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111 Statoil : State-Induce d Environmenta l Alignmen t 

Norwegiann Statoii is the youngest of the four oil companies studied in the cases; it was 
foundedd in 1972 by the Norwegian state as Den Norske Stats Oljeselskap, in relation to 
thee exploration of the Norwegian Continental Shelf <NCS). In 2001, Statoil was partly pri-
vatised.. This completed a change from protective privileges in the first decades of its exis-
tencee to full national and international competition. Consequently, Statoil's dependence on 
thee NCS was the basis for the main strategic target: to expand internationally, by creating 
closee ties with national oil companies. Besides this feature of state ownership, Statoil was 
includedd because of its outlier characteristics of a rather low degree of internationalisation 
andd a highly regulated institutional context, further emphasised by Norway's chairing of the 
WCED-Commissionn at the end of the 1980s. The question is how those contrasting fea-
turess of Statoil, plus its high degree of centralisation, have affected the development of its 
environmentall strategy and structure and their mutual relationship. In 2002, the company 
hadd 17,115 employees (Statoil, 2002:12). 

11.11 Strateg y and structur e 

Inn  the 1970s and 1980s, the Norwegian oil policy was based on tight governmental con-
trol,, illustrated by the availability of data on emissions and discharges for a long period 
{seee OLF, 2000a), a high degree of state participation, tough licencing procedures, and 
highh net taxes for the limited access of foreign companies. The success showed from the 
hugee revenues and the fact that Norway was the world's second largest net oil exporter 
{Noreng,, 2000)1,e. For Western countries, Norwegian resources were politically stable 
andd a means to reduce dependence on Middle Eastern resources; this gave Norway bar-
gainingg power (Grayson, 1981). 

Inn 1990, Statoil set the target to obtain a third of its total production from interna-
tionall operations by the year 2000. To this end, it entered into a strategic alliance with BP 
Exploration.1177 New taxes brought price increases to the NCS energy market: a special 
C0 22 tax on all oil products in Norway and an energy tax on petrol plus VAT on all products 
inn Sweden. Subsequently, by 1995, Statoil had to compete on equal terms with other 
companies,, a development towards the independence desired by the company (Statoil, 
1995).. By the end of the 1990s, the resource base in the North Sea was maturing and 
promisingg parts of the northerly Norwegian and Barents Sea were considered high risk 
(e.g.. Noreng, 2000). Furthermore, political stability had become less important for import-

1166 Rapid growth as a result of the 'carried interest' formula, which gave the government options to become a 
partnerr on equal terms with other licensee(s), if a commercial find was made. The only costs for Statoil were 
developmentt costs from the moment it accepted a discovery as commercial; in many cases, it also had the 
optionn to become an operator in the concession area. 
1177 The alliance was ended when BP merged with Amoco and Arco, Statoil's goal in the cooperation was to 
learnn from a large MNC while providing a strong technical base in return. 
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ingg countries. As a result of those developments, Norway's position was weakened and 
Statoill was partly privatised in 2001.,18 An additional reason to sell shares was the need 
forr money to expand internationally (Criscione, 2001). 

Inn 2002, the production-sharing agreement in Azerbaijan's sector of the Caspian 
Seaa was named as the 'deal of the century' for the Azerbaijan government and the devel-
opmentt of international oil industry in the country {Statoil, 2002b). But the 1990-target for 
20000 was not reached. The NCS remained the backbone of the company although pro-
gresss on internationalisation was made (see Table 11-1). Thus, while Statoil invested to 
gett 'more out of the big fields than anyone thought just a few years ago'119 (Statoil, 
2002a),, the production levels at the NCS were decreasing. 

Tablee 11-1 Statoil' s rout e to internationalisatio n 

Area a 

Africa:: offshore/onshore areas 
§§ Soviet Union 
22 Vietnam and China: offshore projects 

Denmarkk and Nigeria; 
Vietnam:: discoveries/expansion of the gas portfolio 
Azerbaijan:: agreement on early production 

o?? China: acquisition of a small oil field for long-term ambitions 
22 Venezuela: participation in two heavy crude-projects 'to secure a foothold' 

AzerbaijanAzerbaijan (Caspian region): production sharing agreement 
Baltic:: dev, market position for petrol & other refined products 
Malaysia:: participation in a refinery, growing Asian market 
Germany:: gas pipeline 'Netra', first European Statoil participation 
Poland,, Estonia, Lithuania, and Latvia: acquisition 140 petrol stations 
Angola:: new projects 
Iran:: first operatorship 
Russia,, Brazil, Mexico, Northern Africa, Middle East: dev. new areas 

oo  USA: Rights to the import terminal for gas at Cove Point. Start of gas sales to the USA in 2006 (when 
egg the Snohvit field comes on stream). The Group will then ship LNG across the Atlantic. 

Source:: Statoil, various Annual Reports. 

Too support its internationalisation goals, Statoil strove to utilise its competitive advantage 
ass a state company. Making use of the so-called 'NOC NOC' strategy, its strategy aimed 
att the nationally-owned companies (NOC) often present in countries that were rich in un-
exploitedd reserves. The strategy to create close ties with national oil companies that want 
too draw on Statoil's experience for their own development would ease the access to those 
sourcess (Statoil, 2002a). As one interviewee stated: "Very few other NOCs have this ba-
sis,, they are extremely interested in our experience as a state company, our experience 
openss the doors and opportunities, we have been in places [where] they would not open 
thee door for anybody else. We want operatorships, that is basically the way to develop: we 
wantt to do the job. In our internationalisation model, we see us together with NOCs plus a 
feww other companies; we also want to join partnerships.'1 Over the years, the tone for the 
increasee in international operations became more careful: "Earnings from the NCS allow 

1188 81.8 % of the company remained state-owned; in the long run, the government is expected to keep a 
sharee of at least 33.4% to prevent a takeover (Noreng, 2000). About 80% of the now 62,000 shareholders 
weree of non-Norwegian nationality; 60% of the employees became shareholders. The trusts, banks and client 
accountss are distributed over countries as follows: 35.3 % US; 19.4 % NW; 21.4 % UK; 12.5 % Benelux; 8.4 
%% Rest of Europe; and 3.0 % Rest of the World (Statoil, 2002a: 19). 
1199 For example, by increasing the cooperation between companies and to work on an area-basis instead of a 
field-to-fieldd basis. 
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111 Statoil: State-Induced Environmental Alignment 

uss the time we need to build up profitable international upstream operations. In 10 years 
ourr international activities could account for 40 percent of our total production" (Statoil, 
2002a:3).. In 2002, the international share is 8 percent (Statoil, 2002a:14).120 

Besidess the 'NOC NOC' approach, Statoil emphasised the expertise and technol-
ogyy developed in its offshore operations, confirming Statoil's 1990 strategic aim to be-
comee a technology leader.121 Notwithstanding all this, Statoil was the subject of criticism 
becausee its return on capital would be below average for the industry and because its for-
eignn ventures as a whole have not been very successful; the board and management were 
replacedd because of persistent cost overruns (Noreng, 2000). According to Share 
(2000),, Statoil's CEO admitted that the company's ambitious growth and investment pro-
grammee did not meet with competitive returns. A curb of investments, a cut-back on ad-
ministrativee costs and streamlining of the entire organisation plus a divestment of non-core 
assetss were to help Statoil to rank among the top-level global players and build a stronger 
internationall presence to outbalance the maturing of the reserves of the Continental Shelf. 

Discussionn arose among analysts as to whether an increased focus on upstream 
operationss required petrochemical activities (for downstream cash flow to finance up-
streamm capital expenditure) and therefore an integrated company, or whether this would 
onlyy burden the E&P focus (Chemical Market Reporter, 2002). By 2002, the company had 
18833 service stations in nine countries (Statoil, 2002a:14), and while it used to be the 
highestt scoring European company (with ENI) on vertical integration, it scored only about 
thee average (42.9%) for 2002. It is unclear whether the large decrease in this figure 
shouldd be attributed to measurement issues or to other factors. 

Statoil'ss structure of organisation is characterised by state ownership, a high de-
greee of centralisation, and direct lines of responsibility. It is one of the few companies, that 
didd not take part in a merger in the period 1990-2002.122 Its history of being a state com-
panyy provided Statoil with the benefit of directly engaging in and influencing regulatory 
arrangements,, notwithstanding their stringency. Although it is now profiling itself as a pri-
vatisedd company, Statoil was still more than 80% state-owned in 2002 (Statoil, 
2002a:19).. According to some interviewees, being a (Scandinavian) state company raised 
expectations.. One interviewee made a more critical statement: 'As a partly state-owned 
company,, we are perhaps a little less abusive, less bulldozing than other companies'. The 
statee ownership and size of the company directly relate to the situation for degree of cen-
tralisation.. The results of Chapter 5 revealed that Statoil was one of the few companies in 
thee sector, which has more than 50% of its majority-owned affiliates in a direct relationship 
off first-level affiliate. This makes Statoil an outlier case for this variable, only reflected by 
thee Latin American companies and Marathon Oil. Interviewees stated that authority was 
delegatedd more and more within the NCS operations. Its structure of ownership was fur-
therr characterised by the high level of participation in joint ventures: all licences in Norway 
aree JVs. 

1200 An interviewee reported slightly different figures: a 50% international share for 2010, with a present pro-
portionn of 1:18(5.6%). 
1211 E.g. to use seismic techniques to improve oil recovery, subsea solutions, floating production under harsh 
weatherr conditions, design, operation and maintenance of large pipelines (Statoil, 2002a). In 2002, the com-
panyy won the technology development prize from the World Petroleum Congress for its work on re-injection 
andd storage of carbon dioxide in the sub-surface aquifer. 
1222 In February 2004, Statoil and Norks Hydro revealed that they had held talks about collaboration in the 
prospectt of a possible merger. 
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11.22 Reputation issues 

Statoill has been hardly ever included in the large general reputation rankings, probably 

duee to its small size; however, for its environmental reputation, it was ranked there once. 

Ass stood out in the interviews, the Norwegian legislative context was considered to have a 

highh standing; within the industry Statoil seems generally well known for the quality of its 

operationss in Norway. Almost all respondents to the survey (about 90%) agreed with the 

statementt concerning environmental leadership for their company: 

—— "You are going in as Norway, which is more politically sensitive" 

—— "The name of Brundtland reflects on us" 

—— "It is part of the Norwegian brand" 

—— "We are seen as taking a certain amount of social responsibility" 

Inn Statoil's own studies of countries where it has a brand name, scores were consistently 

high.. An interviewee stated: "in terms of environment, we are at the top of the Norwegian 

operatingg companies." Several interviewees were frustrated that Statoil did not get the 

creditt it feels it deserved and that the company is "never believed in society". Almost 6 0 % 

off the respondents in the survey (see Table 11-2) found the public too critical of the envi-

ronmentall management efforts of the industry ( 0 2 3 ) m ; and about 3 0 % did not agree with 

thatt statement. Notwithstanding those frustrations, a third of the survey respondents still 

consideredd Statoil to be average on strategy (BC9), target-setting (BC10), and perform-

ancee (BC11), when benchmarked with competitors. The result for strategy-setting is sig-

nificantlyy different from the Shell results; Shell respondents find their company significantly 

moree above average. 

Tablee 11-2 Statoil employees on strategy-; target setting; performance; public 

Questionn Below Average Above Leader 

BC9{n=17) ) 

BC100 (n=17) 

0 0 

0 0 

29.4 4 

29.4 4 

52.9 9 

41.2 2 

17.6 6 

29.4 4 

BC111 (n=17) 0 35.4 41.2 23.5 

Totallyy not Not applicable Neutral Applicable Very much 

applicablee applicable 

023(n=17)) 5.9 23.5 11.8 41.2 17.6 

Note:: Figures in %; Letter/number combinations refer to survey questions in Annex III. 

Tabl ee 11-3 Statoi l versu s Shel l employee s on strateg y settin g 

NN Mean SD T df Sig (2-tailed) 

Statoill 17 2.88 .697 -3.421 60 .001 Mann-Whitney 197.000 

Shelll 45 3.51 .626 Wilcoxon W 350.000 

ZZ -3.241 

Asymp.Sigg .001 
(2tailed) ) 

Note:: Chi-square value: 17853 , df: 3, Asymp Sig.(2-tailed):.000 

1233 Similar to the methodological approach in the case study of Shell, letter/number combinations are included 
too refer to corresponding questions in the survey and the frequency of responding to them. Percentages are 
givenn for the Statoil group of respondents. 
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111 Statoil: State-Induced Environmental Alignment 

Accordingg to the CEO, feedback from stakeholder groups indicated that, when it comes 
too environmental issues, Statoil was not as much in the forefront as it would have liked. 
Increasedd transparency [communication] was mentioned as a solution to achieving this 
end,, e.g. to publish the signature bonuses paid to the Angolan government following the 
transparencyy initiative (Statoil, 2003b). According to an interviewee, the size of the com-
panyy was considered an asset on this topic: "It's easier to have a very clean, well-
understoodd and communicated profile if you are a company of our size than if you are the 
resultt of merging different companies. This is actually one of our assets." Compared with 
competitors,, Statoil was believed to have an average vulnerability with regard to environ-
mentall issues according to 60% of the survey-respondents; 24% even stated that its vul-
nerabilityy was below average (see Table 11-4). 

Tablee 11-4 Statoi l employee s on vulnerabilit y 

BC7(n=17) ) 

Below w 

23.5 5 

Average e 

58.8 8 

Above e 

11.8 8 

Leader r 

5.9 9 

Note:: Figures in %; Letter/number combinations refer to survey questions in Annex III. 

Thee CEO confirmed that the biggest challenge lies in avoiding scandals and not in envi-
ronmentall issues as such (Statoil, 2001 c:15): 

—— "The biggest challenge is actually whether we might, in any way, become involved in 
somethingsomething that could lead to an accusation of corruption or misbehaviour on our part in 
oneone of the countries which we know to be very, very difficult [in this respect]. That could 
bebe extremely serious for us. And that's why we are trying to take precautions and train 
ourselvesourselves to see what's wrong. These are new waters for us, a new world". 

Inn the fall of 2003, Statoil was indeed confronted with a scandal on exactly the issue the 
aforementionedd CEO (Olav Fjell) wanted to avoid. The allegations led to the dismissal of 
ann important threesome of Statoil: the CEO, the chairman, and the head of international 
explorationn and production. According to the George (2003), allegations were that the 
companyy had attempted to bribe its way into expanding its operations in Iran. The com-
panyy vigorously denied any wrongdoing. Investigated by the Norwegian National Authority 
forr Investigation and Prosecution of Economic and Environmental Crime, Statoil agreed to 
payy US$15.2 million over a period of 11 years for insight into financial, industrial, legal and 
sociall issues associated with business development in Iran; all under the terms of the se-
crett deal closed in June 2002 with Horton Investment, an Iranian consultancy firm. By May 
2003,, it had already paid US$5.2 million. 

Thee affair, nicknamed 'Irangate' resulted in a fine of $2.9 million by the country's 
authorities;; an individual manager was fined as well (George, 2003). Statoil's inclusion by 
ethicall funds such as ISIS Asset management was reconsidered, although, in the end, 
Statoill was not excluded from the fund. George quotes an analyst of Deutsche Bank: "It 
seemss ironic and unfortunate that Statoil has had such a public scandal when it is per-
hapss one of the most ethical and environmentally friendly companies in the business" 
(George,, 2003). Before 'Irangate', Statoil did not get much international publicity on con-
troversiall projects. The environmental opposition that Statoil met was mostly related to its 
projectt in the Barents Sea, Snohvit (see box 11 A). 

Anotherr example is Nigeria, where the company's presence came under attack 
fromm Norwegian public opinion in 1995, following the execution of Ken Saro-Wiwa. But 
withinn Norway, even NGOs state that: "Cost overruns by CEOs have been Statoil's major 
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reputationall problem" (FOE-NW, personal communication, 3 December 2003). For exam-

ple,, Statoil is a partner in the BTC pipeline-project and will invest NOK 2 billion. With a 

stakee of 8.7%, Statoil's participation received some attention in Norway, but the company 

remainedd out of sight in the international press and in campaigning; extensive criticism 

wentt to BP. Statoil's smaller size probably made it easy to hide behind the larger compa-

niess and/or left it out of the picture. The company itself mentioned opposition to its activi-

tiess in its reports: e.g. economic and other challenges in Azerbaijan; and comments from 

severall stakeholder groups about the Barents Sea project in its reports (Statoil, 2003b; 

2002a).. Statoil further referred to stakeholder dialogue, formalised in an environmental fo-

rumm from 1998 onwards, which provided a setting for regular meetings between the chief 

executivee and environmental and consumer groups (Statoil, 2000). 

Bo xx 11A - Snehvit : Gas in th e Barent s Sea 

Onee of Statoil's projects which meets with protests is the Snehvit project. Snehvit refers to a new pro-

ductionn and export facility for liquefied natural gas (LNG) in the Barents sea, 140 kilometres off the Nor-

wegiann coast. According to Statoil (Statoil, no date), operator and licensee3 with a 22.29% stake, it is the 

firstt Norwegian and European facility of its kind. 

Otherr licensees in the project are Petoro AS (30%), TotalFinaElf Norge (18.4%), Gaz de France 

Norgee (12%), Norks Hydro (10%) and for less than 4%: Amerada Hess Norge, RWE-DEA Norge and 

Svenskaa Petroleum Exploration. The project is the largest industrial investment in North Norwegian history 

withh a total investment of 40 billion NOK. It is the first offshore project in the Barents Sea, an environmen-

tally-sensitivee area because of rich resources of fish, marine animals and seabirds. Statoil aims to make 

thiss area its environmental showcase (Statoil, no date). 

Alll production facilities in the project will be subsea; there will be no surface installations on the 

field,, nor will a fixed platform or production vessel mark the location. None of its subsea installations will 

interferee with fishing as the subsea facilities will be possible to overtrawl. The system will be operated 

fromm land and the pipeline carrying production from the subsea installations will have the world record dis-

tancee for multiphase flow of more than 160 kilometres. Deliveries are set to start in 2006 and LNG will be 

shippedd to, amongst others, the USA and Spain. According to Statoil, the closed system will result in no 

harmfull discharges to the sea. A biological treatment plant on land will remove polluting components, and 

carbonn dioxide will be separated from the wellstream on the land facility on Melkeya island near Ham-

merfest,, then piped back and stored below ground. This makes it the second largest project in the world 

forr carbon dioxide storage (Statoil, no date). 

However,, the project has met with opposition. Demonstrations against the increase of national 

carbonn dioxide emissions, and against the opening up of the Barents Sea for further exploration activity 

andd development stopped the start of work at the plant in Hammerfest for two weeks (Statoil, 2002a). 

Accordingg to Greenpeace, Statoil and others are taking advantage of global warming effects in the area: 

meltingg ice would make the search easier. Statoil rejects this opinion, the company supports the Kyoto 

Protocoll and the areas where the company searches have always been free of ice (Bergum Kinsten, 

2000).. However, in June 2004, the company admitted that it had underestimated the technical and ac-

complishmentt complexity of the development: 'We acknowledge that the project had not sufficiently ma-

turedd when the decision to develop was taken in 2001' (George, 2004). 

Accordingg to FOE-NW (personal communication, 3 December 2003), Statoil is insecure 

aboutt its position in Norway: 

—— "Yes, it is right that [our youth organisation was] the one stopping the Snohvit project for 

twotwo weeks. But the political system is in Statoil's favour, even though the environmental 

impactimpact is not forgotten by the Storting [parliament]. They go ... internationally....but are 
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11 1 Statoil: State-Induced Environmental Alignment 

amateursamateurs when confronted with a culture of corruption, ft has caused discussion whether 

theythey should be allowed to use Norwegian money in this risky business ... they cannot 

matchmatch the expertise of the other larger companies. What our alternative would be, con-

sideringsidering Statoil's major economic impact on the economy? Alternative energy,....as an 

intermediateintermediate solution, Statoil could sell its technology." 

Althoug hh the compan y di d not experienc e incident s suc h as ExxonValdez , externa l inci -

dent ss suc h as Bren t Spar worke d as interna l catalys t events . Statoi l peopl e participate d in 

activitie ss followin g bot h incidents , bot h in clean-u p effort s as wel l as developmen t of plan s 

forr  the futur e disposa l of rigs : "It triggere d a lot of discussions. "  Afte r the ExxonValdez , top 

managemen tt  also asked question s as to whethe r suc h an inciden t coul d happe n to Sta-

toil .. The importanc e give n to environmenta l issue s clearl y increase s in the aftermat h of 

suc hh incidents ; publi c pressur e meant that Statoi l di d mor e than it was suppose d to do . 

Inn the surve y (see Table 11-5), the larg e majorit y of the respondent s indicate d a 

'small ''  effec t for the chang e of environmenta l strateg y due to environmenta l incidents  (S3); 

17%% even rejecte d the idea . Som e interviewee s state d that 'an ExxonValdez ' migh t help to 

communicat ee abou t environmenta l issue s internally : "No w peopl e oppos e spendin g tim e 

onn environmenta l issue s becaus e of cos t aspect s and puttin g emphasi s on it is harder. " 

Reputatio nn was also importan t to gain acces s to hos t economies , in pursui t of the aim of 

internationalisation ;;  94% of the respondent s in the surve y confirme d reputatio n as an im-

portan tt  drive r of environmenta l managemen t (021) 

Tablee 11-5 Statoi l employee s on effec t of incidents ; reputatio n as a drive r 

Question n 

S33 (n=18) 

0 2 11 (n=17) 

No o 

16.7 7 

Totallyy not 
applicable e 

0 0 

Small l 

38.9 9 

Nott applicable 

0 0 

Some e 

27.8 8 

Neutral l 

5.9 9 

Large e 

5.6 6 

Applicable e 

41.2 2 

Yes s 

11 1.1 

Veryy much 
applicable e 

52.9 9 

Note:: Figures in ; Letter/number combinations refer to survey questions in Annex III. 

Thee signa l of Statoil' s CEO Fjel l (unti l Septembe r 2003) as to the importanc e of environ -

menta ll  issue s (e.g. tryin g to get Statoi l into FTSE4goo d and DJSGI) was considere d to be 

stron gg and a fundamenta l driver . However , tensio n wit h the botto m lin e remaine d because : 

—— "Environment is not the core business" 

—— "It looks as if the further away you are from home the less it matters. That is human and 

humanshumans make companies." 

11.33 Environmenta l strateg y 

CodeCode of conduct 

Statoi ll  did not have its ow n cod e of conduc t but adopte d the Sulliva n principle s in 2000. 

Thee cod e has been adopte d by severa l othe r petroleu m companie s as wel l (see Chapte r 

7)) and makes tw o genera l environmenta l protectio n claim s ('to protec t the environment ; 

andd promot e sustainabl e development') ; its enforcemen t consist s of an annua l reportin g 

process .. Althoug h th e cod e is very general , an interviewe e state d tha t keepin g it is a 

challenge ,, especiall y in th e internationa l contex t wit h regar d to corruption , but do not wan t 

too be th e perso n callin g a sto p to project s goin g ahead . 
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EnvironmentalEnvironmental policy 
Besidess the code of conduct, Statoil has had an environmental policy since the "early 
1980s".. The existence of the policy (S1) is one of the highest scoring questions in the 
survey:: 94% fully agreed. 

Tabl ee 11-6 Statoi l employee s on environmenta l polic y existenc e 

Question n 

S11 (n=18) 

No o 

0 0 

Small l 

0 0 

Some e 

5.6 6 

Large e 

0 0 

Yes s 

94.4 4 

Note:: Figures in %; Letter/number combinations refer to survey questions in Annex III. 

Thee policy was presented as a part of the 'Statoil values'.124 Environmental impact as-
sessments,, project management and risk management systems as well as integration into 
businesss strategies were named as the implication of those statements (Statoil, 2002b). 
Thee policy itself was issued as an 'HSE poster' (signed by the CEO), at least from 1996 
onwards;; but a slightly different 'environmental policy' was also found on the corporate 
websitee (see Annex IV); changes in their contents are shown in Table 11 -7. 

Tabl ee 11-7 Environmenta l policies : conten t analysi s Statoi l 

ReferenceReference to: 

Regulation n 

Managementt systems 

Standards s 

Performancee targets 

Specificationn env. impact 

Businesss context 

Stakeholderr consultation 

Reputation n 

Leadership p 

Sustainablee development 

HSEE poster 

19966 (= 

No o 

No o 

Yes s 

Yes s 

No o 

Yes s 

No o 

No o 

Yes s 

Yes s 

=1997) ) 20000 (=2003) 

No o 

No o 

Yes s 

Yes s 

No o 

Yes s 

No o 

Yes s 

No o 

Yes s 

Environmental l 

1996 6 

No o 

No o 

Yes s 

Yes s 

No o 

No o 

No o 

No o 

Yes s 

Yes s 

policy y 

20011 (=2003) 

Yes s 

No o 

No o 

Yes s 

Yes s 

No o 

Yes s 

No o 

No o 

No o 

Thee HSE poster changed over time with regard to: 1). the order of health, environment 
andd safety: from HES in 1996 to HSE in 2003; and 2). the exclusion of the aim for leader-
shipp of the industry. Similarities between the versions are firstly, that Statoil takes a com-
patibilityy position with regard to environmental and economic performance while high and 
efficientt performance are considered a prerequisite for competitiveness. Secondly, refer-
encess to management systems or regulation are absent in all versions and thirdly, the 
broadd target of 'no damage' included in the poster. Furthermore, Statoil emphasised the 
responsibilityy of individuals in its application of worldwide standards. 

Thee 'environmental policy' was renewed in March 2001. The renewal was initiated 
becausee of approaching privatisation, expanding international activities, and as an inter-

1244 The values consist of the following topics: value creation; customer satisfaction; efficiency and innovation; 
markett position; HSE; teamwork and social responsibility (Statoil, 2001b). 
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11 1 Statoil: State-Induced Environmental Alignment 

vieweee put it:uNew commercial and social challenges encountered." It had a specific ori-

entationn on environment and did not give attention to sustainable development (as the 

posterss do). Furthermore, mention was no longer made of standards nor of leadership or 

off reputation issues (but reference was made to open reporting). On the other hand, this 

policyy did give attention to continuous performance improvement, and it presented a 

commitmentt to engage in the development of non-fossil fuel energy sources and carriers. 

Accordingg to an interviewee, the new policy was a more detailed version of the poster and 

codifiess Statoil's practice; this would make external explanation easier. However, refer-

encess to management systems were not made. 

EnvironmentalEnvironmental strategy: focus and changes 

Accordingg to Statoil's interviewees, the company's environmental strategy has changed 

overr the years with regard to emphasis and scope, but not with regard to concern: Statoil 

wouldd be in the forefront as the first company with a special department for environmental 

impactt assessments (around 1988, 1987). The focus was initially on two topics: design of 

facilitiess in an environmentally-friendly manner, and the set up of preparedness systems to 

copee with accidents and large discharges into the ocean. In 1996, corporate guidelines 

forr waste treatment were published. Over the years, the focus expanded to operational 

practicess and procedures. As an interviewee stated: "The awareness and knowledge 

aboutt the influence on the environment has increased tremendously, which resulted in 

pinpointingg specific, challenging areas. This has led to total elimination of, for example, 

dischargee for certain components." 

Overall,, the degree of confirmation of the strategy and structure questions was 

quitee comparable for Shell and Statoil. Shell respondents did answer more extremely for 

thee questions on catalyst events and audits. Statoil respondents agreed significantly more 

withh the statement that the strategy is ambitious in relation to capabilities (012 ) (see 

Tablee 11-8). 

Tablee 11-8 Statoil versus Shell employees on ambitions of strategy versus capabilities 

Statoil l 

Shell l 

n n 

17 7 

46 6 

Mean n 

4.24 4 

3.13 3 

SD D 

.752 2 

.980 0 

T T 

4.205 5 

df f 

61 1 

Sigg (2-tailed) 

.000 0 Mann-Whitney y 

Wilcoxonn W 

Z Z 

Asymp.Sig g 
(2tailed) ) 

157.000 0 

1238.000 0 

-3.771 1 

.000 0 

Note:: Chi-square value: 15.714; dt: 4; Asymp Sig.(2-tailed):.003. 

Thiss is interesting particularly because of the tendency of Statoil respondents to make less 

extremee statements ('applicable' rather than 'very much applicable') than Shell respon-

dents.. This may reflect a cultural difference: Norwegians are observed to more modest 

andd matter-of-fact in presentation, but it can also be attributed to Shell's more extensive 

profiling. . 

Statoill is an early reporter, especially within the European context of late reporters. 

Itss first corporate environmental report, written in Norwegian, was published in 1991 and 

discussedd emissions for several offshore platforms. Over time, Statoil's profiling on envi-

ronmentall issues changed from an initial claim of environmental leadership in technologi-
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call skills to a more cautious company, conscious of the international complexities in the 

environmentall field: 

—— In 1 990, the relationship between the need for energy and global environmental chal-

lengeslenges was put forward as a key concept for the 1990$. Access to gas was considered a 

competitivecompetitive advantage in the debate on environmental conditions. A special environ-

mentalmental project125 (headed by the new VP on environment) was launched to examine envi-

ronmentalronmental opportunities (Statoil, 1990). 

—— In 1995, Statoil positioned itself as a leader (1995:31): 'in the forefront on health, the en-

vironmentvironment and safety', which it mainly illustrated by an abundance of measures and pro-

grammesgrammes for national and international operations. 

—— In 1996, the leadership position was again illustrated by specific capabilities: 'We lead 

thethe industry with techniques for re-injecting drill cuttings. Other operators are now 

adoptingadopting our technology for ending continuous flaring on production platforms' (Statoil, 

1996:1).1996:1). The acceptance of personal responsibility by individual managers and employ-

eesees was emphasised as the key to effective and successful performance. Statoil shows a 

compatibilitycompatibility position: 'clean = profitable'; illustrated by an HSE discount when setting 

insuranceinsurance premiums (Statoil, 1996:23).126 The company also referred to the shared re-

sponsibilitysponsibility of authorities, international bodies and sectors of industry 

—— In 1997, Statoil underlined its objective to be the leader in the industry with a zero impact 

targettarget for 2000 (Statoil, 1997). 

—-- In 2000, Statoil changed its strategy from field to areas views, to cooperate more with 

neighbourneighbour operations (Statoil, 2000). As an interviewee stated: '[In] some countries we 

operateoperate [there is] complete pillarisation' (Statoil, 2000). 

—— In 2002, Statoil still held on to the compatibility perspective (2002a:3): 'We are building a 

futurefuture based on our competence, our ethics, and our environmental and social responsibil-

ity'ity' and adds that it is building a stronger culture within HSE. But instead of an energy 

company,company, Statoil called itself an integrated oil and gas company: its core business is in oil 

andand gas, 'and will remain so in the foreseeable future. We believe in having a realistic atti-

tudetude towards the environmental challenges' (Statoil, 2002b:3). The company prepared for 

aa carbon-restrained market and reported lower emissions despite record-high output and 

strongstrong international growth in 2002 (Statoil, 2002b). In addition to its oil and gas business, 

thethe company also worked to develop renewable forms of energy and carriers. 

Thee changes in Statoil's strategy Qoincided with the company not reaching its targets on 

internationalisation.. The adoption of a code of conduct familiar to the sector is an example; 

anotherr example is the change of the environmental policy with a more modest positioning 

onn leadership but a clear reference to performance. Survey results were already addressed 

thatt Statoil respondents think that the environmental strategy is ambitious in relation to the 

capabilitiess (012). Interview results additionally show the awareness of company employ-

eess of the difficulty of adherence to the policy in a more international perspective: 

—— "It is a big challenge. No doubt about it. From a production view and even more from a 

qualityquality view, it will be very demanding to deliver and to maintain the current profile and 

brand.brand. Nevertheless, we don't have a worse base to start from." 

1255 Designed to make sure that Statoil 'maintains an aggressive attitude and is thoroughly informed about en-
vironmentall issues' and to examine the business opportunities, new environmental demands, need for re-
sources,, expertise and organisation of the Statoil group's environmental work (Statoil, 1990:43). 
1266 Granted for the first time in 1995 after Statoil had presented its HES policy, the rebate was NOK 50 mil-
lionn in 1995; in 1996, the reported amount was NOK 45 million (Statoil, 1996:23). 
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—— "Our challenge is to be able to convince ourselves that we can conduct in a fully accept-

ableable manner and avoid being drawn into corruption. We have to assure ourselves and 

ourour stakeholders as well. In many cases, there is a lot of difficulty whether you are there 

oror not, and then to really make a difference." 

—— "To be able to take an integrated view, the issue needs to be mature. It will be very diffi-

cultcult to take this to Iran, the Mexican Gulf, etc. When people struggle for survival then en-

vironmentalvironmental issues are not on the agenda. But when we have the opportunity we try to 

presentpresent it, cooperation is an area where we can gain. Sometimes (former communist) 

governmentsgovernments do not accept information exchange between companies; then there is no 

communicationcommunication at all but complete pillarisation. Our target was to create more holistic 

thinkingthinking [for institutions], also when the individual understands what you are saying. It is 

alsoalso maturing our own thoughts." 

—— "You could ask whether we are able to do that in such a short time." 

Notwithstandingg this uncertainty, Statoil saw business opportunities in the field related to 

itss offshore competences and maintains a compatibility perspective. The main driver of the 

company'ss strategy was efficiency and cost-effectiveness (013) (confirmed by 70% of the 

surveyy respondents); cost-saving opportunities related to environmental measures were 

confirmedd (S17) as large by a third of the respondents and small by half of them. Another 

questionn on cost-saving opportunities for environmental care (014) showed a neutral 

sharee of 4 1 % and a 4 7 % confirmation (see Table 11 -9). Statoil's strong legislative back-

groundd was indicated by the references to regulatory frameworks127, for which other pe-

troleumm companies showed less attention. 

Tablee 11-9 Statoil employees on driver of strategy; cost-saving; effect of regulation 

Questio n n 

0 1 33 (n=17) 

0 1 44 (n=17) 

S177 (n=15) 

Totall yy  not 
applicabl e e 

0 0 

0 0 

No o 

13.3 3 

Nott  applicabl e 

5.9 9 

11.8 8 

Smal l l 

20.0 0 

Neutra l l 

23.5 5 

41.2 2 

Some e 

33.3 3 

Applicabl e e 

52.9 9 

29.4 4 

Larg e e 

33.3 3 

Veryy much 
applicabl e e 

17.6 6 

17.6 6 

Yes s 

0 0 

Note:: Figures in %; Letter/number combinations refer to survey questions in Annex III. 

ClimateClimate change 

Thee attention for climate change is a constant factor in all of Statoil's environmental re-

ports;; interviewees emphasised Statoil's climate position as an important feature of its en-

vironmentall strategy. In 1997, Statoil immediately praised the Kyoto Protocol as a cost-

effective,, cross-national solution. In addition, Statoil had the goal to develop and introduce 

technologyy to eliminate C 0 2 emissions, which can also be applied internationally. The 

companyy was quite strong in its climate change opinion; it reported its disappointment on 

thee failure to reach a negotiated settlement on implementation of the Protocol at the cli-

matee conference in the Hague during the autumn of 2000 (Statoil, 2000). Statoil also lob-

biedd for the same opportunities for Norwegian business as for other petroleum companies 

1277 E.g. the Kyoto Protocol (GHG emissions); the Gothenburg Protocol (nitrogen, sulphur oxides, VQC emis-
sions);; the 0SPAR convention (oil and chemicals discharges in NE Atlantic); and the Convention on Biodiver-
sity;; future Norwegian regulation for harmful discharges to sea (zero by 2005); the reduction of V0C emis-
sionss from offshore loading and storage operations (40% free by 2003; 95% VOC recovery by 2005); the EU 
directivee for best available technologies to reduce emissions and discharges (Statoil, 2002b). 
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(Statoil,, 2000). Norway has already had a C 0 2 tax on emissions since 1991, which 
stimulatedd Statoil's operations in Norway to be very efficient and would make it more diffi-
cultt for Statoil to improve that performance in an economically viable manner. An inter-
vieweee stated: 

—— "If BP and Shell put very demanding targets on paper then I am not Impressed. Statoil 
needsneeds to internationalise to grow which will increase its emissions as such. We can end 
upup in a situation of large investments to attain small margins." 

SustainableSustainable development 
Inn mid-2002, Statoil published its first sustainability report: 'The future is now' (Statoil, 
2002b).. It was the result of a ten-year involvement in the topic: in 1992, Statoil endorsed 
thee International Chambers of Commerce's 16 principles on sustainable development. In 
1997,, the company stated that properly managed oil and gas production has an important 
placee in sustainable development because energy at an affordable price is essential for 
economicc development; especially in developing countries where poverty is an important 
reasonn for environmental destruction. Furthermore, 'the group believes that a transition 
fromm oil to gas represents sustainable development in itself' {Statoil, 1997:18). In its strat-
egy,, the company aimed for an open approach, illustrated by interviews with well-known 
SDD 'celebrities'. In its first report, the CEO explicitly addressed window dressing (see also 
Chapterr 6) (2001 c:3): "Any substantial gap between words and deeds is not sustainable 
forr long." Performance indicators were included in the second report and the contents 
weree compared with the GRI-standard (Statoil, 2002b:66). Both reports were verified and 
emphasisedd the business case for sustainable solutions. 

11.44 Environmenta l structur e 

Statoil'ss reporting system for sustainable development has been there for the last "three to 
five"" years, counting backwards from 2003. According to some interviewees, the system 
wass not really invented at one particular moment and firmer statements were not made. 
Buildingg on new demands at the end of the 1980s, environment was added in extension of 
thee attention for safety; over the years, its inclusion was adapted in response to increasing 
Norwegiann legislation and the new notion of sustainable development and 'Brundtland'. 

Thee great majority of survey participants (see Table 11-10) confirmed the imple-
mentationn of an environmental management system (S4) (although 1 7% refer only to 
'some'' implementation). The statement 'A less stringent regulatory context decreases our 
requirementss for speedily implementing the EMS' (018) was answered neutrally by almost 
halff of the respondents, while the remainder equally supported and rejected the state-
ment.. This again indicates the uncertainty around Statoil's international operations. 

Tabl ee 11-10 Statoi l employee s on implementatio n EMS; impac t regulatio n 

Question n 

S4(n=17) ) 

018(n=15) ) 

No o 

5.9 9 

Totallyy not 
applicable e 

6.7 7 

Small l 

5.9 9 

Nott applicable 

20.0 0 

Some e 

11.8 8 

Neutral l 

46.7 7 

Large e 

23.5 5 

Applicable e 

26.7 7 

Yes s 

52.9 9 

Veryy much 
applicable e 

0 0 

Note:: Figures in %; Letter/number combinations refer to survey questions in Annex III. 
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However,, confirmation again stand out for the existence of an environmental risk manage-
mentt plan (S9); the performance of an EIA for all projects (S10); and the integration of the 
environmentall management information system (EMIS) into the general management in-
formationn system {S12). 

Tablee 11-11 Statoi l employee s on implementatio n EMS; risk ; EIA; and EMIS 

Question n 

S44 (n=17) 

S99 (n=18) 

S l0 (n=18) ) 

S l 2 ( n = t 8 ) ) 

No o 

5.9 9 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

Small l 

5.9 9 

5.6 6 

0 0 

11.1 1 

Some e 

11.8 8 

5.6 6 

11.1 1 

5.6 6 

Large e 

23.5 5 

38.9 9 

27.8 8 

16.7 7 

Yes s 

52.9 9 

50.0 0 

61.1 1 

66.7 7 

Note:: Figures in ; Letter/number combinations refer to survey questions in Annex III. 

Fromm 1998 onwards, a top-down project was started to develop a common system for the 
wholee group; all governing documents were put in an internal system to make it more 
transparent.. By 2001, the EMS was 'about in place', would be audited and needed to be 
convincing.. As an interviewee stated: "In the period before, it was more about the dos and 
don'tss and bringing it all together." An overview of Statoil's environmental management 
systemm and standards is shown in Table 11-12. 

Tablee 11-12 Statoil : Environmenta l managemen t syste m and standard s 

Namee of EMS 

Inn place since 

Application n 

Standard d 

Contentss of EMS 

Cycle e 

HSEE Management; governing document is called AR021. 

Validd from November 2000, when it replaced other governing documents 

Validityy area of the requirements is the entire Statoil group; 
Inclusionn suppliers and contractors from 1995 onwards 

Ambitionn to certify management system and central operation units in accordance with 
ISOO 9001 and ISO 14001 by the end of 2004. 

Management;; Organisation, personnel and expertise; Risk management; Emergency 
response;; Communication; Product development; Operation and maintenance; 
Subsidiariess and partnerships; Undesirable events; Supervision; Evaluation and im-
provement. . 

Planning;; Execution; Follow-up; Improvement. 

Specificationss 58 plus 30 (see note) 
Speciall environment-requirements: 
General;; Early phase; Surveying and monitoring; Impact assessments; Environmental 
riskk assessments; Assessment of chemicals; Emission and encroachment restrictions; 
Energyy efficiency; Operational follow-up; Measuring and reporting systems; Waste 
handlingg and reporting; Cessation of an activity; Part-owned operations 

Note:: Besides these special environment requirements, the system also acknowledges special health, safety, 
security,, emergency response and transport safety for business travel requirements. The respective numbers 
forr health and safety are 10 elements with 16 specifications, and 8 elements with 31 specifications. 

Thee system was based on the Deming cycle, though the A (Act) had been replaced by an 
II (Improve): 'To get the I of the cycle working, that is hard'. The system was an integrated 
partt of the group's total management system and named AR021. It seems to be for inter-
nall use only, although the governing documents were referred to in the Annual Reports 
(Statoil,, 2001a; 2002a; 2003a). Key elements of the system were registration, reporting 
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andd assessment of the relevant data; to this end, HSE performance indicators were devel-

oped.. In the case of major projects, Norwegian law required an EIA. 

Beforee 1990, Statoil had a safety and environmental department. In 1990, the 

moree structured and comprehensive look and organisation at the corporate level started to 

develop,, including a vice-president for environment and a corporate planning strategy unit. 

Thee developments were more or less parallel to the development with ElAs, which were 

alsoo driven by the authorities. In 1990, the position of senior vice-president for environ-

mentall affairs was established {as part of a total of 10 corporate staff functions) to work 

onn improving the internal and external environment in the operating units. The position has 

continuedd to exist until the time of writing (2004): in 2002, the senior vice-president for 

HSEE was named as the first one in the list. Line managers are responsible for HSE and 

supportedd by a specialist network of HSE&Q committees covering all parts of the busi-

ness,, the systematic use of measurable indicators, and systems and analysis methods. 

Notwithstandingg this responsibility, the survey results (see Table 11-13) showed a majority 

off 6 5 % confirming the initiation of environmental management by corporate office (07) . 

Tabl ee 11-13 Statoi l employee s on corporat e level' s initiativ e 

Question n 

0 77 (n=17) 

Totallyy not 
applicable e 

0 0 

Nott applicable 

0 0 

Neutral l 

35.3 3 

Applicable e 

52.9 9 

Veryy much 
applicable e 

11.8 8 

Note:: Figures in %; Letter/number combinations refer to survey questions in Annex III. 

Accordingg to interviewees, the corporate level was more supportive to the business units 

thann controlling them on environment: 

—— "/ don't see [this relationship] as a major problem, we were more a burden in the past 

thanthan today" 

—— "Our corporate HSE department is only involved for really critical/reputation sensitive ar-

eas;eas; further it set the standards and we work with an arena system: bringing in people 

cross-bordercross-border from all professions." 

Accordingg to interviewees, the degree of environmental centralisation in Statoil was rela-

tivelyy high which was considered necessary to work out certain issues, such as climate 

changee "which you cannot see". But this high degree of centralisation is also related to 

Statoil'ss size and mitigated "by efforts and initiatives in the operations" and by the fact that 

"measuress must be taken locally". 

InternationalInternational standards 

Statoil'ss position on standards was that it applied the same standards abroad as in Nor-

way.. According to interviewees, the use of recognised international standards made it 

easierr to communicate the environmental message and create a common understanding 

internationally:: "It is expected of a company regarded as environmentally concerned". In 

thee Norwegian context, Statoil did not use ISO except for the major operations of the 

businesss units. The use of ISO at the corporate level was a topic of debate at the time of 

interviewing: : 

—— "The system is in place, why [do we] need ISO" 

—— 'I have resisted successfully not to do it" 
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—— "The actual certification process is of limited value, it can be misused as a marketing tool. 

AllAll are doing that, a snowball, but it is more relevant for downstream products, for mar-

ketskets [than for the corporate level}." 

—— "It is not quite obvious that it is beneficial to have one certificate; that is more obvious for 

ISO9000ISO9000 than for ISO14001. Reporting of aggregate environmental data to the corporate 

levellevel doesn't make sense when these are different kind of activities." 

Inn the international context, the use of ISO was less controversial. Statoil regarded having 
thee same system as other certified companies as a must; in addition, it facilitated commu-
nicationn and served as an instrument to get people on the same level of commitment: "We 
havee more than enough competence, it is more the problem of having everybody on the 
samee conscious level." 

Statoil'ss standard also applied to its suppliers. In 1995, "a number of measures 
weree implemented to integrate suppliers and contractors in Statoil's HES management 
system,, and to allow them to participate in the group's training and improvement activi-
ties."" (Statoil, 1995:32). In 1996, the requirements were incorporated into the (large vari-
etyy of) standard contracts (Statoil, 1996). In 1997, a new methodology for HES qualifica-
tionn of suppliers was developed on the basis of guidelines issues by the E&P Forum: to 
identifyy whether suppliers fail to satisfy the group's basic requirements for HES manage-
mentt systems and results achieved (Statoil, 1997). The survey results confirm this; the 
majorityy of Statoil's respondents indicated that environmental standards for contractors 
(BC1)) and suppliers (BC4) are integrated into their contracts. However, suppliers (BC6) 
aree less monitored than contractors (BC3) and respondents' opinions were diverse on the 
negativee environmental impact of subcontracting: all response categories received about a 
thirdd of the votes (see Table 11 -14). 

Tablee 11-14 Statoi l employee s on requirement s contractors/suppliers ; resp . sanctionin g 

Questio n n 

BC11 (n=17) 

BC44 (n=17) 

BC33 (n=17) 

BC66 (n=17) 

No o 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

Small l 

0 0 

0 0 

5.9 9 

5.9 9 

Some e 

11.8 8 

23.5 5 

23.5 5 

17.6 6 

Larg e e 

29.4 4 

41.2 2 

41.2 2 

52.9 9 

Yes s 

58.8 8 

35.3 3 

29.4 4 

23.5 5 

Note:: Figures in ; Letter/number combinations refer to survey questions in Annex III. 

Thee opinions on the effect of structure of ownership, specifically JVs, on environmental 
structuree were diverse and came down to a few aspects: the process of convincing part-
ners,, the quality of standards and reputation effects. Especially at the beginning of a pro-
ject,, the process of convincing others of Statoil's standards is perceived as a challenge: 
projectss last for 30-40 years and national legislation was considered insufficient. How the 
processs works out depends on the partners, but there would be a 'natural tendency to pull 
thee weaker up'. According to an interviewee, Statoil is willing to share its experience in the 
environmentall field and does not want to compete there: "There is no corner cutting." An-
otherr interviewee stated that, in his opinion, Statoil has been pushing harder than other 
companies. . 

Notwithstandingg the views above, the JV clearly adds complexity to the application 
off standards. One interviewee stated that application of same standards overall is not 
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happening,, even though that is Statoil's official policy: 'Some things are critical, some are 

negotiable,, you just need to have processes'. 

Accordingg to the public relations manager, a JV is 'tricky' as Statoil will be charged 

byy public opinion with other companies' actions in the JV (e.g. the Bhaku pipeline project, 

aa JV where Statoil participates while BP operates). In the survey, the diverse environ-

mentall effects of working in a JV (see O20) were confirmed: agreement and disagreement 

bothh scored about 2 5 % while half of the respondents answered neutrally (see Table 

11-15).. This illustrated Statoil's lack of experience in the international setting and/or the 

sensitivityy of the topic. 

Tablee 11-15 Statoil employees on stringency environmental standards in joint ventures 

Question n 

O200 (n=16) 

Totallyy not 
applicable e 

6.3 3 

Nott applicable 

18,8 8 

Neutral l 

50.0 0 

Applicable e 

18.8 8 

Veryy much 
applicable e 

6.3 3 

Note:: Figures in %; Letter/number combinations refer to survey questions in Annex III. 

EnvironmentalEnvironmental performance reporting 

Statoil'ss intention, according to an interviewee, was "to document quantitative develop-

mentss over time and strengthen the decision-making basis for systematic and purposeful 

improvementt efforts." HSE data were gathered by the business units and reported to the 

corporatee executive committee. The committee evaluated trends and decided on the need 

forr improvements. HSE results and assessments were submitted to the board together 

withh the group's quarterly reports; those results were posted on the internet and intranet 

whilee more specific statistics were used for improvements. Statoil 's CEO stated that 

companiess have different philosophies for environmental management: 'There are de-

grees.... especially when it comes to environmental issues' (Statoil, 2001c:14). In Statoil's 

reports,, claims with regard to its high environmental performance were frequently made. 

Referencee to performance improvements included: 

—-- Guidelines for waste treatment, 'extensive' environmental mapping, impact assessments 

andand monitoring programmes (Statoil, 1995). 

—— Environmental risk analyses, self-imposed restrictions for areas of operations, drilling pe-

riodsriods and emergency response, and an internal HES prize (Statoil, 1997). 

—— Reuse and recycling of drilling muds (which led to savings) and Statoil's claim to be the 

worldworld first to have been injecting produced water, sea water and gas in one and the 

samesame well, boosting reservoir pressure to improve oil recovery and utilisation of sources 

(Statoil,(Statoil, 2000). 

Butt during the interviews, many doubts were expressed about the functioning of the system: 

—— "Everything depends on the people." 

—— "It is my observation as an HSE advisor that we have all the paper and at the same time, 

itit sometimes does not function at all because it is not prioritised." 

—— "You can put it in the drawer, it happens." 

—— "Incorporation into the business is the most important now." 

Thiss result also came forward in the survey where 2 4 % of the respondents agreed with 

thee statement that environmental performance would improve with greater effort (O10) 

(seee Table 11-16) while about 4 0 % of the respondents rejected the notion and a relatively 

largee part (35%) remained neutral. Reflecting on the industry, Statoil employees had di-

versee opinions on whether the competitive edge of the industry negatively affects its envi-
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ronmentall performance (03). The statement 'Over the last ten years, the petroleum sector 
hass improved its environmental performance in E&P to the maximum extent technologically 
possible'(02)) resulted in a varied response as well: a small majority of 60% agreed with 
thiss statement, while about 25% found it not applicable. Interestingly enough, Statoil's re-
spondentss never stated that they find the abovementioned statement 'very much applica-
ble':: that category scores zero for all those questions. 

Tablee 11-16 Statoi l employee s on solutions ; competitio n and improvement s 

Question n 

02 (n=17) ) 

0 33 (n=17) 

0 1 00 (n=17) 

Totallyy not 
applicable e 

5.9 9 

5.9 9 

5.9 9 

Nott applicable 

17.6 6 

41.2 2 

35.3 3 

Neutral l 

17.6 6 

23.5 5 

35.3 3 

Applicable e 

58.8 8 

29.4 4 

23.5 5 

Veryy much 
applicable e 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

Note:: Figures in %; Letter/number combinations refer to survey questions in Annex III. 

Inn addition, almost half of the respondents answered neutrally to the statement that the 
majorityy of the environmental issues in E&P will be solved within five years (01). The other 
respondentss equally disagreed and agreed with the statement. Statoil respondents an-
swerr more neutrally than Shell respondents (see Table 11-17) 

Tabl ee 11-17 Statoi l versu s Shel l employee s on solutio n of environmenta l issue s 

Question n 

Statoil'ss 0 1 (n=17) 

Statoil l 

Shell l 

Totallyy not 
applicable e 

5.9 9 

nn Mean 

177 3.00 

455 2.24 

Not t 
applicable e 

17.6 6 

SDD T 

.8666 2.958 

.908 8 

Neutrall Applicable Very much 
applicable e 

47.11 29.4 0 

Dff Sig (2-tailed) 

600 .004 Mann-Whitney 

Wilcoxonn W 

Z Z 

Asymp.Sig g 
(2tailed) ) 

202000 0 

1237000 0 

-3.008 8 

.003 3 

Chi-squaree value: 12.444; df: 4; Asymp Sig.(2-tailed): .014. 

Overr the years, Statoil's list of group-wide environmental performance indicators climbed 
fromm two to five (see Table 11 -18). HSE recording was further developed by Statoil's own 
systemm for performance measurement to which all operating units regularly record and re-
port.. In HSE accounting, all of the group's main activities, work carried out by contractors, 
andd work under Statoil's operatorship were included, at least in 2002. 
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Tabl ee 11-18 Statoil : grou p wid e performanc e indicator s 

Yearr Issues 

19966 Energy savings 
Wastee handling 

Frequency y 

Annually y 
Annually y 

2000,, 2002 Oil spills 
Emissionss of carbon dioxide 
Nitrogenn oxides 
Energyy consumption 
Wastee recovery 

Quarterly y 
Annually y 
Annually y 
Annually y 
Annually y 

Source:: Environmental reports. 

Inn the survey, the increased importance of environmental issues over the years 1990-2002 
wass very clear as well. Significant changes were not found only for the relation with 
NGOs,, authorities and the restoration of sites (Table 11-19). 

Tabl ee 11-19 Statoi l employees : chang e in importanc e environmenta l issue s 

Issue e 

Climatee change 

Freshh water scarcity 

Dischargess to water 

Hydrocarb.. Emiss. Air 

Oill spills 

Packagingg waste 

Solidd waste 

Biodiversity y 

Energyy efficiency 

Oilbasedd drilling muds 

Gass flaring 

Z Z 

-2.836 6 

-2.121 1 

-3.071 1 

-2.724 4 

-2.333 3 

-2.873 3 

-2.414 4 

-2.060 0 

-2.714 4 

-2.251 1 

-2.913 3 

Asymp.. Sig. 
(2tailed) ) 

.005 5 

.034 4 

.002 2 

.006 6 

.020 0 

.004 4 

.016 6 

.039 9 

.007 7 

.024 4 

.004 4 

Issue e 

Gass venting 

Sustainablee development 

NGOO pressures 

Investorr concerns 

Communityy concerns 

Relationn governing authority 

Financiall reputation 

Environmentall reputation 

Environmentall legislation 

Decommisioningg wells, rigs 

Restorationn of sites 

1990-2002 2 

Z Z 

-2.714 4 

-2.739 9 

-1.667 7 

-2.958 8 

-2.449 9 

-1.633 3 

-2.232 2 

-3.051 1 

-2.333 3 

-2.449 9 

-1.890 0 

Asymp.. Sig. 
(2tailed) ) 

.007 7 

.006 6 

.096 6 

.003 3 

.014 4 

.102 2 

.026 6 

.002 2 

.020 0 

.014 4 

.059 9 

(a)) Based on positive ranks; (b) Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test. Number of respondents ranges from 11-16. 

AA large majority of survey respondents considered technological changes to have benefi-
ciall effects for the environment (S19), implying the mitigation of environmental impact by 
innovation.. Further confirmation was provided by a 100% score for eco-design in the case 
off new production facilities (S20) (combining 'to a large extent' and 'yes'). About 70% of 
thee respondents stated that some technological changes have been taken only for envi-
ronmentall reasons (S18) (see Table 11 -20). 

Tabl ee 11-20 Statoi l employees : aim technolog y change ; impac t innovation ; eco-desig n 

Question n 

S188 (n=17) 

S199 (n=17) 

S200 (n-17) 

No o 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

Small l 

5.9 9 

0 0 

0 0 

Some e 

23.5 5 

11.8 8 

0 0 

Large e 

23.5 5 

52.9 9 

29.4 4 

Yes s 

47.1 1 

35.3 3 

70.6 6 

Note:: Figures in %; Letter/number combinations refer to survey questions in Annex 
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Consideringg the reporting of data on environmental performance, Annex VI gives an over-
view1288 of the developments over the years. Statoil provided data on a wide variety of indi-
catorss in both kinds of reports and used absolute figures, words and comparisons to illus-
tratee its performance. Four remarkable aspects in Statoil's performance reporting stand 
out.. Firstly, Statoil distinguished between releases of chemicals that it considers harmful, 
acceptable,, and having no or little impact. For example, of the chemicals released from 
offshoree operation, only 0.7% are considered 'environmentally-questionable', and these 
aree being phased out. The categorisation shows the company's awareness in evaluating 
itss impact (Statoil, 2002a:40). Secondly, information for the largest land-based operations 
andd plants on the NCS was shown separately. Thirdly, Statoil's presentation of challenges 
changedd in character: from a long rather specific list for offshore installations in 1996 to a 
general,, much shorter list in 2002. Fourthly, Statoil presented overviews of HSE-budgets, 
investmentss and expenses which have not been observed in any other reports. Further, 
HSEE was an element in remuneration. According to interviewees, 20% of the bonus con-
sistss of safety; total recorded injuries; and reduction in emissions of carbon, but, for some 
positions,, the rate is higher than in others. According to interviewees, the rate was a 'very 
importantt part of the focus' and had just increased from 10%, due to commitment and en-
gagementt of the CEO. 

MonitoringMonitoring and verification 
Sincee its first report in 1991, Statoil has had a verified environmental report. The first veri-
ficationn only reviewed the expenditures and whether Statoil had been consistent in re-
portingg these costs to the authorities. In its Annual Report 2000, Statoil (2000) stated that 
thee HSE management system and its accounting are verified annually by an external audi-
tor.. Internally, Statoil reported that in 1996 several audits were carried out; a major audit 
wass performed for exploration and production. Emissions, use of chemicals, and waste 
treatmentt were audited both at land-based facilities and on platforms. Subcontractors 
weree also audited, primarily as recipients of normal and hazardous waste. In 1997, internal 
HSE-auditss were carried out at various levels and in different business areas by the corpo-
ratee audit department; several offshore audits were included as well, with varying degrees 
off emphasis placed on health, safety, the working environment, and external environmental 
conditions.. Suppliers were again involved in several audits. From 2000 onwards, Statoil 
hass integrated the verified environmental report into its Annual Report129; this makes Statoil 
aa frontrunner in the sector. An overview of the information on Statoil's monitoring process 
iss provided in Table 11-21. 

1288 In 2004, Statoil has also published HSE datasheets on its website covering data from at least 1999 on-
wards;; those were not included in the analysis. 
1299 For 2002, the section comprised 13 pages including HSE accounting statistics (Statoil, 2002a). 

271 1 



Thee Greening of Black Gold 

Tabl ee 11 -21 Statoil' s audi t syste m 

Auditt program 

Start t 

Applied d 

Visits s 

Team m 

Followw up 

External l 

1996:: Audits registered/followed up in a system for inspection administration 

Noo information 

1996:: E&P on/offshore plus sub-contractors 
1997:: various levels and several business units plus several offshore plus suppliers 

Noo information 

Corporatee audit dept. 

Noo information 

HSEE mgt system and accounting annually 

Source:: Company reports. 

Inn the survey, a majority of the respondents (72%) agreed that the company is regularly 
internallyy audited (S7); these respondents were almost equally distributed over the con-
firmingg categories ('applicable'; 'very much applicable') (see Table 11-22). 

Tablee 11 -22 Statoi l employee s on audits ; benchmarking ; and manipulatio n 

Question n 

S77 (n=18) 

S8(n=17) ) 

S133 (n=18) 

0 11 6 (n=17) 

No o 

5.6 6 

0 0 

0 0 

Totallyy not 
applicable e 

35.3 3 

Small l 

5.6 6 

29.4 4 

22.2 2 

Nott applicable 

35.3 3 

Some e 

16.7 7 

23.5 5 

22.2 2 

Neutral l 

23.5 5 

Large e 

38.9 9 

23.5 5 

44.4 4 

Applicable e 

5.9 9 

Yes s 

33,3 3 

23.5 5 

11.1 1 

Veryy much 
applicable e 

0 0 

Note:: Figures in %; Letter/number combinations refer to survey questions in Annex III. 

Butt in addition, 22% responded that internal audits were performed only to a 'small' or 
'some'' extent, while 6% stated they are not carried out at all. The distribution of answers 
wass even more spread with regard to the occurrence of external audits (S8), although 
nonee of the respondents said 'No'. More than 50% responded with 'small or some extent'; 
thee other smaller half stated that external audits occur regularly. On the other hand, regular 
benchmarkss (S13) were confirmed by 55% of the Statoil-respondents, with the other half 
beingg more cautious in their answer. Interviewees indicated the difficulty of HSE bench-
markingg and its potential effect on the business: 

—— "In industry organisations, it is tricky to get the numbers right. By operations we take 
100%100% always, others do equity, we need to restate our accounts on that and I think we 
willwill because C02 will have a price on it." 

Thee statement that the results of audits are fairly easily manipulated (016) was strongly 
rejectedd by a majority of 70%; However, 6% stated that this was indeed the case, while a 
ratherr high 23% remained neutral. 

11.55 Conclusion s 

Norwegiann Statoil is the youngest and smallest company in the case study sample. It built 
itss environmental management system in a strong legislative but relatively secure and 
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comprehensiblee context. The company is an early reporter, which is extraordinary for the 
Europeann context. With the focus of its operations mainly on the Norwegian Continental 
Shelf,, the company has the lowest degree of internationalisation of the four case compa-
nies.. Despite its goal in the 1990s to increase its degree of internationalisation, in fact 
Statoill hardly increased its international presence. Moreover, the international operations 
thatt were developed in the Caspian region led to questions by the Norwegian public, 
whilee the operations in Iran resulted in reputation damage. 

Statoill was included in the case study format to contrast with the characteristics of 
thee other companies in order to examine: the effects of a low degree of internationalisa-
tion;; the effect of state ownership; the young age of the company; and the effect of its 
homee country origin. The results show that this home country origin and state ownership 
resultedd in the early adoption of parts of an EMS and the implementation of environmental 
impactt assessments. On the basis of that experience, Statoil profiles itself as an exporter 
off a certain quality of standards to other nationally-owned companies in its 'NOC NOC' 
strategy.. However, the integration of the system into the rest of company procedures took 
thee rest of the 1990s, and the development of monitoring procedures was still in progress 
byy 2003. The young age of the company meant that it did not have to break through a 
centuryy of culture building and belief systems; however, although maybe starting from a 
differentt level, issues regarding compatibility of environmental and economic goals still 
remain.. Environmental issues had to prove their business value in the Norwegian context 
ass well, especially since Statoil's orientation was on technological skills and their sales to 
thee rest of the sector. 

Althoughh the institutional context and its history as a state-owned company had 
weightt in the relatively early development of systematic management, the short lines of 
authorityy and the high level of centralisation seemed to have slowed down the implemen-
tationn of a complete management system. In addition, Statoil's rather unblemished reputa-
tionn did not demand a complete system. The main concern of the company with regard to 
environmentall issues is the hold-up and/or strategic fit of its environmental management 
systemm within international operations. This concern was shared by interviewees from 
otherr companies who rated Statoil high on its performance, but only when performance is 
evaluatedd in the Norwegian context. Considering Statoil's environmental alignment, Statoil 
startedd from a technical, proactive perspective in the beginning of the 1990s (see Figure 
11-1). . 

Overr the years, its external presentation slowly changed to a more 'fashionable' 
version,, including summaries of stakeholder dialogue. In the fourth quadrant, Statoil moves 
further.. From an approach in which all environmental impact was considered inefficient 
and/orr a loss, Statoil's position extended its efficiency paradigm to a compatibility per-
spective:: the international perspective of a company obliged to present itself as environ-
mentallyy conscious while profiling for competitiveness at the same time. Statoils' environ-
mentall alignment is considered strong, but fragile when going abroad - as indicated by 
thee thunderbolt sign. Notwithstanding its advanced position, the order of fit is similar to 
Shell'ss and of a second order where activity is reinforcing. Considering the international 
challenge,, optimisation of effort is not the level Statoil is at. The direction of Statoil's 
alignmentt is considered technology transformation but with elements of competitive po-
tential,, considering the 'NOC NOC' strategy. 
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Figur ee 11-1 Statoil' s positio n in the corporat e greenin g mode l 

Approachh to implementing corporate greening 

passive/reactivee active/proactive 

1 1 

o o 

2 2 

4(Statoiii 199Ö; 

1 1 
(Statoill 2002) 

Source:: Adjusted from Winn and Angell, 2000. For Notes, see Chapter 4, section 4.4.2. 
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