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Scholars interested in international cooperation have demonstrated increased
attention to various linkages among the growing number of international insti-
tutions associated with environmental politics.1 Analytical interest in these link-
ages stem from observations that as the density of human activities with trans-
national environmental effects continues to grow in conjunction with a growth
in the number and scope of international institutions that fully or partly ad-
dress environmental issues, the formation and operation of these institutions
increasingly intersect. Documented examples of environmental areas where in-
stitutional linkages have important effects on activities and outcomes across in-
stitutions include �sheries, regional seas, hazardous chemicals, transboundary
air pollution, as well as linkages between environmental institutions and eco-
nomic and trade institutions.2

While earlier work highlighted the growing importance of institutional
linkages, the literature on linkages remains littered with proposed taxonomies
of linkages and little agreement regarding their utility for advancing under-
standing of the implications of such linkages.3 Furthermore, most of these tax-
onomies remain too broad and vague to offer useful guidance for empirical
research regarding linkages as possible avenues of in�uence across institutions.
This article stresses the function of linkages as potential causal pathways
of in�uence within policy making and implementation across institutions—
pathways often neglected in research on environmental politics.

Views on the origin and function of linkages as causal pathways, in part,
will be determined by general perspectives on international cooperation. Power-
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based perspectives might view institutional linkages as a means for the most
powerful actors to impose their preferred outcomes across institutions. Interest-
based perspectives may regard institutional linkages as potential pathways for
strategic action and deliberation to forward speci�c interests. Knowledge-based
or cognitive perspectives would likely see institutional linkages as potential ave-
nues for the diffusion of norms and ideas.4

This article offers an analytic framework for guiding empirically grounded
research on the linkages between institutions as potential causal path- ways. It
outlines a “map” of such linkages for use in empirical study. The analytical
framework remains agnostic as to the relative utility and explanatory power of
power-based, interest-based and knowledge-based explanations. For example,
within the framework, participants may be seen to act strategically to exploit in-
stitutional linkages in pursuit of their de�ned interests and preferences, or link-
ages may be seen to serve as vehicles for diffusing norms, ideas and knowledge
across institutions.

The analytical framework distinguishes between governance and actor link-
ages. Governance linkages, on which the linkage literature hitherto has almost
exclusively focused, refer to structural connections between components of par-
ticular international institutions (e.g. principles, norms, rules, decision-making
procedures, and issues-areas). Supplementing governance linkages, actor link-
ages are agent-based linkages across institutions. The focus on actor linkages ad-
dresses an important limitation of much of the existing strucurally-focused link-
age literature. Namely, this literature pays too little attention to the roles of
various actors in the creation, maintenance and strategic use of linkages. The in-
clusion of actor linkages also helps to better operationalize the concept of link-
ages for the empirical research.

As a case-study, this article explores governance and actor linkages in at-
tempts to abate air pollution problems in Europe resulting from sulfur, nitrogen
compounds and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). Politics in this area exem-
plify the increasing complexity and quantity of institutional linkages in contem-
porary multilateral environmental cooperation.5 Attention is directed to the
two primary multilateral institutions for European air pollution cooperation
and regulation: the Convention on Long-Range Transboundary Air Pollution
(CLRTAP), centered in Geneva at the United Nations Economic Commission
for Europe; and the European Union (EU), located in Brussels. While CLRTAP
and the EU are of a different legal character, both are multilateral institutions
engaged in environmental policy development. Furthermore, as the scope and
stringency of policy has grown in both institutions, so too has the importance
of the linkages between them.

International environmental institutions are usually analyzed in isolation,
partly because the common de�nition of regimes focuses on single issue-areas.
The expanding research on institutional linkages, including the framework and
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the CLRTAP-EU linkages presented here, illustrates the multitude of complex
linkages between environmental institutions. This suggests that researchers may
need to reject the false isolation of international environmental institutions that
is embedded in commonly used theory and methods, and pay more attention
to linkages and linkage politics as potential causal pathways for shaping policy
making and implementation across institutions.

The following section maps governance linkages and actor linkages and
elaborates these concepts. The subsequent section reviews the development of
CLRTAP and EU air pollution policy, respectively. After these reviews, the re-
mainder of the piece explores numerous governance and actors linkages be-
tween CLRTAP and EU air policy, highlighting the importance of these linkages
for programmatic and policy outcomes across the two institutions. The article
ends with concluding remarks on the role of linkages and argues that research
on international environmental cooperation would bene�t from greater empiri-
cal attention to linkages in a context of a multitude of connected governance
and actor linkages.

Mapping Linkages

Institutions denote social orders that operate as codes of conduct by de�ning
social practices among those who participate in them.6 For Young, institutional
linkages are politically signi�cant connections between multiple, nominally
separate institutions, including regimes, commonly understood as sets of con-
verged principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures connected to a
speci�c issue-area.7 Studies of institutional linkages examine situations when
one institution affects the contents, operation or outcome of another institu-
tion.8 Such interplay occurs on a spectrum from highly iterated interactions
where two institutions affect each other to a similar extent, to largely unidirec-
tional interactions where one institution often affects another, but not vice
versa.9 The EU-CLRTAP linkages discussed later are typically examples of iter-
ated interactions.

Rosendal argues that institutional linkages can give rise both to synergetic
and con�icting effects.10 Synergy arises in situations where two institutions are
mutually reinforcing. Con�ict arises when the objectives of two institutions
contradict each other, hampering international cooperation and problem solv-
ing. While this formulation draws attention to an important distinction, it tends
to neglect the role of competition across institutional venues. For example,
progress in CLRTAP in the late 1980s and early 1990s worked as a stimuli and
incentive for the EU to strengthen its air policy, jointly resulting in a general
strengthening of pan-European air pollution regulations. Such competition,
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however, may not be equally bene�cial for both institutions; competition may
enhance the political and regulatory status of one institution, but weaken the
position of another.

This article distinguishes two general types of linkages as a means for ex-
amining the roles and effects of such linkages on policy-making and implemen-
tation: governance linkages and actor linkages. Governance linkages refer to
structural connections between components of particular international institu-
tions (e.g. principles, norms, rules, decision-making procedures and issues-
areas). Young argues that such linkages can operate vertically and horizontally.11

Vertical linkages are connections between institutions that operate at different
levels of social organization. Thus, particular narrow regimes may be nested or
embedded within other broader institutions. Horizontal linkages are interac-
tions among institutions operating at a similar level of social organization.

In a different structural taxonomy, Stokke distinguishes between utilitar-
ian, normative and ideational interplay.12 Utilitarian interplay exists when the
rules and programs of one institution alter the costs or bene�ts or behavioral
options of another institution. Normative interplay exists when one institution
con�rms or contradicts the norms upheld by another institution. Ideational in-
terplay involves learning and takes place when one institution supports the ef-
fectiveness of another institution by drawing international and/or domestic at-
tention to the problems that institution addresses. Ideational interplay is also
intended to cover situations when one institution provides a solution that is
emulated or adapted for problem-solving by another institution.

Because of their structural nature, taxonomies such as those presented by
Young and Stokke are largely silent on the various systematic ways in which
states, other organizations, and individual participants participate across sepa-
rate institutions and potentially create and drive institutional linkages. In order
to empirically study linkages in any meaningful way, structural-oriented gover-
nance linkages must be supplemented with attention to agency, as developed
through actor-linkages, and considered in concert with governance linkages. For
that purpose, we elaborate the notion of actor linkages. We identify three types
of actor linkage—member organizations, non-member organizations, and indi-
viduals—that we discuss and apply to our examination of linkages between
CLRTAP and the EU. Figure 1 graphically illustrates vertical and horizontal link-
ages where types of horizontal linkages are listed in the �gure’s pull-out box.

Governance Linkages

Both CLRTAP and the EU are embedded in a broader institutional structure.
Some of these broader institutions, such as sovereignty, constitute the interna-
tional system writ large.13 Overarching institutions may also be cast at the level
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Figure 1
Vertical and Horizontal Linkages between CLRTAP and the EU



of general policy arenas.14 An important example in international environmen-
tal politics includes Principle 21 of the 1972 United Nations Conference on the
Human Environment, which assigns states shared responsibility to ensure that
activities within their jurisdiction do not cause damage to the environment of
other states, or of areas beyond national jurisdiction. Another increasingly com-
mon vertical governance structure in international environmental cooperation
is the convention-cum-protocol model of institutional development. Here, a
framework convention is �rst negotiated, followed by the development of more
detailed regulatory protocols.15 In addition to CLRTAP, which �ts this model,
examples include regimes around ozone layer protection, biodiversity, and cli-
mate change. Similarly, EU air pollution policy has moved from a 1996 Frame-
work Directive to stronger regulatory requirements in subsequent Daughter Di-
rectives.

Two types of horizontal governance linkages of relevance for CLRTAP-EU
linkages are overlapping and ideational linkages. Overlapping linkages exist
when institutions that were formed largely separately intersect on a de facto ba-
sis, impacting on each other.16 Overlapping linkages are said to be functional
and political.17 Functional overlaps exist in biophysical and socioeconomic
terms. For example, the relationship between the ozone regime and the climate
change regime is affected by the complex feed-backs that ozone-depleting sub-
stances have on the climate.18 Also, regimes on marine pollution frequently in-
terface with regimes on the protection of marine mammals and �sh stocks hav-
ing both biophysical and socioeconomic implications.

In political overlaps, the content and design of one regime, or interests
and capabilities of regime actors, affect the formation or operation of another.
This has been demonstrated both between different global regimes, and be-
tween global and regional regimes.19 Among political overlaps, Rosendal distin-
guishes between norm overlap and rule overlap.20 Norm overlap exists when the
overall policy objectives that carry legitimacy among participants of two institu-
tions overlap. Physical (environmental) and political linkages have become in-
creasingly visible in European air pollution abatement as both CLRTAP and the
EU have increased the number of commonly regulated substances and con-
verged in regulatory design. This article explores the means by which actors may
drive norm and rule linkages.
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Ideational linkages denote the many knowledge-based linkages across in-
ternational institutions.21 Important examples of these linkages include com-
mon technical and scienti�c ideas, concepts, and practices as well as their physi-
cal expressions such as assessment models, products and reports. Organized
environmental assessments whereby expert knowledge related to a policy prob-
lem is organized, evaluated, integrated and presented to inform decision-mak-
ing are increasingly utilized in international environmental cooperation.22 Like-
wise, the use of particular forms of social-economic analysis has increased in
recent years, for example in evaluating international and domestic impact of
different abatement strategies. Such analysis techniques and their physical ex-
pressions are often taken up and adopted for policy-making purposes in multi-
ple international regimes.23 Numerous empirical examples of these horizontal
linkages and their implications on European air pollution abatement are de-
tailed below.

Actor Linkages

In conjunction with an increase in the number and scope of environmental in-
stitutions, the number and range of institutional participants have grown over
the past three decades. Yet the existing linkages literature has largely ignored the
actions, strategies and beliefs of participants (i.e. the agents) in creating, main-
taining and using linkages to exercise in�uence. To address this shortcoming, we
separate participants into three types of actors: member organizations, non-
member organizations, and individuals. These three types capture a wide range
of participants, including state parties and state observers, IGO parties and IGO
observers, NGOs, research organizations, business groups, and individuals who
represent these organizations. Individuals are treated as a separate category be-
cause they have the capacity to exercise agency both in their formal and infor-
mal roles. Furthermore, individuals move across organizations and venues over
time, playing multiple roles as state of�cials, IGO and NGO representatives, and
secretariat of�cials. An exclusive focus on organizational actors would ignore
these potentially important linkages.

Member organizations: Typically, formalized international institutions have
state members, although membership can also include IGOs such as the Euro-
pean Community. For example, the European Community is a full party to
CLRTAP through the European Commission. Also, in very few cases, such as in
the Arctic Council, NGOs have similar rights as other members.24 As linkages
grow in both number and scope, demands on members to avoid con�icting
goals in separate institutions increase. If related institutions develop incompati-
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ble goals or set contrasting standards and rules, members face dilemmas. Thus,
members typically have incentives to push for compatible norms and rules
across institutions. For example, active coordination of policy positions by
states with membership in both the Helsinki Commission (HELCOM) and the
Oslo-Paris Commission (OSPAR) has led to many similarities across the two
marine protection regimes.25 Similarly, some states actively seek harmonization
and coordination of CLRTAP and EU policy.

Environmental policy leaders may attempt to use institutional linkages to
“venue shop” for the institutions most receptive to their calls for stronger pol-
icy.26 They may also seek to use regional institutions to implement global ones,
thereby creating and driving linkages in order to try to strengthen policy making
and implementation.27 Such behavior can be observed on European air pollu-
tion abatement, where some member states seek to exploit linkages between
CLRTAP and EU air policy to formulate and implement more stringent interna-
tional policies. Of course, other actors may seek to use linkages to block formu-
lation of new policy, or the implementation of existing policy.

Linkages may also arise from the desire of a member of one institution to
become a member of another. For example, part of the surge in rati�cation and
implementation efforts for CLRTAP and its protocols can be attributed to the
drive by many states to gain entry to the EU.28 In turn, the European Commis-
sion and the EU member states have pushed EU candidate states to harmonize
their domestic air pollution policies with EU legislation as a requirement for EU
membership.29 Thus, these types of linkages can be driven both by those who
seek membership and those who stipulate requirements for such membership.

In situations where some members belong to two institutions, while oth-
ers do not belong to both, efforts to harmonize and coordinate the two institu-
tions’ requirements and programs may produce tensions. The ef�ciency goals of
members who belong to both institutions may put these organizations’ inter-
ests in con�ict with those members belonging to only one of the institutions.
For example, CLRTAP parties that are neither EU member states nor candidate
states are likely to prioritize CLRTAP policies over EU concerns and pay less at-
tention to CLRTAP-EU linkages. Such linkages are discussed below.

Non-member organizations: Organizations other than formal members can
in�uence institutional activities, often in the capacity of observers through pro-
visions that allow for non-member observers to be present and act outside
member delegations. Typically, NGOs are observers, but non-member states can
also be observers. For example, Australia, New Zealand and Japan are observers
to CLRTAP. Studies have shown that NGOs can act as catalysts of change and
participate by providing scienti�c information, developing policy proposals,
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partaking in transnational coalition building, reporting on negotiations, help-
ing monitor commitments, and mobilizing public opinion.30 The growing ten-
dency to allow NGOs more prominent roles in international cooperation ar-
rangements, together with a growing importance of linkages, suggest that NGOs
must spend more resources coordinating their activities and positions across in-
stitutions.

Some institutions assign formal roles to non-members beyond those of
observers (yet short of membership). For example, HELCOM sometimes desig-
nate NGOs as “lead parties” in multilateral assessment and policy recommen-
dation efforts.31 Non-member organizations can also ful�ll other tasks, such as
providing secretariat services and functioning as international coordination
centers that facilitate policy making and implementation. Moreover, organiza-
tions that possess technical and scienti�c capabilities can perform research and
monitoring activities such as conducting environmental assessments and build-
ing models to aid policy-making and implementation. In these capacities, tech-
nical and scienti�c organizations can have potentially important in�uence on
activities and outcomes across institutions, if assessments and models are uti-
lized in more than one institution.32 The role of such CLRTAP-EU linkages is
discussed below.

Individuals: The importance of individual leadership and informal net-
works is visible in linkage politics, as individual state of�cials and representa-
tives of international organizations often participate in multiple international
regimes and exercise leadership and participate in networking also in a linkages
context. Furthermore, speci�c individuals may in�uence multiple organizations
and/or change institutional af�liation, thereby changing their roles over time.
Existing literature on leadership and informal networks notes the importance of
individuals in international cooperation. The leadership literature highlights
different ways in which speci�c individuals can affect cooperation and out-
comes by exercising various forms of leadership.33 The network literature dem-
onstrates that individuals play crucial roles in international cooperation by
participating in coalition-formation, agenda-setting, decision-making and deal-
brokering, in these capacities regularly affecting outcomes.34

It is not unusual for one person to work in the same regime for several
years, building important personal networks within and across related regimes.
Such individual linkages are quite common within European air pollution
abatement. Many European countries send the same delegates to CLRTAP meet-
ings for a long period of time, sometimes even over decades. Often such individ-

22 � Mapping Institutional Linkages in European Air Pollution Politics

30. Hägerhäll, 1993; Princen and Finger, 1995; Raustiala 1997; Betsill and Corell 2001; Florini
2000; and Simmons and Oudraat 2001.

31. VanDeveer 1997.
32. Bäckstrand 2001.
33. Underdal 1998; Osherenko and Young 1993; and Young 1991.
34. Keck and Sikkink 1998; and Sikkink 1993.



uals, particularly those from the environmental pusher states, play important
leadership roles in formulating policy.35 Many delegates of EU member states to
CLRTAP are also state delegates to EU bodies, working with the European Com-
mission (of whom some are Community representatives at CLRTAP meetings)
as the Community develops its air policies. In these webs of personal interac-
tions informal networks can be in�uential vehicles for the diffusion of knowl-
edge, ideas, policy proposals and individual career advancement across fora. As
such, these individual linkages may play a role in attempts by pusher states to
use linkages to strengthen international policy.

In addition to the same state delegates working in parallel in connected
institutions and being part of linkage politics, individuals frequently change in-
stitutional af�liation and employment over time. People may move between in-
stitutions and organizations, taking their experience, knowledge, ideas and per-
sonal contacts with them. Sometimes these moves result largely from the
individuals’ choices. Other times, they may be the result of state and organiza-
tional strategies. Appointment of speci�c individuals to key positions in inter-
national organizations is used to in�uence activities and policy. This can be
seen, for example, in reference to chairpersons of CLRTAP sub-groups, EU Com-
missioners, and national experts in the European Commission, where environ-
mental pusher states often �nance and �ll key positions with individuals in-
tended to further policy goals.

The Convention on Long-Range Transboundary Air Pollution

Little of the large body of CLRTAP literature examines CLRTAP’s linkages with
other institutions.36 CLRTAP was the joint result of developments within cold
war politics and international environmental cooperation in the late 1970s.37

The LRTAP Convention was negotiated between 1977 and 1979, signed in No-
vember of 1979, and entered into force in March of 1983.

As a framework convention, CLRTAP establishes a basis for research and
information sharing. CLRTAP policy-making power is vested in the Executive
Body, which, like all CLRTAP bodies, makes decisions by consensus and meets
at least once a year to review the implementation of the Convention and adopt
plans for future activities. The CLRTAP secretariat is comparatively small and
has remained more or less the same size throughout the Convention’s existence,
despite a growing workload, with about �ve full time professional positions.
The main function of the secretariat is to organize meetings under the Conven-
tion, prepare annual work plans, and collect information from states. Technical
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emission data are sent to the Cooperative Programme for Monitoring and Eval-
uation of the Long-Range Transmission of Air Pollutants in Europe (EMEP) for
compilation in EMEP reports.38

The CLRTAP organization structure has changed frequently over the years.
As the focus of work under the Convention has shifted, new subsidiary bodies
were created and existing ones were abolished and given new tasks and/or new
names. Three main bodies are currently operating under the Executive Body; the
EMEP Steering Body, the Working Group on Effects, and the Working Group on
Strategies and Review. The EMEP Steering Body oversees the activities of the
EMEP programs, including an environmental monitoring system and the collec-
tion of emission data, measurement of air and precipitation quality, and model-
ing of atmospheric transport and deposition of air pollution.

The Working Group on Effects provides information on impacts on hu-
man health and the environment of air pollutants. The Working Group on Strat-
egies and Review is the political negotiation committee where the parties con-
duct formal negotiations on pollution-speci�c agreements and review progress.
Under the three main bodies, one or several International Cooperative Pro-
grams and Technical and Scienti�c Centers can be established on an ad hoc ba-
sis, either to supervise continuing programs or prepare technical and scienti�c
reports. In addition, the Executive Body established the Implementation Com-
mittee in 1997 to aid in the review of compliance by the parties.39

Eight CLRTAP protocols have been negotiated, six of which are of rele-
vance for addressing environmental problems associated with sulfur, nitrogen,
and VOCs.40 Table 1 lists these six protocols, brie�y describes their major provi-
sions, includes information on the number of signatories and parties to each
agreement, and notes progress in implementation. Table 2 lists the CLRTAP par-
ties and presents information on the national rati�cation status of the proto-
cols.

The �rst substantive agreement to be negotiated under CLRTAP was a
�nancing mechanism for EMEP. This requires parties to pay mandatory contri-
butions, as well as invites voluntary �nancial contributions to cover the costs of
the international technical EMEP centers that monitor air pollutants and report
data. In addition to the EMEP protocol, separate pollution-reduction protocols
have been created in a piecemeal fashion. In 1983, work began on creating a
sulfur agreement which resulted in an agreement on a 30% reduction in 1985.

When the contribution of nitrogen to acidi�cation was highlighted, it was
added to the Convention’s agenda. A separate nitrogen protocol was adopted in
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Table 1
CLRTAP and its Protocols

1979 LRTAP Convention: Framework convention, states agree to endeavor to limit
and/or reduce air pollution using best available technologies and to share
scienti�c, technical and environmental policy information. (Adopted in
Geneva, 13.11.1979; Entry into force, 16.03.1983; 49 parties, as of 06.10.03)

1984 EMEP Protocol: Creates a multilateral trust fund for the long-term �nancial
support of EMEP activities. (Adopted in Geneva, 28.09.1984; Entry into
force, 28.01.1988; 40 parties, as of 06.10.03)

1985 Sulfur Protocol: States agree to reduce sulfur emissions or their
transboundary �uxes by 30 percent, from 1980 levels, by 1993. All parties in
compliance by 1998. (Adopted in Helsinki, 08.07.85; Entry into Force,
02.09.87; 22 parties as of 06.10.03)

1988 NOx Protocol: States commit to freezing NOx emissions (at 1987 or earlier
levels) by the end of 1994, and to future co-operation to further reduce NOx
emissions and establish critical loads. Eighteen of the Protocol’s 25 parties
complied with the terms of the freeze. Twelve West European states went far-
ther, aiming to reduce NOx emissions by 30 percent by 1998. (Adopted in
Sophia, 31.10.88; Entry into Force, 14.02.91; 28 parties, as of 06.10.03)

1991 VOCs Protocol: States agree to reduce VOCs emissions by 30 percent from a
chosen baseline year between 1984 and 1990. Most countries chose 1988. By
2000, only seven states had achieved the targeted reductions, while four
more states had documented reductions between 16–21 percent. (Adopted in
Geneva, 18.11.91; Entry into Force, 29.09.97; 21 parties, as of 06.10.03)

1994 Second Sulfur Protocol: Replaces the expired 1985 Sulfur Protocol. Re-
taining 1980 levels as a baseline and using an “effects based” approach set-
ting “target loads” based on calculated critical loads, states agreed to different
emissions reductions by 2000, 2005 and 2010—representing a 60 percent re-
duction in the difference between existing deposition levels and critical
loads. By the late 1990s, 19 states had either achieved their 2000 target levels
or appeared to be on track to do so. (Adopted in Oslo, 14.06.94; Entry into
Force 05.08.98; 25 parties, as of 06.10.03)

1999 Multi-Pollutants/Multi-Effects Protocol: States agree on national emission
ceilings for 2010 for sulfur, NOx, VOCs and ammonia. When fully imple-
mented, Europe’s sulfur emissions will be cut by at least 63%, NOx emis-
sions by 41%, VOC emissions by 40% and ammonia emissions by 17% com-
pared to 1990. (Adopted in Gothenburg, 30.11.99; 31 signatories and 4
parties as of 06.10.03)

Source: Adapted and expanded from McCormick 1997, 59.
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Table 2
List of the 49 CLRTAP Parties and Signatories (S) and Rati�cations (R) of Protocols.
EU member states and the European Commission are in bold.

CLRTAP Party EMEP
First

Sulfur Nitrogen VOC
Second
Sulfur

Multi/
Multi

Armenia S
Austria R R R R R S
Azerbaijan
Belarus R R R
Belgium R R S S R S
Bosnia and
Herzegovina

R

Bulgaria R R R R S S
Canada R R R S R S
Croatia R R S
Cyprus R
Czech Republic R R R R R S
Denmark R R R R R R
Estonia R R R R
Finland R R R R R S
France R R R R R S
Georgia
Germany R R R R R S
Greece R R S R S
Hungary R R R R R S
Iceland
Ireland R R R S
Italy R R R R R S
Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan
Latvia R S
Liechtenstein R R R R S
Lithuania
Luxembourg R R R R R R
Malta R
Monaco R R R
Netherlands R R R R R S
Norway R R R R R R
Poland R S S
Portugal R S S
Republic of
Moldova

S



1988. As the third set of pollutants that was picked up by CLRTAP, protocol ne-
gotiations on VOCs were held between 1989 and 1991. VOC emission sources
include fuels, solvents, cleaners and a number of other volatile chemicals that
are partly linked to the acidi�cation issue, but are regulated primarily because of
their contribution to the formation of ground-level ozone. As the �rst sulfur
protocol became obsolete in the early 1990s, it was replaced by a second sulfur
protocol in 1994.

Despite previous efforts, the parties believed in the mid-1990s that pollu-
tion levels of sulfur, nitrogen compounds and VOCs remained above levels safe
for ecosystems and humans. Parties hoped that simultaneously addressing
this set of environmental concerns would take into account the close relation-
ship between emission sources, their receptors and the transboundary nature
of the pollutants. For that purpose, a multi-effects/multi-pollutions protocol
on acidi�cation, eutrophication and ground-level ozone was developed and
adopted in Gothenburg 1999, setting national emission reduction targets for
each pollutant for each state.41

Going beyond �at-rate emissions cuts, the Gothenburg protocol is based
on the critical loads concept �rst was used in the 1994 second sulfur protocol.
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Table 2 (continued)

CLRTAP Party EMEP
First

Sulfur Nitrogen VOC
Second
Sulfur

Multi/
Multi

Romania R S
Russian Federation R R R S
Serbia and
Montenegro

R

Slovakia R R R R R S
Slovenia R R S
Spain R R R R S
Sweden R R R R R R
Switzerland R R R R R S
FYR of Macedonia
Turkey R
Ukraine R R R S S
United Kingdom R R R R S
United States R R R S
European
Community

R R S R

Source: http://www.unece.org/env/lrtap/

41. Wettestad 2002.

http://www.unece.org/env/lrtap/


The concept of critical loads denotes an attempt to establish a critical environ-
mental level below which no harmful effects occur. Emission reductions are di-
vided among countries on a regional basis in an attempt to minimize the costs
for the region as a whole.42 Environmental data are gathered within the EMEP
monitoring system and critical loads maps are made on outputs generated by
the Regional Air Pollution Information and Simulation (RAINS) model devel-
oped at the International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA).

EU Air Policy

Like CLRTAP analyses, EU scholarship tends to ignore other international insti-
tutions and the importance of institutional linkages for Community policy
making.43 Whereas CLRTAP was established to deal speci�cally with trans-
boundary air pollution, the EU began as the European Economic Community
as a forum for economic and security cooperation that came into force with the
Treaty of Rome in 1957.44 Early Community attempts at environmental legisla-
tion were primarily concerned with harmonizing regulatory standards across
member states in order to promote the common market.45 Environmental pol-
icy had been introduced to the Community agenda by the early 1970s. In the
1987 Single European Act, environmental policy gained legal recognition as a
Community policy area for the �rst time.

Community decisions are negotiated among (and within) the Commis-
sion, the Council of Ministers and the European Parliament. The Service for the
Environment and Consumer Protection was established in 1973 and became
Directorate General XI within the Commission in 1982. The Commission,
largely because of its policy making powers and great command of resources,
plays a major role in setting agendas, developing policies and supervising im-
plementation. Between the Single European Act of 1987 and the entry of force
of the Maastricht Treaty in 1993, many environmental decisions were taken by
unanimity in the Council, with Parliament having a purely consultative func-
tion.46

The Maastricht Treaty introduced quali�ed majority voting in the environ-
mental �eld, also outlining new cooperation and co-decision procedures. The
cooperation procedure allows the Council to override Parliamentary rejection
of a measure only by unanimous vote, where the co-decision procedure requires
the use of a Conciliation Committee to reconcile differences between Parlia-
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ment and Council on speci�c issues. With the 1997 Amsterdam Treaty, the co-
operation procedure in practice disappeared on environmental issues and the
co-decision procedure establishes full equality between Parliament and the
Council. The European Environmental Agency, set up in 1994, collects, pro-
cesses and distributes technical and scienti�c environmental data, aiming to im-
prove the state of environmental knowledge.

Although some air policy was created in the 1970s, the main development
of Community air policy began in 1983–84.47 In recent years it has grown in
scope and stringency and become a cornerstone in Community environmental
legislation, setting minimum standards for environmental and human health
protection across member states. Table 3 lists Directives central to Community
air policy and CLRTAP and its protocols to illustrate the dual development of
CLRTAP and EU air policies over time. Table 2 shows which of the eight CLRTAP
Protocols the Commission and the separate EU member states have signed and
rati�ed.

Directives in the 1970s introduced Community legislation on vehicle en-
gines and fuel contents. A 1980 Directive set air quality limits for sulfur dioxide,
suspended particulates, nitrogen dioxide, black smoke and lead. Under a 1984
Framework Directive on reducing emissions from industrial plants, work began
the same year to develop a daughter directive on emissions from large combus-
tion plants (LCPs).48 Delayed by the needs for unanimity among member states,
a LCP Directive was �nally adopted in 1988 (88/609). To strengthen fuel and
vehicle emission standards, the Commission in 1984 proposed further regula-
tions on vehicle emissions. With the entry into the force of the 1987 Single Eu-
ropean Act and its possibility for quali�ed majority voting, Directive (88/76)
could be taken in December 1987. As a result of a continued effort on vehicles
regulations, Directive 89/458 made new standards for small cars compulsory
starting in 1992. Further, Directive 91/441 taken in December 1991 set required
standards for all new-model cars.

By the early 1990s, despite previous Community legislation, many Com-
munity and national of�cials believed that further sulfur and nitrogen regula-
tions were needed in order to achieve acceptable environmental and human
health standards.49 Such work was guided by the Fifth Environmental Action
Program (1993–2000), setting general long-term objectives for acidi�cation,
eutrophication and ozone that there must be no exceeding of critical loads (for
acidi�cation) or of critical levels (for ozone). To achieve this goal, a Framework
Directive on air quality standards (96/62) was adopted in September 1996.

There was also internal Community pressure to develop a comprehensive
Community Acidi�cation Strategy with the 1994 CLRTAP second sulfur proto-
col serving as a reference point. In 1995, the Commission began to develop a
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Table 3
Main Community Air Directives and CLRTAP Protocols.

Year Directives and Protocols

1970 EC Directive 70/220—Initial Community standards set for spark-ignition en-
gines for carbon monoxide and hydro carbons. Nitrogen oxides added in 1978.
All standards tightened through 1987.

1972 EC Directive 72/306—Early limits on the opacity of emissions from diesel en-
gine vehicles.

1975 EC Directive 75/716—Initial Community standards for the sulfur content in
fuel. Standards for lead and VOC emissions added subsequently. All standards
tightened progressively through 1996.

1979 UNECE Convention on Long-Range Transboundary Air Pollution.
1980 EC Directive 80/779—Initial Community air quality limit values on sulfur di-

oxide and particles.
1984 EC Directive 84/360—Framework Directive on emissions from industrial

plants.
1984 CLRTAP EMEP Protocol.
1985 CLRTAP Sulfur Protocol.
1988 EC Directive 88/76—Principle of optional harmonization is revoked.

EC Directive 88/77 and 88/436—Initial Community standards for diesel en-
gines.
EC Directive 88/609—Large Combustion Plant Directive sets both technology-
based emission limits and overall percentage reductions. Revised in 2000.

1988 CLRTAP Nitrogen Protocol.
1990 EC Directive 90/313—Establishes requirement of public access to environmen-

tal information.
EC Directive 90/1290—Established European Environmental Agency to collect
and provide environmental information to the Community and Member
States. Became operational in 1992.

1991 EC Directive 91/441 on road vehicle emissions, including volatile organic com-
pounds.

1991 CLRTAP Volatile Organic Compounds Protocol.
1992

1992 EU Directive 92/72—Requires ozone monitoring and establishes air quality
standards for ozone.

1993 EU Directive 93/12—Sets limit values for sulfur content of gas oils.
1994 CLRTAP Sulfur Protocol on Further Reductions.
1996 EU Directive 96/61—Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control Directive es-

tablishes multi-media permitting system and strengthens implementation
mechanisms.
EU Directive 96/62—Air Quality Framework Directive sets air quality standards
and requires monitoring and noti�cation of the public when standards are not
met. Intended to beget daughter directives.



strategy aided by IIASA staff and their RAINS model. The Commission formally
launched an Acidi�cation Strategy in 1997 that included: i) setting national
emission ceilings (NECs) for each member state for the acid rain pollutants sul-
fur, nitrogen and ammonia to be coordinated with the development of an
ozone strategy; ii) a strengthening of LCP Directive 88/609; iii) proposed
rati�cation of the 1994 CLRTAP second sulfur protocol; and iv) revisions of an
existing Directive (93/12) on the sulfur content of certain fuels.

Pursuant to the Acidi�cation Strategy, the Community rati�ed the 1994
CLRTAP second sulfur protocol and concluded an Auto-Oil regulation in 1998,
and the new directive on sulfur in liquid fuels was adopted in 1999. Agreement
on a NEC Directive and the revision of the LCP Directive took longer, with the
adoption of the NEC Directive on acidifying substances and ozone-forming
pollutants (01/81) and the new LCP Directive (01/80) in 2001. In the mean-
time, agreements were reached on daughter directives to the 1996 Framework
Directive on ambient air quality assessment and management, setting limit val-
ues for the concentrations of pollutants in air. The �rst Daughter Directive (99/
30) sets standards for sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, particulates, and lead.
The second Daughter Directive (00/69) sets standards for carbon monoxide and
benzene, while the third Daughter Directive (02/3) addresses ground-level
ozone. A fourth Daughter Directive on polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and
three heavy metals (i.e. nickel, cadmium and arsenic) remains in preparation.

The Clean Air for Europe (CAFE) program was launched by the Commis-
sion in 2001 to gather the increasingly complex web of Community air policies
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Table 3 (continued)

Year Directives and Protocols

1999 CLRTAP Multi-Pollutants/Multi-Effects Protocol
1999 EU Directive 99/30, daughter directive to 96/62—Sets limit values for sulfur, ni-

trogen, particulate matter, and lead in ambient air.
1999 EU Directive 99/32—Sets maximum permitted concentration for sulfur in

heavy fuel oil.
2000 EU Directive 2000/69, daughter directive to 96/62—Sets limit values for carbon

monoxide and benzene.
2001 EU Directive 2001/80 on large combustion plants—Sets emission limits for sul-

fur dioxide, nitrogen oxide, and dust.
2001 EU Directive 2001/81—National Emission Ceilings Directive sets national emis-

sion ceilings for acidifying substances and ozone-forming pollutants for each
Member State.

2002 EU Directive 2002/3, daughter directive to 96/62—Sets limit values for ground-
level ozone.

Source: Adapted from Farrell 1999; McCormick 2001; and Swedish NGO Secretariat on Acid Rain
2002.



within a single, integrated program.50 CAFE aims to develop a long-term, strate-
gic and integrated air pollution policy. It is intended to focus primarily on
ground-level ozone and particles, with some additional attention to pollutants
such as sulfur dioxide and nitrogen dioxide. Initial efforts (2001–2004) involve
the following: a review of the implementation of air quality directives and effec-
tiveness of air quality programs in the member states; the improved monitoring
of air quality and the provision of information to the public; and setting priori-
ties for further actions, the reviewing and updating of air quality thresholds and
national emission ceilings and the development of better systems for gathering
information, modeling and forecasting.

Linkages in European Air Pollution Abatement

When CLRTAP and the European Community began developing air pollution
regulations in the 1980s, these efforts were largely politically independent. As
such, it made sense to study them independently. However, as air policy cooper-
ation expanded in both CLRTAP and the EU in the 1990s, linkages between the
two institutions increased. This section examines the character and implications
of governance and actor linkages between CLRTAP and EU air policy. Using the
analytic framework outlined above for mapping institutional linkages, the dis-
cussion begins with governance linkages and proceeds to actor linkages. While
this discussion does not constitute a collectively exhaustive treatment of such
linkages, it empirically examines the growing importance of linkages in Euro-
pean air pollution abatement and demonstrates the bene�ts of our taxonomy of
linkages.

Governance Linkages

CLRTAP and the EU cover much of the same geographical area (i.e. all of the EU
is covered by CLRTAP). Emissions of substances are transported across this geo-
graphic area, and are subject to complex interactions in the environment after
deposition. Shared norms and rules between CLRTAP and EU air policy are, at
least in part, consequences of conscious strategic linking by members to both,
fuelled by some members’ interests in harmonizing activities and regulations, as
well as interests of environmental pushers to strengthen pan-European air pol-
lution policies.51 This contrasts with Rosendal who argues that political overlap
“typically results from choices with unintended and unforeseen effects.”52

Shared CLRTAP-EU norms include emission reduction goals for trans-
boundary pollutant transport based on similar reduction methods. Such reduc-
tion measures include the use of critical loads approaches to calculate desirable
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emission reductions, the setting of country based emissions ceilings and the use
of best available techniques (BAT) and emission limit values (ELV) standards on
speci�c emissions sources. Common CLRTAP-EU rules, including speci�c emis-
sions reductions requirements, also have increased over time. These are most
visible in the development of the CLRTAP 1999 Gothenburg protocol and the
EU NEC Directive (see Table 4).

Throughout the 1980s, CLRTAP was the forerunner, serving as a model for
EU members pushing for expanded EU air regulations. In the 1990s, both
CLRTAP and the EU expanded regulatory scope by increasing the number of
pollutants and emission sources they regulate and strengthened their regula-
tions by setting more ambitious emissions reduction targets. In this process,
the EU closed some of the gap between the two. The Commission planned
to launch the NEC Directive ahead of parallel work in CLRTAP on the multi-
pollutants/multi-effects protocol. However, this ambition failed, partly as a re-
sult of the resignation of the full Commission following a corruption scandal.53

Despite the growing CLRTAP-EU linkages, however, policy outcomes differ in
part across the two institutional fora, as illustrated in Table 4.

When CLRTAP policy �rst used critical loads in the early 1990s, the EU
Commission was not very active in CLRTAP. Its main focus was to ensure com-
patibility between emerging CLRTAP policy and existing Community policy.54

However, as EU air policy developed and the impact of gradually more stringent
CLRTAP policies on Community legislation grew stronger, the Commission
came to play a more active role in CLRTAP, working to coordinate member
states’ positions in CLRTAP negotiations.55 This was intended to increase EU
in�uence by putting forward common EU positions, and ensure that member
state positions in CLRTAP were compatible with evolving EU policy.

Informal cooperation between DG XI and the CLRTAP secretariat was es-
tablished in 1996 in connection with the Commission’s early work on the EU
Acidi�cation Strategy.56 Formally acknowledging increasing linkages, the Com-
mission presented a discussion paper (a so-called “non-paper”) at the 2000
CLRTAP Executive Body meeting, outlining linkages between CLRTAP and the
EU at a strategic and technical level.57 At the meeting, the CLRTAP Executive
Body accepted an invitation from the Commission to participate in the Techni-
cal Analysis Group (TAG), which will coordinate the technical analysis work
carried out within CAFE program. They also agreed to set up a CLRTAP-EU
group to enhance coordination of strategies and work programs. Commission
representatives will also participate in meetings of the smaller CLRTAP Bureau
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of the Executive Body. Such explicit CLRTAP-EU coordination is likely to further
increase linkages across the two fora and increase the incentives for actors to
strategically use linkages to pursue policy goals.

The increasing use of similar regulatory approaches in CLRTAP and the EU
calls attention to ideational linkages. CLRTAP and EU air policy are linked
through the common use of particular scienti�c and technical ideas. Examples
include concepts such as critical loads on abating acidi�cation, euthrophication
and ground-level ozone based on the RAINS atmospheric transport model. The
critical loads concept and the RAINS model were developed in CLRTAP with the
help of IIASA and �rst applied to policy in the context of the development of
the CLRTAP second sulfur protocol.58 While the Commission initially was skep-
tical to the feasibility of a Community critical loads strategy,59 technical and
scienti�c work on critical loads has been conducted for use both in CLRTAP and
the EU since the middle of the 1990s. Thus, both CLRTAP and the EU formulate
policy based on the same technical and scienti�c assumptions and assessments
of environmental quality, which creates a common basis for harmonizing pol-
icy between the two institutions.

34 � Mapping Institutional Linkages in European Air Pollution Politics

Table 4
Emission ceilings (kilotonnes) in the Community 2001 NEC Directive and the CLRTAP
Gothenburg Protocol.

Country SO2
EU

SO2
CLRTAP

NOx
EU

NOx
CLRTAP

VOC
EU

VOC
CLRTAP

NH3
EU

NH3
CLRTAP

Austria 39 39 103 107 159 159 66 66
Belgium 99 106 176 181 139 144 74 74
Denmark 55 55 127 127 85 85 69 69
Finland 110 116 170 170 130 130 31 31
France 375 400 810 860 1050 1100 780 780
Germany 520 550 1051 1081 995 995 550 550
Greece 523 546 344 344 261 261 73 73
Ireland 42 42 65 65 55 55 116 116
Italy 475 500 990 1000 1159 1159 419 419
Luxembourg 4 4 11 11 9 9 7 7
Netherlands 50 50 260 266 185 191 128 128
Portugal 160 170 250 260 180 202 90 108
Spain 746 774 847 847 662 669 353 353
Sweden 67 67 148 148 241 241 57 57
U.K. 585 625 1167 1181 1200 1200 297 297

Source: Wettestad 2002

58. Bäckstrand 2001; and Castells and Ravetz 2001.
59. Interview with Christer Ågren, September, 2000.



EU incorporation of the critical loads concept and the RAINS model was
facilitated by previous acceptance of these ideas by EU member states and the
EU Commission within CLRTAP.60 Environmental policy leaders perceived the
use of RAINS and critical loads to be in their interests, while EU environmental
“laggard” states had already accepted its use. Furthermore, the RAINS model
and the critical loads approach had established scienti�c and technical credibil-
ity, and any attempt to develop alternatives would be more time consuming and
costly. In developing the NEC-Directive, the Commission received input from
CLRTAP and:

Aimed to maintain an approach which is both internally consistent (e.g. in
terms of data and models) and which relates closely to on-going work under
CLRTAP. The Commission’s contractor, the IIASA, was able to use common
data and models for integrated assessment, thus ensuring a high level of
consistency between the exercises.61

Future review of the NEC Directive is of�cially linked with review of the
CLRTAP 1999 Gothenburg protocol and cooperation and coordination at the
technical level will be key to exploiting synergies and avoiding duplication.62

CLRTAP technical support for this review rests on the EMEP multi-annual work
program, and will be conducted by IIASA and the Norwegian Meteorological In-
stitute. This CLRTAP work is funded by the Commission. However, the overlap-
ping assessments may not produce the same policy outcomes in CLRTAP and
the EU. While the use of common CLRTAP and EU assessments help to reduce
overall European costs of assessments by avoiding costly duplication, because
the membership of CLRTAP and the EU differs, issues of cross-institutional le-
gitimacy may arise regarding these assessments. States that participate in both
institutions are likely to have more in�uence on policy and assessment than
those participating in only one.

Actor Linkages

Many of the governance linkages between CLRTAP and the EU result from stra-
tegic actions taken by participants involved in European air pollution abate-
ment. Consistent with the discussion above, we divide the actor linkages into
three types: member organizations, non-member organizations and individuals.

Member Organizations: The European Community, through the European
Commission, is a party to CLRTAP. The need to enhance cooperation with
CLRTAP has been one of the strongest messages arising from recent internal
Community discussions, although the Commission clearly stresses that “such
co-operation must not lead to any dilution of Community competence or con-
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trol over EU policy in this area”.63 The Commission has become increasingly ac-
tive in CLRTAP in recent years, endeavoring to establish and maintain common
EU policy positions during preparation and negotiation of CLRTAP agree-
ments.64 To this end, Commission and EU member state representatives engage
in frequent discussions both during and between CLRTAP meetings.

The Commission has the competence to negotiate in CLRTAP on behalf of
all member states on issues where there is existing Community legislation. This
can give rise to con�icts between the Commission and individual member
states. For example, the Commission refused to sign the 1999 CLRTAP multi-
pollutants/multi-effects protocol on the grounds that it did not cut emissions
enough. Commission representatives did not want to signal that they accepted
what they saw as weak emission reduction targets. However, all EU member
states signed the protocol, with many arguing that it was a �rst step that could
be strengthened later and that it was better to reach agreement on the proposed
reduction rather than have no agreement at all.

A second important actor linkage between CLRTAP and the EU is its over-
lapping national membership. All 15 EU member states are parties to CLRTAP.
The same states that have been leaders and laggards in CLRTAP have played sim-
ilar roles in Community air policy. Scandinavian countries and the Netherlands,
joined after 1982 by Germany, have been the traditional environmental leaders
in CLRTAP.65 Resistance to stronger air pollution policy came primarily from the
United Kingdom, supported by Italy, Greece and Ireland in both CLRTAP and
the EU. When Spain and Portugal, who were laggards in CLRTAP, joined the EU
in 1986 the group of less af�uent and less green EU members increased further.

The accession of Austria, Sweden and Finland in 1995, signi�cantly af-
fected Community air policy, making strategic linking between CLRTAP and the
EU more visible.66 These countries, together with Denmark, Germany and the
Netherlands, pushed for more stringent EU air pollution policy to bring it in
line with the more ambitious, but less enforceable, CLRTAP agreements. For ex-
ample, EU environmental leaders pushed to have a NEC-Directive �nished be-
fore the signing of the 1999 CLRTAP multi-pollutants/multi-effects protocol.
They hoped that higher EU standards would set a precedent that could be used
to strengthen the CLRTAP agreement. Importantly, the NEC-Directive will be le-
gally binding on EU members regardless of the CLRTAP outcome. If the NEC-
Directive is more ambitious than the CLRTAP protocol, then EU members will
face larger reductions than non-EU members.

Environmental leader states often couple political will with technical and
scienti�c capability to push air pollution policy.67 They exercise in�uence by
sponsoring technical and scienti�c activities around particular policy issues in
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their attempts to in�uence the direction of policy and technical debates. These
lead states marshal scienti�c and technical expertise and resources to be used in
both EU and CLRTAP debates as they push for similar policies in both fora. De-
spite the growing importance of linkages between CLRTAP and EU air policy,
many states fail to coordinate national delegates and experts at CLRTAP and EU
meetings. In general, only Sweden, Denmark, Germany and the UK send the
same representatives to Geneva and Brussels.68 As a result, policy tools such as
the RAINS model and technical and scienti�c aspects of the critical loads/levels
approach have been explained and debated in both Geneva and Brussels. This
consumes time and resources, two things that are generally scarce in interna-
tional fora.

By mid-2004, roughly half of the European CLRTAP parties will be EU
members. The ongoing enlargement of EU membership has given rise to in-
creased CLRTAP and EU linkages. The interests of states seeking EU member-
ships frequently in�uence their international and domestic actions on environ-
mental issues. They often follow positions taken by the EU in CLRTAP and seek
to harmonize domestic regulatory structures and standards with those that are
applied and planned within the EU.69 As repeatedly stated by the European
Commission and EU member states, such harmonization is a necessity for EU
membership. In turn, the Commission recognizes that “CLRTAP is the main
forum through which the European Community and the Member States can
in�uence and promote emission reductions in non-member countries. Further
action in some of those countries has proven generally to be highly cost-
effective”.70 To that end, enhanced EU-CLRTAP cooperation through the CAFE
program provides a mechanism for the EU to put pressure on non-EU member
states to take more stringent domestic actions.71 In addition, the European Envi-
ronment Agency (EEA) is the �rst EU body to admit candidate countries as
members. Its CAFE-related activities include candidate and member states to
support the review of existing legislation, including calculation of national
emission ceilings for the candidate countries.

Non-member organizations: Non-member organization linkages between
CLRTAP and the EU consist of a multitude of NGOs, business organizations and
research organizations active in both institutions. Environmental NGOs role in
European air pollution politics roughly follows that seen in other issues. In ad-
dition to policy advocacy, they often act as awareness raisers and “watch dogs,”
communicating “bad behavior” to national NGOs, the media and the public.
The most active environmental NGO on air pollution issues both in CLRTAP
and the EU has been the Swedish NGO Secretariat on Acid Rain.72 The Secretar-
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iat has been an effective alley to the pusher states in CLRTAP and the EU, “(t)he
material distributed through the Secretariat and its contact network reached tar-
get groups that would hardly have been accessible for material distribution
through of�cial channels.”73

Countries originally targeted by the Secretariat included the UK and for-
mer West Germany. Later it worked to develop contacts with eastern European
countries. In a survey by the Secretariat about the its work, sent to governments
and NGOs, the Secretariat was praised by laggards for ful�lling an educational
function by providing easily comprehensible and reliable information. Such in-
formation was often held in higher regard than information provided by indus-
try NGOs.74 The Secretariat’s information is used in overlapping CLRTAP-EU
policy debates. In recent years, the Secretariat has focused more of its efforts
on EU activities, compared with CLRTAP, because of the increasingly strict and
legally binding EU regulatory system. Also industry organizations such as
EUROPIA/CONCAWA have been more active in the EU than in CLRTAP.

Regarding research organizations, both CLRTAP and the EU use IIASA’s
network of experts and RAINS modeling techniques. Both also use EMEP data
to grapple with the complex challenges of combating tropospheric ozone pollu-
tion, acidi�cation and eutrophication at the same time. While most European
states have domestic monitoring systems, EMEP attempts to build and maintain
a regional European monitoring and environmental data analysis system—with
remaining geographic gaps in the system’s coverage. EMEP is essentially the
only pan-European monitoring and data gathering analysis of this kind. The
Commission recognizes that:

There is an increasingly large overlap in both policy and geographical terms
between CLRTAP and EU air quality policy, and enhanced co-operation with
CLRTAP will therefore be essential if CAFE is to add real value to policy-
making and avoid wastage of resources. In particular, it will be essential to
create and maintain strong structural links to ensure good co-operation and
co-ordination between the technical analysis work carried out by the two
programmes. Co-operation and co-ordination at the technical level will thus
be the key to exploiting synergies and avoiding duplication.75

CLRTAP and EU bodies have institutionalized connections to the same or-
ganizations for data gathering, calibration, modeling and scienti�c and techni-
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cal assessment. If scienti�c and technical information matters in environmental
policy, as much as international cooperation research suggests, then the fact that
CLRTAP and EU air policy rely on many of the same information sources
should affect their policy outcomes.

Individual Linkages: Individuals often play key roles in international envi-
ronmental cooperation.76 European air pollution abatement is no exception.
Professional and personal contacts between state of�cials and nonstate repre-
sentatives are important linkages across CLRTAP and EU bodies and activities.
Individual participants in related policy-making and scienti�c and technical ad-
vising bodies often move between CLRTAP and the EU and exist within dense
transnational issue and advocacy networks. For example, Christer Ågren was di-
rector of the Swedish NGO Secretariat on Acid Rain for many years before work-
ing brie�y at the Swedish Environment Ministry. This work was followed by a
stint in the EU Commission DG XI working primarily with the development of
the Acidi�cation Strategy, after which he returned to the Secretariat.

The use of the RAINS model has lead to the increased inclusion of IIASA
alumni and other RAINS model users in EU policy-making circles. Such experi-
ence is an asset to individuals seeking to participate in policy-making. Individ-
uals who have spent time in IIASA’s Transboundary Air Pollution Project now
populate many state administrative bodies, research institutes, EMEP bodies,
and universities. Many technical and scienti�c assessments have been produced
by such networks and evaluated at international workshops and seminars and
have been crucial in designing politically acceptable solutions during negotia-
tions. Moreover, the in�uence of transnational scienti�c networks in European
pollution abatement work seems to have increased during the past decade. With
the introduction of CAFE program and closer formalized cooperation between
CLRTAP and the EU, more cooperation between scientists and technical experts
from CLRTAP and the EU and more movement of individuals between the two
institutions becomes more likely.

In addition, the strategic use of national experts is common in both
CLRTAP and the European Commission. CLRTAP assessments and develop-
ment of policy proposals are dependent on member state �nancing and carried
out by national experts. A signi�cant portion of European Commission DG XI
personnel consists of national experts, funded by member states. The placing of
national civil servants into strategic positions within the Commission is fre-
quent.77 Normally 25% of the staff in DG XI consists of nationally appointed
experts, but the �gure has been as high as 50%.78 This has been used actively by
environmental leader states, where national experts from Sweden, Norway, Ger-
many and the United Kingdom have been very active on the development of
the Community acidi�cation and tropospheric ozone strategies and the NEC-
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Directive.79 Such work includes explicit efforts to harmonize activities and poli-
cies between CLRTAP and the EU on air pollution issues.

Concluding Remarks: False Isolation, Actors and Linkages Politics

The often uncritical analysis of international environmental institutions in iso-
lation is a continuing theoretical, methodological and empirical weakness in
the international environmental politics literature. The fact that the common
de�nition of a regime draws attention to single issue-areas does not mean that
scholars should study multilateral institutions as entirely separate entities. Nev-
ertheless, most research on international environmental institutions pays, at
best, only scant attention to the potentially in�uential linkages across institu-
tions. The expanding research on institutional linkages, including that pre-
sented here, illustrates a multitude of complex linkages between environmental
institutions. This research shows compelling reasons to reject false isolation and
take linkages and linkage politics more seriously as potential causal pathways
for in�uence on policy making and implementation across institutions.

International environmental cooperation entails not only the creation of
new institutions, but also the coordination of existing ones to achieve more ef-
fective policy making and implementation. On the global level, chemicals man-
agement has been chosen by United Nations Environment Programme as a pi-
lot area for investigating the possibility of better coordination among related
institutions.80 Efforts to integrate international trade law and multilateral envi-
ronmental agreements offer another important global example.81 At the re-
gional level, many of the organizations and individuals involved in CLRTAP
and EU air policy participate in an effort to establish pan-Asian air pollution co-
operation.82 EU bodies are increasingly active in a host of regional and global
environmental fora.83 As EU environmental policy grows in scope and strin-
gency and EU membership expands to at least 25 states, linkages across interna-
tional environmental institutions will become more dif�cult to ignore for both
practitioners and scholars of international environmental politics.

Based on the analytical framework for mapping linkages presented here,
the case study of CLRTAP and EU air policy linkages identi�es a multitude of
governance linkages and actor linkages between the two institutions. Whereas
earlier work on linkages has focused on structurally-oriented governance link-
ages, this article argues that greater attention to agency is needed (i.e. to the role
of organizational and individual actors in creating and utilizing linkages). Mem-
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ber organizations, non-member organizations and individuals link scienti�c
and technical activities and policy making processes and outcomes in CLRTAP
and the EU. For example, such actors often pursue their interests in harmoniz-
ing activities and policy across institutions. Environmental leader states often
use linkages in their attempts strengthen policy in one or both institutions.

The growing in�uence of linkages has implications for IR empirical re-
search and hypothesized causal pathways writ large. Researchers approaching
the study of international cooperation from knowledge-based or cognitivist per-
spectives can use the linkage concept to trace the in�uence of norms, rules, ideas
and particular sets of information across multiple institutions. Likewise, inter-
est-based and power-based research projects can examine actor linkages to trace
the in�uence of particular states, IGOs, NGOs and/or individuals across multi-
ple institutions, such as efforts made by EU representatives and a number of EU
member states to integrate the precautionary principles across various interna-
tional environmental regimes.84 Greater attention to linkage politics also calls
attention to the role of strategic behaviors such as “venue shopping,” where par-
ticular actors pursue their interests by selecting the institution they perceive to
be most receptive to their desired outcomes.85

In sum, this examiniation of CLRTAP-EU linkages demonstrates the
signi�cance of linkage politics for global and regional environmental gover-
nance. As such, it suggests that students of international relations would do well
to intensify their efforts to understand the varied linkages between international
institutions. They must do so with greater attention to agents and their behavior
than the literature on linkages has hitherto paid. Empirical research and theo-
rizing about linkages across international environmental institutions, if it is
to take up the challenge of engaging broad questions and debates in the IR liter-
ature, will be required to re-engage the roles of agency and agents in relation
to linked institutional structures. The framework for empirically mapping
governance and actor linkages offered here attempts to move beyond the con-
ceptually driven, often quite ad hoc, proposition of typologies of institutional
linkages, toward a more operationalizable, empirically driven research agenda
designed to improve understanding of forms and rami�cations of linkages.
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