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Abstract 

Oil and gas extraction in the Arctic has in recent years become increasingly controversial due to 

its perceived potential impact on the environment. This study investigates how Norway justifies 

its Arctic oil and gas extraction policy, given the nation's simultaneous focus on environmental 

concerns. Utilizing discourse analysis and securitization theory, it examines how the Norwegian 

Arctic is discursively constructed by different actors, and how this in turn affects policy options. 

This is done in both the domestic setting and in Norway-EU relations. The analysis reveals that 

whilst environmental concerns are constructed as important, they come second to sovereignty 

and economic security. This implies that Norway's dual image as an environmentally conscious 

energy provider is untenable, and that the High North policy is guided by short-term 

considerations. Ultimately, it is shown that a long term perspective is needed to safeguard 

Norwegian interests in the age of climate change. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Abbreviations  

 

CPA - Norwegian Climate and Pollution Agency 

EEA - European Economic Agreement 

EU - European Union 

MFA - The Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

MPE - The Norwegian Ministry of Petroleum and Energy 

NDNM - Norwegian Directorate for Nature Management 

NOG - Norwegian Oil and Gas 

NPI  - Norwegian Polar Institute 

NSCN - Norwegian Society for the Conservation of Nature 

OPM - Office of the Norwegian Prime Minister 

scm o.e - Standard Cubic Meter Oil Equivalents 



UNCLOS - United Nations Law of the Sea 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 

In 2005, as the left-centrist government came to power, the Arctic was presented as Norway's 

number one strategic and foreign policy priority (OPM, 2005). The renewed interest in the 

Arctic can be traced to the dramatic effect climate change is having on the region. The Arctic 

has been severely affected by global warming, and has seen a temperature rise of nearly twice 

the speed of the rest of the world (ACIA, 2004:3). In recent years the impact of climate change 

in the region has become very visible: levels of summer ice are reducing, glaciers shrink, the 

permafrost is thawing, shorelines eroding, changing ocean circulation, and wildlife and 

vegetation are observed to be moving northwards (Serreze et al. 2000; Huntington et. al. 2007; 

ACIA 2005). 2012 saw sea ice in the Arctic at its lowest recorded level to date (National Snow 

and Ice Data Center, 2012). As the ice melts, the Arctic is becoming more accessible, and 

different actors are now seeking to exploit the natural resources in the region. The circumpolar 

area, defined as all areas north of the Arctic circle, was estimated by the U.S. Geological Survey 

(USGS) to contain about 22% percent of the world's undiscovered oil and gas resources (USGS, 

2008). Although this is but an estimate and is likely to be revised, it bears the suggestion that 



the Arctic will become an important energy source in the near future. The largest deposits are 

believed to lie in Russian territory, yet Norway, the world's 5th largest oil exporter and 2nd 

largest natural gas exporter, still has access to a significant amount of resources. Undiscovered 

fields in Norwegian territories are estimated to 1.5 billion scm o.e., whilst undiscovered gas 

reserves are expected to amount to 2 billion scm o.e. (MPE, 2011). Energy production is, in 

other words, moving north and the Norwegian government is awarding production licenses to 

an increasing number of areas in the Barents Sea, dubbed "the sea of possibilities" by 

Petroleum and Energy Minister Moe (MPE, 2012). 

The conundrum of the Arctic lies in that the very thing that makes resource extraction possible 

is our dependence on fossil fuels, which contributes significantly to global warming and Arctic 

melt. Increased human activity in the Arctic means increased maritime activity, pollution, and 

ozone depletion (ACIA, 2004:5). For these reasons environmentalists strongly oppose 

commercial activity in the area. Norway is at the centre of this because unlike most of the other 

circumpolar countries, Norway has a highly developed infrastructure in the High North, or 

Arctic Norway, which makes resource extraction economically viable. Simultaneously, Norway 

has made a concerted effort to present itself as an environmentally conscious nation and the 

2005 government declared that Norway should have "the world's most ambitious 

environmental policies" (OPM, 2007). However, the portrayal of Arctic melt as an "opportunity" 

rather than a disaster poses some serious doubts about the motivation behind Norwegian 

policy making, namely, balancing exploitation of the environment with a climate conscious 

image. It is this conflict that this dissertation will analyse.  

Objectives 

My aim is to show how Norway's twin image of itself as both an energy supplying nation 

(energinasjon) and an environmentally conscious nation (miljønasjon) is ultimately 

unsustainable. By analyzing its High North policy I show how environmental concerns are 

inextricably embedded in political economy both domestically and internationally. 

Furthermore, by studying the relationship between the EU and Norway, I examine how 

environmental concerns may collide with national interests and traditional notions of 



sovereignty. In turn, this may reveal if and how the world's richest and most resourceful nations 

are prepared to tackle the challenge of climate change.  

Methodology 

I will draw on both discourse analysis and securitization theory to constitute my methodological 

framework and conceptual apparatus. I employ discourse analysis for three reasons: first, I 

intend to show how the Arctic resources are discursively constructed by various actors. Second, 

it is central to my argument to analyse what is assumed in the debate and how the discourse is 

framed. That some arguments are considered legitimate whereas others are not will also be 

scrutinized. Third, discourses, as is evident everywhere in history and were explained by 

Foucault, can become powerful in the sense of having material effects. The interpretation of an 

issue has a great impact on policy prescription and following Hansen, I see a constitutive rather 

than causal relationship between policy and discourse (Hansen, 2006:xvi). I employ Hajer's 

notion of story lines to succinctly identify the core components of the discourses. Story lines are 

simplified narratives that are created by political actors and used as devices to deliver clear and 

concise messages which suggest a shared understanding of an issue and aim to achieve 

discursive closure (Hajer, 1995:62-64).  

My analysis identifies two discourses: one which supports the Norwegian initiative to exploit 

Arctic hydrocarbons, and one which opposes it. To get the fullest range of views and not be 

constrained by a specific level of analysis, my empirical basis includes statements made by 

individual agents and representatives of states, institutions, committees, parties, NGOs and 

international institutions. I regard analyzing discourses as a way of understanding relations, and 

see states as part of a "dense social fabric, where the way individuals interact in everyday life 

can shape the course of interstate relations" (Epstein, 2008:16). The labelling of actors as 

representative of either view is done simply by noting what the actor actually says: by speaking 

out for or against the issue the actor identifies him or herself as either an environmentalist or 

an advocate for drilling. In this way it is possible to avoid debates about the extent to which the 

agents have really been persuaded one way or the other, which in any case is hard to prove 

(Epstein, 2008:15). 



As will become clear in the following chapters, the idea of security is central to the discourse on 

the Norwegian Arctic. In order to grasp the core concepts of the discourse, I draw on the 

framework of securitization theory. Security is here viewed as a social and inter-subjective 

construction. Environmental, energy and economic security can all be considered as substantial 

modalities or "a societal sphere a security issue is said to be situated in" (Hansen, 2011:363). An 

analysis of securitization primarily considers discourse as "It is by labelling something a security 

issue that it becomes one" (Wæver, 2004:13). The objective or material nature of the threat is 

largely irrelevant (Emmers, 2007:113). From there, securitization theory attempts to uncover 

"the structures and practices that produced the threat image whose source, mechanisms, and 

effects we want to explicate" (Balzacq, 2010:40).  

Central to this approach is the perception of politics as an activity, "a struggle for discursive 

hegemony in which actors try to secure support for their definition of reality" (Hajer, 1995:59). 

Yet there is some debate about how the development of discourse should be traced (Gad and 

Petersen, 2012:338). According to the Copenhagen School, securitization starts with a 

securitizing move: a securitizing actor identifies something as an existential threat to a referent 

object. Failing to address this threat will result in the object either ceasing to exist in its current 

form, or at least, that we will "not be free to deal with it in our own way" (Buzan et. al. 

1998:24). Speech acts are thus central to the securitizing move; the securitizing actor is 

attempting to make the actor's audience agree that the nature of the threat legitimizes 

extraordinary means to tackle it (Emmers, 2007:112). Only when this is achieved is the 

securitization move considered successful. Balzacq, however, argues that it is preferable to 

treat and study securitization as a strategic practice embedded within its context, and acted out 

by the securitizing actor and the audience, yet without a strict causality (Balzacq 2005:192). This 

is because the meaning of an action is not consistently determined by the rules of speech acts 

and politicians are not always interested in or aware of them (Balzacq 2005:176). Instead, 

understanding the relationship between the context, actor and audience is key to 

understanding securitization. I follow Balzacq's approach, as it opens up securitization theory's 

methodology. Rather than seeing securitization as a self-contained process, it enables an 



appreciation of its complexity and the existence of social and historical context which informs 

the meaning of the discourse in which securitization occurs (Gad and Petersen, 2012:338). 

Outline 

I begin my analysis by considering how the discourses of environmental security versus energy 

and economic security emerged in Norway. I analyze the arguments, or story lines, employed 

by both sides to show how the resources in the Arctic are discursively constructed and how this 

in turn has helped to constitute the official policy. The second chapter moves on to examine 

how the Arctic has featured in the relationship between Norway and the EU. Although the 

Arctic is discussed in multiple arenas, such as the Arctic Council and the Barents Euro-Arctic 

council, the EU is special as a key importer of Norwegian gas, and in that it has legislative power 

over Norway through the EEA. Here, the conflicted nature of Norwegian policy making is 

brought to light by showing how issue linkage, concerns over reputation and sovereignty has 

made the relationship with the EU difficult. Finally, I conclude by using the story lines drawn out 

from the preceding chapters to show what they reveal about what drives the Norwegian High 

North resource policy and discuss its implications.    

 

 

Chapter 1 - Politicization of Energy and the  

Environment in Norway - Competing Discourses 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to analyse how the Norwegian discourse on Arctic resources has 

developed from the end of the cold war until today. The domestic debate has broadly consisted 

of two sides competing for discursive power: supporters of oil and gas extraction on the one 

hand, and actors advocating protection of the environment on the other (Jensen, 2007:247). 

After exploring both discourses, I move on to discuss how the public debates have influenced 



the Government's official High North strategy. This will in turn lay the foundation for the next 

chapter, where I discuss how Norway justifies its policies abroad.  

Both energy security and environmental security are relatively recent features in Norwegian 

political discourse, despite the fact that oil and gas are fundamentally political resources; 

consumer states depend on secure supply of these resources, and petroleum trade worldwide 

has a significant level of state involvement (Noreng, 1982:85). Energy security is thus closely 

connected to political economy, international relations and political events. Yet historically, the 

Norwegian strategy has been to separate foreign policy from oil and gas policy. As an oil-

exporting member of OECD and NATO during the cold war, Norway has had an interest both in 

supplying moderately priced petroleum to allies, and a simultaneous incentive to maximise 

profits by delaying extraction to avoid overheating the market (Noreng, 1982:91). It was 

therefore necessary to not let foreign policy dominate energy policy, or vice versa, as both 

could have resulted in unfortunate political and economic outcomes. However, this scenario 

started to change as the cold war ended.  

De-securitization of the Russian border meant that issues other than traditional security 

concerns were made visible, and this has had a strong impact on Norwegian policy in the High 

North. One aspect was the perceived lack of Russian environmental policy. Throughout the 

1990s, Russia was consistently portrayed by Norwegian media and environmental groups as 

reckless and irresponsible in their management of nuclear waste and industrial pollution - 

complete with apocalyptic descriptions of 'death clouds' and Russia as a 'radioactive radiation 

hell' (Hønneland, 2005:23). This image of Russia has remained in the Norwegian consciousness. 

When the topic of resource extraction in the Barents sea surfaced shortly after 2000, concerns 

grew in Norway over how Russia, given its poor environmental reputation, would manage such 

a risky enterprise (Akvaplan-niva, 2003:42). A second aspect was the view that Norway needed 

to demonstrate its sovereignty by utilising its Northern territory, especially given the then 

disputed border between Norway and Russia, which compromised around 175,000 square 

kilometers. Furthermore, the end of the cold war opened up trade between Russia and its 

former enemies. This meant that Norway's energy sector became exposed to increased 



competition and was able to act more independently of political allegiances. This development 

made both energy and the environment politicized. However, two very different views on these 

issues emerged. The first perspective opposes petroleum activity in the North on the grounds 

that Norway should make it a political priority to focus on the environment. The other is the 

belief that Norway needs to ensure energy and economic security, by way of extraction, and 

that this can be achieved without destroying the Arctic ecosystem. 

The opposition 

For actors opposed to petroleum activity in the Arctic, energy security and environmental 

security are seen as incompatible. The fundamental opinion is that "there is no such thing as 

risk free oil extraction" (WWF, 2010).  This closely follows the environmental security view 

which argues that only by minimising human impact and taking preventive measures can the 

environment truly be protected (Trombetta, 2009:593). Environmentalist organisations such as 

the Green Warriors, Zero, Bellona, the Norwegian Society for the Conservation of Nature and 

Nature and Youth have been important actors arguing against oil and gas activity in the 

Norwegian Arctic on this basis (MPE, 2004). So have powerful research institutions, in particular 

the Institute of Marine Research and The Norwegian Polar Institute (NPI), as well as the Climate 

and Pollution Agency (CPA) and the Norwegian Directorate for Nature Management (NDNM), 

both directorates under the Norwegian Ministry of the Environment. Furthermore, the Liberal 

Party, the Labour Youth Party and others have contributed to this side of the debate. 

Opposition thus comes equally from state institutions and non-governmental agents. I will in 

this section elaborate on their arguments and risk assessments to draw out their story lines. 

Despite the relative success, in environmental terms, of Norwegian rigs in the North Sea, the 

first argument of the opposition is the claim that this cannot be used to advocate resource 

extraction in the High North. The impossibility of risk free oil extraction is seen as particularly 

true in the Arctic, where response capacity in the event of an oil spill "will have close to no 

effect because of darkness, cold and ice" (Bellona, 2005).  This is of special concern as oil breaks 

down at a much slower pace in cold climates (NPI, 2010:117). Additionally, extraction will here 

happen much closer to land than in the North Sea, which would have severe implications for 



wildlife in the Barents sea in the event of an accident. "The interests of seabirds must weigh 

heavily when deciding on future petroleum activity in the region", argues the NDNM, which 

does not consider the authorities to have a sufficient knowledge base for responsible decision 

making in the area (NDNM, 2012).  Further, it is contented that petroleum activity for this 

reason is incompatible with the ruling of the Parliament which states that all areas of the 

continental shelf have an equal right to protection (Bellona, 2005). In sum, "the best measure 

we have to protect vulnerable areas, is to oppose oil extraction" (NDNM, 2007). Within this 

framework ensuring environmental security necessitates a no-drilling policy.  

Apart from the issue of pollution, climate change is particularly emphasised. Global warming is 

argued to represent a fundamental threat to the very existence of the Arctic ecosystem and 

habitat. The irony of the effect of climate change, partly caused by fossil fuels, being exploited 

to extract and consume more fossil fuels is far from lost on the opposition. Labour Youth party 

leader Pedersen worries that Norway will be left behind "when the rest of the world has moved 

on to renewable energy", and points out that saying no to oil extraction in the North is "saying 

yes to preserving the uniquely rich fish and natural resources, and to develop other forms of 

industries that will be there long after the oil age" (Pedersen, 2013).   It is also perceived to be 

in contradiction with Norway's international commitment to halt climate change. Bellona 

argues that "CO2 emissions from petroleum activities in the Lofoten and Barents Sea will 

increase Norway's total CO2 emissions by 8%" (MEP, 2004:18). This is seen as incompatible with 

the Kyoto Protocol agreement not to increase emissions by more than 1% compared to 1990. 

Ultimately, petroleum activity is regarded as an unsustainable and hypocritical policy which 

threatens the Arctic environment. The increased human activity related to resource extraction 

is also perceived to be accelerating climate change within the Arctic. A report by the NPI states 

that the albedo effect, the notion that less ice means higher temperatures and in turn less ice 

and so on, is more crucial to the Arctic than previously thought. Essentially, "The effect on 

climate from soot in the Arctic can be significant, as the climate system is extremely sensitive to 

changes in albedo because of its feedback effect" (NPI, 2010:44). Shipping in the region has 

been shown to already have an impact on the atmosphere as well as being responsible for a 

"considerable increase in the amount of soot deposits has been discovered in areas with 



significant shipping in the Arctic" (NPI, 2010:46). As well as contributing to the risk of pollution, 

increased maritime activity, that would come with drilling in the Arctic, is in this way framed as 

contributing to climate change.  

The opposition thus primarily bases itself on scientific findings that oppose extraction of 

hydrocarbons, as well as highlighting the uniqueness of the Arctic ecosystem and pointing out 

the need for renewable energy in the future. From this angle, accusing oil advocates of a lack of 

knowledge is an obvious strategy. One example of this is how the CPA claimed that the 

authorities did not have sufficient basis for decision making when it opened for drilling in a 

limited part of the Barents Sea in 2003 (Bellona, 2005, MPE, 2004:18-19). The NSCN has 

expressed mistrust for the Government's impact assessment. The assessment was meant to 

generate knowledge, but the society argued that, in reality, such an assessment "is the first step 

on the road to oil drilling" (NSCN, 2011). Echoing this, Bellona stated that the report  "appears 

to be written to present the most favourable characterization of petroleum activity in the 

North"  (MPE, 2004:19). To a large extent, the opposition considers its concerns to be 

overlooked by decision makers with a preformed agenda.  

The overarching strategy has been to create a dichotomy between environmental security and 

oil and gas activity, effectively securitizing the environment. Beck's theory of risk society is 

helpful to explain this. He claims that society is no longer fixated on obtaining goods, but 

overwhelmingly worried about avoiding risks (Beck, 1994:6). His argument is that this leads to a 

focus on prevention and pre-emption because this is the only way to circumvent risk. Yet "what 

is politically crucial is ultimately not the risk itself but the perception of the risk. What men fear 

to be real is real in its consequences - fear creates its own reality" (Beck, 2001:1). It is easy to 

make the connection between this interpretation and how environmentalists construct the 

Arctic: the only way to ensure that the Arctic remains secure is by creating a perception of the 

risks involved which necessitates complete prevention. Energy security and foreign policy 

considerations are largely excluded, with the exceptions of Norway's international 

commitments and the global need to develop renewable energy forms. Nonetheless, these 

concerns are secondary to the main goal of protecting the Norwegian Arctic. The 



environmentalists have made great efforts to discursively politicize the environment, framing 

the Arctic as a region which requires urgent protection from oil-hungry, short sighted and 

hypocritical oil advocates that either ignore or misconstrue scientific knowledge.   

Advocating petroleum activity 

Actors supporting petroleum activity in the Arctic disagree that protecting the environment 

necessarily excludes oil and gas extraction. Justifying a focus on the economic potential of the 

northern areas requires arguments that support the need for petroleum activity, and that 

present the cost as acceptable. Fundamental to this view is the notion that Norway is a capable, 

environmentally conscious actor with a great success rate in resource management. Norway 

has seen itself as an eco-friendly nation for over 25 years, beginning with former Prime Minister 

Brundtland. She played a significant role in framing the environment as a key issue on the 

international agenda through her work with the World Commission on Environment and 

Development in the 1980's and launched Norway as an environmentally conscious nation. This 

perception of Norway has prevailed both domestically and internationally through official policy 

goals like the aim to become a world leader in CO2 capture, carbon taxes and investments in 

renewable energy. Obviously this is somewhat undermined by Norway's role as a global 

petroleum exporter, but despite this the narrative has overwhelmingly remained intact. This 

allows powerful actors such as the Norwegian Oil and Gas Association (NOG), North Energy, the 

Ministry of Petroleum and Energy, StatoilHydro, as well as a range of politicians and political 

parties like the Conservative Party, Labour and the Progress Party to use both environmental 

and economic arguments. Like the opposition then, the proponents are both official 

institutions, departments and non-governmental agents and agencies, united by an economic 

interest in the High North. 

Rather than dismissing the environmentalist point of view, supporters incorporated it in order 

to defuse the opposition's arguments (Jensen, 2007:249). The focus on Russia culminated in 

what Jensen introduces as the analytic concept of 'discourse co-optation': the seemingly 

contradictory argument that Norway had to get involved in petroleum extraction in the Barents 

sea in order to save the environment (Jensen, 2012). Following the end of the cold war, various 



actors described the Russians as lacking "environmental know-how", which meant that allowing 

"Russia to set the environmental standards of oil production in the northern area is to pervert 

our environmental policy" (Barlindhaug, in Nordlys, 7/12 2001 cited in Jensen, 2012:34; 

Korsberg in Nordlys 6/12 2003, cited in Jensen and Hønneland, 2011:249).  The implication of 

this was clear: it is "good Norwegian environmental policy to search for the best way to 

influence the environmental profile of Russian petroleum activity" (Akvaplan, 2003:40). Far 

from separating the policy domains, active merging of foreign, environmental and energy policy 

has been constructed as desirable. By drawing attention to Russian activity in the Barents 

region, and the assumed superiority of Norwegian environmental expertise, it was argued that 

delaying activity would be "fatal, not least because the Russians will be moving forward, and we 

have the know-how to reduce the environmental risk" (Barlindhaug in Nordlys, 7/12 2001 cited 

in Jensen, 2012:34). In other words, it was not framed as an issue of protection versus 

extraction: "Drilling will take place whether Norway decides to seize the opportunities provided 

by the enormous oil and gas deposits in the Barents  Sea or not" (Olsen in Nordlys, 7/9 2004 

cited in Jensen, 2012:34). The very involvement of StatoilHydro in the development of the 

Shtokman field was perceived as contributing to "securing strict environmental standards and 

reducing the risk of oil spills", considering the uncertainty "regarding Russian ability to monitor 

and ensure that environmental regulations are being followed" (Olsen, 2007).   

Norwegian hydrocarbon extraction is thus presented as virtually risk free. In stark contrast to 

the statements by the Norwegian environmental directorates, a report commissioned by NOG 

claims that  

 "petroleum activity on the Norwegian continental shelf meets all requirements for 

 low environmental risk even when the oil spill response mitigation effect is not 

 included. This means that emergency oil spill capacities is an additional level of 

 protection, not a prerequisite for risk acceptance" (Norconsult, 2010:7). 

According to this perspective there is little reason to evaluate risk in the Arctic as higher than in 

the North sea. Darkness, cold and ice are perceived as either non-issues, or solved by 



technological developments (Norconsult, 2010). Another central aspect of this discourse is the 

focus on energy security: 

 "a modern society depends on secure access to energy ... fossil fuels will in the 

 foreseeable future continue to provide the majority of the world's energy, even with 

 a substantial increase in the production of renewable energy and energy efficiency 

 measures. Norway is one of the world's largest oil and gas producers and has a 

 significant responsibility to help meet the world's need for oil and gas in coming 

 decades" (the Conservative Party, 2009). 

Echoing this position, Hanneson, of  the Norwegian School of Economics states that the best 

argument against stopping petroleum activity is that if developing countries "are to grow out of 

poverty, they will need energy" - but of course, this is not completely altruistic, Norway "needs 

it to maintain and improve its own standard of living" (Hannesson in Dagbladet, 2007).  

Furthermore, he adds that Norway is extremely dependent on oil:  

 "more than a third of government revenue and about half of the country's export 

 income comes from oil and gas production. Oil and gas accounts for around a quarter 

 of GDP, but many companies are also dependent on services to the oil industry. If it 

 were to disappear overnight, it might well be comparable to the Black Death"

 (Hannesson in Dagbladet, 2007). 

This line of argument connects aspects of energy and economic security in a way that makes an 

end to petroleum activity in Norway almost unthinkable.  

The arguments of this discourse rests on certain assumptions: that Norway is a capable, 

responsible and environmentally friendly actor, whereas Russia is not. The risks associated are 

considered low and manageable, and contribution to climate change is treated as a non-issue 

given the continued demand for energy. Furthermore, Norway needs to take advantage of this 

not just for the sake of own economic security, but in order to secure energy to the rest of the 

world. In sum, petroleum activity in the far north is considered a worthwhile enterprise that 

presents no major threat to anything or anyone.  



Official adoption of the dominant discourse 

The advocates of oil and gas have increasingly gained ground versus the environmentalists. 

Considerations of energy security, environmental security and economic security are all 

portrayed as demanding gas and petroleum activity in the High North. Environmentalists have 

largely been confined to the role of a challenger, unable to gain popular political support. 

Consequently, discussing the development of Arctic Norway in negative terms came to be seen 

as politically incorrect - an unwelcome challenge to the dominant discourse (Hønneland and 

Jensen, 2011:45).  

It is evident in the actions of both governments since 2001 that the pro-extraction discourse 

helped constitute not just party policies, but also official policy. The 2001-2005 government 

which consisted of Conservatives, Christian Democrats and Liberals, gave the initial green light 

to oil extraction in the Barents sea in 2003. Still, it was the current government, a coalition 

between the Labour Party, Socialist Left Party and Centre Party, that mainstreamed the 'drilling 

for the environment' story line. This came with the transcendence of the 'extraction versus 

protection' debate in the 2006 High North Strategy. Here, it is argued that it is only possible to 

"ensure sustainable use of resources and sound environmental management in the Barents Sea 

with Russia's engagement and Norwegian-Russian cooperation" (MFA, 2006:18). The issue of 

potential environmental damage is seen as important as, "In the event of a conflict between 

environmental targets and other interests, environmental considerations are to prevail" (MFA, 

2006:45). Yet crucially, extraction of resources is not seen as being in disagreement with 

environmental concerns. Stringent standards are presented as ensuring protection of the 

environment and climate change is presented as a somewhat unrelated issue. As such the 

strategy focuses on the assumed ability of management through regulation to prevent 

accidents, and in this way it incorporates environmental arguments in a pro-extraction policy.  

This in turn allows for a disregard of voices speaking on behalf of the environment. When the 

government launched an impact assessment on opening a large area close to the Jan Mayen 

island, the Climate and Pollution agency and the Norwegian Directorate for Nature 

Management jointly advised against it. As a response, the Minister of Petroleum and Energy, 



Moe, simply noted that neither were able to place a veto (Dagens Næringsliv, 2013). He went 

on to state that "When the government has initiated an impact assessment, it is with a desire to 

search for oil. For that not to happen, there must come forward something new in the 

consultation rounds that we have not been aware of before" (Moe in Dagens Næringsliv, 2013). 

This is exactly what the NSCN had claimed: that impact assessments are not initiated to 

generate knowledge but to legitimize drilling. 

The Government's approach rests on merging different policy domains: "The handling of 

Norwegian economic interests, environmental interests and security policy interests in the 

North are to be given high priority and are to be seen as being closely linked" (OPM, 2005). 

Such a discursive move inextricably connects the issues and makes it difficult to see them as 

separate or conflicting goals. Within this framework it is possible to speak of oil and gas in the 

Arctic as giving rise to welcome opportunities. The first sentence of the High North Strategy 

reads: "One of the Government's most important priorities in the years ahead will be to take 

advantage of the opportunities in the High North" (MFA, 2006:5). Rising ocean temperatures 

will "reduce the extent of the sea ice and open up opportunities for new maritime transport 

routes eastwards", and there is a desire to aid business development "with particular focus on 

seizing the opportunities in the resource-based sectors" giving rise to "employment 

opportunities"  (MFA, 2006:46, 65). Even the issues of environmental management and natural 

resource use are framed in a positive light, as it grants "opportunities for more extensive 

international cooperation" (MFA 2006:7).  

Arctic melt and the coupled potential for resource extraction in the High North framework are 

thus actively constructed as advantageous for Norway and the risk associated is identified as 

pollution, and is assumed to be manageable. This interpretation of the issue, that is, the 

production of meaning, allows for developing policy in a very specific direction. It gives no 

reason not to proceed with the proposed activity in the High North whilst highlighting the 

opportunities. 

Conclusion 



In this chapter I have analyzed the arguments of the two sides to the Norwegian High North 

debate. The part of the Norwegian society which opposes drilling the Arctic does so on 

environmental grounds, resting primarily on scientific evidence that portray the consequences 

of any oil and gas activity, such as pollution and climate change, as detrimental. They claim that 

pollution management does not work in the Arctic, and that this in turn threatens biodiversity. 

Further, drilling in the Arctic exacerbates climate change, and environmentalists are being 

ignored by a government that is biased towards the oil and gas industry. 

The oil and gas advocates, on the other hand, state that it is preferable for the environment 

that Norway extract energy resources in the Arctic. It presents Norway as more than competent 

at minimizing risk, but that Norway also depends on energy for economic security. Thus, oil and 

gas are beneficial both to the environment, energy security and economic security. The latter 

managed to attain a dominant position in domestic debates, and has come to constitute the 

official Norwegian policy. However, the Arctic has in recent years become an international 

issue, and it is far from certain that the same arguments will be accepted in a wider arena. The 

next chapter will move on to discuss how the Norwegian government justifies this policy in a 

European context.   

 

 

 

Chapter 2 - Europe, Norway and the Arctic 

 

As oil and gas advocates represent the most powerful discourse in Norway, the official policy is 

less vulnerable to domestic criticisms. Yet on an international level narratives are not as easily 

formed, nor are competitions over discursive hegemony readily resolved. The EU is the key 

importer of Norwegian oil and gas and thus has a clear interest in the Arctic. However, the EU 

also has one of the most progressive environmental policies in the world. In recent years forces 

within the EU have openly disagreed with Norway's High North narrative. As a member of the 



EEA, Norway is in some ways subordinate to EU legislation - but given the distinctly national 

character of the matter, EU involvement has been a controversial subject in Norway.  

In this chapter I chronologically explore how the Arctic emerged on the political agenda of the 

EU beginning around 2006. I analyse how the EU has handled the issue, and discuss the 

reactions that EU criticisms have provoked. I then move on to elaborate on how these 

responses help explain the Norwegian resource policy. This raises further questions regarding 

the potential of the EU to influence Norwegian environmental policy in the Arctic and what this 

means for the future of international cooperation in this area.  

Norwegian interests 

Norway has been active in launching the High North as an issue of international importance. 

However, the focus has not been primarily on climate change but on energy security. The 

Norwegian Arctic lost its strategic significance with the end of the Cold War, and military 

alliances in the region became less important. Yet the border between Norway and Russia was 

still disputed, and Norway realised that without international attention it could easily be left 

alone in trying to negotiate this with Russia, which became particularly pressing given the 

increased accessibility of the resources in the region (Offerdal, 2009:31). As a result, there was 

a need to create "a sharper focus on non-military factors that impact allies' security" in order to 

draw attention to the High North (MFA, 2001:47). At the same time, oil and gas are perceived 

to be absolutely vital to the Norwegian economy. Given that Norway is a small state without 

any considerable military power, it is crucial to Norwegian sovereignty that international law is 

followed. Norway therefore tends to stress the importance of the UN Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) 

to avoid interference in the Arctic: "Norway relies on the UN as the main arbiter to guard 

international law and state sovereignty" (Thorshaug, 2012). There are thus two conflicting 

desires within the Norwegian policy that follows its social and historical context. On the one 

hand is the desire to keep the Arctic out of the reach of other states or institutions, so that 

Norwegian sovereignty remains unchallenged. On the other is the need to make the Arctic 

relevant to its allies in order to secure Norwegian interests.  

Norway and EU involvement  



Starting in 2006, Norwegian officials in Brussels began actively pitching the High North as an 

area of interest to the EU. By referring to EU's dependence on energy imports and its interest in 

the future of the trade relationship with Norway, it was hoped that launching the High North as 

an energy region would provide Norway with diplomatic capital and European attention (Støre, 

2006). The EU on its part had shown little interest in the Arctic, but Norway managed to 

influence policy in Brussels by showing the EU why it should care about the region (Offerdal, 

2010). Yet two things played against the Norwegians. First, due to the contradictory nature of 

Norwegian interests its communication was ambiguous. Given that Oslo wants to avoid EU 

interference, it was "not clear to the Europeans what exactly the Norwegians want them to do 

with the High North" (Offerdal, 2010:38). Norway is already an exemplary energy provider in 

the eyes of the EU, and its actors saw no need to problematize the issue from that angle. 

Second, the EU Commission had considered how energy security would impact the future of the 

union in a 2006 green paper. Here, solving the problem of energy security meant decreasing 

reliance on fossil fuels in favour of renewable energy (Commission of the European 

Communities, 2006). Instead of focusing on energy security, then, some forces within the EU 

understood the potential for environmental destruction in the Arctic as being a grave and 

unnecessary risk, especially given the desire to switch to renewable forms of energy as soon as 

possible. This is due to the perception that increased activity in the Arctic will accelerate global 

warming. And so, because climate change is perceived to have a strong impact on European 

citizens, the environmentalist forces within the EU regards the EU as entitled to participate in 

Arctic matters (Weber and Romanyshyn, 2011:833; EU Parliament, 2011) 

There is a general consensus in the EU that the EU has a legitimate say in the Arctic as a key 

importer and because of global warming. The number and diverging interests of actors involved 

in the EU soon made relations with Norway difficult. The EU resolved to create the first official 

EU Arctic policy document in 2008, but before it was completed, the Alliance of Liberals and 

Democrats for Europe took the initiative in the European Parliament to propose a moratorium 

on petroleum activity in the Arctic. Their resolution recommended "that the Commission should 

be prepared to pursue the opening of international negotiations designed to lead to the 

adoption of an international treaty for the protection of the Arctic, having as its inspiration the 



Antarctic Treaty" (European Parliament, 2008).  The resolution was approved, much to the 

dismay of Norwegian officials who now saw that EU involvement was not solely beneficial. 

Prime Minister Stoltenberg immediately went to Brussels to meet with the president of the 

Commission, Barosso (Wegge, 2012:133). Afterwards, Barosso made a public statement saying 

that "As a matter of principle, we can say that the Arctic is a sea, and a sea is a sea. This is our 

starting point" (EU Observer, 2008). This went a long way in implying that official EU opinion is 

that UNCLOS does apply to the Arctic, closely in line with the Norwegian understanding of the 

issue. The resolution thus lost momentum and was left out of the 2008 Arctic strategy 

document. 

The collapse of the resolution was clearly testament to the range of opinions and actors within 

the EU which can confuse policy making and interpretation. When the official policy document 

was released, it stated that 

 "The main goal must be to prevent and mitigate the negative impact of climate  change 

as well as to support adaptation to inevitable changes. Prevention and  mitigation action 

should also concern other global and trans-boundary processes  with negative impacts in the 

Arctic, such as long-range transport of pollutants. This  should be complemented by 

developing a holistic, ecosystem-based management of  human activities, ensuring that the 

latter are administered in a sustainable way,  integrating environmental considerations at 

all levels." (Commission of the European  Communities, 2008). 

In terms of energy, it recognises that "Arctic resources could contribute to enhancing the EU's 

security of supply ... However, exploitation will be slow" (Commission of the European 

Communities, 2008). This is not contradictory to the Norwegian policy. Nonetheless, although 

the official policy made mention of UNCLOS, it stated that "There is no specific treaty regime 

for the Arctic" (Commission of the European Communities, 2008). The meaning awarded to the 

Arctic by the parties is thus in fundamental conflict, as Norway considers UNCLOS sufficient to 

provide a legal regime for sovereign states, whilst the EU regards the Arctic as a whole in need 

of an overarching protection regime. Symptomatic of this disagreement, Norwegian official 

communication now consistently describes the EU as "a major economic actor from outside the 



region", despite the fact that both Norway and Iceland are members of the EEA and the EU has 

three Arctic member states (MFA, 2011:10). It is hard to interpret this is any way other than 

that Norway did not consider the EU's initiatives as particularly helpful, despite Barroso's 

attempt to rectify the situation. In sum, the Norwegian - EU dialogue on the Arctic had a 

difficult start.  

Recent Developments  

Clearly, both parties can be blamed for the unfortunate way the topic was initially handled, and 

recent developments have not alleviated the situation. To understand why, it is necessary to 

look at how Norway continues to justify it policies against the EU's criticisms, and why it refuses 

to acknowledge them.  

The fact remains, for the time being, that the EU needs Norwegian oil and gas, which means 

that drilling in the Arctic can be defended in this way. In the words of Støre: 

 "Introducing unilateral restrictions on petroleum production in Norway would at best 

 have a limited effect. At worst a decrease in the supply of natural gas could lead to 

 increased consumption of coal. Norway will therefore continue to give the highest 

 priority to efforts to reach a comprehensive global climate agreement." (Støre, 

 2012:18) 

In other words, encouraging use of coal would go against Norwegian environmental principles, 

which means that Norway needs to drill in the Arctic to ensure the supply of other energy 

sources. Stating that it is preferable for the environment that Norway drills in the Arctic 

signifies a return to the discursive strategy of discourse co-optation. Furthermore, despite the 

admitted importance of mitigating climate change, this seemingly does not apply to the Arctic, 

as then Minister of Defence Faremo in 2010 proclaimed that "It is our view that the ongoing 

climate change in the Arctic is irreversible" (Faremo, 2010). If it is irreversible, it gives no 

apparent cause for concerns about the potential acceleration of climate change believed to be 

associated with increased marine activity. And perhaps more importantly, it invalidates the 

reason why the EU should have a say in the first place. Central to this is the self-perception that 



Norway has unique competencies in the Arctic, and that it in any case - being an 

environmentally conscious nation - would not progress if it believed it damaged the 

environment.  

The reason why it is so important for Norway be to seen in this light can be traced to the role 

climate change has come to play on the international arena. Institutions such as the 

International Panel on Climate Change have become major securitizing actors by defining 

climate change as an existential threat to the international community, the state and to 

humankind (Brauch, 2008:11). Audience acceptance of this can be seen in how other actors, 

individuals, states, and organizations such as the UN, the EU and even the Nobel Peace Prize 

Committee have contributed to further securitization of the issue (Brauch, 2008:9-10). In this 

respect, it is remarkable to note how involved the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has been in 

launching the Norwegian Arctic on the EU policy agenda. The Ministry is tasked with managing 

Norway's reputation, and so, the presentation of the Arctic clearly matters a great deal (MFA, 

2013). This can be explained by the importance of status in international power relations. 

Norway wants to preserve its reputation as an environmental frontrunner by being seen as 

complying with international norms - especially when it comes to environmental standards and 

ethics (Agnew, 1998:70; Krasner, 2001:18). For this purpose, it needs the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs to present the topic in a certain light. 

But as concerned as Norway is with its reputation, hydrocarbons are at the heart of the 

Norwegian economy. Whilst energy security is crucial to any state, Norway largely relies on 

hydropower, making fossil energy security a matter of economic security. In the words of 

former Prime Minister Jagland, "Our vital national interests lie in the north" (Nordlys, 16/6 2005 

in Jensen and Hønneland, 2011). If Norway refrains from exploiting resources in the HIgh North, 

Norway's economy will suffer greatly. Not only is this due to the its direct revenue but also 

because the industry's key role as an employer both onshore and offshore, as well keeping sub-

industries alive. Norwegian officials have little interest in views that oppose the national 

strategy to safeguard Norwegians' livelihoods. Current minister of Foreign Affairs, neatly 

summarizes Norway's position as follows:  



 "The exploitation of Arctic resources will happen. It has been our key policy to make 

 sure that the rules are clear, both on who owns what and on how to exploit 

 resources. The Arctic is not special in legal terms; it is just an ocean. The area is of 

 course ecologically vulnerable. But it is possible to have responsible drilling" (Eide to 

 Spiegel, 2013).   

Still, the Arctic is not likely to disappear from the European policy agenda, as the EU Marine 

Strategy Framework Directive considers that Arctic waters have special importance to the EU 

and that "serious environmental concerns, in particular those due to climate change, … need to 

be assessed by the Community institutions and may require action to ensure the environmental 

protection of the Arctic" (EU Parliament, 2008). And considering that the EEA agreement 

stipulates that EU environmental laws apply to EEA states, it is difficult to see how Norwegian 

officials can continue to deny that the EU has any legal influence in the Arctic (EEA 2011, art. 7, 

73-75). Furthermore, Norway already passes between 80% and 90% of EU environmental laws, 

and so it becomes difficult for Norway to argue that the Arctic is an exception but 

simultaneously not unique (Ibrekk, 2007).  

Nevertheless, Norway continues to assert its sovereignty even when not directly threatened. 

Such was the case when the moratorium issue resurfaced in 2012, largely as part of the 

reaction to the Deepwater Horizon accident in 2010. Together with the Environmental 

Committee of the European Parliament, the UK Environmental Audit Committee (EAC) urged 

for a ban on petroleum activity in the Arctic. Chair of the EAC, Walley, stated in this context 

that:  

 "The shocking speed at which the Arctic sea ice is melting should be a wake-up call to 

 the world that we need to phase out fossil fuels fast. Instead we are witnessing a 

 reckless gold rush in this pristine wilderness as big companies and governments make 

 a grab for the world's last untapped oil and gas reserves" (Barents Observer, 2012).  

Statements along these lines clearly paints Norway in an unflattering light. Unhappy with the 

proposal, Norway continued to reiterate that as the UNCLOS "provides a relevant legal 

framework ... calls for a specific treaty to regulate activities in the Arctic are unjustified" (MFA, 



2012:1). The same year, the European Parliament Committee on Industry, Research and Energy 

endorsed a draft law in which offshore oil and gas firms would only get a license to drill after 

submitting hazard reports and emergency response plans (European Parliament 2012). Deputy 

Petroleum and Energy minister Henriksen underlined the view that this is outwith EU 

jurisdiction: "The EU is free to argue what it wants, but this would almost be like us 

commenting on camel operations in the Sahara, which we do not have anything to do with" 

(Nationen, 2012). Again, this is not exactly true, given the EEA agreement. 

And crucially, this is not per se the EU 'arguing', these initiatives stem from committees that are 

set to work on specific issues. As such it is natural that both the Committee on Energy and the 

Environmental Committee will make policy proposals in line with their specific interests and 

capacities, without necessarily being indicative of the general sentiment within the EU. 

However, Norway prefers to treat it with the same level of circumspection - "It must be ensured 

that Norwegian interest can be safeguarded ... at such an early stage that we have an 

opportunity to influence EU decisions of importance to Norway" (OPM, 2005). This early 

intervention in EU affairs is indicative of the level of seriousness with which the Norwegians 

regard it. It needs to protect both its reputation and its sovereignty - if the proposals do not 

proceed through the system, it can avoid legally contending that the legislation does not 

actually apply to Norway. In essence, it is easier for Norway to countermand a draft by a 

committee rather than challenge a more developed legislative proposal.  

Although Norway is adamant about protecting its sovereignty vis-a-vis the EU in this matter it 

would be an exaggeration to say that the oil and gas have been securitized in this context. But 

by utilising story lines which appeal to other states' need for energy security, Norway is able to 

exert considerable power. The concept of energy security denotes both the desire importers 

have for stable and predictable deliveries, and the fear that energy will be used as tool to gain 

political power (Grindheim, 2009:36). It is unthinkable today that Norway would do something 

like purposefully disrupting energy supply, along the lines of the Russian-Ukrainian conflict, to 

coerce the EU. However, conflicts of this nature mean that Norway currently has no great 

incentive to draw attention to renewable energy, because by virtue of being an alternative to 



Russia it is able to possess considerable soft power. This being the case, Norway tends to 

promote stability and predictability, hence its slogan "High North - Low Tension" (Tamnes, 

2011:58; Støre, 2009). This takes precedence over what environmentalists argue is urgently 

needed: a transition away from the 'business as usual' approach which only facilitates a slow 

glide into catastrophic climate change.  

 Conclusion 

What is most obvious in the Norwegian-EU relation is that both sides are guilty of mixed 

messages and failed communication. Initially, Norway sought the EU's involvement, but was 

unable to articulate what it wanted the EU to do - other than pay attention. The EU on its part 

both desires energy security and environmental security. However, elements within the EU 

undermine and distract from official EU policy by making statements that far exceed what 

Norway is comfortable accepting, in particular by  demanding a moratorium. This makes 

Norway connect sovereignty with issues of economic and environmental security in order to 

defend itself from the prospect of unwanted legislation which may damage its reputation and 

threaten national interests. The same environmentalist arguments that came forth in the 

domestic debate in Norway were seen to resurface on the international level, and the story line 

of Norway as an environmentally conscious state was much used to justify the Norwegian 

policies. It was here connected to the idea of Arctic Norway being exclusively under Norwegian 

jurisdiction, regardless of the potential impact of pollution and climate change. Finally, despite 

Norway's initial positive outlook on EU involvement, the contribution of various committees has 

been perceived as attacks on Norwegian Arctic policy. This has made it necessary to consider 

not what is gained by EU involvement, but what could be lost if official EU policy became 

dominated by these committees and interest groups. Norway's focus on comparative costs, 

combined with the linking of sovereignty, energy and economy, thus negatively affects 

Norway's ability to find mutually beneficial strategies with the EU (Downie, 2005:78-79). 

Concluding remarks 

 



The aim of this dissertation has been to understand how Arctic resources have been 

discursively constructed both by environmentalists and oil advocates with particular focus on 

Norway and the EU. The first part analysed the discourse taking place domestically in Norway. 

Whilst the environmentalist argued for complete securitization of the Norwegian Arctic, the oil 

and gas advocates claimed that co-existence of oil and gas extraction and environmental 

security is both possible and desirable. It was further revealed that Norway's official policy has 

adopted the arguments of the oil advocates, largely through appealing to economic security, 

and that merging different policy domains is part of official policy and practice. The next part 

considered Norway's interaction with the EU. Here, it was shown that although Norway sought 

international support for its actions, the EU's mixed statements were regarded as attempts to 

undermine Norwegian sovereignty, to which Norway responded by linking issues of 

sovereignty, economic security and environmental security. Consequently, further dialogue 

with the EU is likely to be difficult. Analysing the story lines Norway has employed reveal that 

Norway has created an image of itself as an environmentally conscious actor, which is primarily 

based on rhetoric as opposed to action in the High North. In reality, Norway's focus on 

economic security makes the environment a secondary priority at best. From this it is clear that 

although Norway has not securitized the Arctic resources, it has gone a long way in establishing 

it as a vital national interest. The discourse has exposed that sovereignty and sovereign rights 

are ultimately the overarching objectives which drive Norway's resource policy in the High 

North (Tamnes, 2011:58). Further research on the intersection of environmental and energy 

policy must  recognise how embedded these concerns are in political economy and sovereignty.  

The twin image of Norway as an environmentally conscious energy provider is becoming 

increasingly untenable and the environmentalists both in Norway and in the EU are clearly 

aware of this. Norway, as a highly prominent energy exporter, holds leverage that could be 

used to encourage a change to renewable energy if it was indeed committed to the 

environment (Marcussen, 2012:23). A moratorium on extraction in the Arctic would set a 

powerful example and give Norway tangible credentials as an environmental frontrunner. 

However, this possibility has been given little attention. Furthermore, Norway does not appear 



to have any ethical concerns over benefiting from the use of fossil fuels which contributes to 

global climate change. However,  

 "The imposition of climate change from outside the region can also be seen as an 

 ethical issue, in which people in one area suffer the consequences of actions beyond 

 their control and in which beneficial opportunities may accrue to those outside the 

 region rather than those within" (ACIA, 2005:4).  

The global effects of consumption of oil and gas is not perceived to be Norway's problem - all 

Norway sees itself as able to do is ensure that the extraction process is as clean as possible and 

supply it as an alternative to something worse. Notably, the environment is not described as a 

vital interest, but merely something which must be taken account of (High North White Paper 

2008:14). Simultaneously, Støre has stated that reaching a comprehensive global climate 

agreement is given the highest priority (Støre, 2012:18). It is difficult to understand what is 

meant by this, as such an agreement would surely entail a severe restraint on the extraction 

and consumption of fossil energy (Marcussen, 2012:23). If the environment indeed was of 

primary concern, Norway would utilise its power to encourage a change to environmentally 

sustainable energy sources rather than attempt to frame Arctic oil and gas as beneficial to the 

environment.  

On the whole, the analysis of Norway's resource management policy paints a rather bleak 

picture of the world's ability to tackle climate change and preserve the remaining wilderness 

from destruction. Environmental policy has indeed become foreign policy, yet this does not 

necessarily amount to change and environmentalists voices are continuously ignored. It 

appears that securitization of the environment does not follow standard securitization patterns: 

environmental issues are merely politicized through appeals to securitization (Trombetta, 

2009:589). Even in circumstances where threats to the environment are recognised, successful 

securitization did not remove it from the realm of normal politics, as was seen in EU policy 

making. Whilst this contradicts the confrontational and urgent nature of security issues, this 

corresponds well with the idea of security as a strategic practice. In this sense, labelling 

something a security issue does not necessarily become "about applying a fixed meaning of 



security and the practices associated with it" (Trombetta, 2009:600). To a large extent this 

answers the question of why, despite successful securitization in the EU,  environmentalist 

forces have not been able to get their proposals through. What this essentially means it that 

securitization cannot be regarded as a dependable strategy to provoke action.  

Environmentalist concerns aside, Norway's actions are perfectly explainable from a realist 

political perspective. By framing the issue as a matter of sovereignty it adheres to the 

imperative of the national interest and herein lies the fundamental problem of environmental 

security. Securitization of traditional military concerns work because they operate in line with 

the national interest, but environmental securitization "plays down the values traditionally 

associated with the nation state- identity, territoriality, sovereignty - and implies a different set 

of values associated with environmental change - ecology, globality, and governance" (Dyer, 

2001:68). Although it would be admirable for Norway to adopt these values - and Norway is 

certainly one of the very few countries that might be able to afford it - the way the issue of 

extraction is framed reveals a focus on traditional values incompatible with those of the 

environmentalists'.  

Furthermore, by framing climate change as opportunity, Norway is perceived to actually be 

benefiting from it. But it is becoming increasingly clear that the long-term effects of climate 

change will have greater socio-economic cost than the benefits from Arctic resource extraction. 

Simultaneously, a status quo, meaning continued high oil and gas production levels, is 

disadvantageous for Norway because it lowers the market price (Lurås, 2012). Thus, Norway's 

future depends on a strategy which considers the long-term national interest.  

One way of solving the conundrum would be to slow down oil extraction and thereby produce 

less oil but sell it for a higher profit. Norway has already gone past its peak oil production levels 

(Lurås, 2012:32). As other nations reach peak oil in the next 20-30 years fossil fuels will 

increasingly seen to be in inevitable decline. In turn, oil will become more expensive and 

Norway could benefit both financially and in terms of power by extracting oil over as long a 

time as possible (Lurås, 2012). It may be contended that purposefully delaying extraction will 

come at a significant political cost, as it would have during the cold war. However, this could be 



justified by reference to Norway's environmental image. At the same time, increasing oil prices 

will provide a great incentive for the development of renewable energy technologies which may 

still avert a fully fledged environmental catastrophe. If Norwegian industries were to grasp this 

opportunity, it could help facilitate a move away from dependence on oil and promote a 

diversification of the Norwegian economy which would greatly aid economic security. This 

might be to most viable strategy, as it takes into account environmental, energy and economic 

security and follows the national interest.  

Throughout this dissertation it has been shown that framing has significant consequences for 

how issues are dealt with. Both environmentalists and oil and gas advocates have appealed to 

short-term effects, primarily the risk of pollution and economic security. These are sensible 

strategies for provoking action, but insufficient when what is required is a well developed, long-

term strategy and prudent politicians. If the political will is present, Norway's wealth means 

that it can afford to have a long-term strategy, as opposed to focusing on immediate survival. 

Ultimately, Norway may be able to justify its High North policy to today's voters but the 

question remains how future generations will experience the consequences of the decisions 

made today - and this is the perspective that should be imperative.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Bibliography 

 

ACIA, 2004. 'Impacts of a Warming Arctic - Highlights'. Available at: 

 http://amap.no/acia/Highlights.pdf (Accessed 05.12.2012).  

ACIA, 2005. Arctic Climate Impact Assessment scientific report. Cambridge: Cambridge 

 University Press.  

Akvaplan-niva 2003. Olje og miljø i Barentsregionen - et helhetsperspektiv.Availble at: 

 http://www.norskoljeoggass.no/PageFiles/8787/oljeogmiljoibarentsregionen.pdf 

 (Accessed 04.02.2013).   

Agnew, J., (1998). Geopolitics: Re-Visioning World Politics. London: Routledge.  

Barents Observer, 2012. 'MPs seek Arctic drilling moratorium'. Available at: 

 http://barentsobserver.com/en/energy/mps-seek-arctic-drilling-moratorium-20-09 

 (Accessed 16.03.2013).  

Barnett, J., 2007. 'Environmental Security' in A. Collins (ed.) Contemporary Security Studies. 

 Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

Balzacq, T., 2005. 'The three faces of securitization: political agency, audience and context',  

 European Journal of International Relations, vol. 11 (2).  

Balzacq, T., 2010. 'Enquiries into methods: a new framework for securitization analysis' in T. 

 Balzacq (ed.) Securitization Theory: How Security Problems Emerge and Dissolve. New 

 York: Routledge.  

http://amap.no/acia/Highlights.pdf
http://www.norskoljeoggass.no/PageFiles/8787/oljeogmiljoibarentsregionen.pdf
http://barentsobserver.com/en/energy/mps-seek-arctic-drilling-moratorium-20-09


Beck, U., 1994. ‘The Reinvention of Politics: Towards a Theory of Reflexive Modernization’, in 

 U. Beck, A. Giddens and S. Lash (eds) Reflexive Modernization. Cambridge: Polity  Press.  

Beck, U., 2001. 'The Cosmopolitan State: Towards a Realistic Utopia', Eurozine. Available at: 

 http://www.eurozine.com/articles/2001-12-05-beck-en.html  (Accessed 18.02.2013). 

Bellona, 2005. 'Ingen olje i Lofoten-Barentshavet!', available at: 

 http://www.bellona.no/norwegian_import_area/energi/fossil/nord/barentshavet/40

 033 (Accessed 03.02.2012).  

Brauch, H. G., 2008. 'Securitizing Climate Change'. Available at: http://www.afes-

 press.de/html/Brauch_ISA_NY_2.2.2009.pdf (Accessed 04.03.2013).  

Buzan, B., Wæver, O. and de Wilde, J. 1998. Security: A New Framework for Analysis. 

 Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers Inc. 

Commission of the European Communities, 2006, 'Green Paper - A European Strategy for 

 Sustainable, Competitive and Secure Energy'. Available at: 

 http://europa.eu/documents/comm/green_papers/pdf/com2006_105_en.pdf 

 (Accessed 14.03.2013).  

Commission of the European Communities, 2007. 'An Integrated Maritime Policy for the 

 European Union', available 'at:  http://eur-

 lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2007:0575:FIN:EN:PDF (Accessed 

 12.03.2013).  

Commission of the European Communities, 2008. 'The European Union and the Arctic 

 Region'. Available at: http://eeas.europa.eu/arctic_region/docs/com_08_763_en.pdf 

 (Accessed 10.03.2013).  

Dagbladet, 2007. '- Forsvinner oljeindustrien, blir det som svartedauden'. Available at: 

 http://www.dagbladet.no/magasinet/2007/12/17/521454.html (Accessed 

 05.03.2013).  

http://www.eurozine.com/articles/2001-12-05-beck-en.html
http://www.bellona.no/norwegian_import_area/energi/fossil/nord/barentshavet/40
http://www.bellona.no/norwegian_import_area/energi/fossil/nord/barentshavet/40
http://www.afes/
http://europa.eu/documents/comm/green_papers/pdf/com2006_105_en.pdf
http://eur/
http://eeas.europa.eu/arctic_region/docs/com_08_763_en.pdf
http://www.dagbladet.no/magasinet/2007/12/17/521454.html


Dagens Næringsliv, 2013. 'Faglige råd stopper ikke Borten Moe', available at: 

 http://www.dn.no/energi/article2540286.ece (Accessed 05.03.2013).  

Downie, D. L.,  2005. 'Global Environmental Policy: Governance Through Regimes' in R. S. 

 Axelrod, S. D. Vandeveer and D. L. Downie The Global Environment: Institutions, Law 

 and Policy Washintong: CQ Press.  

Dyer, H., 2001. ‘Theoretical Aspects of Environmental Security’ in E. Petzold-Bradley, A.  Carius 

and A. Vincze (eds) Responding to Environmental Conflicts: Implications for  Theory and 

Practice. Dordrecht: Kluwer.  

EEA, 2011. Agreement on the European Economic Area. Available at: 

 http://www.efta.int/~/media/Documents/legal-texts/eea/the-eea-

 agreement/Main%20Text%20of%20the%20Agreement/EEAagreement.pdf (Accessed 

 12.03.2013). 

Eide, E. B., 2013. 'Opening Remarks at Arctic Frontiers', speech delivered at the Arctic 

 Frontiers conference in Tromsø, transcript available at: 

 http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/ud/whats-new/Speeches-and-

 articles/e_speeches/2013/remarks_frontiers.html?id=713462 (Accessed 16.03.2013).  

Emmers, R. 2007. 'Securitization' in A. Collins (ed.) Contemporary Security Studies., Oxford: 

 Oxford University Press. 

Epstein, C., 2008. The Power of Words in International Relations: Birth of an Anti-Whaling 

 Discourse. Cambridge: MIT Press. 

EU Observer, 2008. 'Commission backs Norway's Arctic vision: no new treaty'. Available at: 

 http://euobserver.com/news/27104 

European Parliament, 2008. 'European Parliament resolution of 9 October 2008 on Arctic 

 governance'. Available at: http://eur-

 lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2010:009E:0041:0043:EN:PDF 

 (Accessed 10.03.2013).  

http://www.dn.no/energi/article2540286.ece
http://www.efta.int/~/media/Documents/legal-texts/eea/the-eea
http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/ud/whats-new/Speeches-and
http://euobserver.com/news/27104
http://eur/


European Parliament). 2011. 'Resolution of 20 January 2011 on a sustainable EU policy for 

 the High North', available at: 

 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-

 2011-0024+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN (Accessed 11.03.2013).  

Faremo, G., 2010. 'The Strategic Challenges in the Arctic', available at: 

 http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/fd/whats-new/Speeches-and-

 articles/minister/speeches-and-articles-by-minister-of-def/2010/the-strategic-

 challenges-in-the-arctic-a.html?id=622209 (Accessed 13.03.2013).  

Gad, U. P. and Petersen, K. L., 2012. 'Samtaler om Københavner-skolen - Begreper om  politikk 

i studier av sikkerhetisering', Internasjonal Politikk vol. 7 (3). 

Grindheim, A., 2009. 'The Scramble for the Arctic? A Discourse Analysis of Norway and the 

 EU's Strategies Toward the European Arctic', FNI Report 9 

Hansen, L., 2006. Security as Practice - Discourse Analysis and the Bosnian War New York: 

 Routledge 

Hansen, L., 2011. 'The politics of securitization and the Muhammad cartoon crisis: a post-

 structuralist perspective', Security Dialogue vol. 42 (4-5) 

Hajer, M. A., (1995), The Politics of Environmental Discourse: Ecological Modernization and 

 the Policy Process. New York: Oxford University Press 

Hønneland, G., 2005. Barentsbrytninger: norsk nordområdepolitikk etter den kalde krigen. 

 Kristiansand: Høyskoleforlaget 

Huntington, H. P., Boyle, M., Flowers, G. E., Weatherly, J. W., Hamilton, L. C., Hinzman, L., 

 Gerlach, C., Zulueta, R., Nicolson, C., Overpeck, J. 2007. 'The influence of human  activity 

in the Arctic on climate and climate impacts', Climatic Change vol. 82 (1-2).  

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA
http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/fd/whats-new/Speeches-and


Ibrekk, H. O., 2007. 'Norsk miljø- og resurspolitikk - Norge et foregangsland?' available at: 

 http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/ud/campaigns/refleks/innspill/miljo_klima/ibrek

 k.html?id=492912 

Jensen, L. C., 2007. 'Petroleum discourse in the European Arctic: the Norwegian case'. Polar 

 Record vol. 43 

Jensen, L. C., 2012. 'Norwegian petroleum extraction in Arctic waters to save the  environment: 

introducing 'discourse co-optation' as a new analytical term', Critical  Discourse Studies vol. 

9 (1) 

Jensen, L. C., and Hønneland, G., 2011. 'Framing the High North: Public Discourses in Norway 

 after 2000'. Acta Borealia: a Nordic Journal of Circumpolar Societies vol. 28 (1) 

Krasner, S. D., 2001.'Rethinking the sovereign state model in M. Cox, T. Dunne and K. Booth 

 (eds) Empires, Systems and States: Great Transformatins in International Politics. 

 Cambridge: University of Cambridge Press 

Litfin, K. T., 1999. 'Constructing Environmental Security and Ecological Interdependence' Global 

Governance 5  

Lurås, H., 2012. 'Mens vi avventer peak oil', Security in Practice 3 

Marcussen, H. E., 2012. 'Støre's Arctic Castles in the Air' Tvergastein 2 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2001. Om Norge og Europa ved inngangen til et nyt århundre. 

 White paper 12, 2000–2001. Available at:  

 http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/ud/dok/regpubl/stmeld/20002001/stmeld-nr-

 12-2000-2001-.html?id=193849. (Accessed 15.03.2013).  

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2006. The Norwegian Government's High North Strategy. 

 Available at: http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/UD/Vedlegg/strategien.pdf 

 (Accessed 05.11.2012).  

http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/ud/campaigns/refleks/innspill/miljo_klima/ibrek
http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/ud/campaigns/refleks/innspill/miljo_klima/ibrek
http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/ud/dok/regpubl/stmeld/20002001/stmeld-nr
http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/UD/Vedlegg/strategien.pdf


Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2011. 'The High North - Visions and strategies'. Available at: 

 http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/UD/Vedlegg/Nordomr%C3%A5dene/UD_nordom

 rodene_EN_web.pdf (Accessed 10.11.2012).  

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2012. 'Managing the Arctic - Norway's views'. Available at: 

 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/afet/dv/201/201

 203/20120321_managingthearctic_en.pdf 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2013. 'Norway's image abroad - a shared responsibility'. Available 

 at: http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/ud/selected-topics/public-diplomacy-and-

 cultural-cooperatio/image_abroad.html?id=708753 (Accessed 12.03.2013).  

Ministry of Petroleum and Energy, 2004. Utredning av konsekvenser av helårig 

 petroleumsvirksomhet i området Lofoten - Barentshavet (ULB) - Behandling av 

 høringsuttalelsene til ULB. Available at: 

 http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/kilde/oed/hdk/2002/0004/ddd/pdfv/209864-

 ulb_behandling_av_kommentarer.pdf (Accessed 02.02.2013).  

Ministry of Petroleum and Energy, 2011. 'Norway's oil and gas resources', available at: 

 http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/oed/Subject/Oil-and-Gas/norways-oil-and-gas-

 resources.html?id=443528 (Accessed 14.11.2012).  

Ministry of Petroleum and Energy, 2012. 'New possibilities in the north - 22nd licensing  round'.  

Available at: http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/oed/press-center/press- releases/2012/new-

possibilities-in-the-north--22nd-lic.html?id=691467 (Accessed  08.01.2013).  

National Snow & Ice Data Center, 2012. 'Poles apart: A record-breaking summer and winter'. 

 Available at: http://nsidc.org/arcticseaicenews/2012/10/poles-apart-a-record-

 breaking-summer-and-winter/ (Accessed 14.12.2012).  

Nationen, 2012. 'Statssekretær Statssekretær Per Rune Henriksen (Ap) til Brussel for å tale 

 EU-parlamentet imot om oljeverksemd i Arktis'. Available at: 

http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/UD/Vedlegg/Nordomr%C3%A5dene/UD_nordom
http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/UD/Vedlegg/Nordomr%C3%A5dene/UD_nordom
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/afet/dv/201/201
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/afet/dv/201/201
http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/ud/selected-topics/public-diplomacy-and
http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/kilde/oed/hdk/2002/0004/ddd/pdfv/209864
http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/oed/Subject/Oil-and-Gas/norways-oil-and-gas
http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/oed/press-center/press
http://nsidc.org/arcticseaicenews/2012/10/poles-apart-a-record


 http://www.nationen.no/2012/09/24/naring/olje/eu/eos-avtalen/direktiv/7678028/ 

 (Accessed 12.03.2013).  

Norconsult, 2010. 'Beredskap mot akutt oljeforurensning i nordområdene - Status og 

 forventet utvkling'. Available at: 

 http://www.norskoljeoggass.no/PageFiles/6532/Beredskap%20mot%20akutt%20olje

 forurensning%20i%20nordomr%C3%A5dene.pdf (Accessed 15.03.2013). 

Norwegian Polar Institute, 2010. Climate Change in the Norwegian Arctic - Consequences for 

 life in the north. Tromsø: Norwegian Polar Institute.  

Norwegian Directorate for Nature Management, 2007. '- For risikofylt å åpne for oljeboring i 

 sårbare områder i nord'. Available at: 

 http://www.dirnat.no/content.ap?thisId=500033419&language=0 (Accessed 

 05.02.2013).  

Norwegian Directorate for Nature Management, 2012. 'Kunnskap før olje'. Available at: 

 http://www.dirnat.no/content/500044519/Kunnskap-for-olje (Accessed 05.02.2013).  

Norwegian Society for the Conservation of Nature, 2011. 'Ja til kunnskap, nei til olje'. 

 Available at: http://naturvernforbundet.no/lofoten-vesteraalen-og-senja/ja-til-

 kunnskap-nei-til-olje-article23328-1467.html (Accessed 04.03.2013). 

Noreng, Ø., 1982. 'The International Petroleum Game and Norway's Dilemma', Cooperation 

 and Conflict, XVII.  

Oettinger, G., 2010. 'Oil exploration and extraction - risks, liability and regulation', speech 

 delivered at the European Parliament Plenary Session, transcript available at: 

 http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-10-368_en.htm (Accessed  05.03.2013).  

Offerdal, K., 2010. 'Arctic Energy in EU Policy: Arbitrary Interest in the Norwegian High  North', 

Arctic vol. 63 (1).  

http://www.nationen.no/2012/09/24/naring/olje/eu/eos-avtalen/direktiv/7678028/
http://www.norskoljeoggass.no/PageFiles/6532/Beredskap%20mot%20akutt%20olje
http://www.norskoljeoggass.no/PageFiles/6532/Beredskap%20mot%20akutt%20olje
http://www.dirnat.no/content.ap?thisId=500033419&language=0
http://www.dirnat.no/content/500044519/Kunnskap-for-olje
http://naturvernforbundet.no/lofoten-vesteraalen-og-senja/ja-til
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-10-368_en.htm


Olsen, E., 2007. 'Risiko for miljøutslipp fra petrolemssektoren og annen havforurensing', 

 available at: 

 http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/ud/kampanjer/refleks/innspill/miljo_klima/olsen

 .html?id=492846 (Accessed 05.02.2013).  

Office of the Prime Minister, 2005. 'The Soria Moria declaration on international policy'. 

 Available at: http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/smk/documents/Reports-and- action-

plans/rapporter/2005/The-Soria-Moria-Declaration-on- Internati.html?id=438515 (uploaded 

in 2007) (Accessed 06.03.2013).  

Office of the Prime Minister, 2007. 'New measures to reach Norway's ambitious climate 

 targets'. Available at: http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/smk/Whats-

 new/news/2007/New-measures-to-reach-Norways-ambitious-.html?id=473566 

 (Accessed 02.02.2013).  

Pedersen, E., 2013. 'Vi tar Norge videre etter olja'. Available at: http://www.nrk.no/ytring/vi-

 tar-norge-videre-etter-olja_-1.10895435 (Accessed 03.03.2013).  

Serreze, M. C., Walsh, J. E., Chapin, F. S., Osterkamp, T., Dyurgerov, M., Romanovsky, V., 

 Oechel, W. C., Morison, J., Zhang, T., Barry, R. G. 2000. 'Observational Evidence of 

 Recent Change in the Northern High-Latitude Environment'. Climate Change, vol. 46.   

Spiegel, 2013. 'Norway's New Foreign Minister: "Exploitation of Arctic Resources Will 

 Happen"'. Available at: http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/interview-

 norway-s-foreign-minister-espen-barth-eide-on-arctic-drilling-a-863558.html 

 (Accessed 15.03.2013).  

Støre, J. G., 2009. 'Norway's High North strategy: Presence, Activity and Knowledge', 

 available at: 

 http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/ud/aktuelt/taler_artikler/jgs_taler_artikler/2009

 /norways-high-north-strategy-presence-act.html?id=544060 (Accessed 05.03.2013).  

Støre, J. G., 2012. 'Norway's Interests in the High North', Tvergastein 2.  

http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/ud/kampanjer/refleks/innspill/miljo_klima/olsen
http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/ud/kampanjer/refleks/innspill/miljo_klima/olsen
http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/smk/documents/Reports-and
http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/smk/Whats
http://www.nrk.no/ytring/vi
http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/interview
http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/ud/aktuelt/taler_artikler/jgs_taler_artikler/2009
http://www.regjeringen.no/nb/dep/ud/aktuelt/taler_artikler/jgs_taler_artikler/2009


 Tamnes, R., 2011. 'Arctic Security in Norway' in J. Kraska (ed) Arctic Security in an Age 

 of Climate Change. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

The Conservative Party, 2011. Ny virkelighet nye løsninger - Høyres petroleumsmelding. 

 Available at: http://www.e-pages.dk/hoyre/132/35 (Accessed 15.03.2013). 

Thorshaug, E. Ø., 2012. 'Triple A - Building Confidence in the Arctic, Amazonas and the 

 Antarctic', available at: http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/fd/whats-new/Speeches-

 and-articles/Speeches-and-articles-by-other-apolitica/speeches-and-articles-by-state-

 secretary/2012/triple-a--building-confidence-in-the-arc.html?id=708263 (Accessed 

 15.03.2013). 

Trombetta, M. J., 2009. 'Environmental security and climate change: analysing the 

 discourse', Cambridge Review of International Affairs, 21 (4).  

U.S. Geological Survey, 2008. 'Circum-Arctic Resource Appraisal: Estimates of Undiscovered 

 Oil and Gas North of the Arctic Circle', Available at: 

 http://pubs.usgs.gov/fs/2008/3049/fs2008-3049.pdf (Accessed 08.11.2012).  

Weber, S. and Romanyshyn, I., 2011. 'Breaking the ice - The European Union and the Arctic', 

 International Journal autumn. 

Wegge, N., 2012. 'Norge og EU - partnere i Arktis', Nordlit 29. 

Wæver, O., (2004) ‘Aberystwyth, Paris, Copenhagen New Schools in Security Theory and the 

 Origins between Core and Periphery.’ Available at: 

 http://citation.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/7/4/4/6/pages74461/

 p74461-1.php (Accessed 12.11.2012). 

WWF Norway, 2010. 'Norges Amazones må vernes mot oljeboring'. Available at: 

 http://www.wwf.no/?29701/Norges-Amazonas-m-vernes-mot-oljeboring (Accessed 

 04.02.2013). 

 

http://www.e-pages.dk/hoyre/132/35
http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/fd/whats-new/Speeches
http://pubs.usgs.gov/fs/2008/3049/fs2008-3049.pdf
http://citation.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/7/4/4/6/pages74461/
http://citation.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/7/4/4/6/pages74461/
http://www.wwf.no/?29701/Norges-Amazonas-m-vernes-mot-oljeboring


 

 


