

are very hardy and resilient, and they don’t want to lose their positions. So the former Ministry of 

the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic was reorganised, but it didn’t disappear. It got 

subsumed by the Ministry of Agriculture. So we, research institutes on management of fish 

resources, got under the competence of the Ministry of Agriculture. This is not logical. The former 

inter-agency lack of co-ordination of the Soviet times has persisted into the future, and it is not 

solved yet. It would be more logical to transfer co-ordination [of research institutes on management 

of fish resources] to the State Committee on Fisheries. The fact that we are subordinated to the 

Ministry of Agriculture leads to the problematic approach to us on the Ministry’s part. The 

ministerial bureaucrats are accustomed to [dealing with conventional things] like livestock raising. 

Those things are closer and more understandable to them [than fish].  […] This paradoxical 

situation has persisted so far, and we happen to be in the backyard of the Ministry. As a result, 

unwillingness to fund us decently and to help us.’343 

 

From the bureaucratic politics perspective this can be construed as a conflict between the 

organisational goals of the Ministry of Agriculture and those of its current unit, SRIRLF. The 

divergence of the organisational goals is determined by differing areas of competence of the 

organisations. The SRIRLF’s goals seem to be perceived as not so important in the context of the 

Ministry’s mainstream activities. This results in marginalising the role of the SRIRLF within the 

MA.  
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Indeed, the persisting unclear distribution of power and poorly demarcated competencies between 

the ministries are said to give rise to the bureaucratic turf battles and handicap effectiveness of 

Russia’s bureaucracies.344 Regarding the case at hand both the RFI and the SRIRLF have 

overlapping responsibilities in the area of fish resources’ monitoring.345 The placement of these 

responsibilities under the two different ministerial roofs, those of the SCF and of the MA, was felt 

to be ineffective due to the resulting fragmentation of decision-making and duplication of 

competencies.346 

 

VI.1.3. Action Channels 
 

The bureaucratic politics model emphasizes that, despite the confusion of the collective decision-

making process, this process is structured and constrained by established ‘action channels’. The 

action channels are ‘regularized sets of procedures for producing particular classes of action’, i.e. 

action on a specific kind of issue that largely govern which players will take part in which games, 

and what advantages and disadvantages the players will have.347 Importantly, channels determine 

who will be responsible for raising the issue, who will advise on the alternatives, who will actually 

make the decision, whose agreement will be required before the decision is implemented, and who, 

in fact, will be responsible for the implementation. Participation will vary depending on the nature 

of the issue that is being considered and the type of the game.348 Based on the interviews it was 

possible to identify some of the action channels in a number of key policy areas. It is realised 

however that the number of action channels is likely to be larger. 

 

The action channel for taking environmental action at the regional level necessarily involves the 

CNR and the OA. Other participants may vary depending on the nature of the issue. It is often a 

business, for example, if the matter concerns a construction project, which inevitable has 

environmental ramifications. In this case the role of the CNR is to propose different alternatives to 

the OA349 and to do environmental impact assessment of the planned project. Interviewee L, a 

senior manager in the CNR, maintained that joint problem-solving then ensued between the CNR 
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and the OA,350 implying the equal standing of the two organisations. However, the literature 

suggested that the regional governments in Russia could often overrule the decisions made by the 

CNRs on the grounds of economic necessity.351 Whether the Pskov regional authorities choose to 

overrule or not is probably dependent on the issue at stake, but it is suggestive of the capacity of the 

regional authorities to veto or ignore policies suggested by environmental administrations. This 

assumption could be substantiated by the fact the regional authorities ignored the CNR’s proposals 

on the budget environmental fund for over two years. In light of the perceived regional authorities’ 

insensitivity to environmental issues,352 this does not seem unlikely. 

 

As for more routine technical decisions, for instance, a decision to issue a license for mineral 

resources’ exploitation, it is an applicant, a company or an entrepreneur that initiates the action by 

placing an application with the Department of Mineral Resources and License Policy of the OA. 

Then this Department prepares a decision, which is co-ordinated with the head of the CNR. The 

license may be issued only after the head of the CNR and the governor or the vice-governor of the 

Oblast Administration approve it by putting an official signature.353  

 

The action channel of decisions on land tends to involve different players depending on which level 

the decision is taken, i.e. the importance of the decision. Three main types of decisions can be 

identified based on the data provided by the interviewees. The first type refers to the decisions made 

at the highest level by the lower chamber of the Russian Parliament and the executive branch of the 

Government. These are major decisions that formulate a framework for land policy at the regional 

level, for example, the adoption of the new Land Code. The role of the Federal Service of Land 

Cadastre, and consequently its field divisions, at this level of the decision-making game is restricted 

to that of an implementing agency. The implementing process was characterised as hierarchical, 

based on strong vertical subordination.354  

 

The second type of decisions has to do with the strategic decisions in the areas of land cadastre, and 

state regulation of land resources at the regional level. For instance, the action channel for 

producing a land regulation looks as follows. The Committee of Land Resources drafts a 

preliminary version of the regulation, and proposes it to the executive branch of the Regional 
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Government, the OA. The legal advisors within the OA review the preliminary version of the 

regulation, and pass it to the regional Legislative Assembly for its scrutiny. The LA is the authority 

that makes a final decision whether to adopt the regulation.355 Interviewee A maintained that this 

system of checks and balances ‘prevents any documents being adopted in violation of the state 

policy and land legislation.’  Thus each of the three organisations can act as points of amendment 

and veto in the decision-making process. 

 

More technical decisions on the allocation of land are normally adopted through the special councils 

that bring together a number of interested stake-holders: the environmental protection officials from 

the Committee of Natural Resources, the Committee on State Property of the Regional Government, 

the Sanitary and Epidemiological Inspectorate, the Fire Inspectorate, and the Architectural 

Department. It was pointed out that this type of the decision required a good deal of compromise 

between the involved actors. 356  

 

At the local level a decision on land is, in fact, a joint decision made by a local office of the CLR in 

the municipality, and a chief executive of the municipality. The role of the local office is to provide 

technical assistance in drafting the decision, which the chief executive of the municipality signs.357 

Depending on the nature of the issue, this division has to interact with different departments within 

the municipal government, most often with the Economic Department.358 However, the head of the 

CLR holds the arbitrary power to suspend the normative documents issued by the municipality if 

the documents contradict land legislation.359 It is however hard to determine to which extent this 

veto right is used by the CLR as the CLR’s local offices in the municipalities are dependent on the 

municipality’s aid due to the lack of funding.360 

 

In fishing policy there are a number of channels for producing actions in the policy area. The 

Scientific and Fishing Council within the OA develops recommendations for decision-making in 

the SCF in Moscow. This council brings together fish inspectorate officials, scientists, the regional 

and/or local authorities, and the representatives of the fisheries. This deliberative organ works out 

the main principles of fishing policy that have to do with fishing equipment, quotas of fish to be 
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caught, and possible restrictions on the operation of fisheries.361  These decisions are based on the 

regional authorities’ interpretation of the agreements reached by the Intergovernmental Russia-

Estonian Commission on Fisheries. However, as one interviewee noted, the Russian side has 

considerable leeway in interpreting bilateral rules due to the missing federal law on fisheries.362  

 

The Intergovernmental Russian-Estonian Commission on Fisheries in Lakes Peipsi, Pskovskoye 

and Warm is ‘the final authority that formulates a strategy for the exploitation of fish resources’ in 

these lakes shared by Russia and Estonia. Resolutions produced by this Intergovernmental 

Commission then serve as recommendations for making decisions at the governmental level in both 

countries. With regard to Russia, as soon as the State Committee on Fisheries approves any of the 

Commission’s resolutions, the resolution may override any internal fishing regulation in case the 

latter is not in line with the resolution.363 

 

VI.2. Decision-Making at the Local Level 
 

VI.2.1. Structure and Functions of the Local Government364 

 

After the break-up of the Soviet system and subsequent attempts at decentralization, towns and 

villages received the right to set up local governments and obtain the municipal status; however, 

this process seems to be far from finished.365 According to Sakwa, local self-government in Russia 

is defined as ‘the political and managerial activities of local authorities in municipalities (…) below 

the level of oblast [regional] government.’366 Article 12 of the Russian Constitution and article 14 

of the 1995 Law on the General Principles of Local Self-Government explicitly state that local self-

government does not constitute part of the system of organs of state power, i.e. federal or regional 

governments. The same law guarantees the equal status of a municipality vis-à-vis another 

municipality as well as no administrative subordination between the regional government and local 

governments. However, in reality relations between the regional government and local governments 

often appear to be different from those between equal partners as further elaborated in this section. 
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Article 14 of the 1995 Law on the General Principles of Local Self-Government provides that the 

structure of the institutions of local government shall be independently determined by the 

population. This law stipulates two main institutions of local government, the local representative 

body (local legislature), and the leader (chief executive) of a municipality with his/her local 

administration, which is the executive branch of local government. In addition to passing local 

legislation, the local legislature approves a local budget and reports on its execution. It sets local 

taxes and other duties and oversees other institutions of local government.367 The chief executive of 

the municipality is accountable both to the electorate and the local legislature.368 S/he can either be 

elected by citizens or selected by the local legislature out of its own legislators. It is pointed out that 

federal legislation is quite unclear about the division between legislative and executive powers at 

the local level. Normally it is the chief executive (often referred to as ‘mayor’ or ‘head of local 

administration’) who is in charge of the local administration.369 The lack of clear division of powers 

within the local government is a potential source of conflict between the executive and the 

legislative branches of the local government. It was also the case in one of the municipalities. 

Interviewee F explained: 

 

‘We have recently had elections, and our Local Legislature turned out to be very politicised. It 

spent half a year re-dividing powers in the Pechory municipality. We’d want to show to the local 

legislators that a re-division of powers is probably not such an important thing. You [legislators] 

weren’t elected to rule, you were elected to solve issues.’ 

 

On the other hand, the chairman of the Local Legislature believed the new division of powers 

would make the legislature independent of the influence of the head of the local administration, and 

help things work normally.370 Considering these statements, it can be argued that even in the same 

municipality policies are susceptible to influences of actors that show differing interests on one and 

the same issue as in the case of power demarcation.  

 

Unlike in the West, in Russia municipalities are expected to finance and deliver a broad range of 

public services in conditions when many social actors are still heavily dependent on the state’s 
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provision of material benefits and services.371 The scope of local welfare functions may go as far as 

ensuring production and availability of food and consumer goods in a given locality.372 A number of 

municipal spheres of responsibility can be classified as having to do with the environment. 

Municipalities are fully responsible for water supply and sewage services as well the regulation of 

local construction and housing issues. Waste disposal, sanitation are also local responsibilities. 

Some functions like health protection, land management and environmental protection are 

administered in interaction with the field offices of federal agencies.373 Federal legislation explicitly 

states that municipalities should participate in environmental protection; however, as the interviews 

pointed out the municipality’s vital role with regard to environmental protection appeared to be 

significantly constrained by a number of factors. 

 

VI.2.2. Relations with the Regional Government 
 

Local governments throughout the RF commonly run into serious problems in providing this 

spectrum of public services in view of their limited resources.374 In fact, the fulfillment of the local 

government’s constitutional rights on financial and budgetary policies is considered to be one of the 

most pressing problems.375 Financial independence of local government appears to be constrained 

by federal and regional legislation.376 It is still common for local governments to be funded out of 

the regional budget, which receives the bulk of taxes and transfers from the federal centre.377 This 

perpetuates the common pattern when local budgets are fully dependent on decisions of regional 

and federal governments.378 In extreme cases it is not unusual for regional governments to deprive 

local governments of funding or to delegate regional state functions without the necessary financial 

support with the resulting negative effects on the local government’s fulfillment of its tasks.379 It is 

often the negotiation skills of municipal managers that determine how much funding the local level 
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will receive from the regional budget.380 The recent report commissioned by the Presidential Office 

indicates that the lasting unclear delineation of functions and powers with regard to the distribution 

of financial resources between the local and the regional governments quite often provokes acute 

conflicts and tensions between the two.381  

 

According to interviewee G, an environmental manager in one of the municipalities, in his 

municipality charges for the exploitation of natural resources totalled at 400-500 thousand roubles a 

year (about USD 12,121-15,151), quite a large sum of money in Russia, ‘but the budget of the 

region has taken everything, and one cannot extract funding for environmental protection out of the 

regional budget’. All the requests for environmental funding to the regional authorities were simply 

ignored because as this interviewee claimed ‘they (officials in the Oblast Administration) just don’t 

give a damn about the municipality.’  

 

This seemed to be a serious problem in another municipality. It was felt that delays in funding 

appropriations seriously soured the relations between the municipality and the OA. However, one 

interviewee felt that the reason was in the work of the Federal Government: 

 

 ‘[A] lot of things at the federal level are not done in time (…). For example, the federal authorities 

owe our municipality 213 million roubles for the adopted housing fund. (…) Concurrently, we also 

need to accomplish some measures to save energy resources. (…) Money is not forthcoming yet. 

How could then the relations be good?382’ 

 

An opinion that the municipalities were largely deprived of environmental funding was also shared 

by interviewees L and M, federal environmental officials. It specifically referred to pollution 

charges paid by the polluters on the territory of the municipality, which were subsequently 

transferred to the regional and federal budgets.  According to interviewee L,  

 

‘Previously, pollution charges were divided among the federal, regional and local levels, now there 

are only two types [of distribution]: between regional and federal levels. What about Article 87 of 

the Budget Code of the Russian Federation which states that waste disposal should be funded 

exclusively by the municipality? (…) Now the municipalities are cut off. That is, plants on a given 
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territory pay pollution charges, but this money flees the municipality. Whether the Regional 

Government gives money to the municipality or not is unclear. ’ 

 

It seemed that the position of the Regional Government vis-à-vis the municipality was even more 

strengthened by the fact that there was ‘practically no legal basis for the accumulation of tax 

revenue in local self-governments.’383 According to interviewee C, a senior municipal official in 

charge of the environment, the past years have witnessed a deterioration of environmental problem-

solving and environmental funding, not least as a consequence of weak mechanisms to ensure 

environmental funding at the local level. 

 

Problems in relations between the municipal and the regional authorities did not seem to be limited 

to conflicts over the distribution of funds. The regional authorities may also attempt to dictate their 

interests in the areas within the competence of the municipality. An illustration can be a dispute 

between the OA and the Local Government of the city of Pskov over the fire on the city’s waste 

dump in late August-early September 2002, which switched over to a fierce polemic over the future 

of the waste dump. The conflict started on September 2 when the governor of the Pskov region 

Yevgeniy Mikhailov on the regional TV accused the mayor and the Local Government of the city of 

Pskov of incompetence and inertia in putting out a dump fire.384 It was reported that the fire had 

caused thick smog over the city.385 Almost immediately, the allegations were rebuffed by a deputy 

mayor of the municipality who argued that it was the regional authorities to blame for the smog as 

they were incapable of putting out forest fires burning in the region in August and September.386 

The outcome of the conflict was an inspection of the enterprise “ASPO”, a municipal contractor 

responsible for the maintenance of the waste dump, conducted by the regional authorities and the 

CNR.387 As a result, not only were substantial financial sanctions applied to the enterprise “ASPO”, 

but the regional authorities ordered to shut down the municipal dump by March 1, 2002. That order 

was in a direct contradiction to the previous decision of the Local Government to keep the dump up 

and running until January 1, 2005.388 In response, the deputy mayor of the Local Government called 
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this decision absurd and assured that the municipal dump would be operating until 2005 while other 

alternatives were searched for.389 The OA’s decision should be seen as purely symbolic as it was 

indeed impossible to implement it without endangering the city’s waste management system. 

According to the bureaucratic politics perspective, the above-described debate was an episode of 

bargaining between the two organisations, the Local Government and the OA. It could be noticed 

that a circle of players was formed by those at the top of the organisations involved in the issue. The 

players clearly had different perceptions on a future of the waste dump. In other words, they tended 

to see quite different ‘faces’ of the same issue. What they saw, as Allison and Halperin argue, was 

determined by their responsibilities and interests.390 For the regional authorities accusing the 

municipality of inertia and demanding a shut-down of the dump could mean looking as caring about 

the public’s safety and expanding its influence. However, the municipal authorities might see such 

accusations and demands for the shut-down as impinging on their public image and interfering with 

their internal affairs. Essentially, the shut-down would mean, in their eyes, an unjustified diversion 

of budgetary resources, increased workload and disruption of the waste management system. These 

might be only some of the possible considerations involved in a bargaining game. Official secrecy 

makes it impossible to get a glimpse of all the sets of interests the regional authorities pursued when 

starting their game. Importantly, the symbolic decision to shut down the dump and ensuing 

inspections appears to be more of ‘political resultants’ springing from conflict and compromise 

between the two organisations, rather than a solution to the grave problem of the waste 

management. 

 

VI.2.3. Interaction between Municipalities and Federal Environmental Agencies 
 

Although most of the interviewees said the municipalities and the federal environmental agencies 

had a fairly good level of cooperation, a number of problems were identified. Some of the 

interviewees felt that Putin’s reform of environmental institutions was not very successful.391 

Moreover, they both felt that it had adversely affected solving environmental problems. Interviewee 

G explained that the frequent reforms of the administrative system had instilled a sense of confusion 

in environmental professionals who ‘had so many perestroikas [reforms] that people can’t make 

sense of what’s going on. (…) There is uncertainty everywhere. (…) One doesn’t know whether 

things will work or not, whether they will be temporary or permanent.’  
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Interviewee C, the head of the municipal agency with environmental responsibilities, noted that: 

 

‘Previously, we [the municipality] had our own environmental organ, which belonged to the city. 

Now the Committee of Natural Resources operates only at the regional level so that it covers the 

entire Pskov region, which is not realistic. Therefore, I think the city should have its own 

environmental organ so as to divide functions and powers in terms of what’s done at the city level, 

or at the regional level. (…) This reorganization has ruined and abolished all the things. (…) now 

we want to show initiative ourselves. Since we are dealing with environmental issues, we’d like to 

solve and monitor some of the issues, that is, to literally enter environmental responsibilities into 

our roster of functional responsibilities.’ 

 

On the other hand, the local authorities were characterized by the federal officials as ‘inert’, ‘poorly 

informed’ and not doing their job regarding the environment.392  

 

Halperin argues that ‘an organization favors policies and strategies which its members believe will 

make the organization (…) more important.’393 In this light, the said statements may imply that 

separate environmental agencies sought to expand their influence by claiming that the other agency 

charged with similar responsibilities did not do well.  

 

VI.3. Summary 
 

This chapter sought to explain regional environmental decision-making under the lens of the 

bureaucratic politics model of decision-making. The analysis identified and discussed a number of 

influences on cooperation and conflict between various environmental authorities. Conflict 

appeared to be inherent in decision-making, which involved regional arms of federal environmental 

agencies and the executive branch of the regional government, the Oblast Administration. Besides, 

internal fragmentation of environmental responsibility within the OA was perceived as adversely 

affecting the effectiveness of environmental cooperation. It was argued that lack of cooperation and 

the conflicts between the regional offices of federal environmental agencies and the RG could be 

best explained by divergent organisational responsibilities and interests. Thus, in the bureaucratic 

politics interpretation regional environmental decision-making was to be seen as a competitive 
                                                           
392 Interviews with Russian environmental managers B and M. 
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arena where a number of environmental agencies attempted to advance their conceptions of the 

courses of action which should be taken. It was shown that the RG’s interests were affected by the 

need to placate voters more concerned with social and economic policies than with the 

environment, on the one hand. The RG’s interests seemed to revolve around nature exploitation 

rather than environmental protection, on the other hand. The federal environmental agencies 

appeared to have much more specific and narrow interests without having to be sensitive to the 

voters. Based on the interviews, it could be suggested that despite the fact that formally regional 

legislators were supposed to develop environmental policy, in reality, environmental bureaucracies, 

or by extension the executive branch,394 seemed to be the real formulators of the policy at the 

regional level. Regional and local authorities’ lack of administrative capacity to develop 

environmental programmes was also seen as an important aspect that affected the policy-making.  

 

Formulation of fishing policy was given closer attention due to the importance of this policy for the 

region. Although the policy was a product of the interaction between several interested actors, some 

of the actors seemed to have far less access to decision-making. On the one hand, the OA appeared 

to dominate decision-making process, by seeking to restrict the roles of the scientific community 

and fisheries in shaping the policy. On the other hand, the OA was perceived as inert in regulating 

some crucial aspects of fishing. This led to inter-organizational conflicts. However, it was also 

possible to discern conflict of interest within the same agency, as was the case with the MA and the 

SRIRLF. 

 

Environmental policy-making at the local level was aggravated by delays in funding from the 

regional budget. Getting environmental funding from the regional government was often dependent 

on bargaining skills of municipal managers. Bargaining games over the environmental issues in 

which the actors tended to see different ‘faces’ of the same issue were a characteristic feature of the 

interaction between the local and regional governments.  

 

Examination of regional and local environmental decision-making in view of this theoretical 

perspective pointed to a vision of the decision as more of ‘political resultant’ springing from 

conflict and compromise between the environmental authorities, rather than a solution to the 

specific environmental problems. Thus, the situation when each environmental authority acted in 

pursuit of its narrowly defined interests could explain some of the inefficiencies and irrationalities 

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
393 Halperin (1974), p.39. 
394 A similar tendency was also noticed at the local level. 
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of the region’s environmental management. However, it should be noted that although the net 

effects of the interplay among the actors may indeed look irrational, it does not have to mean that 

the actors promoting their interests are irrational. This theoretical perspective claims that, given 

each actor’s interests, they may be acting quite rationally.395 The strengths of this model included its 

specific focus, detailing of organisational interests and description of action channels. 

 

 

                                                           
395 Allison & Halperin (1972), p.43 
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VII. CONCLUSIONS 
 

The purpose of this thesis was to analyse regional environmental decision-making in Russia in view 

of the two competing models of decision-making, incrementalism and the bureaucratic politics 

model, in order to furnish a better understanding of Russia’s environmental policy-making at the 

regional and local levels and to determine the two models’ relative explanatory value in elucidating 

how environmental decisions are made in a post-Soviet state.  

 

As can be noted from each explanation, both incrementalism and the bureaucratic politics model 

were applicable to this case. On the one hand, examination of regional environmental decision-

making illustrated a number of features of incrementalism.  

 

First, there were many actors which influenced regional environmental policy. Second, regional 

environmental decision-making demonstrated characteristics of a recurring process with minor 

policy departures. A number of constraints were identified which precluded consideration of policy 

options appreciably different from the existing policies. A poorly developed environmental NGO 

sector, grave information and resources deficiencies and reliance on outdated environmental 

standards and practices acted as powerful limiting factors in the way of more progressive and 

transparent environmental management. Finally, it was argued that presently environmental 

decision-making was geared to alleviation of the present environmental problems, rather than their 

immediate solution. 

 

On the other hand, the bureaucratic politics model furnished a more specific and convincing 

explanation of regional environmental decision-making. Although both models converged on 

agreeing that many actors were involved in policy-making, the bureaucratic politics model was 

more specific in focusing on the executive branch as having the most influence. The analysis 

showed that competition and conflict appeared to be inherent in the process of regional 

environmental decision-making. This was explained by the divergent organizational interests 

determined by different positions of environmental agencies in the decision-making apparatus. A 

particular challenge for regional environmental management was claimed to be the Regional 

Government’s interest in the exploitation of natural resources and low sensitivity to environmental 

protection policies. Conflict of interest, however, was not limited to the interaction between the 

organizations, but could also be discerned within the same agency. Strength of the bureaucratic 

politics account was to explain environmental decisions as the unintended outcomes of competition 
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and conflict among the environmental agencies, rather than carefully designed strategies to solve 

specific environmental problems.  

 

Another advantage of this model’s explanation was its ability to capture the aspects of the decision-

making process as a structured phenomenon which involved actions channels to produce 

environmental action. This shows appreciable analytical merits of this model in explaining 

environmental decision-making in a post-Soviet context.  

 

The results of this study demonstrate that environmental management in the Pskov region faces a 

number of major problems. The first is the lack of financial and administrative resources of the 

environmental authorities, especially at the local level. This deficiency continues to have an adverse 

impact on the development and implementation of local environmental programmes. Delays in 

funding for dealing with environmental issues were perceived as detrimental to the relations 

between the local and regional levels, which consequently diminished the effectiveness of overall 

environmental problem-solving. The second is the complicated management system characterized 

by the overlapping environmental responsibilities, and the lack of coordination among the 

environmental authorities. This frequently leads to the treatment of environmental problems in an 

uncoordinated and disjointed manner. The third was the public’s failure to provide a meaningful 

input into regional environmental management. This failure resulted partly from the public’s low 

environmental awareness and partly from a weakly developed environmental NGO sector in the 

Pskov region. Improving public participation in environmental decision-making may be the factor 

that can also make regional environmental decision-making processes more transparent and 

inclusive, while at the time of the research they appeared opaque and exclusive of important stake-

holders. Based on the interviews, one may also be justified in asserting that regional environmental 

management was also characterized by an insufficient level of understanding of the decision-

making processes, especially those at the central level. Disturbing was a low status reportedly 

attached to the environmental protection in the post-Soviet society. The ability of the regional 

authorities to overly emphasize natural resource development at the expense of environmental 

protection was seen as steps in a pernicious direction. It was even more alerting that the legislative 

often stayed clear of environmental issues and the executive could solely steer the ways in which 

the policies were formulated and implemented. Some of the Soviet legacies appeared to continue to 

have effects on regional environmental decision-making. The environmental managers’ reliance on 

unrealistically stringent environmental standards inherited from the Soviet Union was seen as one 

of central factors that complicated smoother compliance with environmental legislation.  

 89



 

This study has sought to contribute to current research on Russia’s environmental policy-making. It 

has aimed at shedding more light on regional environmental decision-making, which has so far been 

paid insufficient attention. The thesis was written up with an idea of gaining an insight into what 

was going on inside the ‘black box’ of the policy process, access to which is often restricted by 

official rules and procedures. It should be admitted that it could not but influence the whole study. 

Thus, some of the offered explanations might seem far from comprehensive and clear-cut and 

sometimes even speculative. The reason for that was a complexity of subject matter and restricted 

access to information. It should be borne in mind that the offered versions of decision-making 

represent only dimensions of the phenomenon that is much more complex. 

 

Another idea kept in mind when the thesis was written was to critically assess some of the 

environmental practices used in the Pskov region. This could be helpful to environmental policy-

makers on both the Russian and Estonian shores of Lake Peipsi. A better understanding of Russian 

environmental policy-making in the region on the future border of the enlarged European Union 

could contribute to fostering more effective transboundary environmental cooperation between 

Russia and Estonia.  

 

An essential question anybody who sets out to research Russia’s environmental affairs should ask 

herself is ‘what would make Russia protect the environment’. Although this study does not offer 

specific advice or strategy (which was not an idea behind the thesis), it does call the reader’s 

attention to some of the burning problems in this field and identifies areas to start with. Much more 

extensive research is required before clear-cut solutions to the problems addressed here could be 

offered. Should one decided to further concentrate on decision-making practices, such research 

could begin with an accumulation of more extensive data on the influence of standard operating 

procedures and bureaucratic networks on the environmental policy-making. An interesting area for 

further research could also be an analysis of environmental decision-making at the central level, for 

example, between the central-governmental environmental agencies, the President and the 

Parliament as well as influences brought to bear on the said actors by powerful industrial and 

energy interest groups. 
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VIII. APPENDICES 
 
VIII.1. Appendix 1: Interview questions 
NB As interviews for this thesis were done within the framework of a EU environmental research 
project – Strategies for the Management of Transboundary Waters on the Eastern European fringe 
(MANTRA-East), a wider range of interview questions were posed to meet long-ranging objectives 
of the research project. Although all the questions are given here in their entirety, only the 
underlined questions in bold type should be considered as part of this thesis. The rest should be 
disregarded since the data they generated have not been treated in the thesis. 
 
Organization 

Internal 
1. What is your position/role in the organization? 
2. What is the organizational structure of your agency? 
3. Do you think the organizational structure could be improved? 
4. How would you describe decision-making process in your organization? 
 
External 

• vertical  
1. How would you describe environmental decision-making in your country in general?/How, 

in general, are environmental decisions made in your country? 
2. What is your organization’s role in environmental management? 
3. What kind of relations do you have with central, regional and local governments?  
 
• horizontal 
1. Who (which organizations, authorities, businesses, the public) do you normally contact to 

discuss environmental problems or take environmental action? 
2. Whose decisions/actions are the most influential for your organisation’s work? For 

example… 
• Local industries 
• Business community 
• Regional government 
• Municipal government 
• Environmental NGOs: local and national/international NGOs 
• Public 

 
Nature and the environment 
1. What does the term “nature and/or the environment” mean to you? 
2. How vulnerable do you think nature and the environmental system are?  
3. What do you think the most important environmental problems on the Estonian/Russian 

side?  
4. What is the official picture of environmental problems on the Estonian side/Russian side? 
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Environmental Problem Solving 
 
What is the main concept behind environmental management/policy in your country? 

Which things help/prevent effective environmental management? 
Who are the most active actors in environmental management today? 
• State (pro-active vs. reactive, centre-regions) 
• Market (for example “polluters pay principle” etc.) 
• Public 
 
Who should solve environmental problems and how? 
 
What are the preferred ways of solving environmental problems by Estonians/Russians? 
 
How does transboundary environmental co-operation work? 
 
How could transboundary environmental cooperation be improved? 
 
 
Scenarios for the future developments in the region 5-10 years (environmental problems, 

environmental problem solving, economic and social developments) 
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VIII.2. Appendix 2: Map of the Pskov region 
 
 

 
 
 

Source: Peipsi Centre for Transboundary Cooperation. Maps, modified version: 
http://www.ctc.ee/gfx/maps/gulfoffinland.gif 
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