MIXXHAPOJAHE NPABO

Polych Valeriia Pavlivna,

Postgraduate Student of the European Union Law
Department, Yaroslav Mudryi National Law University,
Ukraine, Kharkiv

e-mail: polich@gmail.com

ORCID 0000-0003-4443-4890

doi: 10.21564/2414—990x.151.217727
UDC 341.176:502/504—049.5

ENVIRONMENTAL SECURITY
IN THE INTERNATIONAL SECURITY SYSTEM:
DEFINITION PROBLEMS

The experience of the XX — the beginning of XXI century demonstrates the crucial importance of
security for human existence. Safety study is a scientific field which is not developed enough, although
its results are already de facto different from what has been studied by other sciences. Innovations in
scientific knowledge, taking into account the new problems, risks and security threats identified, confirm
this fact.

After the end of the Cold War, a new international legal order was formed, as a result of that, studies
in the field of security required its rethinking as a social phenomenon from a broader methodological
points of view, not reducing security only to neutralizing military threats. Identification of subtypes of
security (political, military, economic, environmental, food, energy, etc.) by field feature, depending on
the presence of threats to a particular group of values does not lead to the loss of the international system
of its integrity, but only groups similar variables within the system which contributes to their studies and
interpretations. Attempts to build a hierarchy of security subtypes within international security are not
rational enough, given their interdependence, as well as (interest, knowledge, worldview, etc.), which guide
certain authors in building such a hierarchy.

As a result of the variety of approaches to the interpretation of the concept of <environmental
security», researches which are conducted in the XXI century are losing elements of simplicity inherent in
the developments of the XX century. The use of an interdisciplinary approach complicates the coordination
of environmental security research, but at the same time meets modern needs.

The paper proves the inadequacy of the traditional understanding of security and shows that global
changes in the environment create new conflicts, threats and challenges, and thus demonstrate the urgent
need to look for new forms of cooperation based on international law for humanity survival and ensuring
of sustainable development.

The paper does not claim to reveal the full picture of the phenomenon being studied. Therefore, the
author is fully aware of all the formal and conceptual shortcomings that the paper may contain, and
welcome any comments, remarks on the provisions set out in it.

Keywords: danger; security; challenge to security; environmental conflict; environmental
security; environmental rights; international environmental law.
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Exosoriyna Ge3neka B CHCTEMi Mi?KHapOAHOI Ge3NeKu: NpoOJeMH BUSHAYEHHS

Hoceio XX — nouamxy XXI cmoximms demoncmpye supiwanvie suauenms 6esnexu 0ns icnyeaniis
modcmea. Jlocnioncenns besnexu sensomy co601 HeOOCMAmMHbO PO3GUHEHUL HAYKOBUL HANPSIM, X0Ud iX
pesyavmamu de-paxmo xce 6iOPisHAOMbCSL 610 Mozo, wo 6ya0 docaidxcerno imuumu naykamu. Hosauii
HAYK0B020 3HAHHS, 3 02110Y HA GUACLEHT HOGL NPOOIeMU, PUSUKU T 3a2po3u besneyi, nidmeepoxcyiomy uei
Gaxm.

Iicas 3aeepuenns <xon00HOi GitiHu» GI00YLOCS CMAHOBIEHHS HOB020 MINCHAPOOHO20 NPABONO-
PAOKY, 6HACHIOOK 4020 docniOncenus 6 chepi Gesnexu umazaiu il NEPEOCMUCICHHS SK COUIANLHOZO
A6Uwa 3 OLILW WUPOKUX MEMOOOL0ZIUHUX NO3ULIL, He 3600suu Oe3neKy uue 00 Helmparsayii 60EHHUX
3azpos. I0enmuixayis nideudie Gesnexu (NoiMuuHA, B0EHNHA, EKOHOMINA, EKOJOZIUNA, NPOOOBOILUA,
enepzemuuna ma in.) 3a 2aiy3e601 03HAKON 3ANEHCHO 6I0 HASBHOCMI 3a2P03 NEGHITL ZPYNT UiHHOCMEl He
gede 0o empamu MiNCHAPOOHOK CUCTEMOIO CBOET YLAICHOCMI, A Juwie 2pYNYe CX0dxuC 3MinHi 6cepeduni cuc-
memu, wo cnpusie ix docaidcenno ma inmepnpemayii. Hamazanms eubyoyeamu nesny icpapxiio niogudie
Gesnexu 6cepeduii MidcHapoOHoi 6esnexu € nedoCmamnbo PauioHALLHUMU, 36ANCAIOUU HA IXHIO 63AEMO-
obymosaenicmy, a maxkoyc me (inmepec, SHaHHsL, CEIMOIAOHUL NIOXI0 MOWO ), YUM KePYHOMbCsL i Yu iHui
asmopu npu nobyoosi maxoi iepapxii.

Y pesyrvmami pisnomanimms nioxodie 0o inmepnpemayii nowsmms <exonoziuna 6esnexas 0ocui-
Oarcenns, wo nposodsmocs 6 XXI cm., smpauaiomy eremenmu npocmomu, éracmusi pospooxam XX cm.
Bukopucmanus migcoucyuniinapnozo nioxody ycxkaaonioe xoopounayito 0ocrioycens exonoziunoi 6es-
nexu, aie 8 mou Jce 4ac 6ionosioac cyuacnum nompedam.

Y cmammi dosedeno neadexeammicmv mpaduyitinozo posyminms 6esnexku ma NoKA3aHo, wo 210-
banvii 3MIHU HABKOAUWHDOZO CepedosUa NOPOOKCYIOMb OB KOHMDIIKMU, 3aZpo3u | 6UKIUKU, a 6i0max
demoncmpyromny nazaiviy nompedy y NowyKy HoGUX GopM cnienpayi depicas Ha 0CHOBL HOPM MidcHA-
POOHO20 NPaAsa 3apadul GUICUBAHNS. TH0OCMEA MA 3a6e3NeUEHHS CMAN020 POICGUMKY.

Cmammsi ne npemendye Ha PosKpumms noeHoi xapmunu 0ociioxcysanozo seuwa. Toxe mu uinkom
YCBI0OMMIOEMO YCI POPpMAILHI Ma KOHUENMyaivHi HeOOAiKU, SKI 60HQ MOJXCe MICMUMU, i Gimaromoes
6YyOb-sKi Komenmapi, 3ayeancenist w000 GUKIAOCHUX 8 Hill NOJONCEHD.

Kio4osi cioBa: nebGesneka; 6e3neKa; BUKINK OE3IIel; eKOMOrIYHNi KOH(IIIKT; eKoJoridna 6e3-
TTeKa; eKOJIOTiUHI MTpaBa; MikKHAPOIHE €KOJIOTiYHE TPaBo.

Problem setting. A relic of the Cold War era is the consideration of international
security issues through the prism of military security. Concepts of international
security, the core of which is military security, largely exclude the consideration of
non-military threats and non-military security provision measures.

Approval of a new international legal order in the XXI century requires a
rethinking of international security as social phenomena, as a result of which
security research should be conducted from a broader methodological standpoint.
A number of reports discussed at international conferences prepared by authoritative
specialists in recent decades have raised the level of ecological awareness. The result
of extensive discussions was a review of established security paradigms, which now
includes an environmental component.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The political problems of global
environmental security in recent decades have attracted considerable attention
by foreign and domestic scholars, which cannot be said about the international
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law provision of environmental security, which was developed today only by some
domestic lawyers (A.P. Getman [21], V.L. Kachuriner [28], N.M. Korniichuk [40],
V.V. Kostitsky [21], M.O. Medvedieva [34], N.I. Romaniuk [40], Ye. O. Shevkunova
[44]), which indicates the relevance and practical significance of the study.

Statement of the article objective. The article is aimed at further developing
new approaches to the formation of a new international security paradigm, an
important component of which is environmental security.

Presentation of the main body of the article. For a long time in human history,
the term “security” was either not considered a social phenomenon at all (in ancient
times, security was not a matter of public concern, as any disaster was seen as
inevitable or as the will of the gods [42]), or interpreted as the ability to survive.

In the process of state-legal development, its content gradually changed
(“survival” and “security” are not synonymous any more), as it began to get a certain
social and political content (an idea of certain values as an object of security was
forming). As a result, “security” began to be seen as the opposite of “danger” and
accordingly understood and interpreted quite narrowly (survival and freedom from
life-threatening dangers, confidence in their future, which meant a certain life choice
[54, p. 4-5]), mainly using military terminology, as force, which is an attribute of
power, was considered to be the most important condition for achieving security.

After the decline of feudalism and the establishment of national states, the
primary responsibility for maintaining security was given to the state, which led
to linking the concept of “security” with the territorial integrity and national
sovereignty of the state, and thus security was considered to be the main activity
(function) of the state.

Danger was interpreted as an event provoked by dangerous factors or a situation
in which there is a threat or probable occurrence (development) of something
undesirable (natural disaster, catastrophe, etc.) or harm (material, physical, moral)
to an individual, community, church, society, state or to certain object of value.
Danger, unlike threat, is not characterized by a critical probability of causing harm.

The complication of public and state life has led to the expansion of the
concept: danger is also understood as the possibility of adverse (negative) impact of
something on an object, which can give it undesirable qualities and/or dynamics of
development, worsen its properties, results of functioning.

Sources of danger have historically evolved: if some, such as the wrath of the
gods, gradually cease to be perceived as a danger, others are permanent — human,
one’s activities, tools, environment, phenomena and processes associated with
human interaction with the environment, the third ones arise at a certain stage of
development of society and the state.

Gradually, according to the number of subjects, individual, local, national,
regional or global dangers began to be distinguished. According to the scale of the
negative consequences, as well as depending on who it posed a threat, the danger
began to differentiate into small, large, serious, greatest, deadly, extreme, direct, and
SO on.
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The conditionality of the “security” concept in the sense of “danger” largely
determined the formation of theoretical approaches to defining the meaning of
“security”, highlighting its features, types classification, disclosure of relationships
with other concepts, including “challenge”, “risk”, “threat” and “vulnerability”.

“Danger” along with the concepts of “dangerous factor”, “challenge”, “risk”
and “threat” in the categorical series takes place between “risk” and “threat”. The
concept of “risk”, which consists in the active volitional action of the subject in
conditions of uncertainty of the result of the action (probability of failure, which
entails a numerically measurable possibility of losses of various kinds) with the
hope of luck, arises at the turn of the Middle Ages and New Ages era, when people
became aware of the responsibility for decisions made primarily in the economic
and political spheres. “Challenge” is a set of phenomena and processes that at a
particular time do not affect the level of security, but in the absence of a response to
their occurrence, ensuring a high level of security in the future is quite problematic.
Accordingly, the term “challenge” could be considered as the initial stage of threat
formation. The concept of “threat” is considered synonymous to concept “danger”,
but is a more specific, real form of danger of harm. Accordingly, not every danger
carries a threat, as it can be potential, real, but ineffective or temporarily inactive.
The threat, in turn, is seen as a real danger, but one that has not yet caused harm,
although its occurrence is quite probable. The transition from “danger” to “threat”
is usually determined by the quantitative and qualitative influence of dangerous
factors. If “challenge”, “danger” and “threat” are always related to the action of
external factors, then “risk” is related to the possibility of harm causing as a result
of the subject’s own actions. The difference between the mentioned concepts could
also be revealed through the prism of two components: the subjective intentions and
objective capabilities of one of the subjects of the relationship to harm the other [7;
30, p. 371, 1559].

Gradually, there is also an awareness of the fact that the nature of security
manifestation, as well as hazards’, which are considered as certain interconnected
systems, depends on the intensity of the system as a whole and at all its hierarchical
levels, depending on the quantitative and qualitative content of components,
subsystems etc., which are part of it and form the system itself (in all its components
without any exception); states, both internal relative equilibrium of the system as
a whole and external with its environment, as well as the equilibrium states of its
components, ie the nature of the interaction of the latter both within themselves
and their interaction with the environment [57, p. 69].

If by the time of the Industrial Revolution, the narrow approach to interpreting
“security” corresponded in general to the real state of society (although with
environmental problems of a natural nature (earthquakes, volcanic eruptions,
droughts, floods, tsunamis, forest fires, etc.) humanity periodically encountered
always, but human intervention in biological processes was minimal), then after
it the restriction of “security” exclusively to the problems of war and peace was
artificial.
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Although in the Middle Ages the concept of “security” did not cover the
environmental component, the need for certain environmental measures still existed.
However, the measures taken by the state have traditionally been aimed at ensuring
other aspects of security — they were usually of military!, economic? or resource
nature, and were aimed at protecting private property on natural objects®. At the
same time, some cases of legal protection of natural objects as such could still be
found in this period [46; 8].

It should be noted that the first steps towards the “ecologization” of industry
were taken by the legislator in the Middle Ages in accordance with the utilitarian
approach. Thus, in 1285, King Edward I of England issued a decree forbidding
by death penalty in London burning “soft coal” in brick kilns, which contained a
significant proportion of pollutants. In 1388, King Robert II passed an act aimed at
protecting the quality of water in the River Thames, which prohibited the dumping
of household and industrial waste into the river within London. The transition in
England from the use of coal briquettes (production began in the late XV century)
to the method of coking coal (XVII century) was made as a result of the discovery
of damage to health from the combustion of sulfur contained in coal.

The paradigm shift in economic development that accompanied the transition
from an agrarian economy to the industrial revolution (1700s), accordingly the
transition of the national economy to a new technological system, and the change in
the organization of industrial and agricultural production created the preconditions
for exacerbating of old and emerging environmental problems of artificial nature.
Thus, the fight against harmful emissions into the air, which began in England in the
XIIT century, continues to this day [52]. During the XIX century. and in the first
half of the twentieth century in England, a number of regulations were adopted to
reduce harmful emissions into the air, special control inspections were established,
but the effectiveness of the measures remained low, as the state did not have a clear
policy in the field of environmental safety.

! Thus, the decree by Tsar Ivan IV (Grozny) on barricade lines and barricade backlogs, which set a
ban on deforestation on the southern borders of the Moscow Kingdom, provided for the preservation
of forests aimed at creating backlogs (barricades) against the Tatar cavalry [43; 56, p. 16—20].

2 Thus, such activities as herding, hunting, fishing, farming, on which depended the food security of
the individual, their communities and society as a whole (and indirectly the political stability of the
state), are directly connected to and dependent on climate and weather conditions.

3 During the Middle Ages, natural objects came under legal protection only if they were in the Grand
Ducal, monastic or communal property. Thus, “Ruska Pravda” (spatial version) provided punishment
in the form of a fine for such offenses as “theft” of a beaver (Article 69), damage to the duke’s
beekeeping tree with bees (Article 76), unintentional felling of a master tree (Article 75), deliberate
felling of oak (i.e., the current beekeeping tree) (Article 73), etc. [41]. Chapter IX “On fishing, on
forests, on the beekeeping tree” of the Statute of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania (1529) provided for
liability for crimes aimed at violating the right of ownership of certain natural objects [47]. Thus, the
“environmental legislation” of the Middle Ages developed within the framework of private ownership
of natural objects, affecting mainly the areas of hunting, beekeeping, fishing and forest usage. Since
the XVI century. legal protection of natural objects begins to be carried out at the local level by
issuing royal charters to cities [8].
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Within the utilitarian approach to nature, i.e. as to a mean of certain goals
achieving, it was more profitable for politicians and industrialists to focus public
attention on military danger (real or imagined) than to agree on recognizing the
existence (and therefore adequate funding) of environmental security policy, as well
as to recognize the need to “ecologyization” of industrial policy'.

For a long time, “security” remained to be a rather amorphous concept, which
was interpreted differently depending on the historical epoch, national cultures,
spheres of human activity, academic disciplines in which it was studied [45, p. 4].

Analysis of approaches to the interpretation of the “security” concept, set out
in encyclopedic and interpretation dictionaries in the late XIX — early XX century,
shows that security as a social and legal phenomenon in this period was not formed.
Etymologically, in Ukrainian the term “security” originates from the term “danger”
and was derived from it. When disclosing the meaning of the concept of “security”,
it was mostly about protected relations, types of dangers and state measures aimed
at neutralizing them. At the turn of the XIX and XX centuries, first, there was a
realization that “security”, if viewed in isolation from the individual or social system
of values, has no independent political significance, and secondly, approaches to
identifying such phenomena as “security” and the first steps were taken to distinguish
its subtypes, in particular: state, personal and property one [6, p. 304—305].

The formulation of a universal definition of “security” is complicated by the fact
that different authors and at different times tried to give a narrow or broad (the
more dimensions the security include — the broader the definition is), “hard” or
“soft” definition?, considered this phenomenon as a global or restricted it by national
framework, from the internal or external, traditional or non-traditional treats’ points
of view, they tried to give an answer the questions: Whose security is in question
(definition of a referent object, which is the core of the mechanism of international
security)? What is considered a security problem? How to ensure security?

There is no consensus in international law on the definition of a referent
object. We share the definition by B. Buzan, according to which the referent object
of international security — are phenomena that are considered to be existentially
threatened with extinction and which therefore need proper protection on the basis
of international law [9].

In the conditions of bipolar confrontation and until the end of the Cold War, the
state® was considered the main referent object of protection, as international stability

! For the first time the term <ecology» was used in work «Man and Nature» by the American
ambassador to Italy G. P. Marsh. On the empirical data basis, he proved the negative impact of
human activities on forests and waterways in ancient Rome. Although his work was purely scientific,
not political-economic in nature, it is believed that it sowed the seeds of political ecology and
ecological security [31].

2 The «hard» definition is associated with a more traditional, narrow approach, which emphasizes the
force, in particular military confrontation [51, p. 38—39]. In turn, a «soft» approach to determining
the content of security emerged in the late XX century and provides for the integration of national
security with human security [33, p. 63].

3 Beginning in 1947, when the United States passed the National Security Act, security issues began
to be determined by the concept of national interests.
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depended on the state of its security [11, p. 1]. However, in our opinion, the state
(as well as society and individual) is a subject of security, not its object. It is still
the sovereignty, territorial integrity and independence of the state that should be
considered as a referent object, as the obligation to protect them is perceived as a jus
cogens rule and, therefore, is recognized as a value by the international community
in general [17].

For a long time, human security, or rather ensuring its rights and freedoms
and sustainable development, was in fact derived from the security of the state and
was considered exclusively from the standpoint of interstate military confrontation
[29; 2, p. 68]. The need to ensure the protection of human rights ensuring (both
the individual and their communities, including humanity as a whole [3, p. 47])
from other threats, including enlarging of poverty, migration, environmental
problems, was ignored in fact, and if certain measures were taken by the state, such
as the introduction by Western countries in the XX century of social protection
policy within the concept of the welfare state, it was interpreted not as a fact of
recognition along with military security of other subtypes of security, but only
as tactical measures in the strategy to curb the communism spread in the world
[49, p. 3].

The shift of emphasis from the state to the human rights protection as an
object of security at the international level was gradual, not always consistent,
and before the collapse of the USSR and the Warsaw Pact was often used as a tool
in ideological confrontation. However, since the 1990s, the number of studies in
security research that substantiates the idea of considering human and society as
no less important referent objects, for which no less, if not more important are the
dangers of environmental, economic, and social nature, is enlarging.

It should be noted that there was, and in general it still is, the problem of
comparing different types of threats to national security, and thus measuring the
amount of their funding by governments and the use of available resources. It is
no coincidence that in the conditions of fierce military-political confrontation
until the second half of the XX century even the world’s leading powers did not
have detailed concepts of security (the concept of “national security” was firstly
used by T. Roosevelt in 1904, it was enshrined in the United States only in 1947
in the law “On National Security”), which would take into account the dangers of
non-military character. This situation has allowed governments and the military-
industrial complex of the world’s leading nations to focus their efforts and resources
on countering military threats and ignoring other, perhaps even more harmful
security challenges.

Although environmental security was perceived as a futuristic concern, its
identification as a relatively independent subspecies of security began in the 1960s
and 1980s against the background of the transition from the previous paradigm
of environmental policy, which was anthropocentric because it sought to preserve
nature mainly for aesthetic or economic reasons (for example, to protect birds that
have been useful for pest control in agriculture), to a new ecocentric (Eurocentric in
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its origin) paradigm [25; 21], the core of which was the idea of ensuring human and
their communities environmental rights [27]. This paradigm shift was determined by
the fact that climate change is an important factor threating human security through
(1) undermining livelihoods; (2) compromising culture and identity; (3) increasing
migration that people would rather have avoided; (4) challenging the ability of states
to provide the conditions necessary for human security [15, p. 758].

The separation of non-military subtypes of security in the composition of
national security, primarily environmental security, required a revision of previously
formed styles and ways of thinking, which in turn required a critical understanding
of security issues from the standpoint of universal experience of society’s interaction
with nature: the question whether ecological problems could be defined by the
politically significant label “security” required a positive solution. It should be noted
that it is specialists in the field of international relations who have made significant
efforts to “securitize” the environmental policy, providing such life-threatening
problems as ozone depletion, melting glaciers, etc., the same level of priority which
is traditionally recognized for military security [25].

Rapid and uneven growth of the world’s population! against the background of
unequal access to natural resources, their rapid decline and deterioration, as well
as degradation of basic ecosystems (this causes the problem of extremely complex
and financially burdensome for the budget measures to preserve and restore),
exacerbating food problems security? turned in the late XX — early XXI century to
(directly related to the environment) the main drivers of increasing risks to not only
national, but also regional and international security. Establishing the impact of the
deficit of renewable resources (arable land, water, forests, fish, etc.); impoverishment
of the population of certain regions as a result of environmental degradation, which
provoke both intra-state and inter-state migration of the population®; settlements
pollution, violence outbreaks, widening economic gaps between states and financial
instability have prompted international law scholars to recognize the fact that
environmental security is becoming an important stage of the evolution of both

' If in 2000 the population of the Earth was 6.1 billion people, in 2015 — 7.2 billion. Climate change
will have significant impacts on forms of migration that compromise human security.

2Tt is well established that such factors as poverty, water availability, food policy agreements and
regulations, and the demand for productive land for alternative uses sensitive to climate variability
and climate change [4]. The 2010-2011 food price spike resulted in more than 44 million people
below the basic needs poverty line across 28 countries. Thus, food security affects the basic-needs
elements of human security [26].

3 Changes in climatic conditions, both natural and as a result of human activities, are the factors that
further motivate the population to significant temporary displacement (the phenomenon of “climate
refugee” (“environmental displacees”, “environmentally-induced displaced persons”, “environmentally-
displaced populations “ and “ecorefugees “) originated about 30 years ago [36],’climate refugee”
means people who have temporarily or permanently left their traditional habitat due to a marked
environmental disruption (natural and/or triggered by people) that jeopardized their existence or
seriously affected the quality of their life [50; 13]), which carries additional challenges and risks for
national security and human security. The United Nations forecast that as early as in the first half of
the 21st century there will be millions of environmental migrants in the world.
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national and international political, legal and economic systems'. That in its turn
gave additional relevance and practical significance to the implementation of
theoretical developments, which ultimately led, firstly, to realizing that ensuring a
safe environment is in fact one of the greatest transnational problems of mankind, an
important dimension of international and national security, human rights, secondly,
the need to substantiate the category of “environmental security” and its discussion
in the context of developing the concept of international security policy [59,
p. 1350-1351; 1].

That attention which is paid in international law to the regulation of
environmental safety issues is caused by the fact that the direct borrowing of the
environmental risk assessment and management frameworks, as well as approaches
to legal regulation of ecological security, developed even by the most advanced
states (e.g., USA, Japan, EU Member States and the European Union as a whole)
may not cope with (not causing a positive effect) in countries whose socio-economic
and political-legal features do not allow them to be effectively perceived, adapted
and implemented. This encourages the development of universal international legal
approaches to solving ecological problems.

From the middle of the XX century humanity has become aware of the possibility
and potential danger of regional® and, in the future, of global® environmental disasters
of natural and human-made nature, which has put on the agenda of international and
national legal regulation the task of finding a reasonable balance between human and
nature. Revolutionary changes in approaches to security thinking occurred after the
end of the Cold War due to the destruction of the bipolar model of the world order,
based on the concept of nuclear deterrence and mutual guaranteed destruction [53].
Mankind has begun to realize that the state of environmental security, in contrast
to military one, is achieved not by asserting its military dominance in confrontation
with other states or their blocs, but as a result of cooperation between them for
common survival (cooperation does not require agreement on ideological issues, but
only compliance with instrumental obligations for specific projects, accordingly, it
provides for the establishment of at least working contacts, and ideally — cooperation
of various formats on a regular basis, even with their opponents to prevent conflicts

! After the end of the Cold War, there is a process of worldview changing, which may be manifested
in the integration of ecological and trade considerations in the framework of the World Trade
Organization functioning, the introduction of Design for Environment methodologies within firms,
consideration of «industrial ecology» as an important factor of sustainable development in the XXI
century.

For example, the Canadian Environmental Catastrophe (1970), the loss of the Aral Sea, the
Bhopal Catastrophe (1984), the Chernobyl accident (1986), the accident at the AZF chemical
plant in Toulouse (2001), the Prestige oil tanker crash near the Spanish coast (2002), the
accident at the Fukushima-1 nuclear power plant (2011), the explosion of ammonium nitrate in
Beirut (2020).

For example, the increase in the concentration of greenhouse gases in the air, which later led to
global warming, which in turn provoked the melting of glaciers and rising ocean levels, as well as the
melting of permafrost in Russia, which will not only intensify global warming, but can also provoke
outbreaks of unknown diseases; pollution of the world’s oceans by plastic.

o

w
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and/or to resolve them') on the basis of international law [10, p. 35-36; 37, p. ix].
This encouraged to reviewing of the established vision of the content and structure
of international security, the scope of which now covered intra-state and ethnic-
religious conflicts, terrorism, cross-border crime, migration, human rights, poverty,
hunger, inequality, diseases and other health threats, economic security, energy,
ecological problems, etc. At the same time, the new concept of the international
security system was required to be open, functional and ready to respond to new
challenges, risks and security threats.

The paradigm shift in international security was embodied in the
reconceptualization of security, which provided for the expansion and deepening
(sectorization) of security. Accordingly, there is a desire of states to cooperate, the
establishment of international legal order in a particular area for the implementation
of projects in which most or all are interested [10, p. 35]. Identification of security
subtypes (military, economic, environmental, food, energy one etc.) by industry
feature, depending on the presence of threats to a particular group of values does
not lead to loss by system (international or national security) of its integrity?, but
only groups similar variables within the system, which contributes to their study
and interpretation. At the same time, the attempt to build a certain hierarchy of
security subtypes within international or national security is not rational enough,
taking into account their interdependence (thus, quite often in the background of
political, ethnic, religious and military conflicts, migration crises are economic and/
or environmental factors®; in their turn high economic and social vulnerability of
individual countries or regions may be caused by insufficient environmental and food
security) [19, p. 36—37], as well as such factors (interest, information, knowledge,
worldview approach, etc.), which certain authors are guided by in constructing such
a hierarchy.

Manifestation of deepening security was the movement, on the one hand, from
national to international security, and on the other — from national and international
security to human security, which provides four main pillars: freedom from fear;

! Thus, despite the confrontation between the Warsaw Pact Oraganization and NATO, in 1962 the
United States and the Soviet Union were able to resolve the Caribbean crisis, in 1968 a multilateral
treaty on nuclear weapon non-proliferation was signed, in 1972 the United States and the Soviet
Union signed an Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.

2 However, some authors note that the rapid differentiation of both international and national
security into numerous subtypes creates a situation where, in the case of uncoordinated development
of autonomous security conceptions according to their subtypes, it is difficult for specialists to
understand the general state of security (for certain subtypes of security (especially for economic and
ecological), it is also not an easy task), but also how they are interconnected, what hierarchy they
form and in what sequence they should be implemented if the implementation of one conception is
in conflict with the achievement of the goals of another [48, p. 3-4].

3 Thus, as early as 1798, T. Malthus in his work “An Essay on the Principle of Population» warned that
the misbalance between the needs of mankind and the availability of food over time will inevitably
lead to famine, poverty, disease and war. Careful analysis between environmental problems and the
growing conflict between states was confirmed in a number of studies in the late 1980s [32, p. 11-12;
16].
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freedom from poverty; freedom to live with dignity (democratic governance and
human rights); freedom from the dangers’ impact (natural disasters). As a result,
security is interpreted as a way of existence of the system, but, in contrast to the
danger, it provides its own equilibrium state both within itself in general and in its
structural components (subsystems, elements, “units”, etc. and their structures) as
well as in the interaction of the system itself and its structures, with its environment
[58, p. 368].

In establishing international cooperation between governments, national and
international organizations, as well as individuals on the protection of environmental
human rights!, nature and natural resources protection, environmental monitoring,
examination of environmental legislation, development of environmental programs,
etc. in the second half of the XX century specialized agencies and bodies of
the United Nations?, intergovernmental® and non-governmental? international
organizations, European regional intergovernmental and non-governmental
organizations® played an important role. Through their activities modern progressive
approaches to the vision of environmental security in the framework of international
law® have been established.

' At the turn of the XX—XXI centuries it became obvious that: «Public participation in environmental
decision-making relates to the notion of participatory democracy and environmental justice and
often comes to the fore in academic analyzes of environmental rights» [38, p. 171].

2 For example, Food and Agriculture Organization (1945), UNESCO (1945), International Union for
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (1948), World Health Organization (1948), World
Meteorological Organization, (1950), International Atomic Energy Agency (1957) , United Nations
Environment Program (1972). The activity by the UN and its bodies in ensuring environmental
security and environmental human rights is extremely important, as indicated by the documents
which they have developed, for example: The United Nations Economic Commission for Europe
(UNECE) Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-Making Access to
Justice in Environmental Matters (1998).

3 For example, Global Environment Monitoring System (1974), Arctic Monitoring and Assessment
Programme (1991), Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (1992), Arctic Council (1996) etc.

“ For example, World Wide Fund for Nature (1961), Greenpeace (1971), World Conservation
Monitoring Centre (1981), Global Resource Information Database UNEP (1985) etc.

5 For example, European Council on Environment Low (1974), European Environment Bureau (1974),
European Environment Foundation (1977), European Environment Research Organization (1990
p.), European Environment Information and Observation Network (1990), European Federation
for Nature and Animals (1990) Ta in. For more information on European Council activity aimed at
protecting human environmental rights see [18].

6 During the Cold War, the focus and content of international environmental law was primarily
determined by the nuclear confrontation between the United States and the Soviet Union, and thus
to prevent the consequences of the use of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. Such a
conclusion follows from a far from complete list of international agreements (Treaty Banning Nuclear
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water (1963), Treaty on the Prohibition
of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed
and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil thereof (1971), Convention on the Prohibition of the
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on
their Destruction (1972), Declaration of the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment
(1972), Convention on the Prohibition of the Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental
Modification Techniques (1976), United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (1982) etc.
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However, these organizations, unfortunately, did not pay enough attention to
conducting comprehensive researches in the field of environmental security, which
would systematically contain the official position by these institutions in this regard
[45, p. 7]. The exception is the European Union, in which there is a process of
convergence of national security systems and the formation of European security
policy based on allocation of established and developed system of common values, in
particular ecological, the existence of a supranational legal system and the gradual
formation of general-European identity [24; 20; 10, p. 36]. The EU pays significant
attention to the formation of a conceptual vision of environmental human rights
(human rights to life, health, shelter, and food are fundamentally breached by the
impacts of climate change) [12], defining their role and importance for the formation
and development of ecological law!. However, today we believe it is appropriate
to talk about the formation not so much of a common general-European security
policy as an “umbrella” concept, but about the process of forming sectoral security
subsystems, in particular the Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP), policy
in the sphere of ecological security and others.

“Ecological safety” is a term that, after extensive discussions on the whole range
of issues related to security (mostly they are connected with such legal issues: Safety
for whom? Regulation by what rules of law?; while no less important question:
What kind of security? What is the meaning of security? Is it possible to define a
common set of properties for all types of security?? Could the concept of “security”
be used as an analytical tool of international security theory? - much less attention
has been paid) which has been lasted for more than two last decades and hasn’t got
any certain and unambiguous answers [35, p. 1]. First of all, the question remains
whether environmental security is an independent subtype of international security,
or whether it should be considered as a component of human security (in the latter
case, it is necessary to establish its connections with political and social security)

[55; 59, p. 1351].

Against the background of the destruction of the USSR and the Warsaw Pact Organization, which
marked the end of the bloc confrontation, the focus of international law in the field of environmental
security is moving away from the military aspect, increasingly focusing on environmental activities
(for example, The Vienna Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer (1985), Convention on
Assistance in the Case of a Nuclear Accident or Radiological Emergency (1986); acts by UN General
Assembly: «World Charter for Nature» (1982), Report of the World Commission on Environment
and Development : «Our common future» (1987), «Environmental Perspective to the Year 2000
and Beyond» (1987); «Agenda for the XXI Century» Outcome document of the UN Conference
on development and environment (Rio de Janeiro,1992), «Future We Want»> Outcome document of
the UN Conference on Sustainable Development (Rio de Janeiro, 2012), Transforming our world:
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development etc.), aimed at facilitating agreements between the
USSR and the United States, as well as at the level of relevant international organizations on the
elimination and complete destruction of such weapon types.

! Fundamental EU environmental rights include those in the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights and
also those found in, or derived from, the ECHR. EU environmental rights divided into legislative
and fundamental, and both of these may be substantive or procedural in nature [24; 39; 22; 23].

2 Each subtype of security (military, political, economical, ecological, informational one, etc.) could
have its own specifics.
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Environmental security has diverse meanings; variably invoked to refer to how
national or human security! can be threatened by environmental change or how
the environmental itself can be rendered insecure. State-centric understanding
of the term views it as an: «intersection of environmental and national security
considerations at a national policy level» [25; 1, p. 5]. When discussing ecological
security in the context of human security, the emphasis is on dangerous living
conditions in which “people do not have enough options to avoid or adapt to
environmental change such that their needs, rights and values are likely to be
undermined” [25; 32, p. 18].

There is a widespread approach according to which ecological security could
be considered in the objective and subjective sense: in the objective sense it is
interpreted as the absence of threats to protected values, and in the subjective
sense — as the absence of fear that such values would be attacked, i.e. security
in the double sense means the absence of objective dangers (threats, challenges,
vulnerabilities and risks), as well as subjective fears) [7]. Other authors consider
ecological security as the ability of the state and society to withstand environmental
risks, adverse changes, and environmental conflicts (Chalecki E. L.); or as policies
and measures to ensure safety from environmental hazards arising naturally or as a
result of human activity (through error, negligence, accident or deliberate action)
either inside or outside the country (Cheremisinoff N.P.); or as a state of the target
group (individual, group of persons or society), which is systematically protected
from environmental risks caused by inappropriate ecological process that accidentally
aroused, due to ignorance or negligence [5, p. 4-5].

The analysis of the definitions of ecological security given in the literature
allows to allocate its traditional elements [5, p. 4]: social value of the environment
itself; the need to prevent damage to the environment caused by human; the need
to compensate for damage to the environment of human life.

Conclusions. Although military security in the modern world still remains to be
the dominant subtype in both national and international security framework, other
subtypes (sectors), in particular ecological, will in future compete with it in terms of
significance for human survival. Global warming, droughts and sea levels rising are
likely to have catastrophic consequences for citizens’ lives and states’ functioning,
forcing researchers to reconsider security priorities.

Environmental rights were relatively invisible not only during the XX, but also
at the beginning of the XXI century. The situation began to change after the Aarhus
package reforms had bedded. This is especially related to the European Union. Once
constitutionalized, environmental rights are positively correlated with environmental
and human rights outcomes. Of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights, the
environmental Article, 37, states: “A high level of environmental protection and
the improvement of the quality of the environment must be integrated into the

! There are many definitions of human security, which vary according to discipline. In the context of
that paper we define human security as a condition that exists when the vital core of human lives is
protected, and when people have the freedom and capacity to live with dignity [15, p. 759].
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policies of the Union and ensured in accordance with the principle of sustainable
development” [14]. The EU is making significant efforts to ecological human rights
issues legal regulation and to protect the environment at the level of directives. An
important role in this activity is assigned to the Court of Justice.

References

1. Allenby, B.R. (2000). Environmental security: Concept and implementation. International
Political Science Review, 21(1): 5-21.

2. Bajpai, K. (2000). Human Security: Concept and Measurement. Kroc Institute Occasional
Paper, 19, 68.

3. Balzacq, T. (2009). Constructivism and Securitization Studies. The Routledge Handbook of
Security Studies. London: Routledge. doi: 10.4324,/9780203866764.ch5.

4. Barrett, C.B. (2013). Food or consequences: food security and its implications for global socio-
political stability. Food Security and Sociopolitical Stability [Barrett, C.B. (ed.)]. Oxford University
Press, Oxford, UK, 71-34.

5. Belluck, D.A., Hull, R.N., Benjamin, S., Alcorn, J. (2007). Environmental Security in Harbors
and Coastal Areas: Definitions and Current Trends. Fnvironmental Security in Harbors and Coastal
Areas, 3—17. doi: 10.1007/1-4020-3893-3_01.

6. Andreevskij, L.E. (1891). Bezopasnost. Entsiklopedicheskiy slovar. Vol. III: Banki — Berger.
St. Petersburg: Semenovskaya Tipo-Litografiya [in Russian].

7. Brauch, H.G. Security Threats, Challenges, Vulnerability and Risks. International security,
peace, development and environment. Vol. I. Encyclopedia of Life Support Systems (EOLSS). URL:
https://www.eolss.net/Sample-Chapters/C14/E1-39B-02.pdf.

8. Bulgakov, M.B., Yalbulganov. A.A. (1996). Prirodoohrannyie aktyi: ot «Russkoy pravdyi» do
petrovskih vremen. Gosudarstovo i pravo, 2, 136—146.

9. Buzan, B. (1991). New Patterns of Global Security in the Twenty-First Century. Royal Insti-
tute of International Affairs, 3 (67), 431—451.

10. Buzan, B. (2009). The English school and international security. The Routledge Handbook of
Security Studies. London: Routledge, 34—44. doi: 10.4324,/9780203866764.ch3.

11. Buzan, B. (2006). The «War on Terrorism» as the new Macro-Securitization. Oslo: Oslo
Workshop papers, 71-25.

12. Caney, S. (2010). Climate change, human rights and moral thresholds. In: Human Rights and
Climate Change [Humphreys, S. (ed.)]. International Council on Human Rights Policy, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, UK and New York, NY, USA, 69-90.

13. Cardy, W. E. G. (1994). Environment and forced migration. A review, Nairobi, 2.

14. Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union. Official Journal of the European Com-
munities C 364/1. 18.12.2000.

15. Climate Change (2014). Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability. Part A: Global and Sectoral
Aspects. Contribution of Working Group II to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change Cambridge University Press, 755-791. doi: 0.1017/CB09781107415379.017.
URL: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/314527967 Human_Security.

16. Dalby, S. (1992). Ecopolitical discourse: «‘Environmental security»’ and political geography.
Progress in Human Geography, 16 (4): 503-522.

17. Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation
among States in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, General Assembly’s Resolution
2625 (XXV), 24 October 1970. URL: http://www.un-documents.net/a25r2625.htm.

18. Déjeant-Pons, M., Pallemaerts, M. (2002). Human Rights and the Environment. Council of
Europe Publishing, Strasbourg.

19. Ejdus, E (2012). Medunarodna bezbednost: teorije, sektori i nivoi. Beograd: Sluzbeni glasnik.

20. EU Environmental Law: Challenges, Change and Decision-Making by Maria Lee, Oxford:
Hart Publishing, 2005, xxxix, + 270 + (index) 5 pp.

ISSN 2414-990X. Problems of legality. 2020. Issue 151 193



MIXXHAPOJAHE NPABO

21. Getman, A.P, Kostitsky, V.V. (2013). Environmental Human Rights in I. National and Inter-
national Legal Doctrine. Problems of Legality, 124, 68—80 [in Ukrainian].

22. Hilson, C. and Downes, T. (1999). Making sense of rights: Community rights in EC Law.
European Law Review, 24, 121—138.

23. Hilson, C. (1997). Community rights in environmental law: rhetoric or reality? J. Holder
(Ed.). The Impact of EC Environmental Law in the United Kingdom. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons,
51-68.

24. Hilson, C. (2018). The visibility of environmental rights in the EU legal order: eurolegalism in
action? Journal of European Public Policy, 25 (11), 1589—1609. doi: 10.1080,/13501763.2017.1329335.

25. Hough, P. (2019). Back to the future: environmental security in nineteenth century global
politics. Global Security: Health, Science and Policy. An Open Access Journal, Vol. 4, Issue 1. doi:
10.1080,/23779497.2019.1663128.

26. Ivanic, M., Martin, W., Zaman, H. (2012). Estimating the short-run poverty impacts of the
2010-11 surge in food prices. World Development, 40(11), 2302—-2317.

27. Jeffords, Ch., Gellers, J.C. (2017). Constitutionalizing Environmental Rights: A Practical
Guide. Journal of Human Rights Practice, 1, 136—145. doi: 10.1093 /fhuman,/hux001.

28. Kachuriner, V.L. (2016). Pravove rehuliuvannia ekolohichnoi polityky Yevropeiskoho Soiuzu
u sferi vyrobnytstva. Candidate’s thesis. Odesa [in Ukrainian].

29. King, G., Murray, Ch. (2001). Rethinking Human Security. Political Science Quarterly, Vol.
116, 4, 585—610. doi: 10.2307,/798222.

30. Macmillan English Dictionary, second edition (Macmillan English Dictionary, second edi-
tion). (2007). Macmillan Publisher Limited.

31. Marsh, G. (1864). Man and nature. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press (re-printed
1965).

32. Mathew, R., Barnett, J., McDonald, B., O’Brien, K., & Dabelko, G. (eds). (2010). Global envi-
ronmental change and human security. Boston: MIT.

33. McDonald, M. (2008). Constructivism. Williams, P.D. (Ed.). Security Studies: An introduction.
New York: Routledg, 59-72.

34. Medvedieva, M.O. (2012). Teoretychni ta praktychni aspekty realizatsii mizhnarodnopravovykh
norm u haluzi okhorony navkolyshnoho seredovyshcha. Kyiv: Feniks.

35. Mesjasz, C. (2004). Security as an analytical concept : Paper presented at the 5th Pan-Euro-
pean conference on International Relations, in The Hague, 9—11 September 2004. URL: http://www.
afes-press.de/pdf/Hague/Mesjasz_Security concept.pdf.

36. Myers, N. (1993). Environmental Refugees in a Globally Warmed World. <«BioSciences.
43(11), 752-761.

37. Palme, O. (1982). Introduction. Common Security: Common Security: A Blueprint for Sur-
vival. The Report of the Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues. London:
Simon and Schuster.

38. Plessis A du (2008). Public participation, Good Environmental Governance and fulfilment of
Environmental rights. PER /PEL], Vol. 11, No 2, 170—200. doi: 10.17159/1727-3781/2008 /v11i2a2762.

39. Prechal, S., Hancher, L. (2002). Individual environmental rights: conceptual pollution in EU
environmental law. Yearbook of European Environmental Law, 2, 89—115.

40. Romaniuk, N.I., Korniichuk, N.M. (2012). Normatyvno-pravova baza formuvannia ekolohich-
noi polityky Yevropeiskoho Soiuzu. Naukovyi visnyk Volynskoho natsionalnoho uiversyte-tu im. Lesi
Ukrainky, 20, 81-87.

41. Ruska pravda (prostorova redaktsiia). (2013). Ivanov V. M. Istoriia derzhavy i prava Ukrainy.
Kyiv: KUP NANU [in Ukrainian].

42. Safety. The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica. URL: https://www.britannica.com/topic/
safety-condition.

43. Savelev, A. (1876). O storozhevyih zasechnyih liniyah na yuge drevney Rusi. Moscow:
Tipografiya Imperatorskoy Akademii nauk [in Russian].

194 ISSN 2414-990X. IIpobnemu 3axonnocmi. 2020. Bun. 151



Polych V. P. Environmental security in the international security system: definition problems

44. Shevkunova, Ye.O. (2014). Dzherela mizhnarodnoho ekolohichnoho prava: stanovlennia ta
rozvytok. Candidate’s thesis. Kyiv [in Ukrainian].

45. Spiegeleire, S. De, Sweijs, T., Chivot, E. (2013). Reconceptualizing Security. Final Deliverable
of Work Package 1.1 (Concepts of Security). 417 p. doi: 10.13140,/2.1.3090.8485. URL: https://www.
researchgate.net/publication/229428362 Reconceptualizing Security Final Deliverable of Work
Package 11 Concepts_of Security.

46. Statut pro nadily hospodaria korolia Y.M. u vsomu Velykomu kniazivstvi Lytovskomu roku
1557 kvitnia 1 (Statutu na voloky). (2013). Ivanov V. M. Istoriia derzhavy i prava Ukrainy. Kyiv:
KUP NANU [in Ukrainian].

47. Statut Velykoho kniazivstva Lytovskoho 1529 r. (2013). Ivanov V. M. Istoriia derzhavy i prava
Ukrainy. Kyiv: KUP NANU [in Ukrainian].

48. Stone, M. (2009). Security According to Buzan: A Comprehensive Security Analysis. Security
Discussion Papers Series 1. URL: http://geest.msh-paris.fr/IMG/pdf/Security for Buzan.mp3.pdf

49. Sudha Venu Menon (2007). Human security: Concept and practice. MPRA Paper No. 2478.
URL: https://core.ac.uk/download /pdf/213888048.pdf.

50. Terminski, B. (2012). Environmentally-Induced Displacement.Theoretical Frameworks and
Current Challenges. Geneva. URL: https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/156129,/49001eec0962e¢a9df0ae-
6762f6ea8c¢9d.pdf.

51. Terriff, T. (2000). Security Studies Today. Cambridge: Polity Press.

52. Volkov, N. (2019). Observation and Protection of Citizens’ Environmental Rights in a Coal
Mining Region. E3S Web of Conferences 105, 04004. IV-th International Innovative Mining Symposium.
doi: 10.1051 /e3sconf/201910504004.

53. Walt, S. (1991). The Renaissance of Security Studies. International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 35,
2, 211-239.

54. Williams, P.D. (Ed.) Security Studies: An introduction. New York: Routledg.

55. Wolfers, A. (1962). National Security as an Ambiguous Symbol. Discord and Collaboration.
Essays on International Politics John Hopkins University Press: Baltimore, 147—165.

56. Yakovlev, A.I. (1916.). Zasechnaya cherta Moskovskogo gosudarstva v XVII veke : ocherk iz
istorii oboronyi yuzhnoy okrainyi Moskovskogo gosudarstva. Moscow: Tip. G. Lissnera i D. Sovko,
IX, 1620 [in Russian].

57. Yakupov, A.M. (2014). O prirode opasnosti i bezopasnosti, formah ih proyavleniya i «zonah
zhivuchesti» sistem. Sovremennyie problemyi transportnogo kompleksa Rossii, 5, 67—74 [in Russian].

58. Yakupov, A.M. (2006). Priroda opasnosti i nauka «Bezopasnost sistem i cheloveka». Zhizn.
Bezopasnost. Ekologiya, 1-2, 324-381 [in Russian].

59. Zurlini, G., Muller, F. (2008). Environmental Security. Sven Erik Jergensen and Brian D.
Fath (Editor-in-Chief), Systems Ecology. (Vols. 1-5); Vol.[2 of Encyclopedia of Ecology. Oxford: Else,
1350-1356.

Ilonuu B. II., acnupanTka Kadeaps! mpaBa Epormetickoro Corosa, HarnoHaabHBIN I0pUANIECKUI
yHUBepcuTeT nMeHn SpocsaBa Myzaporo, Ykpanna, r. XapbKoB.
e-mail: polich@gmail.com ; ORCID 0000-0003-4443-4890

JKosornyeckass 0E30MACHOCTh B CHCTEME MEKAYHAPOAHOH G(e30macHOCTH: NPOGIEMBbI
onpesieJeHus

Onvim XX — nauana XXI eexa demoncmpupyem pewarouee snauenue 6esonacnocmu Ons cywie-
cmeosanus ueroseuecmea. Hcciedosanus 6ezonachocmu npedcmasisiom coboi 6ce eue Hedocmamouno
paseumoe HayuHoe HanpasieHue, Xoms ux pesyrvmamol 0e-paxmo yice OMmAULAOmcst Om mozo, 4mo
ovi0 uccredosano Opyeumu nayxamu. Hoeauuu mayunozo swanus, yuumvieas. 0GHapYy’ceHHble HOBbIE
npobiemvl, PUCKU U Yzpo3vl 6esonachocmu, noomeepicoaom smom paxm.

Ilocne 3asepuenus: «<x0I00HOU B0THBL> NPOUIOUILO CIMAHOBIEHUE HOB0Z0 MENOYHAPOOHOZO NPABo-
nopsoka, 8 pesyavmame wezo Uccie006anus 8 chepe 6e30nacHocmu 06YCI0BULU ee NEPEOCMbICICHUE KAK
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COUUATBHO20 A6TEHUS ¢ O0Tee WUPOKUX MEMOOOLOZUYECKUX NOSUYUTL, He 80051 6E30NACHOCTL MOLLKO K
Hetmpanusayuu 80enHblx yepos. Hoenmuduxayus nodsudos 6e3onachocmi no ompaciesomy npusHaxy
8 3ABUCUMOCTNU OM HALUYUSL Y2PO3 ONPeOeleHHOt pynne uenHocmeti (NOIUMUYecKas, 60eHHAsl, SKOHO-
MUecKast, IKOI0ZUUecKasl, NPOO0BOILCMBEHNHASL, IHEPZeMuUueckas u 0p.) He sedem K nomepe Meicoyna-
POOHOLL cucmeMotl c80etl UELOCTIHOCU, 4 MOJLKO ZPYNNUPYEM CXONUCUE NEPEMEHHBIE HYMPU CUCTIEMbL,
umo cnocobcmeyem ux ucciedosanuio u unmepnpemauuu. Ilonvimxu evicmpoums onpedenennyio uepap-
xXUI0 100BUO08 6E30NACHOCTNU GHYMPU MENCOYHAPOOHOL Ge30NaACHOCU HEOOCTNAMOUHO PAUUOHALLHYL,
YUUMDBIBAS UX B3AUMOO0YCLOBIEHHOCb, A MAKKHCe MO (UHMepPec, 3HAHUSL, MUPOBO33PEHUECKULL N00X00 U
m.0.), uem pPYKosoOCMEYIOMCs me Ul UHbLe ABMOPbL NPU NOCIMPOEHUU MAKOT UEPAPXUU.

B pesynvmame mmnoz006pasus nodxo0os K uHMepnpemayuu nOHAMuUs <9Koiozuveckas 06es3onac-
Hocmb> ucciedosanus, nposooumvie ¢ XXI 6., mepsiom snemenmot npocmomol, nPUcyuue paspadomiam
XX 6. Ucnoavsosanue mercoucyuniunapnozo nooxooa sampyonsem koopouHayuio uccied08anuil 3Koa0-
2UUeCKOll 6E30NACHOCMIL, HO BMeCme ¢ MeM 0MEeuaem COBPEMEHHbIM NOMPeOHOCMSIM.

B cmamve dokaszano meadexsamnocmo mpaouyuonnozo NOHUMAaHUs Ge30NACHOCIU U NOKA3AHO,
UMo 2100aIbHbIe USMEHEHUS. OKPYICAIOWETE CPedbl NOPONCOAIOM HOBble KOHDIUKMbL, YZPO3bl U 6bI306bL, A
Ce008aAMENvHO OEMOHCMPUPYIOM HACYUHYIO HEOOX00UMOCTb 8 NOUCKe HOBLIX (HOpM compyoHuwecmsa
20cY0apcme Ha 0CHOBE HOPM MENCOYHAPOOHOZ0 NPABA PAOU BLIICUBAHUS UETOBEUECNEA U 00ECneueHs]
YCMOTUUB0Z0 PACUMUSL.

Cmamvsi e npemendyem na packpvimue NoTHOU Kapmumsl ucciedyemozo seienus. Ilosmomy ove-
BUOHO, UMO 6Ce POPMATLHBIE U KOHUENMYALbHble HeOOCAMKY, KOMOPble OHA MOJCem COOepICamy, u
npusemcmeyIomcs 1obvle KOMMEHMAPULU, 3AMEUAHUSL OTMHOCUMENLHO USLOICEHHIX 6 Hell NOJONCEHULL.

KioueBble ci0Ba: OMacHOCTH; GE30MACHOCTD; HKOJOTHYECKAs (E30IACHOCTD; BBI30B Oe30mmac-
HOCTH; HKOJOTUYECKUN KOHMIMKT; 9KOJOTHUECKUE TPaBa; MEKIYHAPOLHOE IKOJIOTHYECKOE MPABO.
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