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ABSTRACT

STILL DIRTY AFTER ALL THESE YEARS:
POLITICAL LEADERSHIP, KNOWLEDGE, AND SOCIALIZATION AND
REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL COOPERATION IN NORTHEAST ASIA

MAY 2014
INKYOUNG KIM, B.A., SUNGKYUNKWAN UNIVERSITY
M.A., SEOUL NATIONAL UNIVERSITY
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST

Directed by: Professor Peter M. Haas

This dissertation examines the microprocesses of regime creation in Northeast
Asia regarding transboundary environmental problems. Despite the growing need for
international environmental cooperation and policy coordination at the regional and
global levels, Northeast Asia has not yet succeeded in reaching any binding regional
agreement on any environmental issue, even though it has developed various
environmental cooperative mechanisms regarding transboundary pollution. Rather than
characterizing regional environmental cooperative mechanisms in Northeast Asia as
“non-regime,” this study unpacks the varying forms of collective action in terms of the
speed of development of cooperative mechanisms and the substantive content of the
development undertaken by states in the region. The causal relationships between specific
forms of political leadership, knowledge, and socialization and the degrees and forms of
regional collective action is explored regarding the transboundary air pollution issues of
the region, including acid rain, dust and sandstorms, and various long-range

transboundary air pollutants. In addition to comparing the participation of countries in

viii



this region in broader Northeast Asian cooperative mechanisms, the study also analyzes
the differences between European and East Asian experiences on this topic.

An analysis of the three cases indicates that all three independent variables are
only partly associated with varying degrees of collective action as measured by formal
features and concrete collective action in Northeast Asia. The study’s comparison of the
varying degrees of collective action in Northeast Asia and Europe and among the three
studied Northeast Asian environmental cooperative mechanisms discovers two useful
insights.

First, the analysis supports the hypothesis on social mechanisms among political
leadership, shared knowledge, and socialization, which asserts that the stronger the
political leadership and the greater the shared knowledge in the region, the more likely
participants in regional cooperation are to engage in the learning process of socialization
and thereby create the most formal and concrete collective action. The study finds that
strong political leadership is not itself sufficient to lead member countries to engage in
the learning process of socialization and that a lack of shared scientific knowledge is
positively associated with the adaption process of socialization among participants in the
cooperative activities of these three regional mechanisms.

Another insight is that the lack of shared knowledge and of the learning mode of
socialization helps explain why all three regional cooperative mechanisms have failed to
advance to become the legally binding regional environmental regimes rather than the
comparatively higher degrees of collective action in terms of formalization and
concreteness among regional entities within the UNEP’s second category of regional

action. This study argues that knowledge and socialization barriers are key determinants



of the development of regulatory regional environmental regimes. Without shared
scientific knowledge and engagement in the learning process of socialization, even given
strong political leadership by a participating country, it is not likely for a region to
develop a legally binding regional environmental regime. Therefore, this study concludes
that to make the transformation from the least formal and concrete collective action to the
most formal and concrete depends on creating shared knowledge and the learning process

of socialization.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION: LEADERSHIP, KNOWLEDGE, AND SOCIALIZATION

Research Questions

There has been a growing consensus on the need for international environmental
cooperation and policy coordination at the regional and global levels. Global warming,
ozone depletion, and tropical deforestation are typically acknowledged as global
environmental problems requiring global cooperation, while acid rain, haze, and regional
water pollution are typically viewed as regional issues. In response to these problems,
more than a thousand multilateral environmental agreements have been made between
1950 and 2010." Northeast Asia, however, has not yet succeeded in reaching any binding
regional agreement even though it has developed various environmental cooperative
mechanisms regarding transboundary pollution, as shown in Table 1.1. It is also notable
that none of the countries of this region have accepted a binding dispute resolution
mechanism in the numerous bilateral agreements they have made (Henry, Kim, & Lee,
2012).

Table 1.1
Participation of Northeast Asian Countries in Environmental Cooperative Programs

Starting | Region/ Level of

Issue areas Acronyms Full name )
y Year Sub-region | actors

! This number includes conventions, treaties, agreements, accords, or their non-English
equivalents and protocols and amendments to such instruments and excludes “soft law” such as
action plans, agreed measures, codes of conduct, declarations, resolutions, and similar policies
(Mitchell, 2002-2011).



Cooperation

P Asia-Pacific Asia
‘g- APEC Economic 1989 - State
S Cooperati Pacific
] peration
@)
S ASEAN+3 | ASEAN Plus 1997 | East Asia | state, 10
5 Three
2 Asia-
o ASEAN+6 ASEAN Plus Six | 2005 e State
3, Pacific
EAS East Asia Summit | 2005 East Asia State
Tripartite Trilateral Summit | 2008 | Northeast | g
Summit Asia
Asian
Environmental
AECEN Compliance and | 2005 Asia State
Enforcement
Network
Project Asia and
Project ABC | Atomospheric 2002 Pacific State
Brown Cloud
Environmental Asia and
ECO-Asia Congress for Asia | 1991 Pacific State
and Pacific
Q)
o
3
= L
@ The Association
o of Northeast Asia Northeast Local
o, NEAR . 1996 . govern-
= Regional Asia
> ments
Governments
Joint Meeting of
the
Intergovernmenta .
- | Networks on 2009 ﬁ‘:(':?f?cnd I0s
Regional Air
Pollution in Asia
and the Pacific
Northeast Asian
NEAC Con_ference on 1992 No'rtheast State
Environmental Asia




Northeast Asian

Sub-regional Northeast
NEASPEC Program of 1993 . State
) Asia
Environmental
Cooperation
Tripartite
TEMM Er!v!ronment 1999 No'rtheast State
Ministers Asia
Meeting
Asia-Pacific
Network for Asia-
APN Global Change 1995 Pacific State
Research
Tripartite national
TPM Presidents 2004 No_rtheast research
. Asia .
Meeting Institutes
Eco-Peace
i’;I\QRO' Network in 2001 'IZI\(S)ir;heast NGOs
Northeast Asia
Acid Deposition
EANET Monltorlr_\g 1998 East Asia | State
Network in East
Asia
Tripartite
Director General
Meetings
for yellow Northeast
TDGM sand/Dust sand 2007 Asia State
storm among
China, Japan and
Air ROK
Pollution® Joint Research
Project on Long-
) Range Trans- Northeast
LTP Project Boundary Air 1995 Asia State
Pollutants in
Northeast Asia
NEAEE Northeast Asian 1998 No'rtheast NGOs
Forest Forum Asia
Tripartite
TEEN EnVIropmentaI i No_rtheast NGOs
Education Asia
Network




Water Northwest Pacific Northeast
Pollution NOWPAP Action Plan 1994 Asia State
East Asian
EABRN Biosphere 1995 No'rtheast state, 10
Asia
Reserve Network
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#These five cooperative mechanisms were not explicitly developed for environmental cooperation
and have been more focused on general cooperation, particularly economic cooperation, although
they have set up side meetings for environmental issues. For example, APEC has held meetings
of ministers responsible for the environment. Some meetings tend to be sporadic rather than
consistent. For example, the meeting of environmental ministers at APEC in 2012 was held 15
years after the previous meeting in 1997.

® There are two other international cooperative mechanisms that deal with air pollution in Asia or
East Asia: Environmental Monitoring of Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPSs) in East Asian
Countries and Clean Air Initiative for Asian Cities (CAl-Asia). However, China has not
participated in the POPs monitoring project since 2005, and the ROK has not participated in CAl-
Asia at the governmental level.

Previous research studies addressing this issue have strived to identify the factors
that determine the emergence, persistence, and dissipation of international regimes
regarding the environment (Hasenclever et al., 1997; Krasner, 1983; Young, 1989;
Young and Osherenko, 1993). For the successful development of such regimes, scholars
have suggested the following contributing factors: efficient leadership (Chung, 1999;

Haas 2000); scientific consensus (Chung, 1999; Haas, 2000; Kim, 2007; Nam, 2002); the
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influence of public concern and NGOs (Haas, 2000; Komori, 2010); previous
institutional experience regarding regional cooperation (Nam, 2008; Valencia, 2008); and
coordinating mechanisms among various overlapping initiatives (Komori, 2010).
Northeast Asia has been characterized as a region where the development of
environmental regimes has been slow. Most researchers have concluded that
environmental regime-building in this region has remained elusive, or remains at most in
an embryonic stage, because the main factors that promote regime creation have not yet
sufficiently developed to trigger real international cooperation.

This dissertation project focuses on the variations among different regional
environmental cooperative mechanisms in Northeast Asia. This does not mean that it
disregards the regional characteristics of Northeast Asia in explaining regional
environmental cooperation, as some factors may be more closely related to regional
characteristics than to characteristics of the issues themselves. However, the focus of this
project is on the variations among issue areas in Northeast Asian environmental
cooperation despite general regional characteristics so as to avoid deterministic
explanations.

This examination of cooperative mechanisms developed to address environmental
issues related to air quality is motivated by several driving questions with relevance to the
field of international relations and policy making that it hopes to answer. If countries aim
to reduce transboundary air pollution through international cooperation, why have
various cooperative mechanisms developed different forms and degrees of collective
action within a region? What determines the forms and degrees of collective action? Why

do countries participate more actively in certain cooperative mechanisms than in others?



What driving forces are contributing factors for regional cooperation to produce
behavioral changes among participating countries?

Thus, rather than stating that the cooperative efforts of Northeast Asia have been
failures by defining them as nonregime cooperation,? | ask why collective actions
through various cooperative mechanisms have developed at variant speeds and degrees
even though regional characteristics are specific and significant enough to explain
regional environmental cooperation. In doing so, instead of asking what factors are
missing in the region that could contribute to developing successful environmental
regimes, this study analyzes the causal relationships between the degrees and forms of
regional collective action and the existence of political leadership, shared knowledge, and

socialization.

Background of Research and Purpose
The comparison of annual anthropogenic sulfur dioxide (SO2) in 2000 from ten
continental regions in Figure 1.1 shows that East Asia, encompassing Far East Russia,
Mongolia, China, the Republic of Korea (hereafter ROK), and Japan, records the highest
emissions.® It is astonishing to see that the small number of Northeast Asian countries

recorded the highest emissions of SOz2 in the world.

2 Nonregime cooperation is defined as “transnational policy arenas characterized by the absence
of multilateral agreements for policy coordination among states” (Dimitrov et al., 2007, p. 231).

® Liu and Mauzerall (2007) define the ten continental regions as follows: North America (NA),
South America (SA), Europe (EU), the former Soviet Union (FSU, excluding part of Russia in the
European domain), Africa (AF), the Indian subcontinent (IN), East Asia (EA), Southeast Asia
(SE), Australia (AU), and the middle East (ME).
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Figure 1.1. Annual anthropogenic SO2 emissions in 2000. Adapted from
J. Liu & D. L. Mauzerall, D. L., 2007, “Potential Influence of Inter-continental Transport of
Sulfate Aerosols on Air Quality,” Environmental Research Letters, 2: 045029, p. 3.

Despite its ecological interdependence due to geographical proximity, which is
considered a primary condition for multilateral environmental cooperation (Soroos, 1997,
pp. 266-267), Northeast Asian countries have shown relatively slow progress toward
creating cooperative environmental regimes. Throughout their history, China, Japan, and
the ROK have been the most interactive parties and thus those most recognized as having
influenced one another through various channels. It is therefore puzzling that the
Northeast Asian countries seem to be less active in solving common environmental
problems than countries of other regions such as Europe and even other subregions of

Asia.

Since the first wave of regionalism began in Western Europe in the 1950s,
regionalism has undergone many ups and downs (Kim, 2004). After fizzling out in the
1960s and 1970s, a second wave of regionalism came in the late 1980s and 1990s,

initiated by the Single European Act of 1986.* Finally, the so-called new regionalism has

* Mansfield and Solingen identifies four waves of regionalism: the first wave during the second
half of the 19" century as “largely a European phenomenon” which “was associated with the
emergence of a liberal international trading system”; the second wave after World War | as “more
economically discriminatory” phenomenon; the third wave between the 1960s and the early
1970s; and the fourth wave during the 1990s (2010, pp. 147-148).
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blossomed due to the extensive discontents of globalization, such as the Asian financial
crisis of 1997-1998, the collapse of the 1999 World Trade Organization talks in Seattle,
and the push of European Union toward more rigorous integration through the launching
of a common currency in 1999. In fact, regionalism is seen as an emerging notion against
a backdrop of rapid globalization that contains the triumph of democracy, open financial
movements, and the comprehensive battle against terror (Rozman, 2004). Under these
circumstances, looking at a region to better understand international interactions seems
inevitable.

Social science scholars, including those in international relations, have recently
paid extensive attention to regions. This attention derives from the growing number of
formal institutional arrangements such as the European Union (EU), the North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), the Central
American Common Market, the Caribbean Community (CARICOM), and the Southern
Common Market (Mercosur) (Pempel, 2005) as well as the less formalized efforts of the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and Southern African Development
Community (SADC) (Breslin & Higgott, 2000). It has been argued that a focus on
regions can help us better understand changes in and processes of world orders because
regions are “social constructions created through politics” rather than natural, or
“determined by geography” (Katzenstein, 2000, pp. 353-354).

Northeast Asia is under construction as a region. The two competing views
among scholars regarding Northeast Asian regionalism are what Rozman called “liberal
openings and realist suspicions” (2004, p. 12). The liberal political economists argue that

economic integration based on soaring intraregional trade will soon lead to regionalism,



whereas realists doubt that regionalism will form because of insecurity in Northeast Asia.
Some scholars have focused on the lack of integration within the region based on the
political actions of governments (Frankel & Kahler, 1993; Mansfield & Milner, 1997).
Others have highlighted increased “cohesiveness” or “interconnectedness” in the region
based on nongovernmental actions such as popular culture (Cohen, 2002) and the
development of “open regionalism” in “more peaceful East Asia” than in “more conflict-
prone Middle East” (Solingen, 2007, pp. 774-775). Thus, there appear to be both positive
and negative prospects for regionalism in Northeast Asia, and this study is intended to
shed light on how the core participant countries have responded to common
environmental issues under these circumstances.

Examination of this topic is complicated by the fact that there is little consensus
on the boundaries of this region. Scholars have included different sets of countries
depending on the topic of their research (Mack & Ravenhill, 1995). For example, Hong
Kong and Taiwan are typically included as main actors in economic discourses on
Northeast Asia, while Russia is generally excluded from the region in cultural studies due
to a lack of racial and cultural commonalities (Nam, 2002). As most studies regarding
Northeast Asia name China, Japan, and the ROK as the core states (Kim, 2004; Rozman,
2004) of the region, this study also focuses primarily on the interactions of these three
countries.

As shown in Figure 1.2, this dissertation defines Northeast Asia as containing six
countries: the Russian Federation, Mongolia, China, Democratic People’s Republic of

Korea (hereafter DPRK), the ROK, and Japan.®

> For further discussion of this region, see Inkyoung Kim, 2007.



Figure 1.2. Map of Northeast Asia. Adapted from NEASPEC. http://www.neaspec.org/envir-
impera.asp.

Northeast Asia as a region is also quite diverse. It includes not only substantially
different political systems but also various levels of economic development: an economic
superpower, Japan; the rapidly developing ROK and east coast areas of China; and the
poor and largely unindustrialized DPRK, rural China, Russian Far East, and Mongolia.
Given these different levels of economic development, international cooperation within
Northeast Asia can serve as a model to the whole world.

The Asian and Pacific region is worthy of study because it is “home to 60 percent
of the global population, accounts for over 40 percent of the global economy” (UNEP,
2011). There are several subregions in the Asian Pacific: Southeast Asia, Northeast Asia,
South Asia, Central Asia, and Pacific Islands.® Among them, Southeast Asia has
developed the most environmental cooperation through numerous legal instruments and

policy statements. This successful institutionalization is attributable to their extensive

® The classifications of subregions in Asia Pacific may vary across studies and organizations.
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cooperative experiences through the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)
since the 1960s (Nam, 2008). The ASEAN Ministerial Meeting on the Environment was
established in 1981 as one of 30 ASEAN Sectoral Ministerial Bodies. As shown in Table
1.2, ASEAN has reached agreements on 16 environmental issues. For example, the
implementation of the Agreement on Transboundary Haze Pollution signed in 2002 by 10
ASEAN member countries (ASEAN, 2010) was accomplished smoothly by designating
the ASEAN Secretariat as its secretariat.” This arrangement is quite different from some
cooperative mechanisms of Northeast Asia that have struggled with problems such as

duplication and delays in designating secretariats, as discussed in the following chapters.

Table 1.2
Agreements and Declarations of Southeast Asia

- ASEAN Declaration on the 13th session of the Conference of the Parties to the
UNFCCC and the 3rd session of the CMP to the Kyoto Protocol (2007)

- Singapore Declaration on Climate Change, Energy, and the Environment (2007)

- ASEAN Declaration on Environmental Sustainability (2007)

- Cebu Resolution on Sustainable Development (2006)

- Agreement on the Establishment of ASEAN Centre for Biodiversity (2005)

- ASEAN Declaration on Heritage Parks (2003)

- Yangon Resolution on Sustainable Development (2002)

- ASEAN Agreement on Transboundary Haze Pollution (2002)

- Jakarta Declaration on Environment and Development (18 September 1997)

- Bandar Seri Begawan Resolution on Environment and Development (1994)

- Singapore Resolution on Environment and Development (1992)

- The Kuala Lumpur Accord on Environment and Development (1990)

- Jakarta Resolution on Sustainable Development (1987)

- Agreement on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (1985)

- Bangkok Declaration on the ASEAN Environment (1984)

" Haze pollution is defined as “smoke resulting from land and/or forest fire which causes
deleterious effects of such a nature as to endanger human health, harm living resources and
ecosystems and material property and impair or interfere with amenities and other legitimate uses
of the environment.” (ASEAN, 2010).
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- ASEAN Declaration on Heritage Parks and Reserves (1984)

Note: Adapted from ASEAN, http://environment.asean.org/index.php?page=agreements.

Of course, ASEAN also has faced a few challenges, such as weak enforcement
due to the “ASEAN Way” based on non-intervention, lack of ratification, and limited
national capacity (Nam, 2008). In fact, Indonesia, the key polluter, has not ratified the
Haze Pollution Agreement yet, unlike nine other member countries, namely, Brunei
Darussalam, Cambodia, Lao PDR, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand,
and Viet Nam. The House of Representatives of Indonesia rejected ratification in 2008,
stating that the agreement threatened Indonesia’s state sovereignty and that it feared other
countries interfering in their domestic issues (Jakarta Globe, January 23, 2011).

Despite these difficulties in implementation, ASEAN’s institutional experience
with transboundary air pollution is way ahead of Northeast Asia’s environmental
cooperation because of its more highly developed administrative structures. Considering
that Northeast Asia includes countries with more advanced economic capacity than those
in Southeast Asia, a lack of national capacity is not a sufficient explanation for the
limited institutionalization of environmental cooperation. In 2009, the total GDP of
China, Japan, and the ROK formed more than one sixth of the world’s total GDP, more
than the U.S. GDP of US$10 trillion: US$4.985 trillion in China, US$5.069 trillion in
Japan, and US$832.512 billion in the ROK (World Bank, 2011). Despite its rapid
economic development, this region has not yet developed international regimes to deal
with transboundary environmental problems even though it has endeavored to build
regional cooperation since the early 1990s. Bilateral environmental cooperation

flourished in the 1990s: between the ROK and China (1993), the ROK and Japan (1993),
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the ROK and Russia (1994), and China and Japan (1994). However, these bilateral
agreements have been stalled and ineffective due to geopolitical characteristics,
leadership issues, domestic circumstances, and other such issues (Ye, 2011).

It is commonly understood among policy makers and experts in Northeast Asia
that successful European experiences in dealing with transboundary pollution are less
likely to be transplanted to this region due to “substantially different political and
economic systems” and “various levels of economic development” (Kim, 2007). In
addition, little scientific consensus (Chung, 1999; Nam, 2002) and political antipathies
shaped by historical memories (Yoshimatsu, 2010) have been obstacles to regional
governance.

It is easy to assume that these unique characteristics of Northeast Asia may have
prevented the region from building regional institutions. However, it is puzzling to see
how the European countries managed to create the 1979 Long Range Transboundary Air
Pollution despite the distrust between the West and East during the Cold War (Farrell and
Keating, 2006), how the Mediterranean countries were able to reach agreements on the
Med Plan despite economic gaps and political dissimilarities (Haas, 1990), and how
ASEAN countries have reached the ASEAN Agreement on Transboundary Haze
Pollution despite even greater cultural diversity. According to previous studies of
regional environmental governance, this difference can be explained by leadership
(Chung, 1999, 2010; Haas, 2000), former experiences with regional institutionalization
(Nam, 2008), and weak organizations and the limited influence of public concerns and
NGOs (Haas, 2000). To make this study useful for policymakers in the region, however,

more attention needs to be paid to the specific elements within each of these factors
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needed for this region to successfully expand its existing cooperation. General
explanations have flourished, and what is now needed are specific lessons that this region
can apply to its own surroundings. Thus, this study attempts to shed light on the
microprocesses of each factor in regime creation within current regional cooperation

efforts.

Why Study Transboundary Air Pollution?

Social scientists, policy makers, and concerned citizens should care about
transboundary air pollution in Asia simply because the emissions of Asian countries are
so extensive and cross national borders. The size of the region’s total economy and the
resulting emissions has grown at a dramatic speed. For example, the ROK has faced air
pollution problems that started in the late 1960s due to the nation’s development of heavy
industries and reached their peak in the 1970s and 1980s. However, the increasing use of
low-sulfur oil and liquefied natural gas has brought a significant decrease in emissions.
Various domestic measures were taken in the 1980s, including the 1981 Standard for
Sulfur Content, the 1985 Prohibition of Solid Fuel Use, and the 1988 Clean Fuel Use
Duty (Chang et al., 2008). As a result, emissions of SOz in Seoul have continuously
declined (Chang et al, 2008). The emission reductions for nitrogen oxides (NOXx) are not
as significant as for sulfur, but it is notable that emissions have been kept at a certain
level, 125 thousand tons, since the sharp reduction between 1989 and 1990 (Chang et al.,
2008). For particulate matter (PM), Seoul has met the standard of an atmospheric

environment of 50ug/m3 as of November 2010, for the first time since the
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countermeasures for improvement of metropolitan atmospheric environments were
implemented in 2005, recording a 17% improvement.®

The most recent 2012 Environmental Performance Index indicates the successful
management of pollution of the ROK to some extent.’ The ROK is ranked 43 out of 132

countries classified as “strong performers”*

which is quite different from 2002, when the
ROK was ranked 135" among 146 countries and its air quality 120" among 122
countries, evaluated on the performance of urban SO2, NO2, and Total Suspended
Particles (TSP) concentrations (World Economic Forum, 2002).** This poor record
resulted from “rapid urbanization and the exponential growth of the vehicle fleet in the

Seoul Metropolitan Area*?”

(Kim, 2010, p. 3). However, the dramatic improvement is
shown clearly by its ranking of 13" out of 132 countries of Pilot Trend EPI, which
represents “the change in their environmental performance over the last decade” and
“who is improving and who is declining over time” (Yale Center for Environmental Law
and Policy et al., 2012, p. 4).

In the case of Japan, since modernization in the middle of the 19th century, it has

achieved rapid economic growth through industrialization and urbanization. In 1955-64,

® This data was provided by a Korean governmental official of Ministry of Environment in an
interview.

® “The 2012 EPI rankings are comprised of both a snapshot of performance based on the latest
available data (the 2012 EPI) and a trend rank based on performance over the last decade”
(http://epi.yale.edu/epi2012/rankings).

10 Japan is ranked 23" in the group of strong performers, and China 116" in weak performers. EPI
classifies countries into five groups; strongest performers, strong performers, modest performers,
weaker performers, and weakest performers.

1 TSP is the particle diameters approximately less than 50-100 microns (um) which is different
from PM10, inhalable particles less than 10 microns in diameter which penetrates through the
nose, and PM2.5, “fine fraction” less than 2.5 microns in diameter which penetrates to the lungs.
2 From 1990 to 2000, the population of the Seoul metropolitan area, covering 12% of the
nation’s entire area, increased by 20% to almost 22 million, accounting for 46% of all South
Koreans. More impressively, the number of vehicles in the Seoul metropolitan area increased by
211%, from 1.8 million in 1990 to 5.6 million, in 2000 (Ministry of Environment, Republic of
Korea, 2004).
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the economic development of Japan was supported by tripled energy consumption, which
resulted in various air pollution problems that were at their peak in the 1960s. However,
Japan’s technological innovation, institutional development, and collaboration between
government and industry led to the significant decrease of sulfur dioxide emissions, by
nearly 40% between 1974 and 1987 (UNEP, 2001, p. 32).

Northeast Asia has been not an exception to the growing global ecological
interdependence, which is known as one of systemic process changes that have
contributed to emerging restrictions on air pollution. In ecological science the term
“ecological interdependence” refers to the fact that the loss or weakening of an ecosystem
service, such as the soil’s retaining ground moisture, can harm many species that rely on
the ecosystem. In environmental politics, however, the term “ecological interdependence”
is typically used to refer to common environmental problems shared by several countries.
But as Nam has observed, “Geographical proximity and climate contiguity may seem to
constitute what shapes a region into a single ecological community, but that is not
necessarily the case. Rather, deterioration of regional common pool resources drives the
region to become a destined ecological community” (2002, p. 169).

Thus the efforts made by the ROK and Japan in the region have been diluted by
China, which has followed the same pattern of development taken by most developed
nations, including the United Kingdom, United States, and Japan: “pollute first, control
later.” Under this model, countries consider environmental protection only after they
achieve a certain degree of economic development (Wang, 2006-2007). China has
developed its economy at a dramatic speed since the advent of Deng Xiaoping’s “reform

and opening” in the late 1970s. Between 1979 and 2011, China recorded a 9.6% average
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annual GDP growth rate. Its urban population increased by 4.2% annually between 1990
and 2003, even though the total population growth rate remained under 1%, and urban
dwellers accounted for 40.53% of the total population in China (OECD, 2006). The total
population in China comprises 20% of the global population, although China possesses
only 6.8% of global arable land. See Figure 1.3 for the remarkable decrease in arable land

in China between 1996 and 2002.
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Figure 1.3. Change in arable land area in China between 1996 and 2002. Adapted from
Environmental Information Center, SEPA. (2004). Analysis Report on the State of the
Environment in China. http://english.mep.gov.cn/SOE/analysis/index.htm#wastegas?.

Moreover, China’s “desire for self-sufficiency has exerted large pressures on the
ecosystem” (OECD, 2006, p. 12). This economic development has led to several key
problems in China: contamination of fresh water resources; air pollution by particulate
matter and other pollutants; soil erosion and desertification (“desert now covers 25% of

China’s territory”) due to degradation and destruction of forests; and the loss of
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cultivated land due to unsustainable agricultural practices and expansion of urban and
industrial areas; and biodiversity loss (OECD, 2006, p. 11).

A 1999 study by the World Bank estimated that “air and water pollution damage,
especially the dangers that fine airborne particulates pose to human health, have been
estimated to be at least USD 54 billion a year--nearly 8% of China’s GDP” (OECD,
2006, p. 11). Another report by the Chinese Academy of Environmental Planning for the
State Environmental Protection Administration (SEPA) in 2006 states the cost of air
pollution at CNY 219.8 billion (OECD, 2006, 12). In fact, the amount of emitted
industrial waste gas has shown a gradual increase, as seen in Figure 1.4, even though the

rate of increase has slowed to some extent since 1997.
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Figure 1.4. Change in amount of discharge of waste gas in China, 1990-2002. Adapted from
Environmental Information Center, SEPA. (2004). Analysis Report on the State of the
Environment in China. http://english.mep.gov.cn/SOE/analysis/index.htm#wastegas?.

Chinese efforts to deal with these environmental problems can be seen in (a) its

institutional framework for environmental regulation, (b) environmental legislation, and
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(c) Five-Year Environment Plans in line with Five-Year Social and Economic
Development Plans (FYPs).*® 1t should be noted that the national-level institutional
framework for environmental regulation has been improved. The China’s first top-level
environmental body was the Environmental Protection Bureau (EPB), set up in 1974 with
a staff of 20 as a unit under the State Council. Since then, the status of the EPB has
improved gradually. After subsequent reorganizations of the governmental system, SEPA
was set up as a ministry at the end of March 1998, upgraded from the National
Environmental Protection Agency and promoted from a sub-ministry to a ministry. SEPA
was placed directly under the State Council as one of its ministries, and at the time “its
head reports directly to the Vice Premier in charge of environmental protection, has the
status of Minister and participates in State Council meetings when environmental matters
are discussed” (OECD, 2006, p. 15). SEPA had around 2,200 employees including
administrative staff in Beijing and in various SEPA-affiliated national offices and centers.
Although this number was a great increase over EPB’s staff of 20 in 1974, it remained
quite small relative to the size and population of China and “still considered a relatively
weak agency,” as suggested by its not having a permanent seat in the State Council
(Wang, 2006-2007, p. 199).

In 2008, the Ministry of Environmental Protection (MEP) was established to
replace SEPA. The Ministry of Environmental Protection is the current national-level
administrative body that prepares and implements national policies, legislation and
regulations; formulates environmental quality criteria and pollutant discharge/emission

standards at the national level; organizes environmental quality monitoring; and initiates

3 FYPs have been the basis for coordinating Chinese public policy priorities, developed by the
Chinese government and approved by the Chinese Communist Party and the National People’s
Congress.
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enforcement activities together with local environmental authorities. However, its

autonomy seems limited due to the large number of ministries and agencies of the State

Council that have to manage separately a range of environment-related issues.

The National Development and Reform Commission (NDRC) plays a key role as
the body responsible for developing and implementing FYPs. In this capacity,
NDRC integrates environmental issues into the overall planning system in China
and into sector-specific policies (e.g., on energy). The key ministries engaged in
the implementation of environmental policies include:

Ministry of Water Management: watershed management, soil erosion,
groundwater quality;

Ministry of Land and Resources: land use planning, mineral and marine
resource management, land rehabilitation;

Ministry of Agriculture: management of agricultural chemicals, aquatic
natural reserves, agro-biodiversity and grasslands;

Ministry of Forestry: forest management and protection and nature
conservation;

Ministry of Health: monitoring the quality of drinking water and the
incidences of related diseases;

Ministry of Construction: environmental infrastructure, including water
supply and wastewater treatment plants and solid waste management;
Ministry of Communications: shares responsibility with SEPA on vehicle
emissions control;

Ministry of Supervision: takes part in environmental enforcement campaigns
carried out by SEPA.

Other government agencies concerned with environmental policy include:
State Forest Administration: forest conservation, afforestation, biodiversity
and wildlife management;

State Oceanic Administration: management of coastal and marine waters,
including marine biodiversity conservation; and

China Meteorology Administration: regional air quality management, climate
change issues. (OECD, 2006, pp.15-16)

Along with the national-level institutional framework for environmental

regulation, the sub-national-level framework has improved. Around 2,000 Environmental

Protection Bureaus (EPBs) employ some 60,000 people “at the provincial,

prefecture/municipal, district/counties, and township administration levels” to oversee
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environmental impact assessment (EIA), to monitor pollution releases from industries, to
assess fees for pollution discharges, to initiate legal action against violations by firms,
and to raise public awareness (OECD, 2006, p. 17). These sub-national level EPBs are
subordinate to provincial and local governments both institutionally and financially, even
though they receive guidance from SEPA. The EPBs’ dependency on these more local
governments has led its low ranking in the government hierarchy, as economic
development has been favored over environmental considerations by local governments
(OECD, 2006, p. 18). To overcome the low profile of environmental protection, in 2007,
the State Council adopted a policy that stipulates that performance in energy saving and
emissions reduction are two of the deciding factors for promotion of leaders and heads of
local government. Thus, poor performance on either of these two factors will prevent
governmental officials from being promoted even if the economic performance of the

region is good (Koyanagi, 2008; Miyajiri, 2009).

Environmental Cooperation in Northeast Asia
In the mid-1990s China began to embrace multilateralism, moving away from a
preference for bilateralism, because of its status as a “primary mover of regional
economic and security cooperation in East Asia” (Zhao, 2011, p. 53). In May of 2012,
China released a white paper titled China-Japan-ROK Cooperation (1999-2012) to
review “the history of trilateral friendly exchanges, showcase the achievements of
trilateral practical cooperation and envision the broad prospects of tripartite relations”

(Ministry of Foreign Affairs, China, 2012).** As it shows, the three key countries of

' China’s motive for this white paper was as the coordinator for 2012 trilateral cooperation,
hosting the Fifth Trilateral Summit Meeting. In addition, the year 2012 “marks the 40th
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Northeast Asia have developed significant cooperation on a variety of issue areas,
including political and security affairs, trade and finance, sustainable development, and
social and cultural exchanges. Based on Hidetaka Yoshimatsu’s compilation of trilateral
cooperative mechanisms on various issue areas (2010, p. 232), Table 1.3 demonstrates

that environmental cooperation has a longer history in Northeast Asia.

Table 1.3
Summits and Ministerial Meetings Among China, Japan, and ROK
. . Start .
Policy Field Date Major Features
The meeting was not held in 2005 due to
Summit 1999 political tensions. The meeting,

independent of ASEAN + 3, has been held
annually since 2008.

Framed as Tripartite Environmental
Environment 1999 Ministers Meeting (TEMM, and issued a
joint communiqué.

Held just before the annual ASEAN + 3

Finance 2000 Finance Ministers meeting.
Organized on the sidelines of the ASEAN
Economy and trade 2002 + 3 meeting. The meeting was not held in
2005.
Information technology 2002 The formation of director-general
(Im) meetings in various sub-fields.
Logistics 2006 The publication of a concrete action plan.
Tourism 2006 The issuing of a joint declaration.

anniversary of normalization of diplomatic relations between China and Japan, the China-Japan
Year of Friendly Exchanges, the 20th anniversary of the establishment of diplomatic relations
between China and the ROK, and the Year of China-ROK Friendly Exchanges” (Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of China, 2012).
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The issuing of the joint action plan on
Health 2007 pandemic influenza in 2008.
The establishment of 'China-Japan-Korea
2007 Trilateral S&T Cooperation' at
governmental and institutional levels.

Science and technology
(S&T)

The Three-Party Committee was held

Foreign Affairs 2008 before 2007,

Note: Adapted from Yoshimatsu, 2010, p. 232.

As noted earlier, cooperation among Northeast Asian countries regarding
environmental issues has not brought concrete regulations through the creation of
environment regimes yet. Unlike many studies that ask why Northeast Asia has not built
any legally binding international regime despite considerable effort to institutionalize
cooperation since the early 1990s (for example, Kim, 2007; Lee, 1999; Ohta, 2008), this
dissertation intends to explain the variation in the extent of environmental cooperation
around different issue areas, and asks what factors can explain the variations among issue
areas even under the same power relations, economic relations, and cultural surroundings.
Rather than characterizing regional environmental cooperative mechanisms in Northeast
Asia as “non-regime,” the study unpacks varying forms of collective action undertaken
by states in the region regarding transboundary air pollution in terms of the substantive
content of their cooperation. In doing so, this study examines the causal relationships
between degrees and forms of regional collective action and political leadership,

knowledge, and socialization.

Case Selection
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China, Japan, and the ROK have participated in more than 20 environmental
cooperative programs since the mid-1980s as shown in Table 1.1. Some programs include
Asia-wide cooperation, and others are exclusive to Northeast Asian countries. For this
study, three cases were selected according to the four following criteria: issue-specific,
involving a problem with transnational effect related to air pollution, currently operating,
and participated in by the core three countries of Northeast Asia (China, Japan, and the
ROK). The three cases that met these criteria are the EANET (Acid Deposition
Monitoring Network in East Asia), developed to monitor acid deposition among 13 East
Asian countries; the Tripartite Director General Meetings (TDGM), developed to address
yellow sand and dust sandstorms among China, Japan, and the ROK under the Tripartite
Environment Ministerial Meetings (TEMM); and the LTP (Joint Research on Long-range
Transboundary Air Pollutants in Northeast Asia), developed to cooperate on issues of air
pollution among the same three countries. Selecting cooperative mechanisms among the
same countries and in the same issue area (transboundary air pollution) is intended to
control for other possible independent variables.

Two other cooperative mechanisms met the first three criteria but not the last
criteria of participation of the three core countries and thus were not included. These are
the Environmental Monitoring of Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs) in East Asian
Countries, and the Clean Air Initiative for Asian Cities (CAI-Asia). In December 2002,
10 East Asian countries (Cambodia, China, Indonesia, Japan, the ROK, Malaysia, the
Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, and Vietnam) established the Workshop on
Environmental Monitoring of POPs in order to identify the levels of POPs remaining in

East Asia as required by the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants. The
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Convention was ratified or accepted by most Asian Countries, including China, Japan,
and the ROK (UN Treaty Collection, 2013). Although China participated in workshops in
its early years—2002, 2003, and 2005—it has not attended any meetings of the
organization, such as expert working group meetings and policy group meetings, since
2006 (Ministry of Environment in Japan, 2013).

The second of these rejected mechanisms, the Clean Air Initiative for Asian Cities
(CAI-Asia), was established in 2001 by the Asian Development Bank, World Bank, and
USAID to “promote better air quality and livable cities by translating knowledge to
policies and actions that reduce air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions from transport,
energy and other sectors” (CAIl-Asia, 2013a, 1). CAl-Asia has various partnership
members, including 45 cities, 33 government agencies, 112 nongovernmental and
academic organizations, 17 international development agencies and foundations, and 36
members from the private sector (CAl-Asia, 2013b). Both the Ministry of the
Environment in Japan and the Ministry of Environmental Protection in China have been
participating governmental agencies, but no governmental agency from the ROK has
been involved in CAI-Asia. Only a few Korean academic institutes have participated in
CAl-Asia, such as Seoul National University, International Environmental Analysis and

Education Center, and Korea Advanced Institute of Science and Technology.

Dependent Variables
The dependent variables of this study are the forms and degree of collective
action in regime-building processes. Collective action is typically categorized into three

categories: legally binding, structured and science-focused, and less structured
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cooperative mechanisms. The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)
classifies regional environmental action and initiatives into three different categories: (a)
“regional entities with established infrastructure and a policy focus”; (b) “regional
entities with permanent structure and a science focus”; (c) “other initiatives” that “have
no permanent structures, but provide viable policy making fora for regional cooperation”
(UNEP, 2011, 36-37). Most regional cooperative mechanisms regarding transboundary
air pollution in East Asia fall into UNEP’s second category, including the three cases that
this dissertation examines

The first and highest level is “regional entities with established infrastructure and
a policy focus,” which includes “detailed regional legal instruments and infrastructure”
(UNEP, 2011, p. 36). Among these, the UNEP recognizes the Convention on Long-
Range Transboundary Air Pollution (CLRTAP) as “the most established example” of
these entities as it “mandates legally-binding national emission ceilings for different
pollutants” (ibid.).

The UNEP’s second category of regional action is regional entities with
permanent structures and a science focus. These have permanent structures such as a
secretariat but have not reached any legally binding agreements and are focused largely
on developing a regional scientific base by promoting or undertaking regional monitoring
and modeling projects. The UNEP includes in this category the Acid Deposition
Monitoring Network in East Asia (EANET) and the Malé Declaration on Control and
Prevention of Air Pollution and its Likely Transboundary Effects for South Asia.

Its third category includes regional initiatives that “provide viable policy making

for regional cooperation” without permanent structures or legally binding measures
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(UNEP, 2011, p. 37). The UNEP includes several regional initiatives in this category:
ministerial declarations of Sub-Saharan African governments, such as the Lusaka
Agreement for southern Africa, the Nairobi Agreement for eastern Africa, and the
Abidjan Agreement for west and central Africa, which “lay out common policy, set
regional priorities and offer a framework for future cooperation”; the intergovernmental
Network on Air Pollution in Latin America and the Caribbean, which “was created and
given a mandate from the Regional Forum of Environment Ministers of Latin America
and the Caribbean to develop a regional work plan”; and the Joint Forum on Atmospheric
Environment Issues in Asia and the Pacific, which draws together several institutions and
intergovernmental initiatives (UNEP, 2011, 37).

None of the Northeast Asian environmental cooperative mechanisms have created
regional legal instruments and infrastructures with legally binding national emission
ceilings for transboundary air pollutants. Instead, they have all built permanent structures
with a scientific focus to promote and undertake regional joint monitoring and modeling
projects. This study compares the experiences of these Northeast Asian cooperative
efforts to those of Europe in terms of their political leadership, knowledge, and
socialization processes to explain the reasons for these differences.

At the same time, there are differences in the degree of collective action among
these three cases even though they all fall into UNEP’s second category. To compare
different forms and degrees of collective action in Northeast Asia, this dissertation
classifies the forms and extents of collective action according to three characteristics:
their formalization, concreteness, and legalization. Given that none of these Northeast

Asian cooperative mechanisms have reached legally binding agreements, the
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formalization and concreteness of their collective action are classified in more detail to
compare the cooperative mechanisms in Northeast Asia.

The dissertation investigates the UNEP’s second category in more detail. To
determine the formal forms of collective action, it examines not only whether a regional
cooperative mechanism has permanent structures such as a secretariat but also whether
those permanent structures are working in practice. For this, this study analyzes the
division of labor of each entity within a regional cooperative mechanism, such as its
secretariat, governing body, and scientific advisory body, as well as formal financial
structures shared by member countries. To illustrate the concrete degrees of collective
action, the study examines the existence of agreed-upon shared formats and guidelines
for joint monitoring and modeling activities. Based on these criteria, the three cooperative
mechanisms under study demonstrate different forms and degrees of collective action
dealing with different transboundary air pollution issues.

Of the three cases, the EANET has developed the most formal and concrete form
and degree of collective action. It has a structured, concrete, and specific organizational
scheme with a clear division of labor among four key entities: a secretariat,
intergovernmental meetings as a governing body, a scientific advisory committee as its
source of knowledge, and the network center to control monitoring activities. Moreover,
the EANET has established formal standards for the financial structures of the EAENT,
even though they are still on a voluntary basis. In addition to these formal characteristics,
the EAENT has established the highest degree of collective action through developing

common and concrete monitoring guidelines and quality assurance and quality control
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measures to confirm the comparable quality of monitoring data among its 13 member
countries.

In contrast, the TDGM has a formal form of collective action that contains a clear
division of labor among its organizational entities, but it has inspired a lesser extent of
collective action due to lack of concrete and agreed-upon methods for DSS monitoring.
The steering committee that serves as a governing body has determined two working
group activities: Working Group | for “joint research on a regional network for DSS
monitoring and early warning system” and Working Group |1 for the prevention and
control of DSS. These TDGM objectives were also clarified in a joint announcement of
the 2007 TDGM. However, the participants of the TDGM have not created commonly
shared monitoring methods and indicators for DSS, as the three governments’ agencies,
mostly national meteorological agencies, have used their own methods and indicators for
DSS monitoring.

The LTP has developed neither a formal nor concrete form of collective action
despite engaging in cooperative efforts for two decades. Little clarification of financial
structures and the division of labor between its organizational entities have reduced its
formalization as a regional cooperative mechanism. Moreover, the three participating
countries have all used different monitoring and modeling methods, which has made it
difficult to compare their research results in a useful way. Table 1.4 summarizes the
variations among these three cases. The following sections discuss what analytical
approaches this dissertation uses and adopts can explain these variations among three
East Asian cooperative mechanisms.

Table 1.4
Variation Among Dependent Variables
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Since Initiator Formal Concrete Legal
EANET 1993 Japan Yes Yes No
DSS 2007 ROK Yes No No
LTP 1995 ROK No No No

Note: The “formal” degree of collective action is measured through examining the permanent
structures of cooperative mechanisms, such as a secretariat, and the division of labor of their
entities, such as the secretariat, governing body, and scientific advisory body, as well as formal
financial structures shared by member countries. The “concrete” degree of collective action is
measured through examining the existence of agreed-upon shared formats and guidelines for joint
monitoring and modeling activities. The “legal” form of collective action is measured through
examining the existence of legally binding agreement among participating countries.

Analytical Frameworks, Independent Variables, and Hypotheses

The starting premise of this study is that international cooperation is a form of
social interaction and, furthermore, that each factor that determines the form of
cooperation itself can evolve along with the social interaction. Mainstream international
relations theories accept that social interaction can change state behavior (Johnston,
2008). For structural realists, the social interaction of states tends to occur among
countries through balancing against rising power in order to maximize security under
anarchy (Mearsheimer, 1995; Waltz, 1979). Neoliberal institutionalism at the
international level (Axelrod, 1984; Keohane, 1984; Keohane & Martin, 1995; Keohane &
Nye, 1977; Oye, 1986; Powell 1991; Snidal, 1991) and rationalist institutionalism at the
domestic level (Milner, 1998) regard social interaction inside institutions as a key driver
of actors’ behavior through altering cost-benefit analyses based on fixed preferences. For
them, strategic interactions within political institutions and among domestic constituents

can explain how diverse domestic preferences are aggregated into collective choices.
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In contrast, constructivists do not treat preferences as inherent in states or within
the international system and as generated from states’ material conditions and functional
needs. Rather, they claim that social interaction in international relations can change
actors’ interests through such social structural elements as shared beliefs, norms,
institutions, identities, and discourse (Wendt, 1994). In particular, constructivists suggest
that “there is a causal link between the presence of particular normative structures
embodied in institutions and the incorporation of these norms in behavior by the
actor/agent at the unit level” (Johnston, 2008, p. xx). Following the constructivist view,
this study assumes that interactions among countries within international institutions can
change their interests and strategies. Thus, the focus of this research is the interactions
among participating countries through the processes of the studied regional cooperative
mechanisms.

In contrast to the constructivist view, neorealist and neoliberal scholars share an
unproblematized assumption of pre-specified state preferences of states as actors. For
them, what states want in the foreign policy arena and international interactions is the
result of the relevant actors’ actions to maximize their material capabilities. Unlike these
theories, constructivists pay more attention to how national interests get defined and have
evolved and treat national interests endogenously rather than exogenously. For them, an
understanding of national interests is molded by social structural elements, such as shared
beliefs, norms, institutions, identities, and discourse. This study also dismisses what Haas
and Stevens called the “standard rationalist account that major problems create the
incentives for their resolution, and thus modern bureaucracies . . . either develop effective

responses almost automatically or are so powerfully constrained by the strategic interests
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of powerful member states or participants” (2011, pp. 127-128). Instead, this study
highlights the social interactions between states of the region and assumes that
interactions among countries within international institutions can change their interests
and strategies throughout the processes of the regional cooperation.

To analyze these international interactions, this study examines the independent
variables of leadership, scientific knowledge, and socialization. As discussed below,
political leadership and knowledge serve as structural girders, and socialization is
associated with the process.

Independent Variable 1: Political Leadership

The first independent variable of this study is leadership, which Underdal has
defined as “an asymmetrical relationship of positive influence in which one actor directs
the behavior of other actors toward a certain goal, based on a collective pursuit of
common good or joint purpose” (Underdal, 1994, pp.178-179). Positive influence
excludes veto collective action, and thus “being the first to defect from a joint
undertaking would not qualify as leadership” (Underdal, 1994, p. 179). Unilateral
behavior without shared interests and beliefs also would not qualify as leadership due to
the lack of collective pursuit of a common good. Similar to the leadership of religious
leaders who inspire followers and business leaders who lead explosive performance in
industrial transformations, political leadership in the international cooperation arena can
be defined as ability to inspire or lead member countries to reach agreements on proposed
policy arrangements (Underdal, 1994).

Previous scholars have asserted that the emergence of leadership is a necessary

condition for success in efforts to gain agreements at the international level (Young,
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1991). Once these regimes develop their structure and dynamics, leadership may not be
important anymore because the systematic arrangements of regimes can run the
institutions. Until regimes can proceed autonomously, however, “when a regime is
clearly in a process of evolution, when the principles underlying the regime are still in a
process of being articulated, when the division of responsibilities between countries is
still a critical negotiating point, there is a clear role for leadership” (Grubb & Gupta,
2000Db, p. 17). This study presumes that political leadership is a product of international
interactions rather than granted based on the status of countries’ relative material
capability. Realists presume that leadership can only come from the most powerful
country in the region, which in this case would be China. Instead, this study presumes
that various modes of leadership are contributing factors. When countries organize
international cooperative mechanisms, considerable expenses need to be borne to
complete their objectives; complicated communication must take place to hold
international meetings; and intellectual systems (ideas) need to be generated to guide the
direction of their cooperation. To meet these requirements, it has been asserted that the
emergence of leadership is a contributing factor for successful generation of agreement at
the international level.

As shown in Table 1.5, the modes of leadership have been differently categorized
by various authors (Grubb & Gupta, 2000b; Malnes, 1995; Underdal, 1994; Young,
1991)." Notable is the clear correspondence between these various typologies. Despite

differences in vocabulary and scope, these scholars’ definitions of leadership all fall into

> In addition, Haas classifies leadership in the following ways for the Mediterranean Action Plan,
based on “regional economic, scientific, and diplomatic resources” (Haas, 1990, 167).
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three similar main categories. This study adopts the terms structural, instrumental, and
directional for these three modes, each of which is discussed in more detail below.

Table 1.5
Typologies of Leadership Modes

Authors and Terms for Modes

Mode of exercising Gupta
leadership Young (1989) Underdal Malnes &Grubb

(1994) (1995) (2000)
use political and
economic power to structural coercive carrots and structural
provide incentives sticks
craft structures and o
apply diplomatic skills  |entrepreneurial | instrumental psrglvienrg- instrumental
use ideas and example
of own domestic
implementation to intellectual unilateral | directional | directional
influence others’
perception

Structural Leadership

The first category of leadership typologies is what this study is calling structural
leadership. Structural leadership comes from the ability to wield economic and political
power that stems from that state’s material resources and is used to affect “the incentives
of others to accept one’s own terms or at least make a concession” (Underdal, 1994, p.
186). Structural leadership “is exercised through the commitment of financial, technical
and scientific resources necessary for environmental assessment and policy-making with

the intent of shaping agendas and policy outcomes” (Selin, 2012, p. 216).
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It is hard to say that any single country holds regional hegemonic power in
Northeast Asia. There is considerable competition for power between China and Japan
and a solid awareness of the ROK as a middle power, leaving the power of other
countries such as Mongolia and North Korea far behind within this region. Grubb and
Gupta argue that pure hegemony, considered the extreme of structural leadership, is not
relevant to global environmental issues because a single country — even the United States
or the European Union — “could not impose a global solution that would last; nor would
they be willing to bear the full and long-term costs of providing enough carrots to bring
the rest of the world along” (2000, p. 19). Adler and Barnett posit that power, as one of
structural girders for the development of a security community, is “an important factor in
the development of a security community by virtue of a core state’s ability to nudge and
occasionally coerce others to maintain a collective stance” (Adler & Barnett, 1998, p.
39). They argue that the “existence of core states or a coalition of states will be necessary
for providing leadership, side payments, and perhaps protection to the other members of
the group” (p. 52). This approach has been appropriated by power theorists who stress the
role of a hegemon that possesses preponderant material resources in the regime formation
processes.

This study, however, asserts that the simple existence of power in a region would
not necessarily lead to effective cooperation on transboundary environmental issues. No
matter what country might have the ability to coerce others to create and maintain a

collective action,*® actually exerting political leadership is a different story. This is

18 This approach to power is based on the famous Dahl’s definition of power, which is the ability
of A to get B to do what B otherwise would not do (1957, pp. 202-03). However, Barnett and
Duvall (2005) generated a fourfold taxonomy of power based on two dimensions: “the kinds of
social relations through which power works, and the specificity of the social relations through
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particularly the case in Northeast Asia, where no one major country would be regarded as

a regional hegemon or dominant power.

Accordingly, this dissertation assumes that any state in the region could exercise
any form of leadership if it is willing to, which is a significantly different approach from
most leadership literature, particularly regarding structural leadership. As many previous
studies have already proven, active participation of a hegemonic power is not a necessary
condition for success in dealing with international environmental problems (Young,
2011), and different forms of leadership have been wielded in global environmental
politics.

The corresponding typologies of structural leadership mentioned above tend to
focus on the role played by states with the ability to exert economic and political power
driven by their material resources to shoulder most of the considerable costs of
cooperation under an assumption that only great powers can succeed in exerting
structural leadership. This corresponds to the realists’ assertion that leadership can come
only from the most powerful country in the region.

This dissertation pays special attention to the material contributions that member
countries make to regional environmental cooperation as a proxy variable, as we cannot
see political leadership directly but can see spending. This study treats spending as
evidence of structural leadership by assuming that states wanting to exercise or actually

exercising structural leadership will be spending more in that effort. It also argues,

which power’s effects are produced” (12). They argued that “compulsory power exists in the
direct control by one actor over the conditions of existence and/or the actions of another.
Institutional power exists in actors’ indirect control over the conditions of action of socially
distant others. Structural power operates as the constitutive relations of a direct and specific,
hence, mutually constituting, kind. And, productive power works through diffuse constitutive
relations to produce the situated subjectivities of actors” (p. 12).
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however, that the states of the region decide whether to exercise structural leadership on
their own, based on their national goals on particular issue areas. As mentioned above,
this study contends that these national goals or interests are not predetermined but
changeable throughout international interaction. Thus the study does not regard structural
leadership as predetermined by a state’s material capabilities. As noted, structural
leadership may be exercised by powerful countries, but may also be exercised by willing
countries regardless of their material capabilities. Bill Gates, for instance, is one of the
largest donors in the world, but there are a large number of willing donors who have
limited income but are eager to share with others. Thus, structural leadership measured
by dominant material contributions to regional environmental cooperation is, for the
purposes of this study, a matter of choice of the states in the region rather than a gift or
burden determined by the international setting. In this sense, China or Japan would not be
the only countries who can wield structural leadership in the Northeast Asian context.
This study argues that any country in the region can try to exercise structural leadership if
it is willing, based on its national goals for specific issue areas and international
interactions among member countries.

Instrumental Leadership

The second form of leadership examined by this study is what it terms
instrumental leadership, which refers to “negotiating skills to frame issues in ways that
foster integrative bargaining and to put together deals that would otherwise elude
participants endeavoring to form international regimes through institutional bargaining”
(Young, 1991, p. 293). Actors exercising instrumental leadership can “function as (1)

agenda setters shaping the form in which issues are presented for consideration at the
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international level, (2) popularizers drawing attention to the importance of the issues at
stake, (3) inventors devising innovative policy options to overcome bargaining
impediments, and (4) brokers making deals and lining up support for salient options”
(Young, 1991, p. 294).

In Europe, the Nordic countries exerted considerable instrumental leadership
through active participation in various bodies of the Convention on Long-Range
Transboundary Air Pollution (CLRTAP). Several Norwegian and Swedish participants
presided over the meetings of the executive body and the working group on strategies as
well as leading the CLRTAP secretariat in the 1980s. Along with the Nordic countries,
Germany also exerted instrumental leadership after the “catalytic change in German air
policies” (Wettestad, 2011, p. 51). This instrumental leadership exerted by these
European countries for CLRTAP, played an important role for strengthening and
developing the environmental regime further.

In the case of the Mediterranean Action Plan (Med Plan), UNEP took over
instrumental leadership from the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) (Haas, 1990)
and from the chairman, Stjepan Keckes (Haas, 1990) in mid 1970s. Even though the FAO
continued to be involved in organizing meetings on monitoring and principles, it “lost the
leadership and coordination of Mediterranean pollution control to UNEP”:

In August 1974 UNEP informed the FAP that UNEP, after receiving a formal
proposal from Spain, had decided to convene a meeting of government
representatives in December 1974 or January 1975 to discuss the preparation of a
framework convention, based on the FAO consultations. (Haas, 1990, p. 91)

UNEP exerted its instrumental leadership through mobilizing scientific support

for the exercise and elaborating the FAO’s early efforts for monitoring. UNEP
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cosponsored the International Workshop on Marine Pollution in the Mediterranean with
other agencies in September 1974, and the Workshop “served to set the agenda for all
subsequent pollution discussions” (Haas, 1990, p. 91). Through this process, UNEP was
able to create “agreement on an extremely comprehensive list of sources and channels of
pollution” (Haas, 1990, p. 91).

In the case of the three Northeast Asian cooperative mechanisms on
transboundary air pollution issues examined in this study, Japan and the ROK have
exercised instrumental leadership to a limited degree particularly within the cooperative
mechanisms that they initiated. In addition, the scientific focus rather than policy
innovation of the cooperative mechanisms has limited the development of instrumental
leadership in Northeast Asia.

Directional Leadership

The third form of leadership is what this study is terming directional leadership,
the ability to produce “intellectual capital or generative systems of thought that shape the
perspectives of those who participate in institutional bargaining” (Young, 1991, p. 298).
This directional or intellectual leadership “relies on the power of ideas, norms, and
knowledge to shape the way other participants involved in regime formation perceive
issues and conceptualize policy alternatives,” and thus intellectual leaders “often seek the
adoption of particular policies by trying to secure broad assimilation and acceptance of
new ideas, norms, and knowledge” (Selin, 2012, p. 216). Examples of ideas that have
played a significant role in building international regimes are the “embedded liberalism”
that provided coherent support of free trade and establishment of a new system of

adjustable exchange rates (Ruggie, 1982) and the “tragedy of the commons” (Hardin,
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1968) that showed the dilemma of common property resources. This form of leadership is
generally considered one that middle powers and even small and weaker countries a can
also exert (Kanie, 2005). The active role played by the Scandinavian countries in building
CLRTAP in Europe is a case that demonstrates this form of leadership.

In addition to the intellectual influence of knowledge, another aspect of
directional leadership is the ability to persuade other countries. Social persuasion is “the
possibility of states leading by a combination of internal and external initiatives that seek
to influence the perception of other countries as to what is desirable and what is possible”
through demonstrating successful domestic policy (Grubb & Gupta, 2000b, p. 20). States
can serve as a good example for other countries to follow in two ways. The first way is
through advocacy “groups of environmentalists who claim that by unilaterally imposing
on one’s own society strict standards of pollution control a government may help
strengthen public demands in other countries for equally strict measures,” and the second
is through a government who *“can strengthen demand within its own society for
international regulations” “by imposing or threatening to impose unilateral environmental
protection measures” (Underdal, 1994, p. 185). Kanie anticipates that the EU can exert
this form of leadership on the post-2012 international climate-change regime-building
process through demonstrating the successful implementation of the EU Emissions Trade
Scheme (Kanie, 2005).

This study examines these three modes of leadership as practiced by national
(rather than individual) leadership under the assumption that states operates as aggregate
political entities. Despite having different political systems, the three core countries of

Northeast Asia—China, Japan, and the ROK—share “a strong orientation of
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developmentalism” (Yoshimatsu, 2010, p. 231).*” Democratic Japan and South Korea
with their capitalist economies and state-party-dominant China with its socialist market
economy all allow their governments to exert “strong influences on the market in order to
attain steady economic development” (Yoshimatsu, 2010, p. 231).

This study does not discuss the role of environmental NGOs for the development
of regional environmental cooperation as transboundary pollution has not attracted much
public attention in Northeast Asia. It is true, however, the quantity of environmental
NGOs in the three countries has grown significantly. In particular, increased
democratization in the ROK has led to the rapid growth of the environmental movement
there since the late 1980s (Schreurs, 2002, p. 61). The issues that the Korean
environmental NGOs pay attention to have also diversified, from political and economic
concerns with compensation from the government through the mid-1990s to ecological
concerns with neighboring environments after the mid-1990s (Cho, 2010). In a regional
scale, chemical management and e-waste management systems have been developed with
strong support from NGOs in Northeast Asia (Yoshimatsu, 2010). However,
transboundary air pollution issues still have not captured much public attention in these
countries. According to Komori, for example, the “environmental NGOs and the public
in South Korea have focused more on domestic environmental problems than regional
and global issues” (2010, p. 11). Some researchers have acknowledged the role played by
the public and NGOs regarding the problems of dust and sandstorms (Ohta, 2008), but
their effect remains less impressive than it might due to their tendency to organize

sporadic events without long-term strategies.

" The developmental state is “characterised by the strong state with autonomous power to
achieve economic development through direct intervention in the market” (Yoshimatsu, 2010, p.
231).
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Given the strong influence of states and limited influence of NGOs, this study
focuses on the national leadership played by each country rather than leadership exerted
by individuals or groups who participate in cooperative environmental mechanisms.
Other studies that have examined national leadership in this way include that of Kanie
(2005) on the successful leadership of the middle-power countries of Australia and
Canada in the Cairns Group at the Uruguay Round negotiations of the GATT and of
Sprinz and Vaahtoranta (1994) on the leadership of Canada, Australia, Switzerland, and
the Nordic countries of Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden in the negotiations
regarding stratospheric ozone depletion.

Considering the importance of political leadership played by particular states in
the region, this study analyzes the exercise of three forms of leadership on three different
cooperative mechanisms on transboundary air pollution in Northeast Asia. This study
hypothesizes that the strong political leadership exerted by a particular country or
countries, the more formal and concrete we can expect collective action to be. Stronger
political leadership by any country in the region can increase the likelihood of
development of more formal and concrete collective action.

Thus, these analytical frameworks and previous research lead to the first
hypothesis of this study:

Hypothesis 1: The stronger the leadership, whether structural, instrumental, or

directional, by a participating country (not necessarily a hegemon or the

regionally dominant state actor) or a group of countries in a form of regional
environmental cooperation, the more formal and the more concrete will be the

collective action developed in the region.
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Independent Variable 2: Knowledge

Regarding the role of ideas in political action and cooperation, international
relations theory has been divided into two varying approaches, which various scholars
have given different names: “cognitive” versus “constructivist” (Bieler, 2001; Yee,
1996); “weak” versus “strong” cognitivism (Hasenclever et al., 2000, 10-12); or “top-
down” versus “bottom-up” approaches (Knopf, 1998). According to Bieler, the main
focus of cognitive approaches is the causal effects on policy exerted by ideas, or in other
words, “the transmission of ideas into policy,” while constructivism emphasizes the
constitutive role played by “intersubjective meanings” in constructing part of the social
totality (2001, p. 94), although this distinction is somewhat elusive because cognitive and
constructivist approaches often seem to be incorporated into each other. Adler also
recognized that constructivism should be complemented by a cognitive approach, such as
a “cognitive evolution” theory, to explain why certain ideas succeed in being accepted
more generally than others (1997).

The contrast between “weak” versus *“strong” cognitivism seems a clearer
categorization. According to Hasenclever, Mayer, and Rittberger, both strands of
cognitivist thought agree that actors’ preferences should not be treated as exogenous
“givens,” as realists and neoliberals simply assume (Hasenclever, Mayer, & Rittberger,
2000). Nonetheless, they also argue that there is a significant difference between the
weak and strong strands of cognitivism. Strong cognitivists are concerned with
intellectual knowledge, like their weak counterparts, but they stress the underpinnings of
social knowledge such as norms and identity rather than the causal beliefs that are the

focus of weak cognitivists (Hasenclever, Mayer, & Rittberger, 2000). In this sense, strong
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cognitivism can be viewed as a “bottom-up” approach, while weak cognitivism can be
seen as a “top-down” analysis. Weak cognitivism tends to be state-centric, as scientific
knowledge groups create new interpretations of state interests and try to convince state
leaders why cooperation is more desirable through the leverage of knowledge.

Weak cognitivists stress the role of causal beliefs. They argue that decision-
makers face high levels of uncertainty in many issue areas and the necessity of complex
learning. In particular, a high degree of uncertainty about causal relationships leads
decision-makers to seek reliable issue-specific knowledge, and in turn those who supply
it can exert a significant political influence. Numerous works have explored the interplay
between science and politics and the conditions under which policy processes are
influenced by information (Dimitrov, 2006).

Among others, the epistemic community approach examines this mechanism of
knowledge and policy-making (Haas, 1989, 1992, 2004). Haas has defined epistemic
community as “a network of professionals with recognized expertise and competence in a
particular domain and an authoritative claim to policy-relevant knowledge within that
domain or issue-area” (1992, p. 3). He asserted that a community that shares
consummatory values or principled beliefs, causal beliefs or professional judgments,
common notions of validity, and common policy enterprises can contribute to
formulating state preferences. In Haas’s view, contemporary politics and international
relations are highly interdependent and global, which make them highly complex. In turn,
this complexity increases uncertainty about goals and preferences and limits substantive
rationality. Accordingly, “embedded and institutionalized beliefs about the nature of

collective response” rather than rationally formulated state preferences play a more
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important role in national/international politics and policy choices (Haas, 2004, p.
11579). Therefore, growing demands for information and specific knowledge to frame
policy debates make it possible for an epistemic community to play an eminent role as “a
principal channel through which consensual knowledge about causal connections is
applied to policy formation and policy coordination” (Haas, 2004, p. 11579).

In the example of the Med Plan, few countries were aware of the degree of their
coastal pollution at the beginning. Only a few LDCs, such as Egypt and Lebanon,
possessed domestic monitoring capabilities. Given this lack of knowledge regarding
pollution, countries were reluctant to take a positive position toward regional
cooperation. As Haas pointed out, the Algerian case demonstrates the importance of
national knowledge, which also has significant implications for Northeast Asian efforts

Algeria was so opposed to controlling industrial pollution that a United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) consultant’s demonstration of the extensive
pollution of Algerian harbors was denied by the government. It was only after
Algerian marine scientists with access to the government could produce similar
evidence were its implications accepted, and Algeria came to support the Med
Plan. (Haas, 1990, p. 84)

Engaging in cooperative action to deal with transboundary air pollution also
requires “much scientific knowledge on the definition of the problems, the identification
of dangerous substances, the monitoring of possible damages, the understanding of causal
mechanisms, and the analysis of policy responses and their impact on ecosystems”
(Siebenhtiner, 2011, p. 93). As Adler has asserted, “the political influence of
transnational epistemic communities . . . is most likely to rest on the transfer from the
international to the domestic scene of the ideas that national scientists and experts raise at

their transnational meeting” (2005, p. 150). For him, national experts and through them

45



national governments are the decisive “customers” of such knowledge from domestic and
international political perspectives, even though both national and international epistemic
communities may contribute to the evolution of international cooperation under
conditions of technical uncertainty and complexity.

Considering the potential roles played by the epistemic communities who share
scientific knowledge and policy options, this study analyzes the status of knowledge and
policy suggestions on specific transboundary air pollution issues in Northeast Asia to see
whether this region has been able to create epistemic communities for particular issues.
As most regional environmental cooperative mechanisms in Northeast Asia have focused
on data gathering through joint monitoring and research, few policy options have yet
been suggested by scientists, and in turn this study anticipates few epistemic
communities. Thus this research emphasizes the development of scientific knowledge on
particular issues rather than the development of epistemic communities themselves. As a
result, this study posits the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: The greater the commonly shared knowledge among participating

countries in regional environmental cooperation efforts, the more formal and the

more concrete will be the collective action found in the region.

Independent Variable 3: Socialization

The third independent variable of this study is socialization, defined for the
purposes of this dissertation as “the internalization of the values, roles, and
understandings held by a group that constitutes the society of which the actor becomes a
member” (Johnston, 2008, p. 22), a process that in this context occurs through

participation in regional cooperative mechanisms. According to Johnston, there is
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“general agreement across the social sciences that socialization is a process by which
social interaction leads novices to endorse ‘expected ways of thinking, feeling, and
acting’” (Johnston, 2008, p. 20) and to therefore engage in cooperative efforts.

Many political scientists have adopted a narrow notion of socialization based on
neoliberal institutionalism that holds that nations develop strong international institutions
when they perceive that the payoff or benefits of doing so will outweigh the costs
(Keohane & Axelrod, 1993). Thus, for instance, Schimmelfennig views international
socialization as “a process of rational action in a normatively institutionalized
international environment”:

Rational state behaviour is constrained by value-based norms of legitimate

statehood and proper conduct. Selfish political actors conform to these norms in

order to reap the benefits of international legitimacy, but as instrumental actors
they also calculate whether these benefits are worth the costs of conformity and

how they can be reaped efficiently. (2000, p. 109)

The problem with adopting this view for investigating the development of international
environmental cooperation is that there are few mechanisms through which the scientists
and policy makers within a given country can discuss and assess the complex costs and
benefits of their government’s involvement in such efforts.

This study, in contrast, adopts a broader notion of socialization that holds that
institutional processes and mechanisms also play a role in the adoption of common
values, roles, and understandings that lead states to become more accountable and
transparent to others. According to this view, socialization occurs through a set of
learning processes and international institutions that together have the effect of

constraining participating states from engaging in free riding because they become more

densely interdependent with one another (Ikenbury & Kupchan, 1990). In other words,
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socialization is a whole process of interaction among states beyond one particular issue
area, which shows that if states are more economically interdependent and they know one
government is depending on another government, then they are more likely to cooperate
in other areas as well. This is a much thicker notion of socialization.

This thicker conception of socialization was adopted as more appropriate for this
study in large part because of two particular characteristics of Northeast Asia. First, the
three countries examined in this study have developed a significant economic
interdependence, as shown by the intraregional trade among them, which accounts for
more than 50% of their total trade. This number is high in comparison to the ratio of
intraregional to total trade in ASEAN and South Asian countries, which is 20-25% and
5%, respectively (Nam, 2008). Second, in contrast to the narrower understanding of
socialization, the countries in the region, particularly Japan, would seem to have had
comparatively little to gain scientifically from the cooperative efforts of the studied
mechanisms, as they had already accumulated adequate funding for their scientists and
considerable scientific knowledge of their own.

To better understand how socialization processes may shape the forms and extent
of regional environmental cooperation, this study examines two different processes of the
internalization of norms that operate within these regional cooperative mechanisms:
adaption and learning. According to Haas (1990), adaptation refers to the acceptance and
adoption of preexisting, external norms and behaviors, while learning is a more
transformative process, which Levy described as “a change of beliefs (or the degree of
confidence in one's beliefs) or the development of new beliefs, skills, or procedures as a

result of the observation and interpretation of experience” (1994, p. 283). Describing this
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difference metaphorically, Johnston observed that while “adaptation refers to tactical
shifts in cooperation, say, by a player with prisoners’ dilemma preferences, as the
exogenously imposed relative costs of defection increase,” learning can be viewed as “a
change in the basic preferences of the player, a shift away from one type of preferences
through intensive socialization processes” (Johnston, 2008, p. xxiv).*® Within this
framework, adaptation can lead actors to change their behavior in response to new events
without questioning their own preexisting values or understanding of basic causal
mechanisms. Learning, in contrast, yields “behavior changes as actors question original
implicit theories underlying programs and examine their original values” (Haas, 1990, p.
3). In other words, through the adaptation process, the broad goals of countries do not
change even though their means do as a result of their social interaction with other
participants at meetings among them. In contrast, through the learning process,
international actors can change their behaviors through new thinking that reflects “a
process more fundamental than adaptation” (Johnston, 1996, p. 29).

To determine which of these two processes of socialization the participating
countries have engaged in, this study qualitatively assesses the participation patterns of
member countries in international meetings of the studied cooperative mechanisms in
terms of two criteria. First, for each of the three studied cooperative mechanisms, the case
studies investigate whether the participation of countries in the region has been prompted
by indirect, rather than intrinsic, concerns about particular transboundary air pollution

issues. Countries are considered as having engaged in the adaptation process of

18 \alencia, using the terms “tactical learning” and “complex learning” to explain these processes,
argued that the former, “in which behavior toward cooperation changes,” needs to be replaced by
the latter, “in which values and beliefs about reaching goals through cooperation change,” if
Northeast Asia is to build cooperative security (2008, p. 158).
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socialization if indirect political concerns have led them to participate in regional
environmental cooperation on such issues; they are considered as having engaged in the
learning process of socialization if they have found intrinsic motivations for their regional
cooperation.

Second, each of the following case studies analyzes the participation patterns of
delegates to international meetings of that particular cooperative mechanism as a proxy
for socialization. This study assumes that social interaction among delegates attending
international meetings can enhance their understanding of the objectives and issues of the
meetings, which they can then share with colleagues and policy makers in their home
country and which can in turn lead to continued international cooperation. Given that the
learning process of socialization typically requires extended exposure to the expected
norms, values, and practices, the case studies assume that delegates are more likely to
have engaged in the adaptation process of socialization if they have had the opportunity
to attend international meetings for only a short period or in a sporadic manner, and to
have engaged in the learning process of socialization if they have been able to attend
international meetings for an extended period in a consistent manner.

Based on the above assumptions regarding socialization processes as they relate
to political action and cooperation, this study poses a third and final hypothesis, as
follows:

Hypothesis 3: If participating countries in regional environmental cooperation

efforts adopt learning rather than adaptation as a process of socialization, they

are more likely to create formal and concrete collective action through regional

cooperation.
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Interaction Among Variables

Socialization is a process that is a consequence of the interplay between sets of
independent variables, and thus socialization processes can be viewed as the intervening
variables or “social mechanisms” (Hedstrom & Swedberg, 1998) that link the
independent variables to my dependent variable of the forms and degrees of collective
action. Mechanism-based explanations like this one search for systematic relationships
between variables or events and aim to “specify the social ‘cogs and wheels’ . . . that
have brought the relationship into existence” (ibid., p. 7), unlike black-box explanations
that search for mere systemic covariation under the assumption that “the link between
input and output, or between explanans and explanandum,” is “devoid of structure, or, at
least, whatever structure there may be is considered to be of no inherent interest” (ibid.,
p. 9). In short, they assume that a mechanism (M) can provide a plausible account of how
input (1) and output (O) are linked to one another:

1 — — 0]

This study calls for attention to the causes and consequences of collective action
rather than mere associations between variables, as “it is actors and not variables who do
the acting” (ibid., p. 24). Table 1.6 demonstrates the hypothesized social mechanism
between the other variables of leadership and knowledge in which the stronger the
political leadership and the greater the shared knowledge in the region, the more likely
participants in regional cooperation are to engage in the learning process of socialization
and thereby create the most formal and concrete collective action.

Table 1.6
Social Mechanisms Among Variables
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Knowledge No Knowledge
a) Learning a) Learning/adaptation
Leadership b) Most formal and concrete b) Less formal and less
collective action \ concrete collective action
a) Learning/adaptation a) Adaptation
No Leadership b) Less formal and less concrete b) Least formal and concrete
collective action collective action

As the arrow in Table 1.6 illustrates, to make the transformation from the least
formal and concrete collective action to the most formal and concrete depends on
creating the independent variables that are present in the uppermost left-hand box. This
study examines whether this transformation can occur if participating countries of the
region develop both or either strong political leadership and shared scientific knowledge
among participating countries. In doing so, it also examines two additional questions:
whether political leadership and shared scientific knowledge are necessary or sufficient
factors for the engagement in the learning process of socialization of participating
countries in the first place, and whether the learning process of socialization can lead the

region to achieve more formal and concrete collective action.

Research Methods

To test these three hypotheses, this research study employs content analysis and

semi-structured interviews. Reports on meetings of the target cooperative mechanisms
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are the main source of information for the content analysis. Most of this information was
available on the organizations’ websites; where those groups have not created their own
websites, | examined reports from the sponsoring or umbrella organizations that deal with
the issues addressed by the cooperative mechanisms. All of the reports on meetings,
proceedings, and other information are indicated in the reference.

For semi-structured interviews, more than 40 interviews were conducted with
governmental officials from ministries of environmental and foreign affairs and experts
from national research institutes and universities in China, Japan, and Korea. For the full
list of interviewees, see Appendix I. Delegates to the international meetings from
Southeast Asia, such as Indonesia and Malaysia, were also interviewed, as were a few
participants from Europe to examine the transfer of knowledge and experiences from
Europe to East Asia.

To identify key participants in the policy-making meetings, | used snowball
sampling or a chain referral sample. The crucial feature of this sampling strategy is the
direct or indirect linkage through which each person or unit is connected with another,
which allows for the verification of the respondents’ accounts through third parties. This
triangulation increases the validity of the interviews with relevant decision makers that
would otherwise be unavailable. The semi-structured interviews used open-ended
questions because this approach let the interview subjects provide detail, depth, and an
insider’s perspective and to organize their answers within their own frameworks. In
structured interviewing in which investigators define the question and problem and looks
for answers within the bounds set by their presuppositions, the cognitive processes of the

respondents could not be teased out as successfully.
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At the same time, this technique can also decrease the likelihood of achieving
good triangulation, as snowball sampling can be a source of biased inference. It is risky
to sample only self-selected parts of the government apparatus if a researcher speaks only
with officials who recommend one another, which could result in missing out on
dissident perspectives within that government apparatus. To avoid this selection bias, |
tried to diversify the verification process beyond snowball sampling by interviewing
several authors of peer-reviewed journal articles to cross-check the validity of
information gained from the interviews and by choosing some interviewees among
participants of international meetings who were not referred by others. These efforts can

widen our understanding of the scope of internal competition regarding policies.

Overview of the Dissertation

Before presenting the substantial case studies of the selected cooperative
mechanisms, chapter 2 is a background chapter that shows a big picture of Northeast
Asian environmental cooperation. It introduces two comprehensive and three issue-
specific environmental cooperative mechanisms in Northeast Asia that have been
designed to tackle transboundary air pollution. For comprehensive cooperative
mechanisms, it focuses on the participation by the ROK as a middle-power state in the
North-East Asia Sub-regional Program for Environmental Cooperation (NEASPEC) and
the Tripartite Environment Ministers Meeting among the ROK, China, and Japan
(TEMM); for issue-specific cooperative mechanisms, it examines EANET, TDGM, and
LTP. This chapter finds the role played by the ROK promising in that it creates some

positive competition between member countries, but it also points out challenges that
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Northeast Asian countries have to deal with in order to create solid regional
environmental cooperation.

The following three chapters examine the three cooperative mechanisms
examined for this study. Chapter 3 discusses the development of Acid Deposition
Monitoring Network in East Asia (EANET). Even though EANET has developed into the
most formal and concrete form and degree of collective action among the various
regional environmental cooperative mechanisms in which Northeast Asian countries have
participated, this chapter argues that EANET is largely a failure in terms of generating
broader cooperation and producing useful measurement data that could lead to the
creation of a regional environmental regime. It concludes that political leadership is the
only variable positively associated with this highly formal and concrete collective action
as Japan’s much greater financial contributions to the EANET budget have enabled
EANET to enhance capacity building and the quality of monitoring data in a practical
sense. However, the lack of shared and new scientific knowledge regarding acid
deposition among the participating countries of EANET and the adaptation process of
socialization that they have taken fail to show that EANET’s highly formal and concrete
form and degree of collective action are attributable to shared scientific knowledge and
the learning process of socialization.

Chapter 4 discusses regional environmental cooperation through the Tripartite
Director General Meeting (TDGM) on Dust and Sandstorms (DSS). This chapter argues
that TDGM has become a formal cooperative mechanism, yet it has neither developed
specific obligations that participating countries are required to fulfill for the joint research

program nor largely proven a success in generating broader cooperation and useful
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measurement data for the region. This study concludes that political leadership is the only
variable positively associated with highly formalized collective action. The lack of shared
scientific knowledge about DSS among the participating countries of TDGM and the
adaptation rather than learning process of socialization in which they engage cannot
explain why TDGM has succeeded in creating the first governmental-level, multilateral
cooperative mechanism that focuses exclusively on DSS issues in Northeast Asia in a
relatively short period of time, from 2007 to the present.

Chapter 5 discusses Joint Research on Long-range Transboundary Air Pollutants
in Northeast Asia (LTP). Despite the active involvement of working-level governmental
officials from the ministries of environmental affairs of China, Japan, and the ROK, the
LTP project has achieved little formal form and little concrete collective action. This
study argues that this can be attributed to a lack of political leadership, particularly
instrumental and directional leadership; little development of shared scientific knowledge;
and little development of adaptation as a socialization process among delegates to the
LTP meetings, particularly among governmental officials.

Chapter 6 compares the current state of regional environmental cooperation
regarding transboundary air pollution, particularly on emission reductions, in two regions,
Northeast Asia and Europe. This chapter argues that Europe has succeeded in reducing
air pollution through developing better air quality management with regional regulatory
regimes, whereas Northeast Asia has encountered increasing air pollution due to the rapid
growth of energy consumption in China. A comparative analysis between cooperative
efforts in Northeast Asia and Europe demonstrates that the Northeast Asian cooperative

efforts through EANET, TDGM, and LTP have failed to generate broader cooperation
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and produce useful measurement data that could lead to the creation of a regional
environmental regime with a solid infrastructure and a policy focus such as that which
European cooperative efforts have achieved through CLRTAP. This chapter also finds
that shared scientific knowledge and the learning process of socialization are key
determinants of the success or failure of regional environmental cooperation. The small
amount of conclusive scientific knowledge shared by member countries and the adoption
of the adaptation process of socialization among participating countries may explain why
all three of Northeast Asia’s regional cooperative mechanisms on transboundary air
pollution issues have been unable to advance beyond the UNEP’s second category of
regional action, regional entities with permanent structures but a scientific rather than a

policy focus.
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CHAPTER 2
MESSAGES FROM A MIDDLE POWER: PARTICIPATION BY THE
REPUBLIC OF KOREA IN REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL COOPERATION
ON TRANSBOUNDARY AIR POLLUTION ISSUES®

Introduction

Since regime studies began in the 1980s, a few scholars have used negative cases
of policy creation in order to understand the obstacles to regime creation. Nonregime is
defined as “transnational policy arenas characterized by the absence of multilateral
agreements for policy coordination among states” (Dimitrov et al., 2007, p. 231). These
so-called “nonregime” studies regard the absence of policy coordination in certain issue
areas as a result of a collective decision, and try to respond to why institutions for
collective action do not come into being (Dimitrov, 2006).

In order to understand why Northeast Asian countries have not created any
agreements on transboundary air pollution issues, less-developed cases of collective
action must be examined to understand why there have not been agreements on
transboundary air pollution issues, despite various regional efforts for around two
decades. Successful cases of European experiences with transboundary pollution are not
applicable to Northeast Asia due to its diverse political systems, different levels of

economic development, and mutual distrust drawn from historical memories. However,

19 This chapter was published in International Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law and
Economics in 2014, entitled “Messages from a Middle Power: Participation by the Republic of
Korea in Regional Environmental Cooperation on Transboundary Air Pollution Issues” (14(2):
147-162). This paper is based on a draft presented the International Experts Workshop on
International Framework and Co-benefits Approach to Promote Air Pollution Control in East
Asia, January 17-18, 2011, Hayama, Japan. This research was supported in part by the Global
Environment Research Fund of the Ministry of Environment, Japan (S-7-3) and the Institute of
Global Environmental Strategies (IGES). The author would like to thank Dr. Mark Elder and Mr.
Xiaofeng Zhou at the IGES as well as three anonymous reviewers for useful comments and
discussion.
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even if Northeast Asia has not succeeded in creating any regulatory regime yet, this
region has created various cooperative mechanisms in order to deal with transboundary
pollution issues since the early 1990s. It would be too simplistic to state that their efforts
have been failures through juxtaposition of regime vs. nonregime. Rather than stating that
Northeast Asia has not built any regime to manage environmental challenges driven by
transboundary issues, we need to understand how countries have participated in a variety
of channels of regional cooperation in varying degrees in different issue areas.

In doing so, this study will focus on the participation by the ROK as a middle
power of the region in regional cooperative mechanisms particularly regarding
transboundary air pollution issues. The study examines the extent to which the ROK as a
middle power has contributed to regional cooperation, illustrating the ROK’s diplomatic
ability and limitations on regional environmental cooperation. During the Cold War
period, Canada and other smaller Western states “defined themselves as middle powers
through their staunch support of international institutions, their ability to mediate, and
their limited relative power” (Collins, 2012). David R. Mares does not provide a clear
definition of middle powers when presenting “a model of the international behavior of a
middle power located in a regional hegemony” (Mares, 1988, p. 453). He treats lesser
powers Vvis-a-vis greater powers as middle powers, such as Brazil and Mexico in Latin
America.

In the post-Cold War era, the definition of middle powers has been discussed
more diversely. Melissa Rudderham (2008) describes middle powers as states that are
“politically and economically significant,” leaving the meaning of “significant” wide

open. Cooper, Higgott and Nossal (1993) assert that states have to act as middle powers
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in order to identify themselves as middle powers in specific attributes such as economic
issues, environmental issues and human rights, taking passive actions on issues like
security. As Collins points out, however, middle powers are neither “a homogenous
group of states” nor do they act in the same way. Thus, these definitions are challenging
to apply. Due to these difficulties, some studies make the simple assumption that material
variables determine whether states are middle powers or not. For example, Sohn simply
states:

Based on material variables such as gross domestic product, population and

military capability, it [the ROK] is, indeed, a middle power. In 2010, South

Korea’s GDP ranked 15th in the world, while its military budget ranked 12th. Its
population, meanwhile, is about 50 million. (Sohn, 2012)

Despite the simplicity of Sohn’s definition, the ROK’s categorization as a middle power
is useful because of the ROK’s power relative to other regional countries such as China
and Japan, which are considered as greater powers distinguishing from middle powers.
For these reasons, this article follows Sohn’s identification of the ROK as a middle

power.

Northeast Asia

Geographic proximity, shared perceptions of the region, and intensity of
interactions have been the three common conditions for defining regions (Katzenstein,
1997; Nam, 2002). However, there is no consensus on the boundaries of the Northeast
Asia region. Based on the conditions of geography and ecological interdependence, this
study defines Northeast Asia as six countries: People’s Republic of China (China),

Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK), Japan, Mongolia, the ROK, and the
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Russian Federation (primarily the Far East). Seen from the composition of countries,
Northeast Asia as a region has great diversity in terms of political and economic
development.

This region has not developed any legally binding international regime yet to deal
with transboundary environmental problems, even though it has endeavored for regional
cooperation since the early 1990s. Some might argue that this lack of formalization is the
salient characteristic of the region. In fact, East Asia has been summarized in two points:
underinstitutionalization and disjointedness, compared to ones of other regions such as
Europe and North America (Lee, 2012). For underinstitutionalization, realists focus on
historical mistrust or power rivalry as the legacy of the Cold War, and argue that the
“hub-and-spoke” bilateral security system organized by the United States has led the
region to have little necessity of formal institutionalization of East Asian regionalism
despite increasing economic interdependence (Acharya, 1991; Aggarwal & Koo, 2007;
Hemmer & Katzenstein, 2002).

For disjointedness of East Asian regionalism, it is argued that East Asian
institutions are lacking of systematic linkages (Pempel, 2010), even though East Asian
countries have searched for many regional institutions for various regional issues on
security, economy and environment. Instead of sticking with overarching institutional
arrangements, East Asian institutions have evolved in decentralized, overlapping and
sometimes contradictory regionalism. Some scholars name this feature “thin gruel
(Friedberg, 1993)” or “informal regionalism” (Katzenstein, 1997). All has led Asia’s
characteristics of “marginal adjustments, insistence on state sovereignty and a preference

for bilateralism” (Katzenstein, 2005, p. 103).
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These characteristics of Northeast Asia might have prevented this region from
building regional institutions. Interestingly enough, these blocking factors for regional
security are quite similar to ones that explain the lack of environmental cooperation in
Northeast Asia. It is commonly understood among policy makers and experts in
Northeast Asia that successful European experiences in dealing with transboundary
pollution are less likely to be transplanted to this region due to “substantially different
political and economic systems” and “various levels of economic development” (I. Kim,
2007). In addition, there is little scientific consensus (Chung, 1999; Nam 2002, p. 168)
and due to historical memories, political antipathy (Yoshimatsu, 2010) has been an
obstacle to regional governance.

Particularly, this paper pays considerable attention to the disjointed regional
efforts as Pempel pointed out. It is argued that “characteristics of complexity,
disconnection, and lack of an organization hub” have been key features of regional
environmental cooperation in dealing with Northeast Asia yellow sand, implying “a lack
of a coordinating mechanism to eliminate project overlap” (Jho & Lee 2009, p. 69). In
addition, a more “holistic approach” is necessary for “subregional/regional framework in
East/North-East Asia” to cover “all components of transboundary air pollution
management” (NESPEC, 20123, p. 3).

Under these fragmented circumstances, it is crucial to shed light on each
cooperative mechanism. Thus, this article divides the cooperative mechanisms into two
groups to discuss transboundary air pollution issues: comprehensive and issue specific
ones. Even though comprehensive cooperative mechanisms have included some issues,

the issue-specific mechanisms still bear stand-alone features to represent participation of
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member countries. The Northeast Asian environmental cooperation would be more so

due to the lack of interlinkages between various mechanisms.

The ROK’s Environment and Its Performance

The ROK faced air pollution problems which started in the late 1960s due to the
national development of heavy industries and reached their peak in the 1970s and 1980s.
However, the increasing use of low-sulfur oil and liquefied natural gas has brought
significant decrease of emissions. Emission reductions of sulfur dioxide (SOz2) in Seoul
have been achieved continuously (Chang et al., 2008). For nitrogen oxides (NOXx), the
emission reductions are not significant as much as sulfur, but it is notable that emissions
have been controlled at a certain level, 125 thousand tons, since the sharp reduction
between 1989 and 1990.

To improve air quality, the ROK took various domestic measures in the 1980s,
including the 1981 Standard for Sulfur Content, 1985 Prohibition of Solid Fuel Use, and
the 1988 Clean Fuel Use Duty (Chang et al., 2008). The ROK has also participated in
various multilateral cooperative mechanisms on transboundary air pollution since the
early 1990s. Global environmental efforts and regional cooperation of Europe and North
America have awakened the ROK’s concerns on transboundary pollution. Since Principle
21 of the 1972 Declaration of the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment
clarified the right and responsibility of states regarding transboundary pollution, Europe
and North America have developed successful frameworks, protocols or provisions to

tackle acid rain in their respective regions since 1979. Paragraph 9.26 of Agenda 21 of
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the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and Development explicitly pointed
that European experiences should be shared with other regions.

Northeast Asia has tried to implement its learning from these international
experiences regarding transboundary pollution issues. In particular, the ROK has strongly
committed to regional environmental cooperation in Northeast due to its environmental
and geographic conditions that situate Korea as “a principal victim of transferred air
pollution from China, while its emissions also affect the region’s ecosystem to some
degree” (Yoon, 2006, p. 85). In contrast to the ROK, Japan has been active in developing
“broader regional cooperation” circumscribing East Asia or Asia-Pacific. Japan has
focused on the East Asia Acid Deposition Monitoring Network (EANET), which covers
both Northeast and Southeast Asia, and the Environment Congress for Asia and the
Pacific (ECO-Asia). It is revealing to see that the ROK has paid little attention to the
Eco-Asia and Regional Environmental Sustainable Transport (EST) Forum in Asia
established by the Ministry of Environment in Japan (MOEJ)%.

Since the Basic Environment Plan was enacted in 1994, Japan has manifested its
leadership role as a key resource provider for regional environmental cooperation.
However, the Japanese “leadership raises suspicions in the region, due to its history of
military invasions of neighboring countries; and Japan itself seems reluctant to step out in
front” (Yoon, 2006, p. 84). In addition, Japan is “cautious and passive when it comes to
government-level multilateral cooperation” in Northeast Asia as it regards the multilateral
framework as redundant “form of development aid” which Japan has already been “active

in utilizing unofficial channels of cooperation through the Green Aid Plan” (Jho & Lee,

2 Interview with Gyu Il Kim, Deputy Director of Climate and Air Quality Policy Division at the
Ministry of Environment in the ROK on December 23, 2010.
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2009, p. 66). In fact, Japan has provided China with various lower-interest loans for
environmental projects through the Official Development Assistance. As such, bilateral
cooperation has been a major channel for Japan to deal with its “concern with and
enthusiasm for the acid rain issue” (Lai et al., 2001, p. 1848).

These Japanese preferences for bilateral cooperation have coincided with China’s
pursuit on “bilateral cooperation with Japan and Korea, which might enable it to have
more leverage in negotiations” and China’s opposition to “binding agreements that would
supersede the sovereign control of environmental policy-making” (Yoon, 2006, p. 85).
As a result, unlike Japan and China, the ROK as a middle power has promoted
environmental cooperation in Northeast Asia with a “strong incentive to pursue binding
environmental cooperation that would impose some constraints on its two powerful

neighbors’ unilateral interpretation of international agreement” (Yoon, 2006, p. 84).

Comprehensive Intergovernmental Cooperation Mechanisms

The ROK has participated in numerous multilateral environmental cooperation
mechanisms since the early 1990s. It can be argued that the following two mechanisms®
have directly related to transboundary air pollution in Northeast Asia: the North-East
Asia Sub-regional Program for Environmental Cooperation (NEASPEC) since 1993 and
the Tripartite Environment Ministers Meeting among the ROK, China, and Japan

(TEMM) since 19997,

2L There is one more multilateral mechanism, the NEAC (Northeast Asian Conference on
Environmental Cooperation), which the ROK has participated since 1992. However, the activities
of NEAC have been discontinued since 2009 and it is not currently working.

%2 The Northwest Pacific Action Plan (NOWPAP), within the Regional Seas Programme of the
United Nations Environment Programme, also deals with air pollution issues to some extent in
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The NEASPEC

This mechanism includes six member countries: China, DPRK*, Japan,
Mongolia, the ROK and the Russian Federation. At the 1996 Third Meeting of Senior
Officials (SOM3), the NEASPEC adopted the “Framework for the North-East Sub-
Regional Program for Environmental Cooperation,” recognized as “a unique and
remarkable event and a significant milestone in the subregion as the six countries of
North-East Asian subregion for the first time came to a consensus and adopted an
agreement on subregional environmental cooperation” (NEASPEC 1996, p. 1). Currently,
the NEASPEC is implementing projects in the three areas: i) Mitigation of transboundary
air pollution from coal-fired power plants; ii) Cooperation mechanisms for nature
conservation in transboundary areas; iii) Implementing the regional master plan for the
prevention and control of dust and sandstorms. Transboundary air pollution, particularly
SO2 emissions from coal-fired power plants, has been considered in a greater degree in
the subregion. For Mitigation of Transboundary Air Pollution from Coal-Fired Power
Plants, the NEASPEC has undertaken the first and second phase (1993-2008) technical

assistance projects funded by Asian Development Bank (ADB).

The current third phase of the Mitigation Program is trying to achieve integrated
strategies for mitigating air pollution and greenhouse gases, standardization and
regulation of technology related to the management of SO2, demonstration projects and

knowledge transfer and dissemination. While the Mitigation program overwhelmingly

relation to marine deposition. However, this study does not include the NOWPAP due to its
extensive focus on marine environment. For the NOWPAP’s development, see Chung 2010.

% The DPRK participated in only five out of 13 meetings of senior officials between 1993 and
2008. The years attended were 1994 (SOM2), 1996 (SOM3), 1998 (SOM4), 2000 (SOM 7), and
2007 (SOM12), which none of them were held in the ROK.
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relies on international institutions, two other programs (Prevention and Control of Dust
and sandstorms from Source Areas in China and Mongolia; and Cooperation Mechanisms
for Nature Conservation in Transboundary Areas) have been conducted through the
NEASPEC Core Fund. The NEASPEC has added most recently marine environment for
its expenditure (NEASPEC, 2012e) to the Nature Conservation and Dust and sandstorms.
The NEASPEC has tried to diversify its focus, reducing its previous concerns on
transboundary air pollution.

The annual revenue from the Core Fund consists of three sources: balance carried
forward from the previous reporting period, contribution from member countries and
interest income in previous years. As seen in Table 2.1, the Core Fund has been
composed of mainly Korean (the ROK) contribution, and in a less degree, Japanese (in

previous years) and Chinese (in recent years) contributions.

Table 2.1
Contributions to the Core Fund of the NEASPEC (Unit: US$)
ROK Japan China Russia Mongolia
2001 100,000 100,000 0 0 0
2002 100,000 0 0 0 0
2003 0 72,000 50,000 0 0
2004 100,000 57,600 0 0 0
2005 0 0 49,970 0 0
2006 100,000 0 49,985 0 0
2007 100,000 0 49,985 0 0
2008 100,00