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Introduction 

In autumn 2016, the Secretariat of the Acid Deposition Monitoring Network in East Asia 
(EANET) became the Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (UNEP/ROAP) from the former Asian 
Institute of Technology / UNEP Regional Resource Centre for Asia and the Pacific (AIT/UNEP 
RRC.AP, currently the RRC.AP/AIT). Two years prior, Indonesia had signed the “Instrument for 
Strengthening the Acid Deposition Monitoring Network in East Asia” as the final signatory among all 
13 member countries. This was an additional change in 2014, which was a pivotal year for the EANET. 

EANET began in 1993 as an assembly of experts and officially started operating in 2001. It is 
now in its 17th year. The issue of acid rain was first exposed in Japan in 1972 by an acid rain 
investigation conducted by the Ministry of the Environment. Japan then began to take a proactive 
diplomatic stance on global environmental issues starting in the early 1990s. The topics of why and 
how regional cooperative frameworks were formed, how they progressed, and whether or not they 
have issues, have been addressed in many studies (including some on Japan’s case) from a variety of 
standpoints. 

The bulk of international relations research on EANET1 takes the form of studies that focus 
                                                   
1 Research on EANET has largely been conducted by officials/staff working in an organization, and is 

beneficial for understanding the progress of EANET. However, these studies are descriptions or 
introductions of specific periods of EANET by Japanese policy staff or EANET administrative staff, and 
do not amount to systematic descriptions or analyses of cases that can answer the research questions posed 
in this study. Ono, H. 1998a. Higashi ajia sanseiu monitaringu nettowaaku no kochiku [Formulation of 
the Acid Deposition Monitoring Network in East Asia]. Kankyo Gijutsu [Environmental Engineering] 
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on the regulatory aspects of institutions, centered on comparisons between EANET and the EU 
Convention on Long-Range Transboundary Air Pollution (LRTAP). 2  Previous research has 

                                                   
27(11): 23-27; Ono, H. 1998b. Higashi ajia sanseiu monitaringu nettowa-ku no kochiku [Formulation of 
the Acid Deposition Monitoring Network in East Asia]. Kankyo [Environment] 23(5): 6-7; Ono, H. 1998c. 
EANET seifukan kaigo ni tsuite [EANET Intergovernmental Meetings], OECC Kaiho [OECC Report] 
25: 5-6; Suzuki, K. 1998. Kokunaigai ni okeru sanseiu kenkyu sentaa no yakuwari [The role of the Acid 
Rain Research Center in Japan and abroad]. Kankyo Gijutsu [Environmental Engineering] 27(11): 28-32; 
Toda, E. 2000a. Higashi ajia sanseiu monitaringu nettowaaku no keika to shorai [The past and future of 
the Acid Deposition Monitoring Network in East Asia]. Shigen kankyo taisaku [Journal of Resources and 
Environment] 36(10): 15-19; Toda, E. 2000b. Taiki osen haishutu monitaringu ni kan suru kokusai 
senmonka kaigo ni tsuite [International experts’ meetings on air pollution emissions monitoring]. OECC 
Kaiho [OECC Report] 30: 5; Ando, H. 2002. ‘Nihonkoku’ wo koeru ajia sanseiu monitaringu nettowaaku 
(EANET): Kokusai koukyouzai toshite no hatten [The Acid Deposition Monitoring Network in East Asia 
(EANET) beyond the nation of Japan: Development as an international public good]. Human Security 6: 
19-32; Sato, J. and Yamashita, K. 2004. Higashi ajia sanseiu monitaringu nettowaakuno genjo to tomen 
no kadai” [Current status and urgent issues in the Acid Deposition Monitoring Network in East Asia]. 
Japan Society for Public Interest and Common Goods Studies 4(1): 50-56.  

2 Takahashi, W. 2002. Problems of environmental cooperation in Northeast Asia: The case of acid rain. In 
International environmental cooperation: Politics and diplomacy in Pacific Asia. Harris, Paul, G. ed. 
Colorado: University Press of Colorado; Takahashi, W. 2000a. Sanseiu to kankyo gavanansu: Higashi ajia 
chiiki kankyo kyoryoku no genkai to bureekusuruu [Acid rain and environmental governance: Limits and 
breakthroughs in East Asia regional environmental cooperation]. Shigen kankyo taisaku [Journal of 
Resources and Environment] 36(10): 20-28; Takahashi, W. 2000b. Higashi ajia ni okeru takokukan 
kankyo kyoryoku no genjo to kadai: shouchiiki kankyo kyoryoku puroguramu wo chushin ni [Current 
status and issues of multilateral environmental cooperation in East Asia: Focus on small-area 
environmental cooperation rograms]. Enerugi, shigen kankyo gakkai dai 19 kenkyu happyokai kouen 
ronbunshu [Energy and Resource Environment Conference 19th Research Presentation Meeting Thesis 
Collection]: 267-272; Kato, H. 2004. Ajia ni okeru chiiki kankyo rejiimu no keisei: Hyoka to tenbo 
(josetsu) [Regional environmental regime formation in Asia: Assessment and outlook (Introduction)]. 
Nagoya daigaku hosei ronshu [Nagoya University law and politics essay collection] 202: 323-352; 
Ichimura, M. and Kato, H. 1998. Ajia ni okeru sanseiu monitaringu no kadai to tenbo: yo-roppa no keiken 
kara manabu [Issues and outlook for acid rain monitoring in Asia: Learning from Europe’s experience]. 
Kokusai kaihatsu kenkyu fo-ramu [Forum of International Development Studies] 10: 17-28; Institute for 
Global Environmental Strategies (IGES). 2002. Heisei 13 nendo barutokai engan chiiki no kankyo seisaku 
no higashi ajia he no tekiyo ni kansuru chosa hokokusho [2001 Study Report on the Application of Baltic 



PLEASE DO NOT CITE THIS ARTICLE WITHOUT AUTHOR’S PERMISSION AS IT IS AN 
ONGOING PAPER AND TO BE UPDATED WITH NEW DATA.   

3  

constituted the mainstream method for analyzing the institutional effectiveness of EANET according 
to late international regime theory, which emphasizes effectiveness. This has influenced analyses by 
scientists using the idea of Epistemic Community.3 As with discussions on international relations’ 
(IR) institutional theory, the majority of these studies assume that Europe’s institution formation 
process is advanced because it is “scientific,” “neutral,” and “effective.” For that reason, the studies 
focus on comparisons,4 and institution-making relating to transboundary air pollution in East Asia has 
been assessed as “immature,” because unlike Europe (LRTAP and Baltic Sea Coastal Zone 
Environmental Policy), Asia has not formed any environmental treaties. Also, regional 
institutionalization issues and “failures of Japanese diplomacy” have been pointed out.5 However, 
some have expressed the opinion that the Asian institutionalization process, including EANET, is 
“difficult to acclimate” to European institutions, or that it is “unique.” Also, some have pointed out 
that East Asia shares negotiation models and institution formulation processes in an “ASEAN way.”6 

                                                   Sea Coastal Zone Environmental Policy to East Asia]; Institute for Global Environmental Strategies 
(IGES). 2003. [2002 Study Report on the Application of Baltic Sea Coastal Zone Environmental Policy 
to East Asia]. 

3 Yonemoto, S. 2001. Kankyo gaiko no tame no kagaku: higashi ajia wo taisho to shita chokyori yuso 
moderu no seisakuteki yukosei hyoka [Science for environmental diplomacy: Assessment of the political 
effectiveness of the long-distance transportation model focused/Subject on East Asia]. Studies Life 
Science & Society 5: 89-124; Miyago, H and Ishii, A. 2014. Nihon no ekkyo taiki osen gaiko to kagaku: 
Rinkai fukaryo kenkyu wo jirei ni” [Japan’s transboundary air pollution diplomacy and science: Critical 
load research]. Society for Environmental Economics and Policy Studies 2014 Annual Convention Report 
Articles (report date: September 13, 2014). 

4 Looking at the methodology, there are many places in which case comparisons are inadequate. See the 
following for information on comparisons in case analysis: King, G., Keohane, R. O., and Verba, S. 1994. 
Designing social inquiry. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

5 In addition to footnotes 2 and 3, see Matsuoka, S. 2014. Japan’s Asian strategy: Japan’s Asian 
environmental strategy and a soft power of the 21st Century. Public Policy Review 10 (1, March): 189-
226. However, when considering the institutionalization of scientific knowledge, comparisons with 
EANET, LRTAP, and EMEP are useful. 

6 Miyazaki, A. 2011b. Between the theory and policy: Environmental networking the East Asian Way. 
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Taking a look at quasi-regional cooperation on air pollution in East Asia as a whole, rather than 
individual institutionalization and venue-seeking (as discussed in international regime theory), it 
features the stratification of various cooperative forms at a similar quasi-regional level to ensure 
regional environmental cooperation in concerned regions. 7  This also includes non-regimes like 
EANET.89 

This could be for two reasons. One is that many Asian environmental institutions are structured, 
which is itself a general feature of Asian regionalism.10 Even looking only at international consensus, 
cooperation, and research networks for transboundary air pollution like EANET, the ASEAN Haze 
Agreement, the Malé Declaration on Control and Prevention of Air Pollution and Its Likely 

                                                   Ritsumeikan International Affairs 9: 51-79; Miyazaki, A. 2010. Kankyo kyoryoku ni okeru yuruyakana 
seido no keisei: higashi ajia no taiki osen mondai wo chushin ni [Loose institution formation in 
environmental cooperation: Focus on the East Asian air pollution problem]. Japan Association for 
Asian Studies 2010 Annual Convention (Plenary Session II, Reconsidering Asian Regional Institutions: 
Exploration of “The Asian Way”), Tokyo University Komaba Campus, October 23, 2010. 

7 Takahashi, W. 2000c. Formation of an East Asian regime for acid rain control: The perspective of 
comparative regionalism. International Review for Environmental Strategies 1(1): 97-117; Miyazaki, A. 
2011a. Kankyo kyoryoku ni okeru yuruyakana seido no keisei: Higashi ajia no taiki osen mondai wo 
chushin ni [Emergence of ‘Loose’ Institutions in Environmental Cooperation: Addressing Acid Rain and 
Haze Issues in East Asia]. The Japan Association of International Relations (Feature: The Environment 
and Global Politics) 166(September): 128-141; Miyazaki, A. 2013. Emerging loose system of 
institutions: Networked cooperation on transboundary air pollution in East Asia. Paper presented at 
annual convention of International Studies Association (ISA), held in San Francisco on April 5, 2013. 
8 Dimitrov, R. S. 2006. Science and international environmental policy: Regimes and non-regimes in 
global governance. Lanham, Md.: Rowman and Littlefield; Dimitrov, R. S., Sprinz, D., DiGiusto, G., and 
Kelle, A. 2007. International nonregimes: A research agenda. International Studies Review 9(2, summer): 
230-258. 
9 The author has a paper on EANET as a non-regime. Miyazaki, op. cit., 2013: 2-3; Miyazaki, A. 2011c. 
Filling the gap via “loose institutions”: A case study from the Acid Deposition Monitoring Network in 
East Asia (EANET). Paper presented at annual conference of ISA, held in Montreal, Canada on March 
19, 2011. 
10 Miyazaki, Ibid., 2011a: 128-141; Takahashi, op. cit., 2000c: 97-117. 
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Transboundary Effects for South Asia (Malé Declaration), and the joint research Long-Range 
Transboundary Air Pollutants in Northeast Asia (LTP), whereas the Haze Agreement is the only one 
international law which is in effect. Furthermore, most of the cooperative frameworks at the quasi-
regional level coexist with one another.11 The Joint Forum on the Atmospheric Environment in Asia 
and the Pacific, as a “clearing house” for these, is of a style that does not negate the functions of 
individual frameworks.12 This forum, which has continued from 2009 to present, if it were to be 
classified using international regime theory, would be an implantable regime comprising the above 
international consensus or cooperative framework (non-regime or a mixture of regimes), and this is 
also structive.13 

Another reason is that even if we focus on institutions for the time being, an analysis of 
negotiations by the actors originally involved is also essential. The focus of studies on the effectiveness 
of institutions is not just the features and designs of the institutions themselves. The main driving force 
of effective institutions includes each nation’s proactive participation in and contribution to 
negotiations.14 The choice by scholars to focus on institutions or actors is one of the significant topics 
of discussion in IR. In environmental research (international regime theory and international 
institutional theory in particular), the focus of actor-centered research has been placed on limited 
discussions of the roles of actors, such as the idea of Epistemic Community.15 The main meetings on 

                                                   
11 Taking this point, considering the “competition” of cooperative frameworks between quasi-regional 
levels is a bit arbitrary. For the time being, if this discussion continues, there will be concerns about “the 
politicization of science” among researchers. 
12 The fifth conference was held in 2014. UNEP, Near-term Climate Protection and Clean Air Benefits: 
Actions for Controlling Short-Lived Climate Forcers, 2011, p. 37. 
13 Young, O. R. 1996. Institutional linkages in international society: Polar perspectives. Global 
Governance 2(1, January-April): 1-23. 
14 Sakaguchi, I. 2007. Chikyu kankyo mondai to guro-baru gavanansu [World environmental issues and 
global governance]. Kokusai mondai [International Issues] 562: 37-50. 
15 Haas, P. M. 1990. Saving the Mediterranean: The politics of international environmental cooperation. 
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the institutional design of EANET include the Intergovernmental Meeting (IG), the Scientific 
Advisory Committee (SAC), and the Working Group on Future Development (WGFD).16 At these 
meetings, government officials, scientists, scholars, and other specialists and concerned parties 
participate in discussions; some participants have been involved in negotiations for many years and 
from different standpoints. In Asia, particularly East Asia, there are no treaties or regional regimes, so 
what are the relationships in which the negotiators search for regional cooperation? 

This study uses the example of EANET, defining the negotiator and participant relationship 
structure at 2012 IGs as a network, and studies this using social network analysis (SNA). Specifically, 
I used a survey for SNA that was distributed and collected at IGs, digitized the data with UCINet, a 
model analysis tool, and used NetDraw to make graphs from the results. Based on this analysis, I made 
a visualization of the relationship structure between the actors at recent EANET IG meetings and 
showed the cooperative and non-cooperative relationships. Because the results on cooperation and 
non-cooperation in this case would remain unclear if I presented only numerical explanations, I also 
used qualitative data, including reports, interview surveys, and my own observation notes and 
considered these as supplementing the state of negotiations at that time.  
 
1. Analytical Framework 
(1) EANET Historical Development 

EANET has been officially in operation since 2001, but it also had a two-year period of 
preparatory activities from 1998–2000.17 Furthermore, from 1993–1997, scientists and government 

                                                   
New York: Columbia University Press. This can be considered as an important study observing the effect 
that diverse actors have on international politics, but this concept is eventually adopted as an explanation 
of international regime theory in subsequent studies. 

16 EANET itself also has other meetings like STM and other WGs. EANET, “Meeting Reports,” available 
at: http://www.eanet.asia/meeting/list.html. 
17 EANET, “Expert Meeting,” available at: http://www.eanet.asia/meeting/list.html#EGM. 
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officials conducted expert meetings before active operations started.18 The factors that propelled the 
expert meetings were the idea of establishing an air pollution monitoring method in Southeast and 
Northeast Asia and sharing data, and one of Japan’s diplomatic strategies that avoided initiatives 
limited to Northeast Asia,19 which arose from understanding of and countermeasures to China’s 
border-crossing acid rain in 1992.20 It is said that the establishment of the preparatory phase took 
some time, mainly due to the participation arrangements for the Southeast Asian countries. At the time 
of its establishment, EANET was more strongly influenced by Japan’s leadership than it is today (or 
rather, its environmental diplomacy aligned with environmental ODA),21 so conflicts over policy 
understanding concerning regional cooperation with LTP (Northeast Asia’s international collaborative 
research led by South Korea) occurred in the early 2000s.22 At EANET’s 2003 IG meeting, Japan 
reiterated to South Korea that LTP and EANET were in coexistence, and avoided a negotiation divide 
on the topic of EANET’s future development at that time.23 

When the WGFD was established in 2005, discussions about an instrument intended to 
strengthen EANET began on an ad hoc basis. As a result, the “Niigata Decision” was adopted at the 
10th IG meeting two years later. From this point on, negotiations at the headquarters were focused on 

                                                   
18 EANET, “Brief History,” available at: http://www.eanet.asia/eanet/brief.html. 
19 Miyazaki, Ibid., 2011a: 128-141; Miyazaki, A. 2007. Kankyo gavanansu ni okeru ‘nettowaaku’ no igi: 
Higashi ajia sanseiu monitaringu nettowaaku (EANET) wo jirei toshite [Significance of “networks” in 
environmental governance: A case study from the Acid Deposition Monitoring Network in East Asia 
(EANET)]. Japan Society for Public Interest 7(1): 24-36. 
20 Brettell, A. 2007. Security, energy, and the environment: The atmospheric link. In The environmental 
dimension of Asian security: Conflict and cooperation over energy, resources, and pollution. Washington 
DC: The United States Institute of Peace. 
21 Miyazaki, A. 2015. Japan’s foreign policy and transnational environmental risk. In Risk state: Japan’s 
foreign policy in an age of uncertainty. Ashgate. 
22 Interview with Mr. Tokuya Wada (a former Assistant Director at the Office of Environmental Protection), 

Ministry of the Environment (conducted September 3, 2004).  
23 However, the South Korean side asserts that there were some who did not approve of this. 
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discussing a regional agreement that included a widening of scope. This covered the pros and cons of 
stipulating the enforcement of atmospheric pollutants other than acid rain, and specific details of 
financial contribution methods for each nation after the agreement. Both legally binding and non-
binding documents were discussed at the beginning, but signing and ratification processes differed 
within each participating country, and many problems arose with transparency and accountability for 
securing funds;24 the discussion involved countries backing one document or the other. The document 
that was not legally binding was eventually adopted, and signing and domestic formalities following 
that were set as “signing in accordance with procedures and by representatives appropriate to each 
nation,” in consideration of domestic decision-making processes in China and Malaysia. 

At the IG meeting in the autumn of 2010, Cambodia, Japan, Mongolia, Myanmar, the 
Philippines, South Korea, and Thailand signed the document; the following year, China and Malaysia 
signed, and in 2012 Russia also became a signatory. While signatures were received from relatively 
cautious countries like Malaysia, China, and South Korea, Indonesia wanted to continue participating 
even though it could not sign at that time. Thus, activities were for a time discussed with non-signing 
nations, but it was decided that Indonesia would host an IG meeting and also become a signatory in 
the autumn of 2014. Accompanying this, EANET’s WGFD was focused on discussions of future 
activities, particularly expanding headquarters and the scope of EANET. Starting last year in particular, 
discussions on increasing funding contributions by China and expanding the network center 
commenced, and they might bring big changes to EANET’s design. 
 

                                                   
24 For example, Thailand was trying to explore new activities like the creation of an emissions inventory, 

and Russia was aiming to secure funds domestically, and they were emphasizing the presence of a legally 
binding document. Interview with Mr. Sergey Gromov (Head of Scientific Sector, Institute of Global 
Climate and Ecology), Pattaya (Thailand) (conducted July 30, 2009). 
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(2) SNA Adoption in EANET 
My case subject is EANET’s IG meetings. From 2012 to 2014, I distributed and collected 

questionnaires for SNA to all participating nations, offices, and organizations relevant to these 
meetings. This study also used UCINet for the analysis of international relationships. UCINet has 
gained popularity worldwide because of its functionality and user-friendliness. It also publishes many 
analysis results on the internet.25 UCINet includes analysis software Pajek and drawing software 
NetDraw, and data can be mutually shared (additionally, there is also STRUCTURE26 and Negopy27). 

The case for this study, the EANET IG meeting, is somewhat limited in terms of the number 
of countries and participants (13 countries [35 members] and offices and NC [10 members], 
international organizations [10 members], specialists [5 members], and observers [5 members], for a 
total of about 65 members). 28  For this reason, of the two overall SNA objectives, I aimed to 
comprehend the entire network as well as the key actors, and first drew items related to SNA from the 
questionnaires from the 13 countries and made an analysis matrix.29 I then used the UCINet analysis 
results to draw graphs with NetDraw. 

The question about the kinds of relationship in which negotiators seek regional cooperation 
can be answered by first revealing the relationship structure of the negotiators. Until now, the IG 
meeting itself had only partially clarified this through meeting documents and interviews. Through 
this analysis I could grasp the negotiation structure and gain a more concrete visualization of the 
relationships between actors. By doing this, cooperation and non-cooperation between actors, which 
                                                   
25 UCINet, “UCINet Software,” available at: https://sites.google.com/site/ucinetsoftware/home. 
26 Burt, R. 1990. Kinds of relations in American discussion networks. In Structures of power and 
constraint, 411-451. New York: Cambridge University Press. 
27 Richards, W. D. 1995. NEGOPY 4.30 manual and user’s guide. Burnaby, British Columbia, Canada: 
School of Communication, Simon Fraser University. 
28 The numbers vary slightly for each meeting. 
29 I later sent and collected the same questionnaire from international organizations, offices, and NCs. 
Please see the reference materials at the end of the paper for the questions. 
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had been unclear, were defined at the time of analysis. 
 
 

2. Case Analysis 
(1) EANET Analysis through SNA 

The negotiation structure of EANET’s IG meeting was shown via SNA. Specifically, it showed 
which actors played central roles, and whether the actors were cooperative or uncooperative (non-
participation or passive participation in negotiations). How much of an influence do certain actors 
have on other actors? Which actors are influential? Which actors connect isolated actors? The 
indicators clearly showed these in the quantitative analysis. First, taking a look at the 2012 EANET 
IG meeting as a network, from the figure made with NetDraw (directed graph), one can see that Japan, 
the network center (NC), and the headquarters are central in the network (hubs) (Figure 1). In particular, 
the NC and headquarters are largely involved with the subgroups mentioned in the next paragraph. 
Japan is connected with many countries, but its reach does not extend to the formation of subgroups. 
Within the network, the actors that do not have directed relationships (arrows) with other actors are 
Indonesia, Malaysia, and South Korea. 

Next was a search for the subgroups that have directly binding relationships within the network 
(Figure 2, see “designated cliques”). Of the six subgroups that have directly binding relationships 
within the network detected by UCINet, five connect the NC, headquarters, and another main national 
actor ([1] Russia, [2] Thailand, [3] Vietnam, [4] Cambodia, [5] Mongolia). It can also be understood 
that the NC and headquarters, which participate in all subgroups, create another subgroup with 
resource persons (Figures 2 and 3). Looking at the participation rate within each subgroup (inter-nodal 
adjacent value) for the 8 countries (out of 13) with high values, it can be read that the closer their value 
to one in any of the subgroups (6 countries directly and indirectly, 2 countries indirectly only), the 
more they participated in that subgroup. On the other hand, the countries not participating in any 
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subgroup were Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, and South Korea (Figure 4). Combining these 
results with the results of the above-mentioned directed graph, one can see that Indonesia, Malaysia, 
and South Korea were isolated within the IG meeting as of 2012. Certainly, when the participants were 
discussing signing documents and expanding the IG’s scope, Indonesia was not on board (South Korea 
and Malaysia, which felt the same at first, signed in 2010 and 2011, respectively), and South Korea 
frequently changed its participating official.30 

Let us now take a look at the relationships between each of the actors. A few indicators 
measuring solidarity between actors become key to this. First, if we look at the dyadic redundancy of 
the relationships of each pair of actors, each actor has a strong connection with Japan, the NC, and 
headquarters, and they are linked to other actors through their relationships with these hubs (Figure 5). 
Next, let us look at the dyadic constraints of each actor pair (Figure 6). In this indicator, higher values 
indicate greater mutual influence; for example, for Indonesia (influenced by the NC and headquarters 
[0.37], Japan [0.25]), we can see that it is more greatly influenced by the NC and headquarters than 
by Japan. Certainly, the party who tried to change Indonesia and Malaysia’s stance at this time (neither 
wanted to sign) would have been headquarters. This is also substantiated by the betweenness 
mentioned in the latter half of this section. 

Taking into consideration the NetDraw results, subgroups, and the dyadic redundancy of 
relationships, Japan is positioned as a hub but does not form subgroups like other hubs; its adjacent 
value with the headquarters and NC, which have high rates of participation in subgroups, is about one-
third (0-1), and approximately half (0-0.333) the minimum value of Cambodia, Mongolia, Russia, 

                                                   
30 EANET, “Twelfth Session of Intergovernmental Meeting,” available at: 
http://www.eanet.asia/event/ig/ig12.pdf; EANET, “Thirteenth Session of Intergovernmental Meeting,” 
available at: http://www.eanet.asia/event/ig/ig13.pdf; EANET, “Fourteenth Session of Intergovernmental 
Meeting,” available at: http://www.eanet.asia/event/ig/ig14.pdf; EANET, “Fifteenth Session of 
Intergovernmental Meeting,” available at: http://www.eanet.asia/event/ig/ig15.pdf. 
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Thailand, and Vietnam. Looking at the SNA, it is implied that Japan was not able to exercise the 
influence to show leadership as of 2012 (Figure 4). This differs from the argument that Japan showed 
“wrong” leadership as a broker, which has been criticized in other recent studies.31 Of course, in 2003, 
considered to be the time at which Japan’s leadership changed to an intermediary (arbitration) model, 
a separate SNA will be needed to discover whether Japan showed such “wrong” leadership.32 The 
recent relationship between Japan and South Korea in EANET may be different than it was at that 
time, but at the point of analysis Japanese leadership was not shown. To that extent, it was also 
understood that South Korea was one of the isolated actors. Taking a look at the relationships of each 
pair of actors, South Korea is influenced by resource persons (relationship dyadic redundancy 0.75, 
dyadic constraint 0.27), the NC and headquarters (relationship dyadic redundancy 0.68, 0.21), and 
Japan (0.16) (Figure 6). As can be seen from this, there is a connection between South Korea and 
Japan. However, Japan is in close contact with the NC and headquarters, and some of the resource 
persons are former Japanese government officials and are influenced by the country. Japan had shown 
long-running cooperation (with Thailand in particular) up until this point. This can also be seen from 
the connections between Japan and other countries and organizations (Japan is influenced by the NC 
and headquarters [0.08]; Thailand and resource persons [0.02]; and Laos, Mongolia, the Philippines, 
Russia, and Vietnam [0.01]).  

Thailand is influenced by Japan; the NC and headquarters (0.13); and Cambodia and resource 
                                                   
31 For example, Kim, I. 2014. Messages from a middle power: Participation by the Republic of Korea in 
regional environmental cooperation on transboundary air pollution issues. International Environmental 
Agreements: Politics, Law and Economics 14(2, May): 147-162. 
32 Looking at the contents of interviews by the author with Japanese government officials from that time 
(Miyazaki, Ibid., 2011a) and interviews with South Korean researchers in a previous study (Kim 2014), it 
seems that the awareness of the negotiation stance of both countries was different. However, when 
considering it from the aspect of political competition between nations, the decline of the political priority 
of EANET for South Korean government officials could be foreseen, if the priority aspects of its own 
nation’s leadership policies are considered. 
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persons (0.04). Russia is influenced by headquarters (0.18); the NC (0.16); Japan, Vietnam, and 
resource persons (0.07); and China (0.04). Russia, which has enthusiastic participants with many years 
of service, has a lot of influence on countries and persons that it has long-term relationships with. 
China is influenced by headquarters (0.34); the NC and Russia (0.19); and Japan (0.10). Vietnam is 
influenced by the NC and headquarters (0.17); Japan (0.13); resource persons (0.11); and Russia (0.08). 
Vietnam, which has contributed to advancing discussions for a while now, is influenced by Japan, 
resource persons, and Russia (in which it has many acquaintances), in addition to headquarters and 
the NC. The Philippines is influenced by the NC (0.38), Japan (0.28), and headquarters (0.21). This 
country, as one that advances discussions and plays the important role of moderator, is significantly 
influenced by the three hubs.  

The NC, one of the hubs, is influenced by headquarters (0.10); Japan (0.08); Russia, Thailand, 
and resource persons (0.02); and Cambodia, Mongolia, the Philippines, and Vietnam (0.01). 
Headquarters is influenced by the NC (0.10); Japan (0.07); Russia, Thailand, and resource persons 
(0.02); and Cambodia, China, Mongolia, and Vietnam (0.01). Resource persons are understood to be 
influenced by the NC and headquarters (0.13); Japan (0.11); Vietnam (0.05); Russia and Thailand 
(0.04); and South Korea (0.02). Myanmar, which held the local IG meeting in 2013, is influenced by 
Japan (0.27); Thailand (0.22); and the NC and headquarters (0.15). Cambodia is influenced by the NC 
and headquarters (0.26); Thailand (0.18); and Japan (0.10). Laos is influenced by Japan (0.27); 
Thailand (0.22); and the NC and headquarters (0.15). Mongolia is influenced by the NC and 
headquarters (0.30) and Japan (0.22) (Figure 6). 

The connections with mutual close relationships (high dyadic redundancy in the relationship) 
are as follows: Japan, the NC, and headquarters (degree value: 15); following that are Thailand and 
resource persons (7); Russia (6); Vietnam (5); Cambodia, China, Laos, Myanmar, and South Korea 
(4); and Indonesia, Malaysia, Mongolia, and the Philippines (3). Looking at the degree of binding to 
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ego (hierarchy), Japan, the NC, and headquarters have great influence on individual actors, but 
resource persons and Thailand also have a high degree of influence (Figure 7). 

Finally, on the betweenness of actors, let us try to grasp the binding relationships with specific 
actors from the three perspectives of direction toward actors, direction from actors, and bi-
directionality. The actors (brokers) with many indirect connections with other actors (those with high 
modularity and betweenness) are as follows: the NC (39.58), headquarters (38.69), Mongolia (33.33), 
the Philippines (33.33), Japan (32.31), China (25), and resource persons (25) (Figure 8). The actors 
with indirect connections to such actors are Japan (52.65), the Philippines (50), Mongolia (33.33), 
Vietnam (33.33), the NC (18.69), and headquarters (15.6) (Figure 9). The actors for which indirect 
connections are bi-directional are Mongolia (33.33), the Philippines (33.33), China (25), Japan (23.21), 
headquarters (18.69), and the NC (15.6) (Figure 10). These actors with high betweenness values act 
to create subgroups, improve knowledge within those subgroups, and raise the likelihood for feedback 
on monitoring; they prevent the isolation of actors within the network.33 In that sense, the role that 
these actors play is quite large. Certainly, although they did not create any subgroups, Japan and China 
were the top speakers, and there were several instances in which they tried to bridge the differences in 
their stances. However, the Philippines and Vietnam (subgroup creation) not only proactively spoke 
during the negotiations, they played the role of moderator like Mongolia, and made efforts to mediate 
arguments that would lead to an agreement. 

                                                   
33 Bodin, O., Crona, B., and Ernstson, H. 2006. Social networks in natural resource management: What is 
there to learn from a structural perspective? Ecology and Society 11(2): r2, available at: 
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss2/resp2; Kumar Ghimire, S., McKey, D., and Aumeeruddy-
Thomas, Y. 2004. Heterogeneity in ethnoecological knowledge and management of medicinal plants in 
the Himalayas of Nepal: Implications for conservation. Ecology and Society 9(3): 6, available at: 
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol9/iss3/art6/; Burt, R. 2002. The social capital of structural holes. In 
New dimensions of economic sociology: Developments in an emerging field, 148-190. New York: Russell 
Sage Foundation. 
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When both betweenness and density were high, the negotiating positions of those actors 
became fixed, and it became difficult to agree or seek an accord.34 The actors that had these two 
conditions from the three perspectives listed above were mainly China, Mongolia, and the Philippines 
(slide, bi-directionality, direction from and toward other actors). China, which showed remarkable 
numbers for these, has continued to maintain its own standpoint even in discussions that advanced 
EANET’s scope of activity, including foundation-strengthening documents.35 
 
(2) The Relevance of the SNA Results to the Outcomes 

In the previous section, I explained the negotiation structure at the time, centered on the 
analysis results, and provided a partial background for these results. The structure of actors’ 
relationships at EANET’s IG meetings on the one hand had the NC, headquarters, and Japan as central 
actors in the network, but, on the other hand, demonstrated that South Korea, Indonesia, and Malaysia 
were isolated within the network. Furthermore, if considering the point of influence, Japan was not on 
the same level as the NC and headquarters, not having formed any subgroups; it also did not 
demonstrate leadership at the time of the analysis. Rather, Japan played the part of broker. Brokers 
connect different fixed networks, remove rigidity from discussions, and present solutions that consider 
both stances. 

Furthermore, I verified a few hypotheses used in environmental research that used SNA. 
Regarding betweenness in particular, it plays the role mentioned above of raising the likelihood of 

                                                   
34 Borgatti, S. P. and Foster, P. C. 2003. The network paradigm in organizational research: A review and 
typology. Journal of Management 29(6, December): 991-1013; Bodin et al., op. cit., 2006: r2. 
35 EANET, “Twelfth Session of Intergovernmental Meeting,” available at: 
http://www.eanet.asia/event/ig/ig12.pdf; EANET, “Thirteenth Session of Intergovernmental Meeting,” 
available at: http://www.eanet.asia/event/ig/ig13.pdf; EANET, “Fourteenth Session of Intergovernmental 
Meeting,” available at: http://www.eanet.asia/event/ig/ig14.pdf; EANET, “Fifteenth Session of 
Intergovernmental Meeting,” available at: http://www.eanet.asia/event/ig/ig15.pdf. 



PLEASE DO NOT CITE THIS ARTICLE WITHOUT AUTHOR’S PERMISSION AS IT IS AN 
ONGOING PAPER AND TO BE UPDATED WITH NEW DATA.   

16  

feedback on monitoring, and I found that it contributes not only to participation in negotiation 
discussions, but also to bridge-building. Most of all, the Philippines’ and Vietnam’s roles as brokers 
were striking. However, when observing participation, the role of headquarters showed remarkable 
contributions and was also significant in the SNA, but its numbers were not as obvious as the other 
actors with high numerical values. Additionally, when an actor had both high density and high 
betweenness within the group, it had close connections within the group. However, groups were 
distinct from one another, and the connections between groups were insufficient. Therefore, actors’ 
stances became fixed, and shared efforts aiming for a consensus became limited.36 This flexibility in 
one’s negotiation stance was also demonstrated by China’s preservation of its stance. 

Moreover, the analysis results seemed to be related to the results of some of the actors’ 
behaviors. For example, Indonesia, which was the last country to sign the EANET foundation-
strengthening document, had no connections to other actors. On Japan’s leadership, which has often 
been discussed in previous research, in this analysis it was no greater than that of headquarters or the 
NC, and, at the time of analysis, its influence was also low. It was a network hub on NetDraw, so its 
mutual relationships should conceivably continue to be analyzed and studied going forward. This is a 
foreseeable point, but countries with long-term participants on the whole had greater participation and 
also connections with other countries. On the policy side, I would like to observe the role of brokers 
in the future in order to maintain the participation of countries whose officials frequently change.  

From the above, as an application in IR using SNA, regarding the possibilities and issues of 
this analysis method, the following three points can be made. The first is that SNA is suited to 
uncovering cooperative structures and influence (namely, grasping the present situation). As I have 
already noted, the direct and indirect relationships between negotiators were revealed as “aspects” in 
a way that could not be found in existing official negotiation records and interviews with concerned 
                                                   
36 Borgatti and Foster, op. cit., 991-1013; Bodin et. al., op. cit., 2006: r2. 
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parties. SNA is capable of elucidating relationship structures, discovering principal actors that have 
roles inside and outside of networks (the so-called “neighborhood”), and discovering isolated actors 
and groups. As such, it can work to develop negotiations, stimulate the distribution of resources, or 
reduce stagnation. From this analysis, it is also possible to study complementary factors such as the 
kinds of conduct (results) that actors and relationship structures actually lead to, and furthermore, how 
this behavior took place using a different method from tracing the case process. Related to this point, 
the second point that can be made is that research bias decreases when SNA and qualitative data are 
combined and analyzed. Thinking of the reasons for the results, it is not possible to have a discussion 
on the aspects of influence on the results of structure using SNA alone. Naturally, in SNA there are 
various opinions on the relationship between structure and the results brought about, and conclusions 
should not be drawn immediately. However, it does seem that the negotiator relationship structure that 
includes these has no small effect on outcomes. The question of whether SNA itself is suited to an 
analysis of causal relationships is beyond the scope of this study. However, if one considers theoretical 
predictions based on several SNA indicators, perhaps it would be possible to explain causal 
relationships. In doing so, the power of proof would likely be reinforced if it were considered in 
combination with qualitative data. The third point is about issues with SNA methodology. SNA is 
fundamentally no more than a snapshot of relationship structures at the time of the survey. Analysis is 
needed of the 2003 meeting that was the impetus for an analysis of Japan’s leadership. Furthermore, 
it would be preferable to conduct an analysis over time in order to follow the big picture of 
negotiations; but, in reality, this would be difficult. This is because there are issues with the feasibility 
of research and social surveys. Of course, unlike qualitative analysis methods, quantitative ones excel 
at grasping big trends, so it is safe to say that combining these two methods would be worthwhile. 
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(3) SNA and IR 
The word “network” is not new in IR, but it was assigned many meanings up until the early 

2000s.37 The way of thinking about networks used in this paper is also partially used in neorealism 
structure analysis and IPE structure discussions.38 At the time, SNA was not a mainstream method, 
but these days security research has become commonplace, such as analyses of the networking of 
terrorist groups. 39  Furthermore, there are two branches of network research (as with IR) in 
neighboring fields like policy research.40 

SNA began to be explicitly used in IR after the year 2000. There have been some attempts to 
solve a few conceptual problems. In addition to the actors and systems mentioned in the introduction, 
there are issues with cooperation in IR. The nature of actors is frequently pointed out in IR problem-
solving, and in game theory in particular, in order to change a situation with a rational and difficult to 
cooperate (non-cooperative games) nature; until now, systems (here, the establishment of and 
adherence to treaties), repeated games, power, and models have been discussed. However, in reality, 
the processes that bring forth cooperation or conflict are not isolated from one another.41 Furthermore, 
the behavior of actors is fluid (sometimes rational, sometimes altruistic), so it does not always conform 

                                                   
37 See the author’s paper on this history: Miyazaki, A. 2009. Katoki no nettowaaku bunseki: Kokusai 
kankeiron (IR) he no tekiyo no hyoka [Network analyses in transition: Evaluation of their incorporation 
into theory of International Relations (IR)] Kokusai kokyo seisaku kenkyu [International Public Policy] 
14(1): 139-156. 
38 Network analysis results were mainly used in qualitative research. Ruggie discusses a concept close to 
analytical networks on the topic of constructivism. Ruggie, J. G. 2000. The theory and practice of 
learning networks: Corporate social responsibility and the global compact. Journal of Corporate 
Citizenship 5(Spring): 27-36. 
39 See footnote 44. 
40 Bodin et al., op. cit., 2006: r2; Chilvers, J. and Evans, J. 2009. Understanding networks at the science-
policy interface. Geoforum 40: 355-362. 
41 Maoz, Z. 2012. How network analysis can inform the study of international relations. Conflict 
Management and Peace Science 29(3): 247-56. 
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to the posture of a nation. Additionally, how should the structure of negotiations that assemble 
countries that embrace diversity, and the relationships of actors in changing situations, be analyzed? 
In this way, network analysis is concerned with IR issues.  

SNA is a separate concept from actor attributes.42 As with the context in which SNA is used 
in sociology,43 in IR studies as well, the effect of relationship structures that are unaffected by actor 
attributes on real-world changes is gaining attention. This study is positioned in that context. As an IR 
theoretical study, perhaps it can be used to discuss the relationship with neorealism and IPE structure 
theory, and case studies can be used in the analysis of coalitions, alliances, terrorist groups, and 
environmental NGOs. Regarding the research question of how the structure of actors and changes to 
that structure create cooperative and non-cooperative relationships, a few practical attempts to answer 
it are underway.44 

This study uncovered key actors, isolated actors, and mediating actors in order to grasp a 
specific negotiation structure. It also considered the connections between actors participating in 
EANET and their correlations with cooperation and non-cooperation. When considering this in 
combination with IR research (for example, the learning mechanisms mainly discussed in social 
constructivism until now [Ruggie 2000]) or when doing process analysis of changes to standards, it 
seems that in combination with qualitative data, it would be possible to analyze the direct and indirect 

                                                   
42 Knoke, D. and Yang, S. 2008. Social network analysis. London: Sage Publications Ltd.; Hafner-
Burton, E. M., Kahler, M., and Montgomery, A. H. 2009. Network analysis for international relations. 
International Organization 63(3): 559-92. 
43 Scott, J. 2000. Social network analysis. London: Sage Publications Ltd.; Watts, D. J. 1999. Small 
worlds: The dynamics of networks between order and randomness. Princeton: Princeton University Press; 
Yasuda, Y. 1997. Nettowaaku bunseki: Nani ga koui wo kettei suru ka [Network analysis: What 
determines behavior?]. Shin-yo-sha. 
44 Maoz, op. cit., 2012: 247-56; Hafner-Burton, Kahler, and Montgomery, op. cit., 2009: 559-92; Kahler, 
M. 2009. Networked politics: Agency, power, and governance. Ithaca: Cornell University Press; Saunders, 
C. 2013. Environmental networks and social movement theory. New York: Bloomsbury. 
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relationships of the actors involved. In the same way, in fields like security, human rights, and resource 
governance, SNA would be applicable. Because SNA on its own cannot show all of the outcomes that 
arose from various sources, it should be paired with qualitative results observed in practice. SNA is 
useful as a method for verification. This is because the understanding of the structure is never more 
than a snapshot of a fixed point in time; there is controversy over the correlation between structure 
and outcomes in sociology as well, and this has not reached a conclusion.45 On the topic of EANET, 
the results from 2012 may change in 2017. Following changes over the years would be ideal, but 
because the possibility of constraints on social surveys is unavoidable, the likelihood of actually 
conducting a survey to capture such changes is low. Furthermore, even if the relationship structure 
temporarily has an effect on outcomes, the point in time and extent of the effect of structure cannot be 
understood with SNA alone. For that reason, when verifying results, qualitative research methods like 
participant observations, interviews, and case descriptions through process tracing will be essential. 
When these are conducted, not only will the features of the structures be comprehensible, it will also 
be possible to demonstrate hypotheses in network theory that are discussed in SNA. 
 
 
Concluding Remarks 

This study analyzed EANET’s IG meetings using UCINet, created graphs with NetDraw, and 
combined these with qualitative data to reveal the cooperative and non-cooperative structures of 
related actors. EANET’s IG meeting was comprised of three hubs, and, of those, the influence of the 
headquarters and the NC on other actors was strong. Rather than leader, Japan played the role of 
arbitrator, similar to headquarters, the NC, the Philippines, and Vietnam. Arbitrating actors work to 

                                                   
45 Aside from being a snapshot, there are doubts about the very existence of networks, and the degree of 
formality of analysis methods is a point of debate. 
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deflect non-cooperation and improve negotiations. When revealing the relationship structure of 
EANET’s IG meeting using SNA, several hypotheses in the SNA research field were also proven, 
because SNA indicators were used. The explanation of the direct and indirect relationships between 
these related actors is new knowledge that had only been partially grasped by previous research that 
only used IG meeting documents and interviews.  

As with discussions in sociology, which is the original field of SNA, it is thought that the 
discussion of structure and outcomes will need more analysis beyond this study, along with progress 
in other fields. Nevertheless, by partially proving hypotheses from the SNA research field in this case 
analysis, SNA was sufficiently proven to be applicable not only in resource governance, but in other 
IR research like security and human rights. Going forward, we can expect academic research in the 
environmental field, including EANET, to continue to progress.  
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Figure 1: Structure of negotiation in EANET/IG (directed graph) 

 
 
 
Figure 2: Identification of cliques 
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Figure 3: Interpretation of cliques 

 
Figure 4: Adjacency of nodes 

 
 
Figure 5: Redundancy in dyadic relation of actors 
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Figure 6: Degree of constraint in dyadic relation of actors 

 
 
Figure 7: Degree of binding to ego 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 8: Betweenness of actors (directional from each actor) 
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Figure 9: Betweenness of actors (directional to each actor) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 10: Betweenness of actors (bi-directional) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
QUESTIONNAIRE for Acid Deposition Monitoring Network in East Asia (EANET) 46 
1. You have been engaging in EANET since…          (month/ year) 
 
 
2. Of the following environmental issues, please indicate the THREE that are the most 
important theme to your organization. (Please tick only 3 boxes in total) 

a) Acid rain issues                                                

                                                   
46 This questionnaire was used for NFPs of EANET. Other questions identifying their affiliation and follow-up questions were omitted from the original document. 
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b) (Other) transboundary air pollution (e.g. ozone, PM, POPs, mercury)      

c) Domestic/  local air pollution  (e.g. from factories or cars)             

d) Haze issues                                                    

e) Climate change                                                 

f) Biodiversity                              

g) Hazardous Waste                                               

h) Others (             )    (Please specify- e.g. MOs)               

 

3. How often does your organization … 
a) Contact the Secretariat of EANET? 

Daily      Weekly      Monthly   Less than monthly    Never  
 
 

b) Receive contact from the Secretariat of EANET? 
Daily      Weekly      Monthly   Less than monthly    Never  

 
 

c) Contact the Secretariat of EANET by the following means? 
 Daily Weekly Monthly Less than 

monthly 
Never 

Ordinary mail      
Email      
Fax      
Telephone      
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d) Send staff to the Secretariat to carry out EANET-related business (including 

attendance at meetings)?  (if never, please go to question 4) 
At least weekly    At least monthly   At least annually   Rarely   Never  
 
 
4. How often does your organization …  

a) Contact the Network Center of EANET? 
Daily      Weekly      Monthly   Less than monthly    Never  

 
b) Receive contact from the Network Center of EANET? 

Daily      Weekly      Monthly   Less than monthly    Never  
 
 

c) Contact the Network Center of EANET by the following means? 
 Daily Weekly Monthly Less than 

monthly 
Never 

Ordinary mail      
Email      
Fax      
Telephone      

 
 
d) Send staff to the Network Centre of EANET to carry out EANET or other air 

pollution-related business (including attendance at meetings)? (if never, please go to question 5) 
At least weekly    At least monthly   At least annually   Rarely   Never  
 
 
5. How many members of staff in total have travelled to other countries to discuss EANET, or 
acid rain/ atmospheric issues in the past 12 months?  

a) Intergovernmental (IG) Meetings 
More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  
 
 

       b) Meetings of  Scientific Advisory Committee (SAC)  
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More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  
 
 

     c) Meetings of Senior Technical Management (STM) More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  
 
 

d) Meetings of Working Group of Further Development (WGFD) of EANET 
More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  

 
 

e) the other formal/ Informal Meetings of EANET 
More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  
 
 
f) Meetings of Malé Declaration in South Asia 
More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  

 
 

g) Meetings of Environmental Congress in Central Asia More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  
 
 
h) Meetings on South Asia Cooperative Environmental Programme (SACEP) More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  

 
 

i) Meetings on ASEAN HAZE Agreement More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  
 
 
j) Meetings on Joint Forum on Atmospheric Environment(al Issues) in Asia and 

the Pacific More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  
 
 

k) Meetings on LRTAP and/ or other atmospheric issues-related meetings of 
Europe 

More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  
 
 

l) Meetings on Acid Rain/ Atmospheric Issues of Africa (e.x. Southern African 
Development Community(SADC) Regional Policy Framework on Air Pollution; Eastern Africa 
Regional Framework Agreement on Air Pollution; West and Central Africa Regional Framework 
Agreement on Air Pollution; North African Air Pollution Framework Agreement and its 
intergovernmental network) 

More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  
 
 
j) Meetings on Acid Rain/ Atmospheric Issues of the North and/or South America (e.x. Intergovernmental Network on Air Pollution in Latin America and Caribbean) 
More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  
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k) Global Meetings on Acid Rain/ Atmospheric Issues (e.x. Global Atmospheric 

Pollution (GAP) forum, Atmospheric Brown Clods(ABC) meeting) 
More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  
 
 
l) Meetings on Acid Rain/ Atmospheric Issues except  5. a) - 5. k) 
More than 10      6-10      2-5   Only one   None  

 
6. Besides contact at the Secretariat of EANET, which of the following types of contact has 
your organization had with the following participating countries and/or other organizations 
(including their members of staff) over the past 12 months? 
(Please tick as many boxes appropriate; please go to next box if your organization is listed) 
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 Provided 
information 

Received 
information from 

Discussed political 
issues on EANET with 

Provided 
resources to 

Received 
resources from 

Collaborated in at least 
one project with 

Cambodia        
China       
Indonesia       
Japan       
Lao PDR       
Malaysia       
Mongolia       
Myanmar       
Philippines       
S.Korea       
Russia       
Thailand       
Vietnam       
NC of EANET       
UNEP/RRC.AP       
UNEP/ROAP       
UNEP       
UNECE       
Resource 
Persons of 

      

Others in Asia and the Pacific (please specify the name of country or organization) 
                       
                       
                       
                       
                       
Others in Europe and North and South America (please specify the name of country or organization) 
                       
                       
                
  

      

                       
                       
Others in Africa (please specify in the name of country or organization) 
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7. Please list … 
(For questions 7a-7b you may list fewer than five organizations if appropriate. Please provide the FULL 
NAME of the organizations – i.e. avoid acronyms) 

a) The five most important international organizations/ agencies including 
environmental groups and research institutes with which your organization 
collaborates.  

i.                    
ii.                   
iii.          
iv.                   
v.           
 
 

b) The five most important national organizations/ agencies including states, 
environmental groups, and research institutes with which your organization 
collaborates.  

i.         
ii.         
iii.        
iv.         
v.          
 
 
8. Generally speaking, what kind of relationship does your organization have with the following 
types of organizations and associations? (Please tick only one box per row) 

 Has no 
contact 

Deliberately 
avoids 

Only contacts 
if necessary 

Actively exchanges 
information and 

Works in 
partnership 

UN or UN system      

Others (please specify in the name of organization) 
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Ministry of Foreign Affairs      
National government environment 
agencies 

     

National government agencies in 
any field (such as transport) 

     

Local authorities/government      
Other government agencies      
Research institutes on the 
environment 

     

Political parties      
Grassroots and community groups      

Other businesses      
Mainstream media      
Others（                  ）      

 
 
9. In the meetings…who of your organization does initiate the discussion on the following 
occasion? (If more than one category applies, please tick the one reflecting the most common practice) 
(i) internal/domestic level 
a) Initiate discussion/ Take most important decisions in the every-day practice of your organization  

Director / president /secretary    Executive committee or similar body             
Thematic/specialized groups   Any of staff   Other bodies  (Please specify)        
 
 

b) If it is different in case of EANET, please tick one of the following boxes.  (If not, please proceed 
to the 8(ii))  
Director / president /secretary    Executive committee or similar body             
Thematic/specialized groups   Any of staff   Other bodies (Please specify)        

 
 
(ii) International/regional level (At the inter-governmental/ inter-agencies’ meeting of EANET) 
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 (Please write the name of person or body. Please provide the FULL NAME of the organizations – i.e. 
avoid acronyms)  
a) negotiation  /discussion                                 
b) decision                                             
c) exchange ideas                                        
 
 
10. During the following meetings, do you regard WHICH COUNTRIES/ ORGANIZATIONS as 
most important initiators/activators of the discussion? (Please WRITE the name of participating country, 
organizations, or person in each column to rate the features of participation) 
a) IG meeting:  most likely  1.       2.       3.       4.        5.        least likely 
b) SAC meeting: most likely  1.       2.       3.       4.        5.        least likely 
c) WGFD:      most likely  1.       2.       3.       4.        5.        least likely 
d) other EANET meetings: most likely1.     2.     3.     4.     5.     least likely 
 
 
11. During the following meetings, do you regard WHICH COUNTRIES/ ORGANIZATION as most 
important mediator/cooperator of the discussion? 
a) IG meeting:  most likely  1.       2.       3.       4.        5.        least likely 
b) SAC meeting: most likely  1.       2.       3.       4.        5.        least likely 
c) WGFD:      most likely  1.       2.       3.       4.        5.        least likely 
d) other EANET meetings: most likely1.     2.     3.     4.     5.     least likely 
 
 
12. According to your organization, what should be the priorities of EANET development? 
(You may list fewer than five priorities if appropriate) 
1.       
2.       
3.       
4.       
5.       
 


