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The Project “Nuclear Problems, Risk 
Perceptions of, and Societal Responses to, 
Nuclear Waste in the Barents Region”
- an Acknowledgement

Since the late eighties, CERUM has developed research with a focus on
the shaping of and development within the Barents Region. Two spe-
cific features have characterised this research. First of all our ambition
has been to develop research projects in close collaboration with inter-
national and especially Russian researchers. This has materialised as an
exchange of researchers at conferences both in Sweden and in Russia.
Secondly, our view has been that the Barents region must be analysed
by researchers that represent a broad set of competences. Especially our
ambition is to develop a deeper and more integrated collaboration
between researchers from social sciences and arts on one hand and nat-
ural sciences on the other.

With the Swedish Board for Civil Emergency Preparedness (ÖCB)
as the main finacier, CERUM has for a couple of years developed re-
search within the project “Nuclear Problems, Risks Perceptions of, and
Social Responses to, Nuclear Waste in the Barents Region”.

This report is produced within the aforementioned project. The
project deals with vulnerability as a response to the latent security ques-
tions associated with the existence of nuclear power and nuclear waste
in the Barents region. Clearly there is within the project a large scoop
for an analysis with its roots in natural sciences of the size and disper-
sion of various types of waste from the region. The project also has pro-
duced a set of such papers. Those papers raise questions that immedi-
ately lead to other papers and a discussion with its roots in social sci-
ences, of civil emergency preparedness in a broad and spatially delim-
ited sense as well as a discussion of the need for an enlarged concept of
safety. The pattern of spatial risk dispersion, which in this case not halts
at the national borders, and the associated construction of governance
in the Barents region also imply that trans-border negotiation, conflict,
and cooperation become key words in the discourse.

Gösta Weissglas Lars Westin
Project leader Director of CERUM
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Preface

The following research report forms a small but important part in the
ongoing research project “Land Use and Infrastructure in the Barents
Region in a Threat and Risk Perspective”. The study has been conducted
within the Barents research group at the Centre for Regional Science
(CERUM) during spring 2000 in collaboration with a research team at
the St Petersburg Institute of Radiation Hygiene.

A pilot study approach is a practical method at an early stage when
one wants to find out if certain questions can be addressed to a larger
arudience. Although only a small number of people have been given the
chance to answer the question rasied, this pilot study gives an indica-
tion of what answers might be expected in a full-scale experiment. De-
spite the lack of time and available research capacity to run the study
full-scale in all the regions comprising the Barents region, it is felt that
the results from a pilot study in Russia gives us a good hint of what the
answers could be.

Hedkvist and Weissglas will extensively deal with the discussion on
the nature of BEAR as an emerging region, with functional regional di-
mensions, in another forthcoming CERUM Report from the same
project.

Finance for the project was secured from The Swedish Agency for
Civil Emergency Planning, which is the nation’s central authority re-
sponsible for the overall coordination of activities aimed at strengthen-
ing society’s capacity to cope with emergencies.
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Introduction

The partaker who participated in the creation of the Barents Euro-Arc-
tic Council (BEAR) saw to a large extent the Barents process as part of
the process of evolving European cooperation and integration. They
expressed their conviction that expanded cooperation will contribute
substantially to stability and progress in the area1. The participants
decided that regional cooperation should comprise the county of
Norrbotten in Sweden, the county of Lapland in Finland, the counties
of Finnmark, Troms and Nordland in Norway, the counties of Mur-
mansk and Arkhangelsk and the republic of Karelia in Russia2. Coop-
eration was decided to take place in the following fields: tourism, envi-
ronment, communication and infrastructure, science and technology,
transfer of knowledge and education, economic and industrial cooper-
ation, indigenous people, cultural relations, agriculture, and health.

A visualization held by many officials directly affect by the decision
in Kirkenes, was that this could be another opportunity for new devel-

1. Kirkenes Declaration. First Session of the Barents Euro-Artic Council, 11th Jan-
uary 1993.

2. The Republic of Karelia was included after the second session of the BEARC in
Tromsø on 14-15th September 1994.
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opment opportunities especially among those living and working in
this northern part of Europe. Great expectations could be traced in
many of the articles and reports that were presented during the first
couple of years after the declaration. Of greatest interest was of cause
the fact that Russia now in many ways had become less distant to re-
gions in the north. It had opened-up, and a new market lay as a mirage
in front of many of the entrepreneurs in the north.

Much of the intentions were based on the belief that suddenly here it
was an opportunity to create a new cultural and economic region in the
north. The dreams were abundant and many thought that this was the
time when one could reverse the present negative development trends
that for so long had been facing many of the regions of North Western
Europe, especially those peripheral counties in Norway, Sweden and in
Finland. The vision of the future came above all to be the vision of the
Barents region. Expectations were so high that some of the “regions” in
Sweden and Finland felt rather sidestepped by the decisions taken in
Kirkenes that they started a process where they could be incorporated
as members in this newly created “club.”3

The following report is an attempt to identify some of the aspira-
tions and wishes held by the people living in the Barents region. As the
area consists of a mixture of language, culture, ethnics groups, various
population composition and settlement patterns, industrial and eco-
nomic dissimilarities, the area can never be classified as a homogenous
region4. Rather the area is characterised by the manifold of cultures and
economies that exist, operate and live within the Barents region. This is
especially true for Russia. No other geographically united state has had
such internal differences of economic developmental level, culture, and
ethnicity as the former Soviet Union5.

This part of the Barents research programme within CERUM, is
done as a pilot study, where a number of development alternatives are
given as statements and where a limited number of the respondents – in
this case from Russia – will have a chance to say if they think it is a con-
ceivable development or if it is a desirable development to an antici-
pated development scenario of the area during the next 10–15 years.
They can indicate if they agree or disagree that the statement presented
to them is a conceivable development and/or they can agree or disagree
that the statement is a desirable development.

Before the presentation of the result a short historical background to
the creation of the Barents region is presented followed with a summary
review of some studies touching on the same questions.

3. The Barents region was extended further with two new areas in 1998: the county
of Västerbotten in Sweden and the county of Oulo in Finland.

4. Johan Eriksson. The Partioned People: International Borders as a Saami Predica-
ment. In Euro-Arctic Curtains. Editors Jan Åke Dellenbrant and Ulf Wiberg.
CERUM 1997.

5. Regional Development in Russia. Past Policies and future Prospects. Edited by
Westlund, H., Granberg, A., Snickars, F. Edward Elgar, Cheltenhamn, UK.
2000. ISBN 1-84064-269-6.
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Background

The Nordic political leaders in the 1970’s and the 1980’s used to talk
about the Nordic region as a zone of low tension. The integration and
civil cooperation between the five Nordic countries – Sweden, Norway,
Denmark, Finland and Iceland – had gradually developed since the
start of the common interregional parliamentary body, the Nordic
Council in 1952. Finland became a member first in 1956 due to the
foreign policy constraints they considered due to the Friendship-,
Cooperation- and Assistance Agreement with Soviet Union from
1948, which had been signed after Finland’s military loss in the Second
World War to Soviet Union. Early remarkable achievements of the
Nordic cooperation were the passport free zone, the common Nordic
labour market and a common agreement on social insurances. Later on
more radical attempts to deepen the Nordic integration process have
failed, as was the case of the proposal to establish a Nordic Economic
Union, NORDEK, in the end of the 1960’s. Finland decided to
remain aside, and Denmark on the other hand joined the EEC after a
referendum in 19726.

During the last two or three decades great alterations have come to
the geopolitical scene in the far north. Some researchers say that we
have now entered the Age of the Arctic, an era in which Mercator pro-
jection maps must give way to polar perspectives in school, legislative
chambers, corporate conference rooms, and military headquarters7. Eu-
rope is no longer the principal focal point of global power and interna-
tional relations. Powerful members of the international community
now pursue their interest in arenas previous regarded as peripheries and
they see The Arctic as one such arena. At the same time, the world is
emerging from a long period of romanticising the Arctic into an era ac-
knowledging the region’s strategic and political importance. It is a ma-
jor energy frontier, which already account for 40% of the United States’
crude oil production and over 60% of Soviet production.

Some say8 that the Barents region dream started already some thir-
teen years back in the very north town of Murmansk, when at that time
the Secretary General Michail Gorbachev held a speech on all the diffi-
culties and obstacles that one is meeting in the progress of building up
a socialist society9. Much of the speech touched on historical aspects

6. Security in changing environment - the Northern Dimension of Europe. Paper pre-
sented to the IPRA Conference August 5-9, 2000 in Tampere for the Security
and Disarmament Commission, by Gunnar Lassinantti.

7. Osherenko, G., Young, O.R., 1989: The Age of the Artic: hot conflicts and cold re-
alities. p 3 ff.

8. Den nordliga dimensionen har varit skymd för EU. Markku Heikkilä. 2/1998 i se-
rien Synpunkter.
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but at the end it took a rather new direction. He started to talk about
the arctic regions, which up till now to a large extent had been strictly a
military business moulded in the shadow of the cold war without any
prospect of international cooperation. Without any forewarning he
started to put out suggestion after suggestion, which, if they were taken,
would change the arctic scene completely.

The speech was read and double read in many quarters both in Fin-
land, Sweden and Norway but also by other states with an interest in
the arctic regions. The issue that caught the interest of most of them
was the suggestion that one should start up an international coopera-
tion in the environment field.

Finland responded by launching the so called Rovaniemi move-
ment, which led to the establishment of the research-oriented Arctic
Centre, particularly dealing with environmental matters, in conjunc-
tion with University of Lapland, and the organization of a number of
high-politics and low-politics conferences with international participa-
tion on northern affairs in Rovaniemi during the 90’s. For Finland nor-
mal and stable relations to Russia are regarded to be important. A rapid
integration of Finland into the European Union was of highest priority
to Finland in a historical situation when Russia is weak, and when there
might exist a space for Finland to eliminate any dependence on Rus-
sia10.

Norway answered by formulating a Norwegian policy for the north-
ern areas. The Norwegian policy including considerations about ex-
tended cross-border cooperation in the far north and the utilization of
the rich resources in the area, gas, oil, forests, minerals, fish, untouched
nature for increased tourism etc. The European North is a region of pri-
mary concern for the Norwegian foreign policy due to Norway’s share
of some of the richest resources and the non-existence of a final sea-bor-
der treaty between Norway and Russia (today there is a temporary grey-
zone agreement for the sea area under dispute between the two coun-
tries).

Sweden on the other hand took from the start a more quiet and hes-
itating stand, probably due to the country’s more comfortable back-
ground with its traditional non-aligned foreign and security policy and
long unbroken experience of peace since 1809. In a statement from the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs it was said, “Sweden studied Gorbachev’s
Murmansk speech with the greatest interest.”

One could think that the Swedish government was considering if
Gorbachev’s foreign policy really stood for something new, or was it still
a prolongation and a more cosmetic change of the old propagandistic
Soviet foreign policy. Nevertheless, the Ministry for Foreign Affairs rec-
ommended municipalities in Northern Sweden to look for partners,
twinning municipalities in Northwest Russia. The most northern prov-
ince, the County of Norrbotten signed a first limited cooperation treaty
with the County (oblast) of Murmansk in 1988, which should have

9. Michail Gorbachev’s Murmansk Speech 1987-09-30.
10. Gunnar Lassinantti, Initiativ Barentssamarbetet och Nordliga Dimensionen,

memoranda 30-12-2000, p 2.
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been unthinkable in the cold war time. Different kinds of grass root
contacts started to flourish, for example between similar popular move-
ments. Lassinantti claims that people in Northern Sweden express crit-
ical opinions because they consider integration into the European Un-
ion and Baltic Sea cooperation as areas of higher priority for the Swed-
ish government’s foreign policy than matters of cooperation in the Eu-
ropean North11. However, the figures against integration to EU and
EMU are still very high in northern Sweden and almost 60% are
against this integration12, and Norrbotten was at the early 90’s one of
the county recorded for one of the highest percentage of NO voters in
the country.

Of all the meetings and conferences that took place, the end result of
this came to be the creation of the Arctic Council – today almost for-
gotten of the public. Apart from the eight arctic countries – the Nordic
countries, Russia, Canada and the United States – a second level of, so-
called permanent member was created.

The second level consisted of representatives from the indigenous
people, the Sami council, Inuit’s, and the organisation for the “Small
people” in Northern Russia. This was a step in the process where the in-
digenous people in the north wanted to give voice to questions that
concerns the area. During the years to come, this led to a situation
where the indigenous people have been given an exceptional strong and
active role in the arctic cooperation.

Russia probably regarded the Barents Euro-Arctic region as a win-
dow to a wealthier Europe, which could help Russia to modernize and
bring more prosperity to the country. Even the Moscow government
has seemed to be positive to the three Northwest Russian regions in-
volvement in this cross-border arrangement, namely the republic of
Karelia, the oblasts of Murmansk and Arkhangelsk. However, Russia’s
economic contribution so far to the Barents cooperation has been very
limited, due to the financial problems in the country.

The years went on and some of the early interests died and the prob-
lems in the arctic regions simmered gently for the first years in the early
90ies. Parallel to this, some new initiatives were started. The Canadians
saw this as an opportunity to find their identity by pleading the impor-
tance of the arctic questions. However, the Americans showed little in-
terest and the questions nearly died away again.

A next phase came when the Barents cooperation was taken up. The
story goes that the Barents idea came up at the Norwegian Ministry for
Foreign Affairs. It started when the Norwegian Foreign Affairs Minister
Thorvald Stoltenberg launched his ideas of how one should create
peace, stability and prosperity by creating a region based on coopera-
tion over old dividing lines in Europe. Later the Russian and Norwe-
gian Ministers for Foreign Affairs discussed it during the Helsinki
meeting of the CSCE in 1992.

Ministers of Environment from the Nordic countries and the Rus-
sian Federation met in Kirkenes on 3–4 September 1992. They signed

11. Gunnar Lassinantti, p 3.
12. SCB, Statistiska meddelanden, Me 61 SM 0002.
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a joint declaration on principles and priorities of future cooperation on
environmental protection and sustainable development. They referred,
in particular, to the Barents region. Four months later, the Ministers for
Foreign Affairs of Sweden, Norway, Finland, the Russian Federation,
Denmark, Iceland and the European Commission of the European
Communities signed the Declaration on cooperation in the Barents
Euro-Arctic region in Kirkenes on 11 January 199313.

The vision of a new region was seen as very tempted by all the
founding members and suddenly interests in this peripheral region was
given a new dimension although very little had happen in the break-
through of how to solve practical problems. An important ingredient in
the formation of the new Barents region was of cause that the EU Com-
mission was one of the founding members. A more intensive phase
took place when both Finland and Sweden became members and
joined the EU in 1995. This meant that more funds could be secured
through the Tacis- and the Interreg-programmes and were made avail-
able for various projects in the Barents region.

However, politics is the arena of changes, and under the Clinton Ad-
ministration the United States have shown a surprisingly great interest
to participate in political affairs in Northern Europe. This interest is
not just limited to military affairs, or more precisely to develop the
Partnership for Peace, PFP-regime. The US policy has particularly been
formulated within the framework of the Northern European Initiative,
NEI.

According to the United States Ambassador to Sweden, Mr. Lyndon
L. Olson Jr, the purpose of the NEI is: “..to help build an economically
and socially unified region – including North-western Russia – and make
the region stronger and more stable through cooperation and cross-border
ties. We want to help knit together private sector groups, governmental in-
stitutions, and NGOs interested in the region. Rather than create new in-
stitutions, the NEI works largely through well-functioning, existing institu-
tions. Our contributions of material support, expertise, and diplomatic in-
fluence bring unique “value added” to regional efforts. I talk briefly about
the NEI’s three tracks which deal with the Baltic’s, Nordic states, and Rus-
sia.”

Ambassador Lyndon L. Olson jr. added that NEI are focusing on six
areas:
+ law enforcement;
+ the environment;
+ energy;
+ public health;
+ civil society;
+ business promotion

13. The Barents Euro-Artic Region. A security-building project in the European High
North. José Luis Masegosa Carrillo.
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Earlier studies

Taking stock of public opinion on issues related to the development
actions taking place in the Barents Region has not been a very com-
mon activity over the years and studies geared at register the opinion
from the grassroots are rare. However many years have now gone since
the cooperation between the Nordic countries started. As mentioned
earlier, it was formally established on January 11th 1993 when the for-
eign ministers of the Nordic countries, the Russian foreign minister
and representatives of the European Commission signed the Kirkenes
Declaration. At the same time, representatives for the counties of
northern Scandinavia, Murmansk and Arkhangelsk in Russia, and one
Sami representative signed a regional agreement for co-operation.

Much of the early cooperation with the Russians was initiated di-
rectly from Norway, and not until the two countries Finland and Swe-
den joined the EU their active interest in development projects with the
Russians took a full start. Earlier, Finland and Sweden together with
Norway, had through the North Calotte Programmes, participated in
rather insignificant development projects which also included the
North Westerns parts of Russia.

The following section takes a look at some of the studies which have
been presented lately and which have touched upon the situation of
North Western Europe. To begin with are the results from the Arkhan-
gelsk opinion study14 reproduced in some detail followed by a short
summary of the report looking into the environmental conditions on
the Kola Peninsula15 and the report on regional development in Rus-
sia16. The review is also looking at some of the articles dealing with pub-
lic opinion polls retold in some of the Russian News Papers written in
English.17

14. A Public Opinion of the Archangels Oblast Population on the cooperation in the Bar-
ents Region Archangels 1996, by Treskin Vadim Gennadievitch, Director of the
FORIS-centre. Ouotes from the report are taken from the web at the site http:/
/www.pomorsu.ru/Departments/Barents/public.htm.

15. Hansen, E., Tønnesen, A (1998) Environment and Living Conditions on the Kola
Peninsula. Fafo-report 260. ISBN 82-7422-231-8.

16. Edited by Granbergs, A., Snickars, F., Westlund, H (2000), Regional Develop-
ment in Russia. Past Policies and Future Prospects. The Swedish Institute for Re-
gional Research. Edward Elgar Publishing Limited, Cheltenhamn, UK. ISBN 1
84064 269 6.

17. Neva News, The St Petersburg Times, Newspaper Izvestia.
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The Archangels Opinion Study

One of the earliest opinion polls was done in 1996 when The Barents
Information Center and the FORIS Center, Archangels together car-
ried out a survey of opinion on the Barents Region Cooperation in the
Archangels oblast. The study comprised some 470 people selected by a
routine sampling representing different population groups. At the time
of the survey, the development of cooperation in the Barents Euro-Arc-
tic Region had already a 4-years history behind itself, but until then,
very little attention had been paid to the public implication of its out-
come.

The programs of cooperation in the Barents Euro-Arctic Region
were mainly designed with the aims to bring nearer the peoples of the
Northern regions, and to develop good neighbourhood traditions.

However, they had faced some serious difficulties in its public per-
ception and evoked quite inadequate assessment among different social
groups of the Archangels oblast population. The survey was carried out
to find the reasons of it and to try to find out ways in solving these
problems. In the following the main results from that study is summa-
rised.

The study raised a number of questions, the following seven were
the main issues that the respondents were asked to answer:
+ Q1: Do you know anything about the Barents Program?
+ Q2: Do you think the Barents programmes are of great use?
+ Q3: With which point of view do you agree?
+ Q4: Who can gain more from the Barents Programme: The Russian

or Scandinavian part.
+ Q5: What social groups have the most to gain from the Barents

Programme realization?
+ Q6: Which of the Barents cooperation projects do you know about?
+ Q7: What programmes must be developed in the Archangels

Oblast?

All of the seven questions raised in the survey had fixed alternatives
for the answers. Regarding for question 1, the alternatives are repre-
sented in Figure 1, which also presents the result from the survey. As
can be seen from Figure 1, a majority of the respondents (45.1%) did
not know anything about the Barents programme and together with
the people stating that it was difficult for them to have an opinion on
the programme (10.5%) more than half of the respondents could be
seen as dropouts.

As seen in Figure 1, some 44% of the total knew or have had some-
thing to do with the programme. The results show that the Barents
projects touched a certain part of the Arkhangelsk oblast population.
Thus, among the 470 respondents asked there were found 8 people tak-
ing part in the Barents projects, which constituted approximately 2%
of the number of respondents.

On the second question, Figure 2, which dealt with how useful they
thought the Barents programme was, a slightly smaller number of peo-
ple than in question 1, had nothing to say (43%). Those who thought
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that it was of any use or was very important comprised some 19.5%,
while those who believed that it was of no use reached as many as
15.3%.

It is interesting to see that a larger proportion of the population than
those directly participating in the programme thought that the pro-
gramme is of great use. However, two people thought it could cause
damage. Those who were more or less indifferent and thought that the
programme had no bearing on people’s life comprised as many as
21.7%.

On the third question, Figure 3, which dealt with the significance of
the Barents projects, more than 55% of respondents, could not give any
answer, which shows high percent of public indifference towards the
projects and programs of cooperation. Most of the rest respondents
(20.3%) were of the opinion that these programs are mainly for the of-
ficials.

Another opinion was that these programs are mainly for selected
people. This point of view, not emphasising its bureaucratic character,
but rather stressing its non-democratic feature, was counted for 12.2%.

However, as many as 13.6% of respondents consider that the Bar-
ents cooperation projects are oriented to a broad public circle and gives
the people of Northern Europe a better possibility to learn to know
each other. The distribution is presented in Figure 3. Due to multiple
responses for some of the respondents the summary distribution ex-
ceeds a total of 100 percent, i.e., the sum for the respondents is
104,9%.

Evaluating which part – Scandinavian or Russian – gain more from
the Barents cooperation, Figure 4, more than a half of respondents

Do you know anything about the Barents Programme?

36

45,1

10,5

3,9

1,8

2,7

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Yes, I participated

Yes, aquainted with persons who participated

Yes, I read, heard and watched a lot 

Yes, I read, heard and watched something 

No, I don't know anything about this
programme

It is difficult for me to answer
A

n
sw

er

Procent

Figure 1 Public knowledge of the Barents Programme in Arkhangelsk Oblast.
Source: A Public Opinion of the Archangels Oblast Population on the cooperation
in the Barents Region Archangels 1996, by Treskin Vadim Gennadievitch, Direc-
tor of the FORIS-centre.
29



(56.4%) did not give any answer again. Only 1,7% of respondents
thought that the main profit from cooperation goes to the Russian part,
and 5,5% thought that mostly Russian would benefit.

Of those who have stated some sort of opinion, as many as 15,7%
believed these projects to be mutually beneficial for both Scandinavians
and Russians. More than 20% of respondents suppose that the projects
are more beneficial for the Scandinavian part.

In evaluating the result of what social and professional groups of
population gain more from the Barents cooperation, Figure 5, it was re-
corded that about half the of respondents were Officials. Unfortunately
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the true percentage of respondents believing that Officials are the true
gainers is not stated in the report.

As said in the report, about half of the respondents were of the opin-
ion that Officials were the true gainers, which means that the total sum
exceeds 100 percent as the sum of the other variable alternatives com-
prise some 78.8%.

The distribution for the other alternatives can be seen in Figure 5.
The largest number of respondents of these other alternatives goes to a
category of Businessmen (34,4%). Others to gain from the Barents co-
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operation are thought to be Creative people (11.5%) and Youth (10.1%)
but also other groups mentioned are Medical workers and Journalists.

On the question of which cooperation project the respondents had
any knowledge of could be receiving multiple answers which is also in-
dicated by the result presented in Figure 6 and the following two dia-
grams in Figure 7 and Figure 8. The total sum in the percentage distri-
bution for the three diagrams, all exceed 100%. However, the presenta-
tion shows that the Student exchange programme is the most well
known with almost half (48%) of the respondents thinking so.

Another well-known project is the Direct flights to Scandinavia,
which one third of the respondents were aware of. It must be remem-
bered that this public opinion pull was taken at a time when this was re-
garded as news, especially for many of the people living in Arkhangelsk.
A novelty of the time was also the emerging festivities between a
number of towns in Scandinavia and in Russia, which might be the rea-
son why as many as 30% knew about the Participation in the festivities
of the town day, Twin-cities etc.

A logical consequence of the high response on the Student exchange
programme is also that a large number of respondents were aware of
The Pomor Norwegian University Center project with almost 30 percent
indicating its awareness. The above four mentioned activities seem to
be the ones, which are known most of all by the respondents in the
Arkhangelsk Oblast.

Another group of four projects show a slightly lower percentage on
the ladder of “well know” Barents programmes. They are reported by
some 13–14 percent of the respondents. The most “well-known” of
these four are two projects.

The so-called “Northern Corridor” project and the Journalist ex-
change project are both said to be known by some 14.1% of the re-
spondents. The third project in this group is the Ecological Center,
which is known by some 13.8%, and finally the Reconstruction of the
Arkhangelsk Merchant Sea Port, which is known by 13.4%.

A new group can be formed by the projects falling in the interval 5–
10 percent answered “well-known” by the respondents. In total this
group consists of six activities. The best known in this group is the
Farmers training, 9.5%, followed by the Cooperation in Cardiology,
Church contacts and Center for mentally disabled children (DIARUS)
with all having more than 7% response. The two projects Publishing
“Barents Nytt” and Seed potatoes project are both reported to be “well-
known” by 5.7% of the respondents.

Projects least known by the interviewed was the Telemedicine, Distri-
bution of technologies saving resources and the Baby friendly initiative
with all showing a percentage less than five percent known by the re-
spondents.

On the question of what type of Barents projects should be devel-
oped in the future, a majority thought that the Reconstruction of
Arkhangelsk Merchant Sea Port was the most urgent (35.5%) together
with The “Northern Corridor” and the Ecological Center and the Student
exchange programmes, which all three had a response rate of around 25
percent, i.e., one quarter of the respondents. Between a fifth and a sixth
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of the respondents thought that Cooperation in Cardiology, Distribution
of resource saving technologies and Direct flights to Scandinavia was a sec-
ond group of projects that needed further support and development in
the Arkhangelsk Oblast.

Projects that needed more development according to 10–15% of the
respondents were the relatively well-known Participation in the festivi-
ties of the town day, Twin-cities etc., Center for mentally disabled children
(DIARUS) and the Telemedicine projects. All the remaining projects
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were of the respondents not so urgent in need of development. Interest-
ing in the result is that the Church contacts and the Baby friendly hospi-
tals initiative as well as the Seed potatoes project received very low re-
sponse. The distribution of a desired development in Arkhangelsk Ob-
last can be seen in Figure 7 and Figure 8.
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As can be seen from Figure 8, the combined diagram of what type of
project the respondents has information about and what project he or
she would like to be developed, there is a large discrepancy between the
desired development and their knowledge of a project. However, the
large infrastructure project, Reconstruction of the Arkhangelsk Merchant

Question 6 and question 7 combined
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Sea Port, stands out as the project getting the highest priority by the re-
spondents.

However, the overwhelming impression from the study is that the
majority of the respondents living in Arkhangelsk have a very limited
knowledge of what is meant by the Barents Cooperation, and also that
a few outside the immediate concerned group, who are affected in one
way or the other, are interested in this issue.

The Kola Peninsula study

The background to the present study18 lies almost eight years back in
time. In 1992, Fafo carried out the first living condition survey on the
Kola Peninsula. It was at a time when Russia when Russia was only just
setting out on the road to reform the planned economy into a demo-
cratic, market-oriented society. This was the first time that comprehen-
sive living condition data from the Kola Peninsula became available for
a Nordic audience. The study has spurred further interest in the devel-
opment of reform programmes in the area.

The purpose of the report is to present an updated overview of the
living conditions of the population in the Kola Peninsula areas over the

18. The survey was carried out in April-May 1997 as a cooperative project between
The University of Oslo, The Norwegian Radiation Protection Authority, Fafo -
Institute of Applied Social Sciences and Murmansk Regional Committee of State
Statistics is described in the report by Hansen, E., Tønnesen, A, (1998) Environ-
ment and Living Conditions on the Kola Peninsula. Fafo-reort 260. ISBN 82-
7422-231-8.
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five-year period 1992–1997 on the basis from comprehensive surveys
carried out during these two years.

The 1992 rounds of interviews were carried out in Murmansk city,
Severomorsk city and settlement Nikel, including the surrounding ar-
eas.

The aim of the second survey was to keep the design as close as pos-
sible to the first. However, in a presidential decree enacted in October
1996, Severomorsk was declared a “closed territorial formation”, and
was henceforth out of bounds for the second survey. Following the sug-
gestions from the local survey partners, the towns of Apatity and Kan-
dalaksha were included to replace Severomorsk.

The Nordic countries have during the nineties paid a lot of attention
to the state of the environment on the Kola Peninsula. The region is
heavily industrialised, and many people living in the Nordic countries
have come to associate the peninsula with images of industrial waste-
lands, scarred by decades of unmitigated pollution, as portrayed by the
media. Only a few people are aware of the facts that the Kola Peninsula
also contains enormous areas of pristine wilderness, with flora and
wildlife close to being unparalleled in Europe.

One of the main questions in the survey was about how the popula-
tion in the area perceived the environmental degradation in industrial
centres and how it affected their life. Some of the results from this sur-
vey are retold in the following section.

The questions regarding the respondents’ concerns were asked in an
open-ended format, but with pre-coded alternatives for the interview-
ers. The respondents were asked to give three responses about their per-
sonal concerns and three responses regarding their evaluation of con-
cern for the Russian population in general.

Given the format of the responses, one can report the picture, what
has been mentioned, and in addition, what is mentioned “first”. The
respondents were not asked to give their responses in any particular
ranking, but a more or less reasonable assumption has been that the
first mentioned worries are the most “prominent”19. The hundred pre-
coded alternatives offered to the interviewers for the categorisation of
the problems were later merged into eleven broader categories.

The result summarised into these eleven groups show very distinct
that the overriding “Personal worries” was the economic difficulties at
the time. It was also clear that the economic problems at the personal
level are the first mentioned problems.

A more detailed look at the categories shows that it is constituted of
responses related to the respondents’ personal economic situation, e.g.,
delayed wages, unemployment but also problems regarding expensive
food.

Looking at the differences between the frequencies in the general
versus the personal context, the issues more often mentioned in a gen-
eral context are not surprisingly: leadership of the country and general
economic problems.

19. Hansen, E., Tønnesen, A (1998) p 176-177.
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More interestingly, violence and crime and also the environment/en-
vironmental protection issues are more often mentioned in general
context as more of a problem for the general Russian population than
for the respondents themselves20.

As can be seen from Figure 10, health related issues (illness/prob-
lems with health system), children’s future / upbringing but also “other
answers” questions are more typical in the personal context.

The authors of the report have noted that it is quite striking from
both the personal and the general context that foreign policy issues and
conflict areas are nearly missing completely21.

Acting on a hunch and after media reporting of the enlargement of
the NATO, this item was included among the coding possibilities, but
[it] was hardly mentioned by the respondents. All in all, 25 respondents
mentioned the enlargement of NATO as a concern for the general Rus-
sian population (this compared to for instance 112 respondents who
mentioned Tchetchenia); only three respondents mentioned NATO
enlargement as a personal concern.

As the authors say, one might expect that “other” foreign policy is-
sues besides NATO enlargement would be mentioned as a concern for

20. Ibid, p 178
21. Ibid, p 179.
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Figure 10 Distribution of Respondents’ Answer to “First response of Worries”. Source:
Hansen, E., Tønnesen, A., (1998) Environment and Living Conditions on the
Kola Peninsula. Fafo-report 260.
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the general population, but only 26 respondents mentioned this as a
concern for the Russian population in general. The conclusion that the
authors are coming to is that the various internal domestic conflicts are
of greater concern to the respondents than other conflicts of a more for-
eign character.

Another conclusion that the authors are coming to is that the result
from the respondents who mention health issues and crime is quite
comparable to the results found in the survey22 done in Norway in
1996.

Furthermore, the findings that health is generally seen as a personal
worry and not as much a concern for the general population accords
well with the Norwegian result, while the opposite pattern is found for
violence and crime for Kola and in Norway.

The context in which the environmental concern is mentioned is
most often very “general” and the most frequent mentioned specific
problem is air pollution. In summing up the both reported general and
specific problems, the authors argue that the proportion of Kola re-
spondents mentioning the environment is clearly lower than among
French and Norwegians referring to Mays, Marris, Bonnefous and
Brenot 1997; Tønnessen et al., in preparation.

The authors also argue that there is a tendency for younger and also
those with a higher education to mention environmental issues more
often. However, there are no gender differences in the proportion of re-
spondents mentioning issues in the open-ended questions.

On the issue of radiological concern, i.e., specifically radioactive
pollution, only some 4% responded across both the general and per-
sonal context. According to the authors, the proportion mentioning
these issues is in quite strong contrast to that found in the Norwegian
population in the 1996 survey, where some 14% mentioned “nuclear
accident issues” as a personal worry.

An even higher proportion, 21 percentages, mentioned that this was
of concern for the Norwegian population in general. The figures from
Norway are very high compared to the proportion of respondents who
have mentioned these issues in other European countries23 participat-
ing in RISKPERCOM24.

After Chernobyl accident, which took place more than ten years
ago, one more factor of technological risk has appeared in the mass con-
sciousness. This is the danger of radioactive contamination. As the au-
thor Maximova Tatiana says in her report, Perception of Radioactive
Risk: Realities and Phobia,25 more often these alarms do not have any

22. The reference material from Northern Norway comprise telephone interviews
with 1600 respondents performed in two phases during 1996, in the three north-
ernmost countries of Norway, namely Nordland, Troms and Finnmark.

23. France, Spain, UK, Sweden.
24. RISKPERCOM is a project sponsored by the CEC and 5 countries in Western

and Northern Europe: France, Norway, Spain, Sweden and UIC. The emphasis
is on the study of risk perception and risk communication, with a special focus
on radiation.

25. Maximova Tatiana (1997): Perception of Radioactive Risk: Realities and Phobia.
Paper presented at the Society for Risk Analysis-Europe 1997 Annual Meeting.
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basis, because of the absence of any real radioactive danger. However it
is most interesting to notice that the people generally are afraid of radi-
oactive contamination, that of Chernobyl, but cannot see the real local
sources.

The sociological researches, conducted in 1995–96 in the region of
the Lake Peipsi (Eastern Europe, the boundary the Russia and Estonia),
gave the author a chance to compare:
1. “The perception of the technological risk in general and radioactive risk

in particular by the urban and rural population (it is necessary to
notice, that in both cases technological risks are associated firstly with
radioactive risk then with other).

2. The perception of the abstract radioactive danger (so far as the region
did not suffer from Chernobyl accident, the word “Chernobyl” in this
case is an abstract symbol of radioactivity using by local people) and
perception of the real risk (power station in Sosnovy Bor not far from St.
Petersburg, Russia, local sources like the military units, and other). ”
“The biggest part of the population do not know how sequels of the ra-

dioactive contamination are like, therefore they find it in all the negative
changes of the environment. (“The chemistry flies from sky. [From Cherno-
byl flies.] Earlier we ran on pools, we turned the dress and come in a pool up
to knees, but now you walk on a pool, and it is green!”[,] “I lose my hair be-
cause of radiation,” “we think, that water is dirty. There are anecdotes, that
the container with radiation is buried somewhere,” etc. – cit. from inter-
views). They also can see radioactivity only in the several elements of the en-
vironment (“the mushroom became radioactive.” “the berries became to
grow worse” – cit. from interviews.)”26

“The degree of fear in face of the danger is proportional to the knowledge
of it. The less the man knows about something the more he is afraid of it is
the psychological particularity, that was affirmed once more by our re-
searches. It is not interesting to be afraid of fish pestilent in the local lake or
of the rubbish on its banks. Unknown little particles are more convenient
object for this. The radiating phobia, which appeared in mass consciousness
after Chernobyl accident, makes people to find invisible enemies every-
where.

Non-adequate perception of the risk of the radioactive pollution can in-
fluence negatively on the development of the [of] atomic industry. Both the
underestimate and the overestimate are dangerous in this case. Ten years of
the propaganda after Chernobyl accident alarmed the mass consciousness,
but did nothing [do anything] for improving knowledge and right under-
standing of it. The task now is to find the ways for formation of the real re-
flection of risk in the mass consciousness.”

26. Maximova Tatiana (1997): Perception of Radioactive Risk: Realities and Phobia.
Paper presented at the Society for Risk Analysis-Europe 1997 Annual Meeting.
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What do Russians Worry About

An opinion poll recently conducted by the Society Opinion Founda-
tion suggested a peculiar classification of worries and apprehensions
that trouble Russian people today.27 The investigation revealed that
most people were more worried about their country than about them-
selves. Sociologist Svetlana Klimova and Elena Petrenko divide those
who were asked the questions into five major groups, based on the
nature of the problems that disturbed them.

The largest group (41%) consisted of those who worry about the
grave economic crisis that has shattered Russia and has caused the deg-
radation of its culture and traditions. The sociologists roughly defined
this group as “Supporters of National Independence.” The people in
this group are middle-aged, not very educated, and residents of small
towns and suburbs. They are neither poor nor rich. They rarely men-
tion their own personal problems, not because they don’t have any, but
rather because they don’t usually complain about them.

The second group (22%) include those who have “just begun life”,
and they worry most about civil war, increasing crime, and the decreas-
ing birth rate. Young people from small towns and suburbs constitute
this group. Their worries are well substantiated: many of them are ei-
ther about to serve in the Army or have recently completed their serv-
ice. They have yet to find their place and position in society and they
have not yet created a family or brought up children. They don’t con-
sider themselves poor. Many of them are studying, or they are involved
in small business or part-time jobs. But their present life does not coin-
cide with their dreams.

The third group (15%) include “Supporters of a National Peace
Process”. Residents of big cities, of capitals of republics, and of regional
centres make up the majority of this group. They are caught up in the
apprehension of conflicts between various nationalities within Russia.
People in this group are well educated, in the most active groups, and
are typical “middle class Russians”. Nothing could be established their
personal grievances.

Another 14% made up a fourth group, a group of so-called “Survi-
vors”. The thing that worries them the most is hunger, unemployment,
and poverty. Most women living in villages constitute this group. Their
basic source of earning is from small tracts of land. But they do not earn
real wages; most of them only bring in about 200 Rubles a month
(about US$ 7).

The smallest group (7%) is made up of Anti-Fascists. Supporters of
this group consider Fascism the greatest threat to Russia and its citizens.
Muscovites mainly represent this group, and the number of Anti-Fas-
cists in the capital is at least twice as many as in rest of the country.

According to the journalist reporting on this study, Elena Yakovleva,
the only optimistic factor in this rather grave picture is that the worries

27. Neva News, May 2000. What do Russians Worry About? p 10. (Elena Yakovleva,
Newspaper Izvestia.)
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are established on a pretty solid ground. They are not imaginative or
neurotic in nature.

Summary of earlier studies

On the basis of the received answers in the Arkhangelsk study, one can
say that the large part of population of Archangels Oblast remained
indifferent at the time to the projects in the Barents cooperation. A
majority saw them as being designed for some limited groups in soci-
ety. According to the authors, this can partly be linked with a social
apathy of the population in general and the condition of a progressing
crisis at the time.

However, they also believe that it could be connected with insuffi-
cient information of what the Barents region programs were about.
This is accordingly to the authors, confirmed by the fact that by look-
ing at the questions from a different points of view and in answering
different questions, the number of well informed and bad informed re-
main proportionally the same.

The result summarised in the Kola study show very distinct that the
overriding “Personal worries” was the economic difficulties at the time.
It was also clear that the economic problems at the personal level are the
first mentioned problems.

A more detailed look at the categories shows that it is constituted of
responses related to the respondents personal economic situation, e.g.,
delayed wages, unemployment but also problems regarding expensive
food.

Looking at the differences between the frequencies in the general
versus the personal context, the issues more often mentioned in a gen-
eral context are not surprisingly leadership of the country and general
economic problems.

More interestingly, violence and crime and also the environment/en-
vironmental protection issues are more often mentioned in general
context as more of a problem for the general Russian population than
for the respondents themselves.

From the news article of what is worrying the Russians one can get a
good picture of how wide the scope of worries the people in Russia
think there are today. From small personal worries to issues that con-
cern the whole nation and sometimes even are seen as of concern for the
whole world.

Summary of discussions in daily papers

In the beginning of the 90ies discussions of the future development of
the Northern parts of Sweden, Norway and Finland – all having the
same problems of keeping the population levels tolerably high – were
of cause many times on the agenda when one wanted to discuss the pro
and the cons of joining the European market. The following extracts
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are sampled from the daily papers mainly covering the two most north-
ern counties in Sweden. It shows to some extent the questions that
occupied the officials as well as political active peoples thoughts on the
just emerging cooperation taking place and later to be coined the Bar-
ents Cooperation.

Will Sweden and Europe soon be divided into regions? Lately the idea 
of a new power for the regions has surfaced in many corner of Europe, 
also here in the north. The Botnia-academy has launched a 22 points 
programme elaborating on the cooperation from Örnsköldsvik in the 
south to Kiruna in the north. What is suggested, apart from better 
communications, is a more readily access to capital and strengthening 
of education and the formation of a Botnia parliament. ...How shall 
we in northern the part of Sweden and Europe encounter the 
integration and the internationalisation? An answer to that [according 
to the opinions from the three discussants – the Regional 
Commissioner for Norrbottens County Gunnar Brodin, Sigbrit 
Franke-Wikberg the Vice Chancellor for Umeå University and Senior 
Lecturer Nils Arell] is through increased regional co-operations.

To the possibilities of building a new regional administration, apart
from those already existing, the discussants are quite unanimous, there
should not be any new administrative regional bodies in the north of
Sweden. Rather one should as a starting point, proceed with the work
of cooperation from the existing areas of mutual interest. That the
geographical borders will be in disharmony, depending on the issue at
stake, is of lesser importance as long as the cooperation across the
“administrative borders” is taking place. Within the field of higher
education, the area from Sundsvall and northwards might be of
interest. When it comes to the environmental issues the Barents
regions could be of interest and when one talk about the development
of the communications in the area, towns and larger conurbations
along the Botnia Bay will be given the highest priority. However, of
importance is that a streak of more cooperation between the involved
parties is upheld and that it is held on a level of equal importance of
the participating members.28

...With the initiative taken by the Norwegian Minister for Foreign
Affairs, Thorwald Stoltenberg, a new “chronology” has been launched
in the North. Through the involvement of the great power Russia as a
full member in the cross-border cooperation, all our northern regions
have became of international interest. Suddenly, high ranked
diplomats and government officials all over the world are talking
about the Barents cooperation as a blue print for regional cross-border
cooperation where issues as peace, security, environment and a
common work towards a good and democratic development stands in
focus The president for the Norwegian Sami parliament – Ole Henrik
Magga – was as enthusiastic as all the others: “The insecurity of the
value of the Barents cooperation that so far has existed from our side
has yielded. Our requests and needs will not be forgotten. So then no
doubt, not even from the Sami population, which more often than
usual are of the opinion that they are forgotten in similar
cooperation.29

“The Barents cooperation can become a laboratory for the western
cooperation with the democratic Russia”. Those are the words that

28. Free translation into English of extracts from chief editor Olof Kleberg’s article
“Samarbeta om sakfrågorna” published in Västerborrens-Kuriren, 6/3 1993.

29. Free translation into English of extracts from Caj Norén’s article “Dags att ta Bar-
entssamarbetet på allvar”, in NSD, 23/9 1993.
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Thorwald Stoltenberg would have said had he come to the conference
held in Umeå in October 1994. He could not come due to other
urging assignment in Bosnia; however, those are the words in his
written speech he was supposed to hold at the conference. The main
theme in the Barents cooperation is a classic. The blue print is simply
the plan of reconciliation between France and Germany taken after
the WW II. In order to get stability in political security and a safe
peace, the two states initiated – as equal partners – a much closer
economic cooperation. The more contacts were taken, the better the
confidence was getting... That’s how it is to be in The Barents. At the
basis for the cooperation lies the wish of security. There is only one
realistic way to go, accordingly to Stoltenberg, and that is definitely
not the road of isolation rather the way of cooperation... Russia has to
become a full worthy partner.30

Independent of Sweden becoming a member of the European
Union, the northern part of Sweden must stick together better. There
is a need of a greater willingness to see and show an interest in
common opportunities and to act together for the northern regions.
In the first place an adjustment in thought is necessary, and for the
second an adjustment in communication is needed. Those were some
of the main issues discussed when the Botniaakademin met in October
1994 at the new Luleå Technical College.31

In the early nineties, Norway voted No to the census issue of becom-
ing a member of the European Union, while Finland and Sweden voted
a Yes in their referendum. This put the Barents issues once more on the
agenda and voices were raised of how this would affect the future coop-
eration in the North. Two of the countries, Finland and Sweden would
very soon be one part of the Foreign Policy Sovereignty advocated to a
large extent by the EU. We can to a certain extent pursue our national
foreign policy but the EU will stand as a referee checking up what we
are doing. And the big question at that time is how would that affect
the present cooperation within the Barents region? Ursula Berge in her
article in NSD 3/12 1994 is airing some of the thoughts that were float-
ing around at that time.

...“The most northern parts of the four countries have much more in 
common than what’s separating them. There is a genuine interest in 
developing a close cooperation among regions so closely to each 
other.”...The danger is that Finland and Sweden are turning their 
interests towards Brussel and the countries on the continent and 
forgetting the North Western parts of Europe. ... Society today is to a 
large extent centred on the concentration idea. This will affect all the 
four countries. The hub of development is by force and of necessity 
geared towards Oslo, Stockholm, and Helsingfors and in Russia to 
Moscow thousands of kilometres south of Murmansk. Today’s 
national policy is to a large extent aimed towards the growth centres in 
the south, which to a large part affect the North-Calotte cooperation. 
To counteract and offset those forces is one of the main objectives for 
the Barents cooperation. How do you create a counterforce to that? 
An often-missed issue is the dynamic in which cooperation between 

30. Free translation into English of extracts from chief editor Olof Kleberg’s article
“Fredsprojekt i Barents” published in Västerbottens-Kuriren, 8/10 1994.

31. Free translation into English of extracts from chief editor Olof Kleberg’s article
“Botnia kan hålla samman” published in Västerbottens-Kuriren, 4/11 1994.
44



countries create. National borders are today the largest obstacles to 
genuine development between regions across a border. As long as there 
are borders between regions trade and interactions are usually not 
flourishing... In fact the Barents cooperation could have the Sami 
culture as a blue print for their constant ignorance of artificial 
boundaries. In their culture, they do all they can to disregard of 
differences among groups of people and rather emphasize affinity and 
solidarity.32

...Through the Barents cooperation, Northern part of Europe
becomes more closely and the Kirkenes declaration taken in 1993,
underscores the necessity of protecting the sensitive environment in
the region. To solve the areas environment problems is a central issue
in the cooperative work, especially since the costs probably will
require a broader international participation.33

The articles referred to above are a sample of the discussions held be-
fore the Barents Region was enlarged with the two new regions, the
county of Västerbotten in Sweden and the county of Oulu in Finland.
Much of the argument presented during mid 90’s became more urgent
issues and after the two countries became members of European Union,
the discussion of an enlargement of the Barents Region for both Fin-
land and Sweden was given a high priority at the county level. The con-
tinuous discussions in 1996 and 1997 gave finally fruit and from 1998
the two counties, Västerbotten in Sweden and Oulu in Finland became
full members of the Barents region.

32. Free translation into English of extracts from Ursula Berge’s article “Barentssa-
marbetet hotas inte” published in NSD, 3/12 1994.

33. Free translation into Snglish of extracts from Birgitta Gidblom’s article “EU-in-
satser räddar miljön i Barents” published in Norrländska Socialdemokraten
(NSD), 27/ 1995.
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Main objective and research hypothesis

Main objective with the investigation has been to test the possibilities
of conducting this type of pilot study in the Barents region, especially
in Russia. If the results from the study are good one could extend this
type of attitude inquirer to even cover other areas in the Barents
region. A second objective of the pilot study has been the testing the
relevance of using formalised statements concerning different develop-
ment scenarios in the form of 45 questions, to which the respondents
can agree or disagree, thereby composing three alternative develop-
ment scenarios.

The working hypothesis in the study has been the belief that the at-
titude of the ‘common man’ to Barents region cooperation is mainly
positive to the development in this region, i.e., in that way that the re-
spondents are more positive to give their own opinion on statements
outlining a non-aggressive attitude to development rather than giving
or showing a hostile or negative development attitude. Furthermore, it
is the belief that there is no significant difference in attitudes among the
people living in St Petersburg area to those living in the Murmansk
area, in that sense, that the people in North Western Russia as a whole
look forward to see a greater integration of the development possibili-
ties emerging within the BEAR framework.

As said earlier, a visualization held by many officials directly affect by
the Kirkenes declaration, was that this could be an opening for new de-
velopment opportunities especially among those living and working in
North Western part of Europe. As quoted in the earlier paragraph, great
expectations could be traced in many of the articles and reports that
were presented during the first couple of years before and after the dec-
laration. Of greatest interest was of cause the fact that Russia now in
many ways had become less distant to regions in the north. As many
put it, Russia had finally opened-up, and many of the entrepreneurs in
the north saw a new virgin market laying as a mirage in front of them.

In the following chapter the results from the pilot study is presented.
The aim for that study has been to find out the importance of what the
BEAR has meant for the people up in the North Western part of Rus-
sia, and then, specifically what it means for the population living in the
Murmansk – those directly affected of the development measurement
taken in the Barents region – and those living in the St Petersburg re-
gions, i.e., indirectly affected of the development in the Barents region.
Questions of interest are very wide in scope. They are to a great extent
selected with the purpose that they would mirror some of the issues that
has been discussed in the Swedish daily papers, before and after Sweden
became a member of the EU and which are focusing on the Barents re-
gion development. A sample of questions raised by the contributors in
Sweden was summarised in the earlier paragraph.
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A characteristic feature has been the massive interest in the environ-
ment issues; another has been the feeling of uncertainty when it comes
to security questions. What does it mean now that Russia has become a
member of the BEAR, and how has this affected the Russians way of
looking on the cooperation between the other Nordic countries? An-
other characteristic for many of the participants in the discussions in
Sweden has been the large interest in the infrastructure issues. What
new communications are needed to speed up the cooperative actions
that are needed in the region?

A fourth issue of great interest has been the cultural activities, which
have been seen taking a more active role in the development of the co-
operation between the participating countries. Here, the indigenous
peoples communities have been very active. A fifth very important
question has of course been the economic development among the par-
ticipating countries where trade and the development of SMEs has
played an important role.

The pilot study will hopefully give some guiding on the possibilities
of a successful future cooperation between Russia and the other Scandi-
navian countries. It will also give us an opportunity to see what the as-
pirations are on the Russian side with regard to an expected develop-
ment in the North Western part of Europe. The main aim with the pi-
lot study is to find out what direction the development might take. Are
the people at the ‘grassroots’ positive to the various scenarios suggested for
them or are they mainly negative to such suggested development trajectories?
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Method of investigation

The pilot study has been carried out as a one-page questionnaire com-
prising a mixture of 45 statements outlining possible development
alternatives in the next ten to fifteen years. A page is attached to the
questionnaire outlining the raison d’êter for the survey. The question-
naires were given out to four different groups of people: teachers, jour-
nalist, scientists and finally administrators working in local govern-
ment institutions.

The teachers questioned were those working at the ecological
courses of teacher’s high qualification (Ministry of High Education) in
St.Petersburg and in Murmansk respectively. The scientists were com-
ing from the Institute of Radiation Hygiene in St.Petersburg within the
Ministry of Health and from Ecological District of Russian Science
Academy Institute in the North (Murmansk).

Finally, the journalists were mainly coming from two newspapers in
St Petersburg, i.e., the Sankt-Peterburgskie Vedomosti and Chas Pik, and
from two newspapers in Murmansk, i.e., the Poliarnaya Pravda and the
local city newspaper Vecherny Murmansk plus one advertising agency in
Murmansk. In St.Petersburg, the authorities were deputes and their as-
sistants working in the St.Petersburg Legislative Assembly and in Mur-
mansk the officials were working in the educational sector at the district
level within the Murmansk government.

Sample study composition

A total of 113 questionnaires were distributed out in the pilot study.
Of these 113 only 74 were returned and answered. The largest amount
of unreturned questionnaires and refusals to participate, was seen in St.
Petersburg, where as many as 39 were left unanswered or where people
refused to take the questionnaire. In St.Petersburg, four (4) question-
naires were not returned from scientists at the St. Petersburg Radiation
Institute, 15 questionnaires – from authorities and journalists, 10
questionnaires – from scientists in other organization. Some of the
refusing officials in St.Petersburg told the people conducting the distri-
bution of the questionnaires: “You must ask this in Kola Peninsula; it is
not in our competition” or “I will do this if my boss will tell me to do
this” or “I don’t like to reveal my opinion, I’m afraid to do it”; or some
of the refusing scientists said: “We don’t know this problem, it is not in
our interest”.

Of the 74, forty were distributed to women and the rest, 34, to men.
As can be seen from Table 1, there is a slight over representation of
women in the sample, with a male/female ratio34 of 46/54.
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As mentioned earlier the pilot study was conducted in two different
places, St Petersburg and Murmansk towns. The sample population
coming from Murmansk show that they are representing a younger
population than those from St Petersburg.

More than half of the respondents are coming from Murmansk
town, 39 people (52.7%), compared to St Petersburg 35 people
(47.3%). More than half of the respondents (53.8%) coming from
Murmansk were 45 years or younger, while in St Petersburg as many as
60% belongs to the age class 45 years or older.

Of the five journalists respondents, four were coming from Mur-
mansk while only one from St Petersburg, giving a town ratio Mur-
mansk/St Petersburg of 80/20. The town ratio for teachers is 42/58 and
for scientists 38/62 and finally the administrators 61/39.

In the study, four different population groups were selected to an-
swer the statements given in the questionnaires: teachers, journalists,
scientists and administrators. Their composition by sex can be seen in
Table 1. Of the four groups, the journalists comprise the smallest group
with a cover of only 6.8% (5 people) of the total sample.

The teachers are another small group, 16.2% (12 people), while sci-
entists and administrators are the largest, representing 28.4% and
48.6% respectively in the pilot study.

The sex composition is especially biased when it comes to the
teacher group, where only one male teacher has answered the question-
naire in a group of twelve. The male/female ratio is here as low as 8/92.
On the other hand, the males are over represented amongst the journal-
ist and the scientists with an m/f-ratio of 60/40 and 76/24 respectively.

The sample population has been divided into three different age
classes: those who are 30 years or younger, those between 30 and 45
years and finally those who are older than 45 years. The distribution of
the sample by age class is presented in Table 2.

As can be seen from the table, those older than 45 years comprise
more than half of the sample while those younger than 30 years are less
than 14 per cent. From the sex distribution one can see that women are

34. Measured as the ratio of % male to %female.

Sex
Occupation Male Female Total
Teacher 1 11 12

Journalist 3 2 5

Scienctist 16 5 21

Administrator 14 22 36

Total 34 40 74

Table 1 Cross tabulation Occupation by Sex.
50



in majority for the age classes 45 years or younger, while the men are in
majority for those over 45 year of age.

Among the men, almost 68% were 45 years or older, less than one
tenth was 30 years or younger and almost one fourth was between 30
and 45 years of age. As for the women, the largest group was those be-
tween 30 and 45 years (42.5%). Second largest group are those 45 years
and older while those 30 years and younger are less than 18 per cent.

Alternative Development Scenarios

The questionnaire includes in all some 45 statements on various
imagery development possibilities for the Barents Region and neigh-
bouring regions for the next coming 10 to 15 years. The way in which
these 45 development statements has been constructed is partly
through informal discussions with a large number of researchers35 and
administrators36, through extraction from discussions and programmes
held on radio and TV37, but also from articles in newspapers, journals
and research reports which are debating the possible future develop-
ment, both in Northern Europe in general and the Russian develop-
ment in particular.

Sex
Age Male Female Total
< 30 years 3 7 10

30-45 years 8 17 25

> 45 years 23 16 39

Total 34 40 74

Table 2 Cross tabulation Age by Sex.

Sex
Town Male Female Total
Murmansk 12 27 39

St Petersburg 22 13 35

Total 34 40 74

Table 3 Cross tabulation Town by Sex.

35. The Conference in Apatity, “Nuclear Risks, Environmental and Development
Cooperation in The North of Europe” in Apatity, June 19-23, 1999.

36. County Administration in Västerbotten and Norrbotten. The Ministry for For-
eign Affairs, Stockholm.

37. The Swedish documentary “8 dagar” and the TV-programme “Norges försvar -
ett försvar i kris?” by SVT and Nordvision, TH-T9.
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From these 45 development statements, a grouping in three differ-
ent scenarios has been deliberated; one which is seen at as having more
positive development features (called Scenario One), another where the
development is seen as a continuation of the development of the last
five to ten years (called Scenario Two or the laissez-faire scenario) and
finally a third scenario, based on statements where a much more nega-
tive development trend is assumed, mainly for the Barents Region as a
whole, but definitely as having a negative development impact for the
Russian parts.

The positive scenario is composed around the above 18 statements.
The second, the laissez-faire scenario, consists of 10 statements and fi-
nally the negative scenario – of some 17 statements. The grouping of
the various statements into the three scenarios is thus basically made on
subjective grounds.

Common sense and own intuition has been the golden rule for the
grouping. The preceding and the following catalogue of statements list
the statements according to their scenario affiliation. Much of the pres-
entation of the analysis will be focused on the various answers the re-
spondents have given to the statements within each scenario.

Respondents reporting
The way in which the answers are given to the different statements
under each scenario varies. The majority of the respondents have given

Scenario Alternative - One - 18 Statements
Increased trade between countries – free-flowing exchange of products and services

More long term investments in infrastructure

Greater demand for products coming from the Barents Region

Increased interaction on the labour market

A greater demand for both skilled and unskilled manpower

Population increase taking place in some isolated areas; growth centres

An increase in tourism

Preservation of present military preparedness – seen from a positive side; work 
opportunities

More intensive culture exchange

A positive investment climate. Common investment policy in and between coun-
tries

Allowing for investments in third party country

Attractive for EU funds to be utilised in the area

Improvements in the environment. Closer control of nuclear material movements

Environment clean-up gives good employment effects

Continuous good profit from the fishing industry, both in Russia and in Norway

Good economic exchange for large-scale industry in Finland and Sweden

Norway joins the new areas of oil extraction around Arkhangelsk

EU will be extended to include more countries

Table 4 Statements in Scenario One.
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only one answer, e.g., they have either answered that the statements is
seen as a conceivable development or they have answered that the
statement is seen as a desirable development. However, it must be rec-
ognised that the way in which the respondents have interpreted the
way they can give an answer varies and the questionnaire gives oppor-
tunities for more than one alternative of interpretations. As each alter-
native statement gives the respondent a chance, firstly to answer if they
think the statement states a conceivable development, and, secondly if
they think the statement states a desirable development, combinations
of these two gives approximately room for eight different alternative
answers.

A majority of the respondents have reduced their answer to either
state if they think a specific alternative statement is conceivable or de-
sirable. However, another group of respondents have in addition to

Scenario Alternative - Two - 10 Statements
Only internal migration is taking place

Continued negative development trends in Russia

No new infrastructure investment - except for the Murmansk corridor

Sweden continues a policy of what is regarded as semi-neutrality

Russia continues with a high military preparedness on the Kola peninsula

Continuing environmental problems on the Kola peninsula, more nuclear leakage

Weak labour market outside the large towns

Low activities on cross-border development between Finland and Russia

Table 5 Statements in Scenario Two.

Scenario Alternative - Three - 17 Statements
The fishing resources will collapse in the Barents Sea

Depopulation will take place all over the area

Very negative economic development in the Russian economy, followed by social 
convulsion and extremism

Military interventions are the only guarantee for an orderly society

Increased trade barriers

Sweden becomes a member of NATO

Environment conditions are getting worse

Critical investment levels are reached for certain social service functions (postal 
service, schools, health service, etc.)

More nuclear problems

Increased criminality, infiltration of criminals over the borders

Reduced demands for raw material and products from heavy industry

Reduction of tourist flows in the area

Increased isolationism within the Barents region nations

Continuous tension between and within the indigenous people and other groups

EU loses interest in the peripheral areas – too many conflicting interests for availa-
ble means

Suspiciousness against a continuing integration policy in the Barents Region

NATO will be enlarged to include former Warsaw pact countries

Table 6 Statements in Scenario Three.
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state if an alternative statement is conceivable or desirable also answered
both if they think this is a valid development for the specific statement.
A third group have introduced a type of grading of the given alterna-
tives by introducing a plus (+) and a minus (-) sign for the various state-
ments.

This grading imply that a statement can either be agreed on i.e., if
the plus sign (+) is put in the answer column, or meaning that the re-
spondent does not agree to the statement, i.e., if the minus sign (-) is
put in the column. Furthermore, a plus sign in both columns would be
interpreted as the respondents agree that the statement is seen as both a
conceivable and desirable development. Vice versa would be valid if a
minus sign was placed in both columns, i.e., the respondent does not
agree to the development according to the given statement.

With the combination of minus and plus signs in the columns can
give one answer where the statements is seen as conceivable but not de-
sirable, i.e., having a plus sign in the first reporting column and a minus
sign in the second column. On the other hand, a development, which is
seen as not conceivable but desirable, would have a minus sign in the
first column and a plus sign in the second one. The following eight al-
ternatives have been recorded as valid answers in the questionnaire. The
development is:
1. Seen as conceivable
2. Seen as desirable
3. Not desirable
4. Both conceivable and desirable
5. Not conceivable but desirable
6. Conceivable but not desirable
7. Not conceivable and not desirable
8. Not conceivable

Reporting statistics
In the following section an overview on the summary statistics for the
level of responding people is given for each different statement. The
number of responding answers to each statement can be interpreted as
a measurement of the strengths of the statement, i.e., with a low value
of missing cases one can assume that the respondents are willing to give
their opinion on the statement. On the other hand, a high number of
missing cases would imply that the respondents are not willing or
might not be aware of what is meant by the statement. The summary
is presented for each groups of scenario.

As can be seen from Table 7, most of the statements in Scenario One
have been answered by a majority of the respondents. However, for
some statements only a few have bothered to answer. For four of the
statements the missing reporting percentage is 15% or more, indicating
that 12 or up to 22 people did not want to give an answer to the state-
ment.

The largest drop off, 22 respondents, gave the statement “Preserva-
tion of present military preparedness - seen from a positive side; work oppor-
tunities”. Other statements with a low response were “Good economic ex-
change for large-scale industry in Finland and Sweden”, “Population in-
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crease taking place in some isolated areas; growth centres” and “Norway
joins the new areas of oil extraction around Archangels” with 20, 18 and
15 respondents not giving an answer to the statements.

A large number of drop off respondents is reported in the second sce-
nario - the laissez faire scenario - especially for the statements “No new
infrastructure investment - except for the Murmansk corridor”, “Low
activities on cross-border development between Finland and Russia” and
“Only internal migration is taking place” with 22, 17 and 16 respond-
ents missing. However, drop offs in Scenario One and two are in no
way reported as many missing respondents as in Scenario Three.

In Scenario Three – the scenario indicating a negative development
– as many as twelve of the statements are showing a drop off of 15% or
more respondents and with a high of 31.1% for the statement “Sweden
becomes a member of NATO”. The drop off for all the individual state-
ments in the third scenario is reported in Table 9. For each scenario;

Scenario One Valid
Cases

Missing
Cases

% Miss-
ing

An increase in tourism 72 2 2,7%

Increased trade between countries - free-flowing 
exchange of products and services

71 3 4,1%

More intensive cultural exchange 71 3 4,1%

Improvements in the environment. Closer control 
of nuclear material movements

71 3 4,1%

A positive investment climate. Common invest-
ment policy in and between countries

69 5 6,8%

Increased interaction on the labour market 67 7 9,5%

Environment clean-up gives good employment 
effects

67 7 9,5%

Continuous good profit from the fishing industry, 
both in Russia and in Norway

67 7 9,5%

Allowing for investments in third party country 66 8 10,8%

Attractive for EU funds to be utilised in the area 66 8 10,8%

More long term investments in infrastructure 65 9 12,2%

A greater demand for both skilled and unskilled 
manpower

64 10 13,5%

Greater demand for products coming from the 
Barents Region

63 11 14,9%

EU will be extended to include more countries 61 13 17,6%

Norway joins the new areas of oil extraction 
around Arkhangelsk

59 15 20,3%

Population increase taking place in some isolated 
areas; growth centres

56 18 24,3%

Good economic exchange for large scale industry 
in Finland and Sweden

54 20 27,0%

Preservation of present military preparedness - 
seen from a positive side; work opportunities

52 22 29,7%

Table 7 Reporting Statistics for Scenario One.
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one, two and three, the statements are listed in falling order with the
statements of least responses at the end.

The strength in reporting is recorded highest for Scenario One. As
can be seen from Table 7, out of the 18 statements, four are not an-
swered by three of the respondents, and for eight of the statements,
only seven have refused to answer. For thirteen of the statements a miss-
ing percentage is less than 15 percent and out of the eighteen state-
ments 15 have a missing percentage of some 20%. The statements with
the lowest response rate was reported for the following three: “Popula-
tion increase taking place in some isolated areas; growth centres”, “Good
economic exchange for large scale industry in Finland and Sweden” and
“Preservation of present military preparedness - seen from a positive side;
work opportunities”.

On the other hand, a majority of the respondents have given their
opinion on a rather good numbers of statements, which will give an in-
dication of how they appreciate the development for the next 10–15
years. Tourism is a subject that most of the respondents thinks they can
have an opinion of. The same can be said for cultural environmental
and trade issues, who all have a high reporting rate.

Scenario Two – the laissez faire scenario – has a much higher share of
missing cases than Scenario One, which indicates the respondents are
not having as strong an opinion on the statements raised under scenario
two. The smallest number of missing cases is reported for the statement
indicating a weak population development in the area together with state-
ments that touch upon regional policies, Sweden’s semi-neutrality and the
high Russian military preparedness on the Kola Peninsula.

In all some five statements, i.e., half of the scenario two statements,
had less than a 15% drop out or were recorded as missing cases. A
rather small number of respondents thought they had anything to say

SCENARIO TWO Valid
Cases

Missing
Cases

% Miss-
ing

In general a weak population development is 
assumed, except for a few expansive places

67 7 9,5%

Each country continues as before with its internal 
regional policies

66 8 10,8%

Sweden continues a policy of what is regarded as 
semi-neutrality

66 8 10,8%

Russia continues with a high military prepared-
ness on the Kola peninsula

66 8 10,8%

Continuing environmental problems on the Kola 
peninsula, more nuclear leakage

65 9 12,2%

Continued negative development trends in Russia 62 12 16,2%

Weak labour market outside the large towns 62 12 16,2%

Only internal migration is taking place 58 16 21,6%

Low activities on cross-border development 
between Finland and Russia

57 17 23,0%

No new infrastructure investment - except for the 
Murmansk corridor

52 22 29,7%

Table 8 Reporting statistics for Scenario Two.
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about the questions that touched upon migration, border activities along
the Finnish-Russian border and on infrastructure investments in the area.

Of the seventeen statements grouped under Scenario Three, five had
recorded a 15% or fewer drops out as missing cases. The statements
having the highest response touched upon questions dealing with the
collapse of fishing resources in the Barents Sea, increasing nuclear problems
in the area, the depopulation of the area, increasing environmental prob-
lems and an increase in criminality.

Questions that have given a low response rate is recorded for issues
that are touching upon trade, connected in one way or the other with
EU and Sweden, integration policies in the Barents Region and oddly
enough a question on reduction of tourism flow in the area, a subject
which were scoring a highest response rate in Scenario One. All the
above had recorded missing cases to 25% or more with the highest of
31.1% on the question of Sweden becoming a member of NATO.

The following section starts with a presentation of the result from
the questionnaire. As mentioned earlier, number of alternative answers

SCENARIO THREE Valid
Cases

Missing
Cases

% Miss-
ing

The fishing resources will collapse in the Barents 
Sea

69 5 6,8%

More nuclear problems 68 6 8,1%

Depopulation will take place all over the area 66 8 10,8%

Environment conditions are getting worse 65 9 12,2%

Increased criminality, infiltration of criminals over 
the borders

65 9 12,2%

NATO will be enlarged to include former Warsaw 
pact countries

62 12 16,2%

Military interventions are the only guarantee for 
an orderly society

61 13 17,6%

Very negative economic development in the Rus-
sian economy, followed by social convulsion and 
extremism

59 15 20,3%

Continuous tension between and within the 
indigenous people and other groups

58 16 21,6%

Critical investment levels are reached for certain 
social service functions (postal service, schools, 
health service, etc.)

56 18 24,3%

Reduction of tourist flows in the area 55 19 25,7%

Increased trade barriers 54 20 27,0%

EU loses interest in the peripheral areas – too 
many conflicting interests for available means

54 20 27,0%

Reduced demands for raw material and products 
from heavy industry

52 22 29,7%

Increased isolationism within the Barents region 
nations

52 22 29,7%

Suspiciousness against a continuing integration 
policy in the Barents Region

52 22 29,7%

Sweden becomes a member of NATO 51 23 31,1%

Table 9 Reporting Statistics for Scenario Three.
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from the respondents can be allocated eight different recording values
(see page 29) depending on if the answer is connected to the conceived
development or to the desired development or to both. A full account
of the various answers given by the respondents is given in the Appen-
dices 1–3.

In the following result presentation, a summary has been given for
each scenario, in such a way that all the statements for each separate
scenario have been grouped together in one table. An optional way of
analysing the eight alternative answers could be in treating them as ei-
ther being positive to the given statement or as being negative to the
same. In that case, the grouping could be done in such a way that the
desired variable is overriding the answer from the conceived alternative,
e.g., in a case where both columns are ticked, the answers given by the
desired development has been the one which has been recorded not-
withstanding the answer in the conceived is the opposite.

As an example, an answer stating a conceivable development but at
the same time not desirable, should be recorded as negative. In the same
way should a “Not conceivable but desirable” be recorded as positive.
From the listing on page 29, the following options should be consid-
ered as positive: 1, 2, 4 and 5, while the alternatives 3, 6, 7 and 8 should
be recorded as being a negative answer to the statement.

Results – Scenario One

In Table 10 the result is presented to the answers given by the respond-
ents to the statements that are put together under Scenario One. The
presentation is random in that way that they are presented in the same
order as they were asked in the questionnaire and no other specific
order has been followed. This means they are not presented consider-
ing the strengths of the answers, as measured by the number of
respondents, as was done earlier in Table 7–9.

Statements in Scenario One 
The first statement in the first scenario is about the “Increased trade”.
From Table 10, it can be seen that the statement belongs to the few
that have a high respondent rate and that many thought that they had
something to say on this issue. Of the three missing cases, two were

1. Seen as conceivable Positive (+)

2. Seen as desirable Positive (+)

3. Not desirable Negative (-)

4. Both conceivable and desirable Positive (+)

5. Not conceivable but desirable Positive (+)

6. Conceivable but not desirable Negative (-)

7. Not conceivable and not desirable Negative (-)

8. Not conceivable Negative (-)
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males and two were coming from St Petersburg. And as can be seen,
apart from those missing, all thought it would be a good idea – mean-
ing that they saw positively on such a development for the next 10–15
years.

On the statement of having more long-term investment in infra-
structure a larger number of cases were missing and only 87.8% have
reported on this issue. Of those nine not reporting, three were females
and three were coming from Murmansk. Only one of the respondents
thought that it was not conceivable but desirable.

Those who have an opinion on how a greater demand for products
coming from the Barents Region is conceivable or desirable were in all
63 (85.1%) of the respondents. The majority of cases not giving an an-
swer were from St Petersburg and of male origin. For those giving their
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Increased trade between countries – free-flowing exchange of prod-
ucts and services

29 32 0 10 0 0 0 0 71

More long term investments in infrastructure 14 46 0 4 1 0 0 0 65

Greater demand for products coming from the Barents Region 19 40 0 1 1 1 1 0 63

Increased interaction on the labour market 9 52 0 3 3 0 0 0 67

A greater demand for both skilled and unskilled manpower 16 43 0 3 2 0 0 0 64

Population increase taking place in some isolated areas; growth 
centres

42 8 0 0 0 5 1 0 56

An increase in tourism 12 50 0 7 1 1 1 0 72

Preservation of present military preparedness – seen from a positive 
side; work opportunities

23 25 0 1 1 0 2 0 52

More intensive cultural exchange 15 49 0 7 0 0 0 0 71

A positive investment climate. Common investment policy in and 
between countries

17 43 0 7 0 0 2 0 69

Allowing for investments in third party country 14 44 0 6 1 0 1 0 66

Attractive for EU funds to be utilised in the area 18 40 1 5 2 0 0 0 66

Improvements in the environment. Closer control of nuclear mate-
rial movements

11 52 0 4 3 1 0 0 71

Environment clean-up gives good employment effects 10 51 0 4 2 0 0 0 67

Continuous good profit from the fishing industry, both in Russia 
and in Norway

17 44 0 3 0 3 0 0 67

Good economic exchange for large-scale industry in Finland and 
Sweden

29 19 0 3 0 1 2 0 54

Norway joins the new areas of oil extraction around Arkhangelsk 34 18 0 4 0 2 1 0 59

EU will be extended to include more countries 21 32 0 6 0 1 1 0 61

Table 10 Frequency distribution of answers given by respondents to 18 statements in scenario
one.
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opinions the majority (96.8%) thought it was a good (positive) thing
while one of the males coming from St Petersburg thought it was not
conceivable but desirable and another one that it was neither conceiva-
ble nor desirable.

Another statement where all the respondents came to an agreement
about was on the issue of having an increased interaction of the labour
market. As can be seen from Table 10, more than 90% have answered
this statement and all of them thought it would be appositive develop-
ment. Three of them thought that it was not conceivable but a desirable
development. The seven people not answering were all but one coming
from St Petersburg. Four of the missing cases were males.

The same consensus was reached on the statement regarding a
greater demand for both skilled and unskilled manpower in the area. As
many as sixty-two respondents were stating in theirs answer that this
was either a conceivable or desirable development. Only two of the re-
spondents thought that this was not conceivable but a desirable devel-
opment. Although a larger share of respondents (13.5%) were not an-
swering this statement. Of those not answering, seven were from St Pe-
tersburg and three from Murmansk. The sex distribution for the miss-
ing cases was 7/3.38

On the issue of where the future population growth will take place as
many as 18 were not responding. This gives a response rate of barely
just _ of the sample. Of those 56 who answered the statement as many
as five thought that a development that only took place in some isolated
growth centres was conceivable but not desirable, and one thought that
it was neither conceivable nor desirable.

As mentioned earlier, the statement with the highest response rate
was recorded on the issue of how the tourism would develop in the area
for the next 10–15 years. On this issue only two people did not report,
hence giving a response rate of 97.3%. Of those 72 answering the state-
ment, one was of the opinion that this was not conceivable but desira-
ble, one that it was conceivable but not desirable and one that it was
neither conceivable nor desirable. However, 69 thought that the stated
development scenario was either conceivable (12) or desirable (50) or
both (7). Those having a negative view on the statement were all com-
ing from St Petersburg and they were all males. Those not reporting on
the statement were also coming from St Petersburg and they were also
males.

The issue with the highest number of missing cases (22) was re-
corded for the statement where it was said that the “Preservation of
present military preparedness – seen from a positive side as giving work op-
portunities” could be a reality in the next 10–15 years. Half of the miss-
ing cases were females. Of those 22 not reporting, a majority (14) were
coming from St Petersburg. This gives an overall response rate of 70%
(52 people). Of those 52 who have answered the statement, 49 thought
that the stated development scenario was either conceivable (23) or de-
sirable (25) or both (1).

38. The male-female ratio (M/F) is measured as number of males to nember of fe-
males.
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The cultural exchange issue belongs to the group of statements,
which is having a high response rate, with only three missing cases. All
those missing were males coming from St Petersburg. It is also an issue
where the respondents are in complete agreement with each other – and
that is that this is seen as a positive development for the next 10–15
years. Of all the answers, 71 thought that the stated development sce-
nario was either conceivable (15) or desirable (49) or both (7).

On the question of the possibility to develop a more positive invest-
ment climate during the next 10–15 years, with a common investment
policy, five have refused to answer. Of those five not answering were
four coming from St Petersburg and four were males. For those answer-
ing the statement, two are of the opinion that his might not happen
and think that this is not desirable. The two were all males coming
from St Petersburg. However, the majority of the respondents think
this is positive development.

An even higher number of respondents (8) are not answering the
statement stating that it will be simpler to investment in a third party
country in the future. The response rate is only 89.2%, but of those an-
swering as many as 98.5% would like this to be possible by giving a
positive answer. One of the respondents believes that this is not con-
ceivable but desirable while another thinks it is neither conceivable nor
desirable. The majority of the missing cases (6) were coming from St
Petersburg. The only negative response was by a male from St Peters-
burg.

The same number of missing cases (8) is reported for the statement,
which implies that the area will be attractive for the EU funds to be uti-
lised in. Half of the missing cases were females. The only negative an-
swer (not desirable) was by a male coming from St Petersburg. The atti-
tude to this issue is similar to the earlier statement, with only two of the
positive respondents seeing this as not conceivable but desirable.

Environmental statements are to be found in all the three scenarios.
The first one that belongs to Scenario One, i.e., “Improvements are
made in the environment. Closer control of nuclear material movements”,
belongs to the statements which get a high response rate of 95.9%. Of
the 71 answers given only one male from St Petersburg think it is a neg-
ative development, i.e., conceivable but not desirable, while the major-
ity think it is positive. Two of the three missing cases are coming from
St Petersburg.

A slightly lower response rate is given for the second environmental
issue under Scenario One. As can be seen in Table 10, almost all (65) of
those who have responded to the statement believe this is a positive de-
velopment that will take place during the next 10–15 years. Only two
of the 67 believe that this is not a conceivable but desirable develop-
ment. Six of the missing cases are coming from St Petersburg. The
male/female ratio for the missing cases is reported to be 4/3.

On the issue of getting a good profit from the fishing industry, both
for Russia and Norway for the next 10–15 years, almost 10% of the re-
spondents refused to answer. Of the seven refusing to answer, four are
coming from St Petersburg and three from Murmansk. Even here the
males are in majority of the missing cases. Of those answering the state-
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ment only three were of the opinion that this was negative (implying
that it is conceivable but not desirable). All giving a negative answer
were males from St Petersburg. However, the majority thinks this is a
positive development.

A large number (20) of respondents have refused to answer the issue
of how the economic possibilities will be for the large-scale industry lo-
cated in Finland and Sweden. Half of the missing cases were coming
from Murmansk and half were from St Petersburg. With a response rate
of barely 73% this statement belongs to the group of statements with
the highest dropping out. Of the answers given, two people believe that
this is not conceivable and not desirable, while one person thought that
the scenario was conceivable nut not desirable. All these three people
were males from St Petersburg. However, a majority or almost 95% are
positive.

The statement that assumes that Norway will join the new areas of
oil extraction around the Arkhangelsk is reported to have a 20.3% drop
out, i.e., 15 missing cases. A majority of the missing cases were females.
Also a majority, 8 of the 15 missing cases were coming from Mur-
mansk. Of those reporting, almost 95% thinks this is a positive devel-
opment for the next 10–15 years while 5.1% sees this as either conceiv-
able but not desirable (2 people) or not conceivable and desirable (1 per-
son). Those negative to the statement were all men coming from St Pe-
tersburg.

The last statement belonging to Scenario One deals with the issue
that the EU will be extended with more countries during the next 10–
15 years. Missing cases for this statement is 13 (17.6%). Of those 13
missing, six were males and seven females. Seven of the missing cases
were from St Petersburg and six from Murmansk. The only two nega-
tive responses, one for conceivable but not desirable and one for not con-
ceivable and not desirable were both males from St Petersburg. For those
answering the statement two believes that this is a negative develop-
ment while the majority, 96.7% thinks it is a positive development for
the future.

To summarize the respondent’s attitudes to the eighteen statements
that belong to Scenario One, it must be said that the majority of the
statements are getting a rather positive judgement by the respondents.
Only a few of the statements are noted down to have one or at the most
a few negative answers given and the strengths of the statements, meas-
ured as the number of responding cases, is rather high.

Notably is though that all of the negative answers given on the vari-
ous statements are coming from males living in St Petersburg. Only one
statement is reported having a large number of negative responses, six
to be precise, and even here the number of negative answers are less
than ten percent of the sample.
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Results – Scenario Two

The following table comprise the statements for the so-called laissez
faire scenario. A characteristic of all these statements is that they in gen-
eral all show a larger number of missing cases than for Scenario One.
Another distinguish feature is that it is only in one of the statements
that the respondents show a consensus in such a way that they all agree
to that they are positive to the statement.

For all the other nine statements, one to a few couple of respondents
are always answering the statement to be negative, i.e., meaning that
they either think that the development for the next 10–15 years is not
conceivable and/or not desirable.

The sequence, in which the statements are presented in Table 11,
follows the order in which they were asked in the questionnaire. On the
statement that each country in the Barents region will continue as before
with its internal regional policies, more than ten percent have not given
their answer, which is high but not alarmingly high. As can be seen
from Table 11, as many as seven of the responses given are negative, in
that sense that three of them think that the development is conceivable
but not desirable while four think it is neither conceivable nor desira-
ble. Six of those seven refusing to answer are coming from St Peters-
burg. The same numbers that have not answered are also of male origin.

On the issue of population development, where it is stated that the
area will have a weak population development, except for a few expansive
places with higher education or with a cultural or growth centres character,
almost ten percent have refused to answer. Of those who have given an
answer, 63 believe that the development is a conceivable and desirable
or both, while some three people thinks it is conceivable but not desir-
able and two that it is neither conceivable nor desirable. The last five
were all coming from St Petersburg. Four of them were males. Of the
seven missing cases five were males and six were coming from St Peters-
burg.

On the issue of how the internal population mobility will develop
during the next 10–15 years, a large number (21.6%) refused to have
an opinion on the statement. Of the 58 people giving a statement the
majority 56 believed this could be a true scenario. One of the respond-
ents thought that the development was neither conceivable nor desira-
ble, while one thought that the development could be conceivable but
not desirable. Those giving a negative answer are all males and coming
from St Petersburg. Of the 16 refusing to answer, 11 were coming from
St Petersburg and 11 were males.

More than 15 percent of the respondents have refused to answer the
statement arguing that there will be a negative development trend in Rus-
sia for the next couples of years. Of those answering, 50 thought that is
was not a desirable development, at the same time five thought that this
could be a conceivable development but not desirable and two people
who thought that the present slow, with even streaks of negative devel-
opment in Russia, would continue, although it was not conceivable and
not desirable. The statement with highest number of missing cases was
obtained for the statement, which dealt with future infrastructure invest-
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ments in general and specifically with those in the Murmansk corridor. The
majority of refusals was made by men (14/8) and of the 22 not answer-
ing 13 were coming from St Petersburg. Also it was only responses from
St Petersburg that were negative to the proposed statement. All coming
from Murmansk agreed on the statement. The distribution is presented
in the following table.

In the statement assuming that the Sweden’s foreign policy will con-
tinue to be semi-neutral for the next coming 10–15 years, eight people
were not responding. There was an equal distribution between males
and females not answering 4/4. However, the majority of the dropouts
were recorded in Murmansk with five not answering. Of those answer-
ing, 23 thought that it was a conceivable development, 33 desirable and
10 both conceivable and desirable.

All the respondents who were answering and coming from Mur-
mansk were positive to the statement that Russia will continue with a
high military preparedness on the Kola Peninsula. Two of the respondents
were stating that it was not conceivable or desirable. Another two
thought that it was conceivable but not desirable while one thought
that it was not a conceivable but desirable development. Slightly more
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Each country continues as before with its internal 
regional policies

43 15 0 1 0 3 4 0 66

In general a weak population development is 
assumed, except for a few expansive places

54 6 0 2 0 3 2 0 67

Only internal migration is taking place 37 16 0 3 0 1 1 0 58

Continued negative development trends in Russia 50 4 1 0 0 5 2 0 62

No new infrastructure investment – except for the 
Murmansk corridor

43 5 0 0 0 1 2 0 51

Sweden continues a policy of what is regarded as 
semi-neutrality

23 33 0 10 0 0 0 0 66

Russia continues with a high military prepared-
ness on the Kola Peninsula

34 24 0 3 1 2 2 0 66

Continuing environmental problems on the Kola 
Peninsula, more nuclear leakage

53 5 0 0 0 6 1 0 65

Weak labour market outside the large towns 54 2 0 0 0 6 0 0 62

Low activities on cross-border development 
between Finland and Russia

42 9 0 1 0 4 1 0 57

Table 11 Frequency distribution of answers given by respondents to 10 statements in scenario
two.
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than 10% were nor answering the statement, and of those, one quarter
was coming from Murmansk and one quarter was females.

To the statement of continuing environmental problems on the Kola
Peninsula with more nuclear leakage as many as six of the people (all
males) coming from St Petersburg thought that this was a conceivable
but not desirable development while one thought that it was neither
conceivable nor desirable. All people coming from Murmansk have an-
swered positively. Of the nine dropouts three were females and three
were coming from Murmansk.

The statement declaring that it will be a weak labour market outside
larger towns has by as many as 60 people been recorded for as being a
conceivable (54) and conceivable but not desirable (6) development.
The majority of the dropouts are males, 9/3, but the distribution be-
tween the two towns is 50/50.

The last statement in this scenario – the laissez faire scenario –
pointed at the possibility of low activities on cross-border development be-
tween Finland and Russia. A majority of the dropouts are coming from
St Petersburg and the male dropouts are also here in majority. Of those
57 giving an answer, as many as 42 thought it to be conceivable devel-
opment, nine to be a desirable and one to be both conceivable and de-
sirable. Another four thought that it was a conceivable but not desirable
development while one thought that it was neither conceivable nor de-
sirable.

Results – Scenario Three

The following Table 12 embraces the statements for the third scenario.
Typical of these seventeen statements is that they all show a much
higher number of missing cases than the other scenarios. The order, in
which the statements are presented in Table 12, follows the order in
which they were asked in the questionnaire.

Five people refused to answer the statement stating that the fishing
resources will collapse in the Barents Sea. Three of these were coming
from St Petersburg and four of the missing cases were male. Of those
giving an answer six thought that the development for the next 10–15
years would be conceivable but not desirable, one that it was not con-
ceivable or desirable, while the majority (59) thought it to be a conceiv-
able development, two a desirable and one that it was not a desirable
development. Why two of the respondents wanted the fishing resources
in the Barents Sea to collapse is a mystery.

Slightly more than 10% refused to answer the issue of depopulation
taking place in the area. For those eight refusing to answer, half were
males and half females. A majority of the refusal (5) were coming from
St Petersburg. However, a majority of the responses (51) thought this
was a conceivable development and four that it was conceivable but not
desirable. However, as many as nine respondents thought this to be a
desirable development and two neither conceivable nor desirable.
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More than 20% have refused to answer the statement anticipating a
negative development in Russian economy followed by social convulsion and
extremism. Of those giving an answer 85% (50) thought it to be a con-
ceivable development and 8% as conceivable but not desirable. One
person thought it not to be desirable while one person as desirable.

Another statement getting a high number of missing responses was
the issue of stating that the military interventions are the only guarantee
for an orderly society. As can be seen from Table 12, as many as 13
(17.6%) people refused to answer the statement, which gives a response
rate of only 82.4%. As many as eighteen responses were given indicat-
ing a conceivable development, another five, for a conceivable but not
desirable, while three thought that it was both conceivable and desira-
ble. Two thought that this was neither conceivable nor desirable. How-
ever, the majority (33) thought that this was a desirable development
and three that it was both conceivable and desirable.

Another issue that was having a low reporting rate was the statement
on trade barriers. As can be seen from Table 12, as many as 20 people
(27%) did not answer the statement. Half of those missing were com-
ing from Murmansk. The majority of the respondents (46) were of the
opinion that this was a conceivable development.

The statement taking up Sweden’s becoming a member of the NATO as
a conceivable or desirable development for the next 10–15 years have
received the largest number of dropouts of all statements. The majority
of the missing cases are coming from Murmansk 13, and the majority
of them are males (13/10). One of the respondents thought that this
was not a desirable development while as many as seven thought it to be
neither conceivable nor desirable. Less than half (33) thought it to be a
conceivable development and only seven a desirable development.

Almost 88% of the respondents have given their opinion of how the
environment conditions will develop over the next 10–15 years, and only
nine people refused to answer. Of those refusing, five were females and
four males. Five of the people refusing were coming from Murmansk
and the rest from St Petersburg. Of those answering the statement, the
majority (58) were of the opinion that this was a conceivable develop-
ment and six that it was conceivable but not desirable.

On the issue of how the investment will develop for a number of social
service functions as many as 18 (24.3%) have refused to answer, of which
a majority (10) were males and a majority (10) of those refusing to an-
swer were coming from Murmansk. Of those giving an answer, a major-
ity (47) thought it to be a conceivable development while six thought it
to be conceivable but not desirable.

A majority of the respondents – 57 conceivable and 5 conceivable
but not desirable – thought that there would be more nuclear problems
in the area in the next 10–15 years to come. Only a minority (4)
thought that this was a desirable development. Very few (6) refused to
answer the statement.

A slightly higher number of missing cases (9) were reported on the
issue of increased criminality in the area. Of the missing, two thirds were
males and a majority (5) were coming from Murmansk. Of the 65 giv-
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ing a response, 55 answered conceivable and six conceivable but not de-
sirable. Two were of the opinion that it was a desirable development.

One of the largest dropouts, almost 30%, was reported for the issue
of how the demands for raw materials and products from heavy industry
will be reduced for the next 10–15 years. Half of the dropouts are fe-
males and half males. A majority of the missing cases (12) are coming
from St Petersburg. Some 33 respondents thought that this was a con-
ceivable development and three that it was a conceivable but not desir-

Statements in Scenario Three C
on

ce
iv

ab
le

D
es

ir
ab

le

N
ot

 d
es

ir
ab

le

B
ot

h 
co

nc
ei

va
bl

e 
an

d 
de

si
ra

bl
e

N
ot

 c
on

ce
iv

ab
le

 b
ut

 d
es

ir
ab

le

C
on

ce
iv

ab
le

 b
ut

 n
ot

 d
es

ir
ab

le

N
ot

 c
on

ce
iv

ab
le

 a
nd

 d
es

ir
ab

le

N
ot

 c
on

ce
iv

ab
le

To
ta

l A
ns

w
er

s

The fishing resources will collapse in the Barents 
Sea

59 2 1 0 0 6 1 0 69

Depopulation will take place all over the area 51 9 0 0 0 4 2 0 66

Very negative economic development in the Rus-
sian economy, followed by social convulsion and 
extremism

50 1 1 0 0 5 2 0 59

Military interventions are the only guarantee for 
an orderly society

18 33 0 3 0 5 2 0 61

Increased trade barriers 46 2 0 0 0 3 3 0 54

Sweden becomes a member of NATO 33 7 1 2 0 1 7 0 51

Environment conditions are getting worse 58 1 0 0 0 6 0 0 65

Critical investment levels are reached for certain 
social service functions (postal service, schools, 
health service, etc.)

47 1 0 0 0 6 2 0 56

More nuclear problems 57 4 0 1 0 5 1 0 68

Increased criminality, infiltration of criminals over 
the borders

55 2 1 0 0 6 1 0 65

Reduced demands for raw material and products 
from heavy industry

33 11 1 0 0 3 3 1 52

Reduction of tourist flows in the area 41 8 0 0 0 4 2 0 55

Increased isolationism within the Barents region 
nations

37 8 1 0 1 2 3 0 52

Continuous tension between and within the 
indigenous people and other groups

49 3 0 0 0 6 0 0 58

EU loses interest in the peripheral areas – too 
many conflicting interest for available means

44 4 0 0 0 2 4 0 54

Suspiciousness against a continuing integration 
policy in the Barents Region

40 6 0 0 0 4 2 0 52

NATO will be enlarged to include former Warsaw 
pact countries

47 7 0 2 0 5 1 0 62

Table 12 Frequency distribution of answers given by respondents to 17 statements in scenario
three.
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able development. As many as eleven thought is was desirable and three
thought that this was neither conceivable nor desirable.

Another statement receiving a large dropout (25.7%) was the one
stating that there would be a reduction in the tourist flows for the next
10–15 years. Eleven of the missing cases were males and ten of the miss-
ing cases were coming from Murmansk. Only two of the respondents
thought that it was neither conceivable nor desirable. The majority of
the respondents (41) were of the opinion that this was a conceivable de-
velopment and four that it was conceivable but not desirable. As many
as eight respondents thought that this was a desirable development.

Another statement with one of the largest number of missing cases
(29.7%) was reported on the issue that there would be an increased in
isolationism among the nations in the Barents region for the next 10–15
years. Half of the answering population (37) believed that the isolation-
ism was conceivable and as many as eight thought that it was desirable.

More than 20% of the respondents did not give any answer to the is-
sue of how the tensions between the indigenous people and other groups
would develop over the next 10–15 years. A majority (9) of the missing
cases were coming from Murmansk and a majority (9) were males. Of
the 58 people answering, some 49 thought that this would be a con-
ceivable development, six that it would be a conceivable but not a de-
sirable development and that three thought it was a desirable develop-
ment.

On the issue of EU losing interest in the Barents Region is another
statement that has shown a large number (27%) of missing cases. Half
of the missing cases are males and half of them are coming from Mur-
mansk. A majority (44) thought that it was a conceivable development.

An even larger number of dropouts (29.7%) is obtain on the state-
ment that there will be more suspiciousness against the integration policy
in the Barents Region. Twelve of the 22 missing cases are from Mur-
mansk and half of the missing cases are females. And even in this case
did the majority (40) of the respondents think that this was a conceiv-
able development.

The last statement in the third scenario was that NATO would be en-
larged to include former Warsaw pact countries, is slightly more than
16%. Half of the missing cases are females. Two thirds of the missing
cases are from Murmansk and the rest from St Petersburg. As many as
47 thought that this was a conceivable development, five that it was
conceivable but not desirable and two that it was both conceivable and
desirable. While seven thought that it was a desirable development one
thought that it was neither conceivable nor desirable.
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Summary

The accomplishment of the pilot study is to a large extent confirming
the assumption that this type of study would be possible to carry out
to a larger audience. It also confirms that this type of attitude question-
naire could be conducted at a much larger scale – including all or only
some of the other regions in the Barents region – and with a much
larger sample size if so is desirable. Russia was seen as the “benchmark”
testing area, mainly due to a language problem, but also due to its his-
torical attitude of being a reserved and almost “closed” state to foreign
investigations.

However, the limited study in Russia show that the “common man”
easily can have an own opinion on various “development scenario”
statements not only on questions concerning the immediate neigh-
bourhood where they live but also on issues that might have wider im-
plications for the future. The openness that has been shown in con-
ducting the pilot study in Russia indicates that the study could be re-
peated to other areas in the Barents region of Russia and furthermore, it
is also assumed that the study could be replicated in the Norwegian,
Swedish and Finnish parts of the Barents region.

The predominant impression of the results from the pilot study is
that a majority of the respondents are rather positive to the future de-
velopment cooperation in the BEAR. At a higher level, just by compar-
ing the summary results from each scenario, it is obvious that the re-
spondents willingness to reply and have an opinion on the statements
which are stating a positive development are higher than those given to
the more the laissez faire and negative scenario statements.

In an overview on the summary statistics for the level of responding
people, the first scenario – indicating a positive development in the re-
gion – of the three alternative development scenarios, shows the best re-
porting figures. As mentioned earlier, the number of responding an-
swers to each statement can be interpreted as a measurement of the
strengths of the statement, i.e., with a low value of missing cases one
can assume that the respondents are willing to give their opinion on the
statement. On the other hand, a high number of missing cases would
imply that the respondents are not willing or might not be aware of
what is meant by the statement.

As can be seen in Table 7, most of the statements in Scenario One
have been answered by a majority of the respondents. However, for
some statements only a few have bothered to answer. On the following
page one can see that a large number of drop off respondents is reported
for the second scenario – the laissez faire scenario – especially for the
statements “No new infrastructure investment - except for the Murmansk
corridor”, “Low activities on cross-border development between Finland
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and Russia” and “Only internal migration is taking place” with 22, 17
and 16 respondents not giving an answer.

In Scenario Three – the scenario indicating a negative development
– as many as twelve of the statements are showing a drop off of 15% or
more respondents and it is also for this scenario the highest rate of miss-
ing answers with 31.1% is recorded for the statement “Sweden becomes
a member of NATO”. The drop off percentage for all the individual
statements in the third scenario is reported in Table 9.

In general, this shows that the strength in reporting is recorded high-
est for Scenario One, a little bit weaker response for Scenario Two and
that Scenario Three is having least response rate. As said earlier, a ma-
jority of the respondents have given their opinion on a rather good
numbers of statements, which will give an indication of how they ap-
preciate the development for the next 10–15 years.

Tourism seems to be a subject that most of the respondents thinks
they can have an opinion of. The same can be said for cultural, environ-
mental and trade issues, who all show a high reporting. Other state-
ments in Scenario One with a high reporting was “Closer control of nu-
clear material movements”, “A positive investment climate”. “Common in-
vestment policy in and between countries”, “Increased interaction on the la-
bour market”, “Environment clean-up” and “Continuous good profit from
the fishing industry, both in Russia and in Norway”.

A general observation with regard to the answers given is that in
many of the missing cases – notwithstanding the scenario affiliation –
were of male origin and that a large proportion were stating that they
were coming from St Petersburg.

Another observation is that many of the statements elaborating on
issues that can be linked to general development factors, i.e., the devel-
opment of the population in general, overriding political constellations
as a country’s affiliation to NATO and the future expansion of the EU,
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development of infrastructure projects like railways and road commu-
nications as well as the possible development within the neighbouring
countries Finland and Sweden showed a very low answering percentage.
The same can be said to be valid on statements that touched upon is-
sues about the possibilities of military operations and other politically
strategic activities taking place in the future within the BEAR.

Excepting the missing responses, i.e., only considering those re-
spondents who have given an answer to the statement, one finds the
tendencies more strongly, which shows the respondents are more in
conjunction of giving an answer, which agrees to the statements that
belong to Scenario One than to the other two. As can be seen from Fig-
ure 11, only Scenario One and Two showed a total agreement for six
and one of the statements respectively. In Scenario Three, the number
of statements with a negative opinion – in this case recorded by 10 re-
spondents on six different statements – was the lowest recorded for this
scenario, with as many as five respondents giving eight negative answers
and one giving nine.

Suggested Future Research Assignment

The positive result of the pilot study has shown that there should be
good opportunities of replicating the study to a much large audience
within the Barents region. Preliminary discussions held with the
researchers at the St.Petersburg Institute of Radiation Hygiene have
indicated that they are willing to be the coordinating institution in
Russia if the study will be replicated in a larger scale there, i.e., by
extending the study not only in the Murmansk Oblast but also within
the Republic of Karelia and the Arkhangelsk Oblast in order to get a
coverage of the whole area enclosed by the boundaries of the Barents
region in Russia.

A tentative research frame for the extended Russian study could be
the coverage of some two to three places (towns) in each of the two Ob-
lasts’, plus the same number of sample places in the Karelian Republic.
Following the sampling model used by Hansen and Tnnesen (1998),
i.e., using a stratified sampling method combined with two-stage ran-
dom sampling based on the electoral list one would get some 1500–
2000 questionnaires only for the Murmansk Oblast.

However, a reduction of the sample size for the larger urban places,
e.g., Murmansk, Arkhangelsk and Petrozavodsk towns, could drasti-
cally reduce the total number of questionnaires needed for a complete
coverage to encompass a maximum of some 1800 for all three Russian
region, i.e., one for every 2000 people living there.

In addition to a suggested extension of the Russia study, a similar
package of statements should also be tested in the other seven counties:
Norway (3), Sweden (2) and Finland (2). It would be of great value to
find out if the attitudes to the Barents cooperation in general – but also
if the common development trends in particular – are any different in
these areas then they are in Russia.
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How do people look on risk, security and environment issues when
it comes to further and closer cooperation between the participating re-
gions? Furthermore, it would be of great value if one at the same time
could find out if there exist inter-regional or intra-regional differences,
i.e., those within Norway (Nordland, Troms and Finnmark) as well as
those in Sweden (Västerbotten and Norrbotten) and those in Finland
(Lapland and Oulu) as well as if those between the participant coun-
tries, are significantly of another opinion compared to the other partic-
ipating regions.

Following the sampling model suggested for Russia, i.e., using a
stratified sampling method combined with two-stage random sampling
based on the county population size one could issue some 800 ques-
tionnaires for all the seven counties, i.e., one for every 2000 people liv-
ing there.

In total, the number of questionnaires issued for such a study would
comprise less than 3000 questionnaires and covering a population of
some five million people covering an land area of some 1,289,467
square kilometres, almost the size equal to Denmark, Belgium, Hol-
land, Switzerland, Austria, France and Spain taken together.
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Sub-Region County/ Oblast Total area
km2

Total
Population

Population
per km2

Finnish Lapland 98 937 194 352 2,1

Oulu 61 572 453 469 8,0

Finland total 160 509 647 821 4,3
Norrbotten 105 500 267 092 2,7

Västerbotten 59 194 256 056 4,6

Sweden total 164 694 523 148 3,4
Finnmark 48 637 76 459 1,7

Nordland 38 327 240 694 6,6

Troms 25 981 149 745 6,0

Norway total 112 945 466 898 4,4
North Calotte total 317 382 928 342 3,1
Arkhangelsk 587 400 1 547 391 2,6

Karelia 180 520 793 012 5,1

Murmansk 144 900 1 109 357 8,3

Russia total 912 820 3 449 760 3,9
Barents region total 1 350 968 5 087 627 3,7

Table 13 Area, population and population density figures in
the Barents region
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Appendix 1

Case Processing Summary for Scenario One

Table 14

Cases
Cross tabulation by Statement Valid Missing Total

N Percent N Percent N Percent
Table A1:1. Increased trade between countries – 
free-flowing exchange of products and services

71 95,9% 3 4,1% 74 100,0%

Table A1:2. More long term investments in infra-
structure

65 87,8% 9 12,2% 74 100,0%

Table A1:3. Greater demand for products coming 
from the Barents Region

63 85,1% 11 14,9% 74 100,0%

Table A1:4. Increased interaction on the labour 
market

67 90,5% 7 9,5% 74 100,0%

Table A1:5. A greater demand for both skilled and 
unskilled manpower

64 86,5% 10 13,5% 74 100,0%

Table A1:6. Population increase taking place in 
some isolated areas; growth centres

56 75,7% 18 24,3% 74 100,0%

Table A1:7. An increase in tourism 72 97,3% 2 2,7% 74 100,0%

Table A1:8. Preservation of present military pre-
paredness – seen from a positive side; work oppor-
tunities

52 70,3% 22 29,7% 74 100,0%

Table A1:9. More intensive cultural exchange 71 95,9% 3 4,1% 74 100,0%

Table A1:10. A positive investment climate. Com-
mon investment policy in and between countries

69 93,2% 5 6,8% 74 100,0%

Table A1:11. Allowing for investments in third 
party country

66 89,2% 8 10,8% 74 100,0%

Table A1:12. Attractive for EU funds to be uti-
lised in the area

66 89,2% 8 10,8% 74 100,0%

Table A1:13. Improvements in the environment. 
Closer control of nuclear material movements

71 95,9% 3 4,1% 74 100,0%

Table A1:14. Environment clean-up gives good 
employment effects

67 90,5% 7 9,5% 74 100,0%

Table A1:15. Continuous good profit from the 
fishing industry, both in Russia and in Norway

67 90,5% 7 9,5% 74 100,0%

Table A1:16. Good economic exchange for large-
scale industry in Finland and Sweden

54 73,0% 20 27,0% 74 100,0%

Table A1:17. Norway joins the new areas of oil 
extraction around Arkhangelsk

59 79,7% 15 20,3% 74 100,0%

Table A1:18. EU will be extended to include 
more countries

61 82,4% 13 17,6% 74 100,0%
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Table A1:1. Increased trade between countries – free-flowing exchange of products
and services.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 12 17 29

Desirable 14 18 32

Conceivable and desirable 6 4 10

Total 32 39 71

Table A1:2. More long-term investments in infrastructure.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 5 9 14

Desirable 19 27 46

Conceivable and desirable 3 1 4

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Total 28 37 65

Table A1:3. Greater demand for products coming from the Barents Region.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 7 12 19

Desirable 15 25 40

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 26 37 63

Table A1:4. Increased interaction on the labour market.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 2 7 9

Desirable 23 29 52

Conceivable and desirable 2 1 3

Not conceivable but desirable 3 3

Total 30 37 67
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Table A1:5. A greater demand for both skilled and unskilled manpower.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 10 6 16

Desirable 13 30 43

Conceivable and desirable 2 1 3

Not conceivable but desirable 2 2

Total 27 37 64

Table A1:6. Population increase taking place in some isolated areas; growth cen-
tres.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 17 25 42

Desirable 1 7 8

Conceivable but not desirable 5 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 24 32 56

Table A1:7. An increase in tourism.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 4 8 12

Desirable 21 29 50

Conceivable and desirable 4 3 7

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 32 40 72

Table A1:8. Preservation of present military preparedness – seen from a positive
side; work opportunities.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 9 14 23

Desirable 10 15 25

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 23 29 52
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Table A1:9. More intensive cultural exchange.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 3 12 15

Desirable 23 26 49

Conceivable and desirable 5 2 7

Total 31 40 71

Table A1:10. A positive investment climate. Common investment policy in and be-
tween countries.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 3 14 17

Desirable 20 23 43

Conceivable and desirable 5 2 7

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 30 39 69

Table A1:11. Allowing for investments in third party country.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 2 12 14

Desirable 22 22 44

Conceivable and desirable 5 1 6

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 31 35 66

Table A1:12. Attractive for EU funds to be utilised in the area.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 6 12 18

Desirable 18 22 40

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable and desirable 3 2 5

Not conceivable but desirable 2 2

Total 30 36 66
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Table A1:13. Improvements in the environment. Closer control of nuclear material
movements.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 4 7 11

Desirable 22 30 52

Conceivable and desirable 3 1 4

Not conceivable but desirable 3 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Total 33 38 71

Table A1:14. Environment clean-up gives good employment effects.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 3 7 10

Desirable 22 29 51

Conceivable and desirable 3 1 4

Not conceivable but desirable 2 2

Total 30 37 67

Table A1:15. Continuous good profit from the fishing industry, both in Russia and
in Norway.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 9 8 17

Desirable 16 28 44

Conceivable and desirable 2 1 3

Conceivable but not desirable 3 3

Total 30 37 67

Table A1:16. Good economic exchange for large-scale industry in Finland and
Sweden.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 10 19 29

Desirable 7 12 19

Conceivable and desirable 2 1 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 22 32 54
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Table A1:17. Norway joins the new areas of oil extraction around Arkhangelsk.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 15 19 34

Desirable 6 12 18

Conceivable and desirable 4 4

Conceivable but not desirable 2 2

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 28 31 59

Table A1:18. EU will be extended to include more countries.

Answer Male Female Total
Conceivable 11 10 21

Desirable 9 23 32

Conceivable and desirable 6 6

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 28 33 61

Table A1:1.Increased trade between countries – free-flowing exchange of products
and services.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 8 1 8 12 29

Desirable 4 1 8 19 32

Conceivable and desirable 2 3 5 10

Total 12 4 19 36 71
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Table A1:2. More long term investments in infrastructure.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 3 2 1 8 14

Desirable 7 2 14 23 46

Conceivable and desirable 1 3 4

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Total 10 4 16 35 65

Table A1:3. Greater demand for products coming from the Barents Region.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 5 2 5 7 19

Desirable 6 2 9 23 40

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 11 4 16 32 63

Table A1:4. Increased interaction on the labour market.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 2 1 1 5 9

Desirable 9 2 14 27 52

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 1 3

Not conceivable but desirable 1 2 3

Total 11 4 17 35 67
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Table A1:5. A greater demand for both skilled and unskilled manpower.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 2 2 4 8 16

Desirable 9 2 10 22 43

Conceivable and desirable 1 2 3

Not conceivable but desirable 2 2

Total 11 4 15 34 64

Table A1:6. Population increase taking place in some isolated areas; growth cen-
tres.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 6 3 10 23 42

Desirable 4 4 8

Conceivable but not desirable 2 3 5

Not conceivable and not desir-
able

1 1

Total 10 3 12 31 56

Table A1:7. An increase in tourism.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 2 4 6 12

Desirable 9 3 14 24 50

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2 3 7

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not 
desirable

1 1

Total 12 4 21 35 72
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Table A1:8. Preservation of present military preparedness – seen from a positive
side; work opportunities.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 3 6 14 23

Desirable 5 3 4 13 25

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desir-
able

2 2

Total 8 3 11 30 52

Table A1:9. More intensive cultural exchange.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 2 4 9 15

Desirable 9 4 13 23 49

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2 3 7

Total 12 5 19 35 71

Table A1:10. A positive investment climate. Common investment policy in and be-
tween countries.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 4 2 11 17

Desirable 6 3 14 20 43

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2 3 7

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 11 4 20 34 69
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Table A1:11. Allowing for investments in third party country.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 2 2 10 14

Desirable 7 3 15 19 44

Conceivable and desirable 1 2 3 6

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 9 4 20 33 66

Table A1:12. Attractive for EU funds to be utilised in the area.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 3 6 9 18

Desirable 6 3 11 20 40

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 3 5

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1 2

Total 9 4 19 34 66

Table A1:13. Improvements in the environment. Closer control of nuclear material
movements.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 5 6 11

Desirable 9 5 13 25 52

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2 4

Not conceivable but desirable 3 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Total 10 5 20 36 71
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Table A1:14. Environment clean-up gives good employment effects.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 3 7 10

Desirable 9 5 12 25 51

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2 4

Not conceivable but desirable 2 2

Total 10 5 16 36 67

Table A1:15. Continuous good profit from the fishing industry, both in Russia and
in Norway.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 3 2 6 6 17

Desirable 8 2 10 24 44

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 1 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 2 3

Total 11 5 18 33 67

Table A1:16. Good economic exchange for large-scale industry in Finland and
Sweden.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 6 2 5 16 29

Desirable 4 5 10 19

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 1 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desir-
able

2 2

Total 10 3 13 28 54
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Table A1:17. Norway joins the new areas of oil extraction around Arkhangelsk.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 6 10 18 34

Desirable 2 3 2 11 18

Conceivable and desirable 1 3 4

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1 2

Not conceivable and not desir-
able

1 1

Total 8 3 15 33 59

Table A1:18. EU will be extended to include more countries.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 3 1 7 10 21

Desirable 6 2 5 19 32

Conceivable and desirable 2 4 6

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desir-
able

1 1

Total 9 3 15 34 61

Table A1:1. Increased trade between countries – free-flowing exchange of products
and services.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 3 13 13 29

Desirable 5 9 18 32

Conceivable and desirable 2 2 6 10

Total 10 24 37 71
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Table A1:2. More long term investments in infrastructure.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 1 9 4 14

Desirable 6 13 27 46

Conceivable and desirable 2 2 4

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Total 9 22 34 65

Table A1:3. Greater demand for products coming from the Barents Region.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 3 6 10 19

Desirable 4 16 20 40

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 8 22 33 63

Table A1:4. Increased interaction on the labour market.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 2 5 2 9

Desirable 7 17 28 52

Conceivable and desirable 3 3

Not conceivable but desirable 1 2 3

Total 10 22 35 67
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Table A1:5. A greater demand for both skilled and unskilled manpower.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 5 11 16

Desirable 7 17 19 43

Conceivable and desirable 1 2 3

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1 2

Total 9 22 33 64

Table A1:6. Population increase taking place in some isolated areas; growth cen-
tres.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 8 15 19 42

Desirable 6 2 8

Conceivable but not desirable 1 4 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 9 21 26 56

Table A1:7. An increase in tourism.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 1 3 8 12

Desirable 7 20 23 50

Conceivable and desirable 1 6 7

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 10 23 39 72
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Table A1:8. Preservation of present military preparedness – seen from a positive
side; work opportunities.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 4 9 10 23

Desirable 3 10 12 25

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 8 19 25 52

Table A1:9. More intensive cultural exchange.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 1 6 8 15

Desirable 7 18 24 49

Conceivable and desirable 2 5 7

Total 10 24 37 71

Table A1:10. A positive investment climate. Common investment policy in and be-
tween countries.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 2 8 7 17

Desirable 6 13 24 43

Conceivable and desirable 2 5 7

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 10 21 38 69
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Table A1:11. Allowing for investments in third party country.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 8 6 14

Desirable 7 13 24 44

Conceivable and desirable 1 5 6

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 8 21 37 66

Table A1:12. Attractive for EU funds to be utilised in the area.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 3 9 6 18

Desirable 4 12 24 40

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable and desirable 1 4 5

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1 2

Total 9 21 36 66

Table A1:13. Improvements in the environment. Closer control of nuclear material
movements.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 2 9 11

Desirable 8 20 24 52

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2 4

Not conceivable but desirable 1 2 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Total 10 23 38 71
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Table A1:14. Environment clean-up gives good employment effects.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 4 6 10

Desirable 8 18 25 51

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2 4

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1 2

Total 10 23 34 67

Table A1:15. Continuous good profit from the fishing industry, both in Russia and
in Norway.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 3 6 8 17

Desirable 5 18 21 44

Conceivable and desirable 3 3

Conceivable but not desirable 3 3

Total 8 24 35 67

Table A1:16. Good economic exchange for large-scale industry in Finland and
Sweden.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 5 13 11 29

Desirable 3 9 7 19

Conceivable and desirable 3 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 8 22 24 54
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Table A1:17. Norway joins the new areas of oil extraction around Arkhangelsk.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 9 13 12 34

Desirable 6 12 18

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2 4

Conceivable but not desirable 2 2

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 10 20 29 59

Table A1:18. EU will be extended to include more countries.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 4 5 12 21

Desirable 3 15 14 32

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 4 6

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 8 21 32 61

Table A1:1. Increased trade between countries – free-flowing exchange of products
and services.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 18 11 29

Desirable 16 16 32

Conceivable and desirable 3 7 10

Total 37 34 71
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Table A1:2. More long term investments in infrastructure.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 12 2 14

Desirable 24 22 46

Conceivable and desirable 4 4

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Total 36 29 65

Table A1:3. Greater demand for products coming from the Barents Region.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 9 10 19

Desirable 27 13 40

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 36 27 63

Table A1:4. Increased interaction on the labour market.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 5 4 9

Desirable 32 20 52

Conceivable and desirable 1 2 3

Not conceivable but desirable 3 3

Total 38 29 67
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Table A1:5. A greater demand for both skilled and unskilled manpower.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 9 7 16

Desirable 27 16 43

Conceivable and desirable 3 3

Not conceivable but desirable 2 2

Total 36 28 64

Table A1:6. Population increase taking place in some isolated areas; growth cen-
tres.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 25 17 42

Desirable 6 2 8

Conceivable but not desirable 5 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 31 25 56

Table A1:7. An increase in tourism.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 8 4 12

Desirable 29 21 50

Conceivable and desirable 2 5 7

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 39 33 72
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Table A1:8. Preservation of present military preparedness – seen from a positive
side; work opportunities.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 16 7 23

Desirable 15 10 25

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 31 21 52

Table A1:9. More intensive cultural exchange.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 10 5 15

Desirable 27 22 49

Conceivable and desirable 2 5 7

Total 39 32 71

Table A1:10. A positive investment climate. Common investment policy in and be-
tween countries.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 11 6 17

Desirable 25 18 43

Conceivable and desirable 2 5 7

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 38 31 69
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Table A1:11. Allowing for investments in third party country.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 11 3 14

Desirable 25 19 44

Conceivable and desirable 1 5 6

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 37 29 66

Table A1:12. Attractive for EU funds to be utilised in the area.

Town Total
Answer Mur-

mansk
St 

Peters-
burg

Conceivable 15 3 18

Desirable 19 21 40

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable and desirable 1 4 5

Not conceivable but desirable 2 2

Total 35 31 66

Table A1:13. Improvements in the environment. Closer control of nuclear material
movements.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 7 4 11

Desirable 30 22 52

Conceivable and desirable 1 3 4

Not conceivable but desirable 3 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Total 38 33 71
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Table A1:14. Environment clean-up gives good employment effects.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 7 3 10

Desirable 30 21 51

Conceivable and desirable 1 3 4

Not conceivable but desirable 2 2

Total 38 29 67

Table A1:15. Continuous good profit from the fishing industry, both in Russia and
in Norway.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 9 8 17

Desirable 26 18 44

Conceivable and desirable 1 2 3

Conceivable but not desirable 3 3

Total 36 31 67

Table A1:16. Good economic exchange for large-scale industry in Finland and
Sweden.

Town Total
Answer Mur-

mansk
St 

Peters-
burg

Conceivable 15 14 29

Desirable 13 6 19

Conceivable and desirable 1 2 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 29 25 54
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Table A1:17. Norway joins the new areas of oil extraction around Arkhangelsk.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 17 17 34

Desirable 14 4 18

Conceivable and desirable 4 4

Conceivable but not desirable 2 2

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 31 28 59

Table A1:18. EU will be extended to include more countries.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 11 10 21

Desirable 22 10 32

Conceivable and desirable 6 6

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 33 28 61
104



Appendix 2: Scenario Two

Content:

Case-processing Summary for Scenario Two, page 107
Cross-tabulation by Sex, page 107
Cross-tabulation by Occupation, page 111
Cross-tabulation by Age, page 114
Cross-tabulation by Town, page 117
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Appendix 2

Case Processing Summary for Scenario Two

Cases
Cross tabulation by Statement Valid Missing Total

N Percent N Percent N Percent
Table A2:1. Each country continues as before 
with its internal regional policies

66 89,2% 8 10,8% 74 100,0%

Table A2:2. In general a weak population devel-
opment is assumed, except for a few expansive 
places

67 90,5% 7 9,5% 74 100,0%

Table A2:3. Only internal migration is taking 
place

58 78,4% 16 21,6% 74 100,0%

Table A2:4 Continued negative development 
trends in Russia

62 83,8% 12 16,2% 74 100,0%

Table A2:5. No new infrastructure investment – 
except for the Murmansk corridor

52 70,3% 22 29,7% 74 100,0%

Table A2:6. Sweden continues a policy of what is 
regarded as semi-neutrality

66 89,2% 8 10,8% 74 100,0%

Table A2:7. Russia continues with a high military 
preparedness on the Kola Peninsula

66 89,2% 8 10,8% 74 100,0%

Table A2:8. Continuing environmental problems 
on the Kola Peninsula, more nuclear leakage

65 87,8% 9 12,2% 74 100,0%

Table A2:9. Weak labour market outside the large 
towns

62 83,8% 12 16,2% 74 100,0%

Table A2:10. Low activities on cross-border devel-
opment between Finland and Russia

57 77,0% 17 23,0% 74 100,0%

Table A2:1. Each country continues as before with its internal regional policies.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 12 31 43

Desirable 8 7 15

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 3 3

Not conceivable and not desirable 4 4

Total 28 38 66
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Table A2:2. In general a weak population development is assumed, except for a few
expansive places.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 21 33 54

Desirable 3 3 6

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2

Conceivable but not desirable 2 1 3

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 29 38 67

Table A2:3. Only internal migration is taking place.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 15 22 37

Desirable 3 13 16

Conceivable and desirable 3 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 23 35 58

Table A2:4 Continued negative development trends in Russia.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 17 33 50

Desirable 4 4

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 5 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 25 37 62
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Table A2:5. No new infrastructure investment – except for the Murmansk corri-
dor.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 16 27 43

Desirable 5 5

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Not conceivable 1 1

Total 20 32 52

Table A2:6. Sweden continues a policy of what is regarded as semi-neutrality.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 6 17 23

Desirable 18 15 33

Conceivable and desirable 6 4 10

Total 30 36 66

Table A2:7. Russia continues with a high military preparedness on the Kola Penin-
sula.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 13 21 34

Desirable 8 16 24

Conceivable and desirable 2 1 3

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 2

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 28 38 66
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Table A2:8. Continuing environmental problems on the Kola Peninsula, more nu-
clear leakage.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 20 33 53

Desirable 1 4 5

Conceivable but not desirable 6 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 28 37 65

Table A2:9. Weak labour market outside the large towns.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 19 35 54

Desirable 2 2

Conceivable but not desirable 6 6

Total 25 37 62

Table A2:10. Low activities on cross-border development between Finland and
Russia.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 14 28 42

Desirable 4 5 9

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 4 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 24 33 57
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Table A2:1. Each country continues as before with its internal regional policies.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 9 4 5 25 43

Desirable 3 1 5 6 15

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 2 3

Not conceivable and not desir-
able

3 1 4

Total 12 5 14 35 66

Table A2:2. In general a weak population development is assumed, except for a few
expansive places.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 11 2 15 26 54

Desirable 2 1 3 6

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2

Conceivable but not desirable 1 2 3

Not conceivable and not desir-
able

2 2

Total 12 4 18 33 67

Table A2:3. Only internal migration is taking place.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 6 1 12 18 37

Desirable 5 1 10 16

Conceivable and desirable 2 1 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desir-
able

1 1

Total 11 2 14 31 58
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Table A2:4 Continued negative development trends in Russia.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 10 3 11 26 50

Desirable 2 1 1 4

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 3 5

Not conceivable and not desir-
able

1 1 2

Total 12 3 15 32 62

Table A2:5. No new infrastructure investment – except for the Murmansk corri-
dor.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 8 2 10 23 43

Desirable 2 3 5

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desir-
able

1 1 2

Not conceivable 1 1

Total 10 2 12 28 52

Table A2:6. Sweden continues a policy of what is regarded as semi-neutrality.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 2 2 2 17 23

Desirable 7 2 12 12 33

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2 6 10

Total 10 5 16 35 66
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Table A2:7. Russia continues with a high military preparedness on the Kola Penin-
sula.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 9 3 7 15 34

Desirable 2 1 6 15 24

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 1 3

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1 2

Not conceivable and not desir-
able

1 1 2

Total 11 5 16 34 66

Table A2:8. Continuing environmental problems on the Kola Peninsula, more nu-
clear leakage.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 10 3 14 26 53

Desirable 1 1 3 5

Conceivable but not desirable 3 3 6

Not conceivable and not desir-
able

1 1

Total 11 3 18 33 65

Table A2:9. Weak labour market outside the large towns.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 10 3 13 28 54

Desirable 1 1 2

Conceivable but not desirable 2 4 6

Total 11 3 15 33 62
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Table A2:10. Low activities on cross-border development between Finland and
Russia.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Journal-

ist
Scientist Admin-

istrator
Conceivable 8 2 9 23 42

Desirable 2 3 4 9

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 3 4

Not conceivable and not desir-
able

1 1

Total 10 2 14 31 57

Table A2:1. Each country continues as before with its internal regional policies.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 5 21 17 43

Desirable 4 3 8 15

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 2 3

Not conceivable and not desirable 4 4

Total 10 24 32 66

Table A2:2. In general a weak population development is assumed, except for a few
expansive places.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 6 21 27 54

Desirable 1 2 3 6

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2

Conceivable but not desirable 1 2 3

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1 2

Total 10 23 34 67
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Table A2:3. Only internal migration is taking place.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 4 13 20 37

Desirable 3 8 5 16

Conceivable and desirable 3 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 8 21 29 58

Table A2:4 Continued negative development trends in Russia.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 8 20 22 50

Desirable 2 2 4

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 4 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 9 22 31 62

Table A2:5. No new infrastructure investment – except for the Murmansk corri-
dor.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 6 18 19 43

Desirable 1 3 1 5

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1 2

Not conceivable 1 1

Total 8 21 23 52
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Table A2:6. Sweden continues a policy of what is regarded as semi-neutrality.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 4 9 10 23

Desirable 4 13 16 33

Conceivable and desirable 2 8 10

Total 10 22 34 66

Table A2:7. Russia continues with a high military preparedness on the Kola Penin-
sula.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 6 15 13 34

Desirable 2 8 14 24

Conceivable and desirable 1 2 3

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 2

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 9 23 34 66

Table A2:8. Continuing environmental problems on the Kola Peninsula, more nu-
clear leakage.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 9 20 24 53

Desirable 2 3 5

Conceivable but not desirable 1 5 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 10 22 33 65
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Table A2:9. Weak labour market outside the large towns.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 9 20 25 54

Desirable 1 1 2

Conceivable but not desirable 1 5 6

Total 10 21 31 62

Table A2:10. Low activities on cross-border development between Finland and
Russia.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 6 19 17 42

Desirable 1 2 6 9

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 4 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 8 21 28 57

Table A2:1. Each country continues as before with its internal regional policies.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 30 13 43

Desirable 7 8 15

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 3 3

Not conceivable and not desirable 4 4

Total 37 29 66
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Table A2:2. In general a weak population development is assumed, except for a few
expansive places.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 33 21 54

Desirable 4 2 6

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2

Conceivable but not desirable 3 3

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 38 29 67

Table A2:3. Only internal migration is taking place.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 24 13 37

Desirable 10 6 16

Conceivable and desirable 3 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 34 24 58

Table A2:4 Continued negative development trends in Russia.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 30 20 50

Desirable 3 1 4

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 5 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 34 28 62
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Table A2:5. No new infrastructure investment – except for the Murmansk corri-
dor.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 26 17 43

Desirable 4 1 5

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Not conceivable 1 1

Total 30 22 52

Table A2:6. Sweden continues a policy of what is regarded as semi-neutrality.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 17 6 23

Desirable 15 18 33

Conceivable and desirable 2 8 10

Total 34 32 66

Table A2:7. Russia continues with a high military preparedness on the Kola Penin-
sula.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 19 15 34

Desirable 17 7 24

Conceivable and desirable 1 2 3

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 2

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 37 29 66
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Table A2:8. Continuing environmental problems on the Kola Peninsula, more nu-
clear leakage.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 32 21 53

Desirable 4 1 5

Conceivable but not desirable 6 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 36 29 65

Table A2:9. Weak labour market outside the large towns.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 32 22 54

Desirable 1 1 2

Conceivable but not desirable 6 6

Total 33 29 62

Table A2:10. Low activities on cross-border development between Finland and
Russia.

Town Total
Answer Mur-

mansk
St 

Peters-
burg

Conceivable 28 14 42

Desirable 4 5 9

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 4 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 32 25 57
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Appendix 3: Scenario Three

Content:

Case Processing Summary for Scenario Three, page 123
Cross-tabulation by Sex, page 124
Cross-tabulation by Occupation, page 129
Cross-tabulation by Age, page 135
Cross-tabulation by Town, page 141
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Appendix 3

Case Processing Summary for Scenario Three

Cross tabulation by Statement

Cases
Cross tabulation by Statement Valid Percent Missing Percent Total Percent

N N N
Table A3:1. The fishing resources will collapse in 
the Barents Sea

69 93,2% 5 6,8% 74 100,0%

Table A3:2. Depopulation will take place all over 
the area

66 89,2% 8 10,8% 74 100,0%

Table A3:3. Very negative economic development 
in the Russian economy, followed by social con-
vulsion and extremism

59 79,7% 15 20,3% 74 100,0%

Table A3:4. Military interventions are the only 
guarantee for an orderly society

61 82,4% 13 17,6% 74 100,0%

Table A3:5. Increased trade barriers 54 73,0% 20 27,0% 74 100,0%

Table A3:6. Sweden becomes a member of NATO 51 68,9% 23 31,1% 74 100,0%

Table A3:7. Environment conditions are getting 
worse

65 87,8% 9 12,2% 74 100,0%

Table A3:8. Critical investment levels are reached 
for certain social service functions (postal service, 
schools, health service, etc.)

56 75,7% 18 24,3% 74 100,0%

Table A3:9. More nuclear problems 68 91,9% 6 8,1% 74 100,0%

Table A3:10. Increased criminality, infiltration of 
criminals over the borders

65 87,8% 9 12,2% 74 100,0%

Table A3:11. Reduced demands for raw material 
and products from heavy industry

52 70,3% 22 29,7% 74 100,0%

Table A3:12. Reduction of tourist flows in the 
area

55 74,3% 19 25,7% 74 100,0%

Table A3:13. Increased isolationism within the 
Barents region nations

52 70,3% 22 29,7% 74 100,0%

Table A3:14. Continuous tension between and 
within the indigenous people and other groups

58 78,4% 16 21,6% 74 100,0%

Table A3:15. EU loses interest in the peripheral 
areas – too many conflicting interest for available 
means

54 73,0% 20 27,0% 74 100,0%

Table A3:16. Suspiciousness against a continuing 
integration policy in the Barents Region

52 70,3% 22 29,7% 74 100,0%

Table A3:17. NATO will be enlarged to include 
former Warsaw pact countries

62 83,8% 12 16,2% 74 100,0%
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Table A3:1. The fishing resources will collapse in the Barents Sea.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 22 37 59

Desirable 1 1 2

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 5 1 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 30 39 69

Table A3:2. Depopulation will take place all over the area.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 20 31 51

Desirable 4 5 9

Conceivable but not desirable 4 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 30 36 66

Table A3:3. Very negative economic development in the Russian economy, followed
by social convulsion and extremism.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 18 32 50

Desirable 1 1

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 5 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 26 33 59
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Table A3:4. Military interventions are the only guarantee for an orderly society.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 5 13 18

Desirable 14 19 33

Conceivable and desirable 1 2 3

Conceivable but not desirable 4 1 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 26 35 61

Table A3:5. Increased trade barriers.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 16 30 46

Desirable 2 2

Conceivable but not desirable 3 3

Not conceivable and not desirable 3 3

Total 22 32 54

Table A3:6. Sweden becomes a member of NATO.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 8 25 33

Desirable 2 5 7

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable and desirable 2 2

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 7 7

Total 21 30 51
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Table A3:7. Environment conditions are getting worse.

Sex Total
Answer Male Female
Conceivable 23 35 58

Desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 6 6

Total 30 35 65

Table A3:8. Critical investment levels are reached for certain social service func-
tions (postal service, schools, health service, etc.).

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 16 31 47

Desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 6 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 24 32 56

Table A3:9. More nuclear problems.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 22 35 57

Desirable 2 2 4

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 5 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 31 37 68
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Table A3:10. Increased criminality, infiltration of criminals over the borders.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 20 35 55

Desirable 2 2

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 6 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 28 37 65

Table A3:11. Reduced demands for raw material and products from heavy indus-
try.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 10 23 33

Desirable 5 6 11

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 3 3

Not conceivable and not desirable 3 3

Not conceivable 1 1

Total 23 29 52

Table A3:12. Reduction of tourist flows in the area.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 15 26 41

Desirable 2 6 8

Conceivable but not desirable 4 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 23 32 55
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Table A3:13. Increased isolationism within the Barents region nations.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 15 22 37

Desirable 2 6 8

Not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 2

Not conceivable and not desirable 3 3

Total 24 28 52

Table A3:14. Continuous tension between and within the indigenous people and
other groups.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 18 31 49

Desirable 1 2 3

Conceivable but not desirable 6 6

Total 25 33 58

Table A3:15. EU loses interest in the peripheral areas – too many conflicting in-
terest for available means.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 17 27 44

Desirable 1 3 4

Conceivable but not desirable 2 2

Not conceivable and not desirable 4 4

Total 24 30 54
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Table A3:16. Suspiciousness against a continuing integration policy in the Barents
Region.

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 16 24 40

Desirable 1 5 6

Conceivable but not desirable 4 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 23 29 52

Table A3:17. NATO will be enlarged to include former Warsaw pact countries

Answer Sex Total
Male Female

Conceivable 19 28 47

Desirable 1 6 7

Conceivable and desirable 2 2

Conceivable but not desirable 5 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 28 34 62

Table A3:1. The fishing resources will collapse in the Barents Sea.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 11 4 15 29 59

Desirable 1 1 2

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 4 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 12 4 18 35 69
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Table A3:2. Depopulation will take place all over the area.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 12 4 14 21 51

Desirable 1 8 9

Conceivable but not desirable 2 2 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 12 4 17 33 66

Table A3:3. Very negative economic development in the Russian economy, followed
by social convulsion and extremism.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 9 2 11 28 50

Desirable 1 1

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 3 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1 2

Total 10 2 14 33 59

Table A3:4. Military interventions are the only guarantee for an orderly society.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 4 6 8 18

Desirable 7 2 6 18 33

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 1 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 4 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1 2

Total 11 3 15 32 61
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Table A3:5. Increased trade barriers.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 8 1 10 27 46

Desirable 1 1 2

Conceivable but not desirable 1 2 3

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 2 3

Total 9 1 12 32 54

Table A3:6. Sweden becomes a member of NATO.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 7 6 20 33

Desirable 1 1 5 7

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable and desirable 2 2

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 5 2 7

Total 8 – 12 31 51

Table A3:7. Environment conditions are getting worse.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 11 4 13 30 58

Desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 4 6

Total 11 4 16 34 65
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Table A3:8. Critical investment levels are reached for certain social service func-
tions (postal service, schools, health service, etc.).

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 9 1 11 26 47

Desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 4 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 9 1 15 31 56

Table A3:9. More nuclear problems.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 11 2 14 30 57

Desirable 1 2 1 4

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 3 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 12 2 18 36 68

Table A3:10. Increased criminality, infiltration of criminals over the borders.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 11 4 13 27 55

Desirable 2 2

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 4 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 11 4 16 34 65
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Table A3:11. Reduced demands for raw material and products from heavy indus-
try.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 6 1 5 21 33

Desirable 3 5 3 11

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 1 3

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 2 3

Not conceivable 1 1

Total 9 1 13 29 52

Table A3:12. Reduction of tourist flows in the area.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 9 1 9 22 41

Desirable 2 1 5 8

Conceivable but not desirable 1 3 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1 2

Total 11 1 12 31 55

Table A3:13. Increased isolationism within the Barents region nations.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 7 1 10 19 37

Desirable 1 1 6 8

Not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1 2

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 2 3

Total 8 2 12 30 52
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Table A3:14. Continuous tension between and within the indigenous people and
other groups.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 10 3 9 27 49

Desirable 1 1 1 3

Conceivable but not desirable 2 4 6

Total 11 3 12 32 58

Table A3:15. EU loses interest in the peripheral areas – too many conflicting in-
terest for available means.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 8 1 10 25 44

Desirable 1 1 2 4

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1 2

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2 4

Total 9 1 14 30 54

Table A3:16. Suspiciousness against a continuing integration policy in the Barents
Region.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 6 1 10 23 40

Desirable 1 2 3 6

Conceivable but not desirable 2 2 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 7 1 14 30 52
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Table A3:17. NATO will be enlarged to include former Warsaw pact countries.

Answer Occupation Total
Teacher Jour-

nalist
Scien-

tist
Admin-
istrator

Conceivable 9 2 12 24 47

Desirable 2 1 4 7

Conceivable and desirable 2 2

Conceivable but not desirable 2 3 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 11 2 16 33 62

Table A3:1. The fishing resources will collapse in the Barents Sea.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 7 23 29 59

Desirable 1 1 2

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 4 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 10 23 36 69

Table A3:2. Depopulation will take place all over the area.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 8 18 25 51

Desirable 5 4 9

Conceivable but not desirable 4 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1 2

Total 9 23 34 66
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Table A3:3. Very negative economic development in the Russian economy, followed
by social convulsion and extremism.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 7 21 22 50

Desirable 1 1

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 4 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 8 22 29 59

Table A3:4. Military interventions are the only guarantee for an orderly society.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 4 7 7 18

Desirable 3 15 15 33

Conceivable and desirable 3 3

Conceivable but not desirable 2 3 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 9 22 30 61

Table A3:5. Increased trade barriers.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 8 18 20 46

Desirable 1 1 2

Conceivable but not desirable 3 3

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 2 3

Total 9 19 26 54
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Table A3:6. Sweden becomes a member of NATO.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 6 16 11 33

Desirable 2 2 3 7

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 6 7

Total 9 19 23 51

Table A3:7. Environment conditions are getting worse.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 9 23 26 58

Desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 5 6

Total 10 23 32 65

Table A3:8. Critical investment levels are reached for certain social service func-
tions (postal service, schools, health service, etc.).

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 7 19 21 47

Desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 5 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 8 19 29 56
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Table A3:9. More nuclear problems.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 8 23 26 57

Desirable 1 3 4

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 4 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 10 24 34 68

Table A3:10. Increased criminality, infiltration of criminals over the borders.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 9 22 24 55

Desirable 1 1 2

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 1 5 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 10 23 32 65

Table A3:11. Reduced demands for raw material and products from heavy indus-
try.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 4 16 13 33

Desirable 3 3 5 11

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 3 3

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 2 3

Not conceivable 1 1

Total 8 19 25 52
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Table A3:12. Reduction of tourist flows in the area.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 6 16 19 41

Desirable 2 4 2 8

Conceivable but not desirable 4 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1 2

Total 9 20 26 55

Table A3:13. Increased isolationism within the Barents region nations.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 5 15 17 37

Desirable 2 5 1 8

Not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 2

Not conceivable and not desirable 3 3

Total 8 20 24 52

Table A3:14. Continuous tension between and within the indigenous people and
other groups.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 9 23 17 49

Desirable 3 3

Conceivable but not desirable 1 5 6

Total 10 23 25 58
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Table A3:15. EU loses interest in the peripheral areas – too many conflicting in-
terest for available means.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 8 19 17 44

Desirable 4 4

Conceivable but not desirable 2 2

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 3 4

Total 9 19 26 54

Table A3:16. Suspiciousness against a continuing integration policy in the Barents
Region.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 7 17 16 40

Desirable 1 5 6

Conceivable but not desirable 4 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1 2

Total 8 18 26 52

Table A3:17. NATO will be enlarged to include former Warsaw pact countries.

Answer Age Total
< 30 
years

30–45 
years

> 45 
years

Conceivable 9 17 21 47

Desirable 3 4 7

Conceivable and desirable 1 1 2

Conceivable but not desirable 1 4 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 10 21 31 62
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Table A3:1. The fishing resources will collapse in the Barents Sea.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 35 24 59

Desirable 1 1 2

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 6 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 37 32 69

Table A3:2. Depopulation will take place all over the area.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 27 24 51

Desirable 9 9

Conceivable but not desirable 4 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 36 30 66

Table A3:3. Very negative economic development in the Russian economy, followed
by social convulsion and extremism.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 30 20 50

Desirable 1 1

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 5 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 32 27 59
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Table A3:4. Military interventions are the only guarantee for an orderly society.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 11 7 18

Desirable 22 11 33

Conceivable and desirable 1 2 3

Conceivable but not desirable 5 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 34 27 61

Table A3:5. Increased trade barriers.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 29 17 46

Desirable 2 2

Conceivable but not desirable 3 3

Not conceivable and not desirable 3 3

Total 29 25 54

Table A3:6. Sweden becomes a member of NATO.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 21 12 33

Desirable 4 3 7

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable and desirable 2 2

Conceivable but not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable and not desirable 7 7

Total 26 25 51
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Table A3:7. Environment conditions are getting worse.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 33 25 58

Desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 6 6

Total 34 31 65

Table A3:8. Critical investment levels are reached for certain social service func-
tions (postal service, schools, health service, etc.).

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 29 18 47

Desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 6 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 29 27 56

Table A3:9. More nuclear problems.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 33 24 57

Desirable 3 1 4

Conceivable and desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 5 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 36 32 68
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Table A3:10. Increased criminality, infiltration of criminals over the borders.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 31 24 55

Desirable 2 2

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 6 6

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 34 31 65

Table A3:11. Reduced demands for raw material and products from heavy indus-
try.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 22 11 33

Desirable 6 5 11

Not desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 3 3

Not conceivable and not desirable 3 3

Not conceivable 1 1

Total 29 23 52

Table A3:12. Reduction of tourist flows in the area.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 23 18 41

Desirable 6 2 8

Conceivable but not desirable 4 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 29 26 55
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Table A3:13. Increased isolationism within the Barents region nations.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 20 17 37

Desirable 4 4 8

Not desirable 1 1

Not conceivable but desirable 1 1

Conceivable but not desirable 2 2

Not conceivable and not desirable 3 3

Total 25 27 52

Table A3:14. Continuous tension between and within the indigenous people and
other groups.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 28 21 49

Desirable 2 1 3

Conceivable but not desirable 6 6

Total 30 28 58

Table A3:15. EU loses interest in the peripheral areas – too many conflicting in-
terest for available means.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 27 17 44

Desirable 2 2 4

Conceivable but not desirable 2 2

Not conceivable and not desirable 4 4

Total 29 25 54
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Table A3:16. Suspiciousness against a continuing integration policy in the Barents
Region.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 23 17 40

Desirable 4 2 6

Conceivable but not desirable 4 4

Not conceivable and not desirable 2 2

Total 27 25 52

Table A3:17. NATO will be enlarged to include former Warsaw pact countries.

Answer Town Total
Mur-
mansk

St 
Peters-
burg

Conceivable 26 21 47

Desirable 5 2 7

Conceivable and desirable 2 2

Conceivable but not desirable 5 5

Not conceivable and not desirable 1 1

Total 31 31 62
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