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THE ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION PLAN APPROACH:
A MILESTONE IN POLLUTION CONTROL IN THE BALTIC SEA

Lasse Ringius

INTRODUCTION

Regional cooperation to protect the Baltic Sea was initiated in the mid-1970s." Prior
to 1992, as briefly described below, intergovernmental environmental cooperation in
the Baltic area was according to the organizational and institutional framework
established by the 1974 Helsinki Convention. Conceptually, Baltic Sea environmental
cooperation formed an international regime. Intergovernmental cooperation was
guided by an explicit international agreement on a well-defined regional and
functional issue, and an international organization was created for the purpose of
assisting states. Recently, however, governments and international organizations
have taken several significant steps to strengthen regional cooperation on Baltic Sea
pollution control. In 1992, they agreed on a new Helsinki Convention and in addition
launched the Baltic Sea Joint Comprehensive Environmental ‘Action Programme. At
the same time, several Western European countries also embarked upon rather
ambitious environmental aid programs for environmental protection in East Europe.
The recent historical development in Baltic marine pollution control shows that new
forms of regional environmental cdoperation are emerging today.

Such development raises many issues with regard to analysis of regional .
environmental policy and institutional development. This chapter discusses the

significance of the so-called Baltic.environmental action plan and the 1992 Helsinki

Convention from the viewpoint of international regime analysis. - It examines.in - .-

‘particular whether the 1992 Helsinki Convention and the environmental action plan

are evidence that a regime change has taken-place and é new regime has emerged in-
the Baltic region. It is concluded that a regime change dxd Tecently take place in the

Baltic Sea, and i issues relevant for understandmg the catises as ‘well as consequences

- of regime change are hlg_hhghted. Some of the consequences for Baltic marine

pollntion control are briéfly discussed.
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COOPERATION IN THE BALTIC REGION BEFORE 1990

In 1974, the nations bordering the Baltic Sea agreed on the Convention on the
Protection of the Marine Environment of the Baltic Sea Area, the so-called 1974
Helsinki Convention, which covered all sources of Baltic marine pollution.2 In 1980,
they established the Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission, commonly
known as the Helsinki Commission (HELCOM), as a new coordinating body.

In the 1980s, it was predominantly government officials with expert knowledge
and experience in environmental issues who were active in Baltic environmental
cooperation within the framework of HELCOM. The secretariat officials of HELCOM
were recruited from the above group as were the national representatives taking part
in regular HELCOM activities> As a consequence, HELCOM was governed by
officials with rather identical perspectives on the nature of environmental pollution
and with likewise similar perspectives on the possible solutions to the pollution
problems in the Baltic Sea.

In this period, the HELCOM Commission clearly reflected the competence as
well as the composition of its members, and it pursued a marine protection strategy
which largely resembled a long-term research program. By means of regular
monitoring and research progréms, the environmental status of the Baltic Sea was
examined and thé most important én{rironrﬁental threats were identified. Based on
a shared body of knowledge, a number of advisory recommendations were issued.
From 1980 to 1990, 'HELCOM adopted 102 recommendations -most of which,
especially in the later years, dealt with reducing emissions from land-based sources.*
Many recommendations made fairly detailed pfovisions concerning appropriate steps
to irhﬁrové the énvirohmehtal condition of the Baltic Sea. '.I'-Iowever,' although -
HELCOM was effective in this respect, the Co_mmissi_'or_l'_w./as_ unable_ to enforce the
implementation of it_s recommendations or successfully conduct implementation - .
A control‘pr'og“rams. o : o A

It should be aéknowledged that HELCOM actually i_mpi'oved during _fhese
years, rfiuéh due to the éffdfté of the professional expertise which governed it. But
the s_trategy proposals c}f‘ e%pert’s could not include cme.;rehensiVe organizationai

reforms. Nor could they’ dépend upon policy instruments and rule-supervisory



3

mechanisms directed toward national policy-making.

Until 1990, Baltic environmental cooperation was strongly influenced by states,
and government representatives were the key participants in the HELCOM policy
process. The pollution control strategy put emphasis on accumulating more
knowledge about the Baltic marine environment. Only a few non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) were allowed to participate, and only in minor roles.
Regarding international organizations, only HELCOM secretariat officials were
regularly active in the policy process. Accordingly, the Baltic Sea regime was
primarily focussed on developing scientific understanding of the marine pollution

problem in the Baltic Sea.

COOPERATION IN THE BALTIC REGION AFTER 1990

Since 1990, the number of participants active in the protection of the Baltic Sea has
increased significantly. Three reborn Baltic states - Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania -
and a number of international organizations as well as NGOs have become involved
in Baltic pollution control activities. The most important international organizations
are financial organizations such as the World Bank (WB), the European Bank for
Reconstruction and De\}elopment (EBRD), the European Investment Bank (EIB), and
the Nordic Investment Bank (NIB). Although both the WB and the EBRD have a
- broader mandate than promoting environmental protection policies in the Baltic Area,
, their‘ overall concern. with Eastern and Central Europe's transition intd market
economy includes support. for environmentally sound investménts. In addition, the
' Eﬁrdpean Comrhurﬁty, which is a party to the 1992 Helsinki AC‘onver'\tion is
:_ potentlally an influential part1c1pant in Baltic env1ronmenta1 Coopera’aon Unhke the
HELCOM secretariat, international financial organizations will be able to play a
strong role in facilitating international assistance programs, and they are less
dependent on the member states of HELCOM. | . '

Environmental NGOs, suchas 'Gr'eénpea(':el‘nternatidnal and sub-governmental

s part1c1pants such as mumcxpahnes bordering on the Baltic Sea, have recently become

mvolved in Baltic marine pollutlon control, and the so-called Coahtlon Clean Baltlc
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(CCB), a network for cooperation and coordination between NGOs in the Baltic
region, has been formed. Various private businesses, often supported by
governmental or municipal funds, are also involved in cooperation in environmental
protection.

‘ The involvement of politicians has also intensified. Previously, politicians
participated directly only every fourth year at the ministerial meetings at which the
contracting parties to the Helsinki Convention were represented by their minister of
environment. Today, both local and national level politicians are involved. The
involvement of national politicians has intensified as a consequence of the increased
attention placed on environmental issues. Extended contacts between municipalities,
universities and the private sector have led to increased contacts between local
politicians in different countries.

Significant changes have also taken place with regard to professional parties.
Today Baltic environmental cooperation is not only a matter concerning national
environmental experts with extensive experience in intergovernmental environmental
cooperation. With the admission of new organizations different groups of experts
have become inivolved, such as economists, bankers, policy-analysts and independent’
scientists. Other professionals who are not specialists, such as university. professors
and local government officials, have also become involved. The regional arrangement
for protection of the Baltic Sea has greatly changed compared to earlier. Today, Baltic o
environmental cooperation involves a wide variety of partles, groups and
~orgamzat10ns

An addrtronal srgmﬁcant development in the Baltic reglon concerns
envrronmental aid to Eastern Europe Recently Scandinavia and several other
Wester_n European countrres have begun assisting Central and Eastern Europe in -
restoring and protecting the environment Denmark, for example, has initiated a -
considerable number of b11atera1 environmental - aid projects -in Eastern Europe
mvolvmg prlvate busmesses, mumc1pa11t1es and NGOs as key partlcrpants Priority

has been given to the Baltlc region, projects on airborne pollutlon from some Central

European countries, and pro]ects w1th a good chance of back—up mVeStrnents Many. SR

‘of the bilateral env1ronmenta1 aid pro]ects are concerned with pollutants of direct

relevance for the marine environment in the Baltic Sea, and states are exchangmg .
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information on their environmental aid projects within the HELCOM forum.
However, at present no coordination takes place among donor countries of bilateral
environmental aid projects within HELCOM.®

In summary, compared to the 1980s a dramatic change has recently occurred
with regard to environmental cooperation to protect the Baltic Sea. The number of
participants has increased, and they have become more diversified, the types of
interactions have also become more diversified, and the professional views and
interests involved in the cooperation have become more complex. Such a
multilayered form of cooperation differs dramatically from intergovernmental

cooperation that is exclusively concerned with scientific-technical issues.

The Baltic Sea Environmental Action Plan

At a meeting in Ronneby, Sweden, in September 1990, government leaders and high-
level representatives from the Baltic Sea states, Norway, the Czech and Slovak
- Federal Republics as well as the Commission of the European Community decided
to change the course of pollution control in the Baltic region. The Ronneby meeting
marks the beginning of the process that led governments to sign a new convention
and adopt the Joint Comprehensive Environtnental Action Programme in 1992.7 It
.is hoped that the Baltic environmental action plan will strengthen regional
env-ironrhentaltcooperati'on since pollution of the Baltic Sea-has continued, worsened-
in fact, despite intentions to prevent pollution. - ,

The Baltic environmental action plan contains the overall strategy for Ba1t1c
-rr-l,ar.ine pollution control in - the comt_ng years. " The action, plan is based on a
comprehensive approach to pollution control and environmental pr_otect_ion, and
accordingly takes into account all significant marine pollution sources, not just
- contributions from single environmental sectors.? The first Baltic Sea’Declaration,
adopted at the 1990 Ronneby_.meeting, establishes the overall principles and goals for -
' the'action plan namely to "assure-the ecetlogicél restoration o‘f"t‘he Baltic Sea' ensuring
the poss1b111ty of self-restoration of the marine env1ronment and preservation .of its

-ecological balance"’ The Ronneby meetmg also endorsed regulatory pr1nc1ples
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among others the Best Available Technology (BAT) and the precautionary principle,
both of which were adopted by the 1992 Helsinki Convention. The action plan will
identify the 'critical load' for different pollutants in the Baltic Sea. The action plan
estimates in addition the financial costs of implementation.

The Baltic environmental action plan is an ambitious attempt to change the
direction of pollution control in the region. It consists of six components: a set of
policy, legal, and regulatory reforms; institution-building and human resources
development; infrastructure investment to control pollution; management of
environmentally vulnerable areas; support to research and to develop solutions,
transfer technology, and broaden understanding of critical problems; and public
awareness campaigns and environmental education. Governments hope that the
environmental action plan, by combining investments and financial aid together with
technologies, organizations, institutions and policies, will significantly improve the
Baltic Sea's poor state of health. It is foreseen in the environmental action plan that
governments and international organizations shall build some form of permanent
arrangement for environmental cooperation in the Baltic region, and that cooperation
will be carried out in an effective manner. As pointed out, the environmental action
plan itself is significant because it attempts to establish a comprehensive marine
pollution control strategy for the entire Baltic region.

Other prominent characteristics of the environmental action plan are also
worth noting. In the action plan, organizations and representatives from
gOVernments, international organizations, the private sector, scientists and
environmental NGOs are all looked upon as. future participants in the activities
proposed by the action plan. The need for new and different forms of cooperation
is also ,emphasiied; for example intern'ational'spc-)nsors will assist formerly centrally
planned economies in constructing municipal wastewater 'treatr_nent plants which will

-involve long chains of activities. Cooperation will be of a multilayered kind in order
to be effective. o | | o | |

. Anbther sAi‘gn:ifica-nt feature of thé action plaﬁ is its. emphasis on long-term
planmng As méntidhéd earlier, Baltic ‘cooperation m fhe_é 1980s résembl‘ed a long-
ferrh research program, but little was done in the way of building long-term regibna_l |

plar_m_ing and managerrient cépabilitie's. In contrast, the Baltic environmental_ action
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plan is intended to guide regional efforts aimed at significant pollution sources over
the coming twenty years. Governments are today well-aware that there are no quick
and easy solutions to environmental problems such as those in the Baltic Sea, a
significant change in view compared to the early 1970s when protection of the
environment first became an international issue of importance.

Additionally, the financial aspect of the Baltic environmental action plan also
distinguishes it very much from the previous form of regional environmental
cooperation in the Baltic Sea. The total environmental action plan is estimated to cost
at least ECU 18.0 billion over twenty years. A two-step implementation process is
planned; ECU 5.0 billion will be invested in the period 1993-97, and investments are
estimated to cost ECU 13.0 billion in the period 1998-2012. Forty-seven 'priority hot
spots' are estimated to cost ECU 6.5 billion. Donor countries are at present struggling
with economic recession, but it is hoped that international financial organizations will
provide a significant part of the necessary loans. In mid-1994, ECU 2.5 billion had
been pledged by state and local government authorities as well as international
banks, and the HELCOM secretariat was optimistic that the entire environmental
action plan would be sufficiently funded.?

In summary, the Baltic environmental action plan establishes a comprehensive
marine protection strategy for the Baltic Sea. It is based on a multilayered approach
to regional cooperation on environmental protéction. 'The environmental action plan
considerably expands the time horizon of management and planning, and cooperation
is'to be backed by considerable finahcial resources. The environmental action plan
approach recently embarked upon by states and international organizations marks a

. dramatic departure from previous cooperation forms.

INTERNATIONAL REGIME CHANGE IN THE BALTIC SEA

Only very seldom does it happen that states are in agreement that a treaty or a
convention concerried with a particular issue is inadequate and that a new treaty or
convention to deal with the issue is needed." This nonetheless happened in the case

of the Baltic Sea and it is a strong indication that a significant.reg‘ir_rie'_ ;hange has
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taken place.”> Another noteworthy difference concerns the scope of the Baltic Sea
regime which has been expanded considerably by including internal waters, i.e.
waters on the landward side of the baseline from which the territorial sea is
measured, in the new convention.® Exclusion of internal waters from the 1974
Helsinki Convention was one of its principal limitations as this meant that estaurine
waters through which much land-based pollution enters the sea was not covered by
the convention." Also important, the Baltic environmental action plan shows that
governments intend to significantly strengthen and change regional policy concerned
with Baltic Sea marine pollution control. Scholars have ascribed great importance to
the recent development which, according to one observer, has resulted in 'a change
in the basic norms and principles of Baltic Sea environmental cooperation'."”

Can we similarly conclude that a change within the regime has taken place?
Regime change is a fundamental change of a regime which concerns its underlying
norms and principles, whereas change within a regime signifies that new rules and
decision-making procedures are being used by regime members. Rules and decision-
making procedures may refer to voting rules and also the institutionalization of
expert and technical advice, but should also include broader institutionalized
procedures used by regimes for resolving problems of social choice." It should not
be taken for granted, however, that change in norms and principles has resulted in
change in rules and decisi.on-making procedures for Baltic Sea environmental
cooperation. Fromempirical analysis we can 1earn‘ about the extent to which new
rules and decision-making procedures, probably reflecting the change in norms and
principles, have in fact been established in the new Baltic Sea regime.

The available evidence indicates that a change within the Baltic Sea regime has-
occurred. New groups for deeision-makirrg and planning have recently been formed.

| The enVirqnmenral action plan was devélop.ed by a HELCOM ad hoc high-level task
force (HLTF), a joint effort of the Baltic Sea countries (Denmark, Estonia, Finland, *
Germany, ‘Latvia, Lithuania, Pol_and,A Russia-,; and Sweden), the coimtrie's of _the;_‘
catchment area (Belarus, the Czech Republic, the Sl‘ovakrRep-ubli‘c, Norway, and
-Ukr‘airie) the Europearr Cominission, and four international financial organizations.
Several orgamzatlons participated as observers mcludmg the International Baltic Sea

Flsherles Commlssmn, the CCB, Greenpeace Internatlonal and the World Wrde Fund :
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for Nature. Not surprisingly, the role of HELCOM seems to be changing and is less
well-defined today.”

The Baltic environmental action plan, the output of the HLTF-process, is a clear
indication of how much has recently changed.'® The 1974 Helsinki Convention was
an important step to protect the Baltic marine environment, but is was also obvious
that a more comprehensive approach was to be preferred. An observer concluded
in 1980: 'In the long run, however, a more comprehensive approach, taking into
account the overall economic, social, and environmental aspects, is likely to be the
most effective also from the point of view of protecting the marine environment'.”
As pointed out, the action plan is the first significant attempt to develop a
comprehensive approach for restoration of the Baltic Sea.

Yet another new development concerns the role of NGOs, an important factor
in the execution of the Baltic environmental action plan. With respect to the action
plan's aim to enhance public awareness and stimulate environmental education, the
sixth component of the action plan, two members of the HLTF have stated: 'The
participation of non-governmental organizations reaching the grassroots level and the
development of effective environmental education. programs are essential to

-promoting public awareness and political commitment'*’

Accordingly, support will
be afforded and grven high priority for efforts to promote environmental awareness,
particularly in the context of local environmental cleanup activities.

~ But these observations and conclusions with respect to regime change and
change within regimes may be too for'rnalis_tic. Many would argue that 'international
regimes, and accordingly also regime change and change within regimes, is of real
51gn1ﬁcance and therefore should concern us only 1nsofar as the behavior of states is
influenced thereby Hence the 1mpact of the regrme on the behavior of states should
' constitute the dependent variable. The most important test will be assessment of
whether and how regime impact has changed asa consequence of regime change and
as a consequence “of change within the regime. . Whether . the behavior of states
involved in protecting the marme environment of the Baltic Sea has changed as a
_ consequence of the recent reglme development should therefore be examined.
There are no generally accepted criteria for measurmg the impact of

international regrmes. Regime impact assessment can however be conducted in at
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least two ways. Regime impact assessment can imply comparing with the situation
in which the regime had not existed; in other words, by comparing with a no-regifne
state of affairs.”? Alternatively, regime impact might be assessed by comparing with
the collectively optimal solution to the problem the regime is intended to solve.” For
the study of the recent developments in the Baltic Sea area, however, analysis of
change in regime impact as a consequence of regime change is both more relevant
and more intriguing.® Analysis could compare cooperation during the previous
regime with cooperation provided by the new regime, more specifically by comparing
policies and regulations dealing with specific environmental problems. Or, analysis
of the impact of the new regime could examine a representative number of policies
and regulations dealing with particular marine environmental problems in the Baltic
Sea agreed to as a result of the new regime. Such a comparative analysis should
estimate to what extent policies are in conformity with the new regime, and the
conclusions would address to what extent the behavior of states is conditioned by the
new Baltic regime. Furthermore, these two analyses can be combined in various
ways.

" Because regime change was undertaken very recently, it is at this point not
possible to measure if, and to what extent, the impact of the Baltic regime has
changed. Similar to the study of other policy processes, analysis of regime impact
will have to wait until the new regime has been in effect for at least five years.”® The
Baltic Sea regime is an intriguing case as it seems concern for regime effectiveness
~ was a strong motivating factor behind efforts to change the regime. When examining
the regime change process and the issue of effectiveness, researchers should pay
attention to issues such as the following: Did regime change take place because the
regime'was in some sense ineffective? How did,‘ differeht .pa'rties view the regime in
terms of effectiveness? Were_ some phases of the Apoii_cy process (see below) seen as
being more ineffective than others? - Also relevant, how did perceptions of regime
ineffectiveness and effectiveness mfluence the design of the new reglme? _ |

A The future development in marine pollunon control in the Baltic Sea will be
céfefully watched by governments, international organizations, environmental NGOs,
and researchers. With rés'pect to the issues under consideration -here, researchers

“would be well-advised to focus their ‘z}nalysis on the three esseritial_phases of policy
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processes, namely problem identification, policy formulation and policy
implementation phases. While regional environmental policies might be somewhat
more complex, they are essentially similar to other policies. Making a distinction
between the three phases is relevant also when it is apparent that policy processes
do not develop entirely according to this sequence of steps; it is well-known, for
example, that implementation problems and constraints might result in reformulation
of policy goals.

As to the problem identification phase, a number of issues should be
examined: Has the new regime introduced different and perhaps better ways to
identify environmental problems? Has the regime introduced new ways to develop
scientific knowledge providing a basis for policy-making? Has the use of science
been improved compared to earlier? It is of course important to understand what has
caused the change. In addition to the issues just touched upon, a number of issues
should be closely looked at: What role do non-scientific concerns play in the problem
identification phase, and how are different countries, international organizations, and
environmental groups involved, or represented, in this phase?

When focussing on the policy formulation phase, some issues seem particularly
relevant to examine: Has the new regime introduced new and perhaps better ways.
to develop policy solutions? What role does scientific expertise play when policy
solutions are identified, and what role do economic, environmental and other non-
scientific (for example ethical) concerns play? Are all legitimate interests and
stakeholders represented in the policy formulation process? ' |

Several issues are relevant to examine with regard to the implementation
phése, and researcheré should try to answer the following Questions: Has the new
* regime introduced new and better ways to implement policy? Has the inclusion of

new groups and parties hélped to improve implementation? Have new resources
become available for implementation as a result of regime change?

The historical development in Baltic marine-pollution control shows that new
forms of regional env1ronmental cooperatlon are emerging. The above queshons deal
with issues that are imp‘orfant when’-eka"mining regirrie change.

For the analysis. of cooperatlon to protect. the Baltic Sea, the concept of

mternatlonal reglmes is st111 useful. But it should be stressed that the concept should



12

be precisely defined, and researchers must carefully consider whether the concept is
useful for the study of all diverse forms of cooperation that are developing among
states and other parties involved in protecting the Baltic Sea. The usefulness of
existing concepts and theories should, as always, be scrutinized without bias in the
light of new realities. The question of whether bilateral environmental aid programs
should rightly be considered as being a part of the new Baltic regime will depend on

how the regime develops vis-a-vis such programs.

CONCLUSIONS

The first regime for pollution control in the Baltic Sea was established in the mid-
1970s. Since the late 1980s, governments in the Baltic region have felt the need to
intensify their efforts in the region, and a new Helsinki Convention was adopted in
1992. The same year the first environmental action plan intended to guide efforts to
protect the Baltic Sea was approved by governments. The 1992 Helsinki Convention
and the Baltic environmental action plan signaled a dramatic departure, more
precisely a regime change, from the form of cooperation characteristic of the 1980s.
In arriving at this conclusion, this chapter has emphasized the advent of the 1992
Helsinki Convention as well as the Baltic environmental action plan.

The conditions for successful cooperation in environmental protection in the
‘Baltic region have improved considerably since 1990. Most importantly, the political
| ~conditions in the region today are more favorable for cooperation. The formerly
centrally planned economies do not favor a strict doctrine of state sovereignty which
3 1mproves the conditions for a comprehensive action-oriented pollutlon control
. strategy. Governments look to environmental interest groups and the private sector
as important partners in protection of the Baltic' Sea. In order to strengthen efforts
to protect the Baltic Sea, the Balﬁc en_vifdnm‘é'ntal action plan is intended to involve
and stimulate a multilayered network of private companies and public Qrganiiatioﬁs;

such networks have only developed recently. The action plan also stresses the need ”

for long-term priority planning and substantié.l funding by international organizations B |

such as the World Bank, the Europeah Investment Bank and the .European
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Community. International financial organizations will play an important role in the
success of the Baltic environmental action plan. However, there is no way of
knowing today if the environmental action plan will make states cooperate more
effectively and increase overall effectiveness of Baltic cooperation. Until now,
scholars have not explicitly examined whether regional action plans enhance the
effectiveness of cooperation in marine environment protection.

It seems relevant, because the question has been given little attention by
scholars, to briefly consider the institutional relationship between international
environmental regimes and environmental action plans. As a general impression, a
definite relationship between international regimes and international environmental
action plans seems not to exist. Agenda 21 (i.e. an environmental and development
agenda for the 21th century) signed at the 1992 United Nations Conference on the
Environment and Development (UNCED) is an ambitious, though to some failed,
attempt to create a global environmental action plan.*® Agenda 21 is an action plan
with a political commitment to pursue a set of goals, but it is not a legally binding
document, it will at most constitute 'soft law'; it furthermore does not constitute the
* legal or institutional framework for an international regime, at least not in a-
reasonable interpretation of the regime concept. Judging from this example, it seems
that an international environmental action plan does not necessarily have to be
preceded by an international regime.? In the case of the 1974 Helsinki Convention,
on the other hand, the existence of an international regime did not spur the creation
of an environmental action plan. The relationship between regimes and international
. environmental action plans is thus not a causal one; however, it is not evident-what
kind of relationship does exist.

B It should-‘at'the same time be noted that int,érnatidnal ehvironinental action

p_lané are far from a novelty. Environmental action plans have 'ldng been a tradema_fk

. of the United Nations Environmental Program (UNEP). UNEP 'has developed and

introduced action plans for several of .the. world S " seas, among others the
Medlterranean Sea (the Med Plan) 28 The World Bank has fmanced env1ronmental
action plans to protect the marine envxronment and the Mediterranean Sea is again
-a case in point. ‘It could also be added that the European Commumty launched its. -

first environmental action programme as early as 19732 Some countries have for
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some time used domestic environmental action plans, and this development
undoubtedly contributes to the increase of international environmental action plans.*
Despite the ambiguous legal status of the international environmental action plan, it
is a new instrument for environmental protection in the Baltic Sea and shows that
new administrative and planning approaches are developing at the regional level.

Transboundary environmental problems may to a large extent be regional
rather than international in nature. From an economic perspective, international and
sometimes even global regulation is often preferable since industries across countries
will incur uniform costs due to environmental regulation. While the environmentalist
viewpoint often supports global regulation, the regional approach acknowledges the
geographical scope of the environmental problem to be dealt with. The recent
development on protection of the Baltic marine environment is an endorsement as
well as a strengthening of the regional approach to pollution control.

Finally, it should be recognized that the multilayered form of cooperation
involving many different parties and new patterns of interaction presents new
challenges to regional environmental protection in the Baltic Sea. Such new forms of
environmental cooperation might create new difficulties. Both the conditions for, as
well as the focus of cooperation, may change. HELCOM, or.perhaps a different
coordinating body, might be given the task of coordinating multiple, dissimilar
initiatives to protect the Baltic environment instead of tackling relatively well-defined
marine pollution problems. Effective implementation of environmental aid projects
and. ehvirenmental investments may be difficult to.- realize - perhaps because donor

and recipient countries do not agree on which env1ronmenta1 problems should be
| solved, and how.* Also regional pohcy formulatlon might be qu1te complex. On one
hand, ':pefticipatlon by different parties might result in better knowledge and a
bfoadei' understand_irig of 'enviro'n_me_ntal problems and strategies for problemfsolving.
On the other hand, conflicting perceptions of the severity of environmental problems,
- as well as different preferences as to how measures should be implemented, might -
result in disﬁagreem‘ents hindering regional environmental policy. But such
:dlvergences should not hide the fact that today cooperatlon to protect the Baltic Sea *
seems to be on the rlght track.
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