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ENVIRONMENTAL COOPERATION AS INSTRUMENT OF 
CONFLICT TRANSFORMATION IN CONFLICT-PRONE 

AREAS: WHERE DOES IT START, HOW DEEP IT CAN BE 
AND WHAT EFFECTS IT CAN HAVE?1 

 

Šárka Waisová 
 
 
ABSTRACT 
The idea of environmental cooperation as a conflict transformation instrument emerged 
since the 1990s among scholars as well as among international institutions and non-
governmental organizations. The idea presume that conflict and cooperation can coexist 
and that a cooperative approach to planning, management and use of environmental 
resources  is able to initiate and sustain a dialogue between the parties of a conflict and 
facilitates conflict transformation and peacebuilding. This article tests one hypothesis on four 
case studies, and asks one question to find out more about the origin and functioning of 
environmental cooperation in areas of political conflicts. The results of the case studies 
show that political conflict and environmental cooperation can coexist, but in distinctive 
conditions. Environmental cooperation has begun in all the cases in the time when no 
violent clashes between conflict parties took place. The case studies also showed that if the 
relationship between the conflict parties has worsened and the conflict intensity increased, 
the environmental cooperation was stopped. Some of the cases demonstrated that non-
political environmentally engaged actors are less sensitive to the change in conflict intensity 
than the political agents, and they have been trying to maintain communication during the 
period of worsened political relations. Finally, the case studies showed that environmental 
cooperation in areas of political conflicts has, despite the duration of the cooperation and 

the intensity of external support, remained weak. 
 
Key words:  environmental cooperation; cooperation in conflict areas; Armenia; 

Azerbaijan; China; Taiwan; Israel; Palestinian Authority; South Korea; 
North Korea. 
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Introduction 

The analyses of environmental cooperation in conflict-prone areas have 
been emerging since the first half of the 1990s. The very first authors (e.g. 
Arthur H. Westing) often worked as environmental specialists and they 
supported the existence of trans-border nature peace parks, which would 
protect local ecosystems from the negative effects of violent conflicts. The idea 
of peace parks has been elaborated further and some scholars (Baechler et al, 
1995; Brock, 1991; Conca and Dabelko et al., 2002; Dabelko, 2006; Matthew 
and Gaulin, 2001; Rustad, Lujala and Le Billon, 2012; Westing, 2010) started to 
think about environmental cooperation as an instrument of peacebuilding and 
conflict transformation. These scholars argued that conflict and cooperation can 
coexist and that a cooperative approach to planning, management and use of 
environmental resources can support trust, communication and interaction 
between (potential) adversaries and help transform threats. According to these 
scholars environmental cooperation helps internalise norms, form regional 
identity and interests, operationalise routine international cooperation and 
marginalise the acceptance of the use of violence. These scholars believed that 
positive experiences which conflicting communities could win through 
environmental cooperation can spill over into political behaviour and are able to 
transform and reorient conventional political behaviour of conflicting 
communities. 

This idea has been firstly applied on resource and environmental driven 
conflicts, later it has been applied more general – environmental cooperation 
was thought of as a conflict transformation instrument in any conflict. The 
research of Aaron Wolf and his colleagues (1997) has been cardinal for further 
evolution of the idea about peacebuilding potential of environmental 
cooperation. Wolf and his team tested more than 1800 cases and showed that 
states sharing water resources are more willing to cooperate than use the 
violence. Not only Wolf’s research influenced the evolution of the idea about 
peacebuilding and transformative potential of environmental cooperation; 
another four ideas has been important: 1) environmental protection is the vital 
and joint goal of all humankind, 2) environmental issues transcend political 
borders and environmental protection is the politically-free issue, 3) unilateral 
approach brings nothing and 4) environmental issues have cooperative 
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potential2 (see Brock, 1991; Dabelko, 2006; Sadoff a Grey, 2002).  
The idea of environmental cooperation as a conflict transformation 

instrument emerged not only among scholars, but also among international 
institutions. This idea broke through in the Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (hereunder the term “environmental confidence building”; 
OSCE, 2012), United Nations Environmental Program (hereunder the term 
“environmental peacebuilding”; UNEP, 2009), Asian Development Bank (ADB, 
2011), European Union and NATO (ENVSEC, [online]), and international 
environmental agencies such as the International Tropical Timber Organisation 
(ITTO, 2010) or the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN, 2013) 
and non-governmental organisations (NGOs). 

Despite the growing number of projects declaring the use of environmental 
cooperation as a conflict transformation instrument I believe that the conditions 
of its emergence and functioning in conflict-prone areas are not clear. There is 
growing number of analyses of particular cases (see for example Conca, 
Dabelko et al., 2002; Matthew, Halle, Switzer, 2002) or studies recommending 
to use environmental cooperation as the conflict transformation instrument in 
the particular conflict (Ali, 2005; Westing, 2001; Westing, 2010) but we lack 
systematic analysis and research through the integrated analytical framework or 
testing particular hypotheses in more cases. This article offers the small-N-case 
study to test the genesis and functioning of environmental cooperation in areas 
of political conflicts. It tests one hypothesis and looks for an answer for a 
question in four cases. Data for the research has been collected through the 
review of existing literature concerning environment, natural resources, conflict 
management and particular conflict, the analysis of governmental and non-
governmental documents including web-pages of various institutions and 
newspaper articles. Data concerning the intensity of conflicts has been derived 
from the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP/PRIO). In all cases the field 
research has been done. It has included semi-structured interviews with 
environmental journalists, NGOs, university and governmental representatives 

                                                           
2 Recent analyses (Phillips et al, 2006; Sadoff and Grey, 2002) have shown that there exists at least 

four groups of reasons why are governments and other actors interested in trans-border 
environmental cooperation and management: 1) ecological reasons (protection of biodiversity) , 2) 
economic reasons (environmental cooperation can bring direct or indirect economical gains such as 
ecotourism), 3) political reasons (environmental cooperation is connected to institutionalisation, 
regionalisation, democratisation and integration) and 4) peacebuilding/catalytic reasons 
(environmental cooperation can spill over into political dialogue). 
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and direct observation (conferences, workshops and demonstrations). The field 
research has been carried out in Taiwan (May – August 2012), in Israel (July – 
August 2013), in South Korea (September 2013 and August 2014) and Armenia 
and Azerbaijan (October 2013). 

The first part explains the selection of cases. The second part introduces the 
causal mechanisms, which are tested in the case studies. The third part 
includes case studies, and the fourth part concludes the findings. 
 

1 The selection of cases 
For this article four political conflicts have been selected, the criteria for 

which are: 1) went through various intensity stages including military violence 
defined as “minor military conflict” (see below), 2) have not yet been solved, 3) 
environmental cooperation began during the conflict, and 4) the conflict parties 
were identifiable. 

The political conflict is defined as „a contested incompatibility that concerns 
government and/or territory where the use of armed force between two parties, 
of which at least one is the government of a state, results in at least 25 battle-
related deaths“ (UCDP/PRIO Codebook 2012, p. 1). The start date of the 
conflict is the date of the first battle-related death in the conflict (UCDP/PRIO 
Codebook, 2012, p. 5). 
The following cases are researched (listed alphabetically): 

- conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan, which started in 1990 (i.e. 
within the Soviet Union); 

- conflict between China and Taiwan, which started in 1949; 
- conflict between Israel and the Palestinian Authority (Palestine 

Liberation Organisation before), which started in 1948; and 
- conflict between South and North Korea, which started in 1949.   

 

2 Hypothesis and question 
One hypothesis is tested and one question is asked to find out more about 

the origin and functioning of environmental cooperation in areas of political 
conflicts. 
 

2. 1 Hypothesis 1 (H1): Environmental cooperation starts in 
the time when the intensity of the conflict is low. 

The goal of the first hypothesis is to gain more information about the 
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relationship between the intensity of conflict and environmental cooperation and 
spill-over effect between environmental activities and politics. If we find out that 
the intensity of conflict decreased before the emergence of environmental 
cooperation, it would provide evidence that it is not the effect of environmental 
cooperation. The observable indicators are in this case the data from the UCDP 
database about the intensity of the conflict in that particular calendar year 
compared with the environmental cooperation. We look for the evidence of 
environmental cooperation, analyze the context and investigate how intensive 
the violence has been in the time when the environmental cooperation 
emerged. 

To bring the relationship between the intensity of the conflict and the 
emergence of environmental cooperation to light, both have to be defined. To 
classify the intensity of the conflict the UCDP methodology has been used. 
UCDP (Codebook, 2012, p. 5) defines explicitly two intensity levels – “minor 
armed conflict” and “war”. Implicitly UCDP uses three levels of intensity – 
conflict as such which is recorded in the database when the first battle-related 
death occurred; minor armed conflict, and war. For the purposes of the present 
research the low intensity conflict is the situation which did not reach the level of 
the minor armed conflict, i.e. in a given year there were less than 25 battle-
related deaths. 

Environmental cooperation is defined here as the situation when actors 
adjust their behaviour to actual or anticipated preferences of others in issues 
concerning environmental resources, their quality and sustainability (Keohane, 
1984). Environmental resources are such goods, which have a value of their 
own or have value for sustainable life of mankind at regional or global level. 
Environmental resources are hard to extract, loot and transport, they have a 
limited profit margin, and their quality is directly influenced by the behaviour of 
local actors. For example, they can  include high biodiversity; natural, historic-
cultural, aesthetic, educational, research and monitoring value of the landscape; 
protection, anti-erosion, health-oriented and aesthetic function of vegetation; 
water and soil for local and regional climate and incidence of a pest; and 
regulative function of vegetation, water, and soil in biochemical cycles in the 
landscape. 
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2.2 Question 1 (Q1): How intensive is the environmental 
cooperation in the areas of political conflict, which went 
through the violent stage? 

I suppose that in political conflict where violence occurred there are no 
responsive conditions for the deepening of any cooperation including the 
environmental one. Despite the fact that some authors (Mitrany, 1966) believe 
that environmental politics as low politics bore the potential for the collective 
pursuit of common interest, other authors (Barnett, 1991) proved that issues 
which had been understood as a part of low politics, can in particular context 
emerge as a part of high politics and as such are inapplicable to the area of 
cooperation. Trans-boundary environmental cooperation may be sensitive for 
particular actors, because they are aware of their authority. Neo-functionalists 
predict that cooperation in low politics will spill over into high politics – in our 
research it means environmental cooperation will spill over into political dialogue 
between conflict parties. However, a lack of cooperation in high politics can also 
lead to a similar deadlock in low politics. This shows that our existing knowledge 
about the potential and intensity of environmental cooperation is both diverse 
and limited. This research is interested if environmental cooperation reflects 
political power and if there is a chance that deep environmental cooperation can 
develop in areas of political conflicts which once went through violence. In each 
case it will be examined for how intensive the environmental cooperation has 
been, when it has reached the most intensive level and in what context. 

Answering this question is important for knowing more about if and how 
environmental cooperation can be utilised as a broader conflict transformation 
tool – i.e. if there is potential for spill over in this regard. Moreover, the intensity 
of cooperation needs to be classified. We do not have any accepted 
methodology and thus I worked out my own scale.3 I differentiated four levels of 
intensity of cooperation: weak, moderate, high and full cooperation. The weak 
level rating is characterised by informal cooperation4 carried out by NGOs and 
research specialists from universities and natural parks. The state and its 
bodies are not directly included in the cooperation, while the government tacitly 
agrees with the transfer of issues on non-governmental actors. At this level no 
joint projects emerge. Actors mainly exchange information, consult particular 

                                                           
3  The following classification has been worked out on the base of Zbicz (1999) and Metcalf (1994). 
4  Informal cooperation is emerging spontaneously and is not based on a written agreement. Formal 

cooperation exists on the basis of a written agreement.   
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procedures and meet at conferences. Political representatives of conflicting 
parties unilaterally make declarations about environmental cooperation and 
state agencies work on environmental protection independently from each other. 

Moderate cooperation is the situation when the actors communicate 
regularly; at least twice a calendar year and governments participate formally or 
informally in negotiations. There arise joint governmental and non-governmental 
projects, joint NGOs, commissions and advisory groups with limited authority. 
The activities of those bodies include planning, advisement, monitoring, 
analyses and research of particular issues. Meetings of lower governmental 
representatives are organised, these meetings are non-binding. 

The high level of cooperation has the formal style and is characterised by 
the institutionalisation of cooperation, the existence of bilateral and multilateral 
commissions and joint panels and committees with the authority to create norms 
and supervise their observance. The projects of particular conflict parties are 
coordinated; there emerge conflict resolution mechanisms, norms regulating 
mutual relations and agreements about costs of cooperation. 

Full cooperation is a situation when there exists joint and fully integrated 
management of environmental resources and a joint executive body is created. 
 

3 Case studies 
 
3.1 Armenia and Azerbaijan  

The conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan started before the collapse of 
the Soviet Union, when both parties started to lay claims to Nagorno Karabakh. 
Despite the international efforts to end the conflict, the previous attempts to 
broker a ceasefire or peace agreements were unsuccessful and relations 
between the two countries are very cold (ICG, 2012; Mikheilidze and Pirozzi, 
2008). 

Conservationist projects existed in South Caucasus already during the 
Soviet era, but they ended with the collapse of the Soviet Union. Some natural 
parks and biotopes survived the end of Soviet rule, but trans-boundary 
ecosystems have been ignored (Gunja, Bausch, 2002). The first steps to 
environmental cooperation between newly independent states emerged after 
the end of the Nagorno-Karabakh war in 1994, when the intensity of the conflict 
between Armenia and Azerbaijan transformed to a weaker level from a minor 
armed conflict (UCDP/PRIO Dataset, 2012). Before anything else the 
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environmental project instigated by Georgia and international organisations 
emerged. Bilateral Armenia-Azerbaijani projects started to emerge at the end of 
1990s.  

The first feasibility studies of joint trans-boundary ecosystems have been 
carried out and the first joint workshops about environmental protection in the 
area have been organised with international support (Gunja, Bausch, 2002; 
IUCN, 2013; Schuerholz, 2004; Wittich, Maas, 2009). In 2002, with the support 
of Germany and Liechtenstein a regional project involving Armenia and 
Azerbaijan was initiated, aiming at the implementation of the Alpine Convention 
and the protection of mountain ecosystems (Zazanshvili, 2006). The peak in 
environmental cooperation between Armenia and Azerbaijan for now presents 
the establishing of trans-boundary nature reserve. This project came into 
existence in autumn 2008 and has been instigated by Georgia and Germany 
(Carius, 2006). The reservation has a join secretariat, which is managed by 
consortia of Austrian and German institutions and financed by a German 
development program. Each participating party is represented by its minister of 
environment and manages its own reservation on its own territory (REC 
CAUCASUS, [online]; Transboundary Joint Secretariat, [online]). Environmental 
cooperation between Armenia and Azerbaijan is for the time sporadic and is 
mainly the result of external pressures and support and in the past the 
termination of external support resulted in termination of the projects. 
Environmental cooperation did not develop even among local NGOs, which 
adopted a hostile stance similar to the political elites (ICG, 2009; Mikhelidze and 
Pirozzi, 2008; Head of an Azerbaijani environmental NGO, personal 
communication, October 5, 2013). 

In the case of Armenia and Azerbaijan we see that the hypothesis has been 
verified. Environmental cooperation started after the end of Nagorno-Karabakh 
war, when the intensity of the conflict had been lower than a minor armed 
conflict (H1). Despite years of cooperation and strong external support, the 
intensity of environmental cooperation remains weak (Q1). 
 

3.2 China and Taiwan 
The relations between China and Taiwan are very complicated, despite the 

improvement in the last years and despite the fact that contemporary relations 
in the Taiwan Strait are probably the best since 1949. The first contact across 
the Strait concerning environmental cooperation started after the termination of 
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Martial Law in Taiwan in 1987. The end of the 1980s was a period when there 
were no violent clashes between Taiwan and China and the intensity of the 
conflict has been lower than a minor armed conflict (UCDP/PRIO Dataset, 
2012). The pioneers of environmental cooperation have been Chinese and 
Taiwanese universities, which at the end of 1987 organised a series of 
conferences concerning environmental protection of the Taiwan Strait 
(Wikileaks, 2009). 

The intensity of environmental cooperation across the Taiwan Strait has 
been growing since the beginning of the new Millennium, influenced among 
other reasons by the Chinese preparations for the Olympic Games in 2008 and 
agreements concerning economic cooperation across the Taiwan Strait (so 
called ECFA) (Focus Taiwan, 2010; National Council for Sustainable 
Development ROC, 2003; State Environmental Protection Administration PRC, 
2006). The environmental cooperation across the Taiwan Strait includes 
periodical academic workshops, courses, and summer schools for university 
student, conferences and joint campaigns of NGOs. The projects relate to 
protection of soil and water resources, environmental friendly construction, 
environmental education, conservation of the seacoast and coral reefs, and 
environmental journalism (ISWC, [online]; Gao, 2009; Wilson Center, [online]). 
The peak of environmental cooperation between Taiwan and China was 
represented by the establishment of a joint maritime nature park (established by 
Chinese and Taiwanese conservationists with the support of local authorities) 
and a joint system of early warning in the case of an ecological accident in the 
Taiwan Strait (established by Chinese and Taiwanese civilian coastal guard) 
(Focus Taiwan, 2012; The China Post, 2012). Despite Beijing and Taipei have 
declared the necessity to include environmental issues in the ECFA 
agreements, there is no progress on this issue (Wu, 2012). Environmental 
cooperation between NGOs is slowed down by the particular position of 
environmental organisations in the Chinese political system and the fear of 
Taiwanese organisations about the connection between Chinese green groups 
to the Communist Party and State authorities (Tang and Zhan, 2008; Tang and 
Tang, 1997; Yang, 2005). 

In the case of Taiwan and China H1 has been verified; environmental 
cooperation between China and Taiwan has emerged in the time of low intensity 
conflict. Concerning the intensity of environmental cooperation, after 15 years it 
is moderate and remains strictly informal (Q1). 
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3.3 Israel and Palestinian Authority 
The Israeli-Palestinian conflict is a confusing one concerning its actors – on 

the Palestinian side there appear actors such as Hamas, Fatah or the 
Palestinian Authority. For our research of Israeli-Palestinian environmental 
cooperation we understand the central dyad for the conflict to be the Israeli 
government and the Palestinian Authority (former Palestine Liberation 
Organisation). 

Environmental politics and the law in Israel and in the Palestinian Territories 
lag behind the real need to protect the environment and despite more intensive 
support of environmental protection the situation improves rather slowly. Israeli-
Palestinian environmental cooperation firstly emerged at the end of the 1980s, 
at a time when the intensity of the conflict had been lower than that of a minor 
armed conflict (UCDP/PRIO Dataset, 2012). In 1988, with the support of the 
United States, the Netherlands, Germany and international foundations a joint 
think tank, the Israel-Palestine Center for Research and Information was 
established5, which among others led negotiations about environmental 
conservation in the area (IPCRI, 2013). In 1992, with the assistance of the 
Italian and German governments, local authorities of Jerusalem, Bethlehem and 
Beit Yala signed the agreement to interconnect the sewage systems of the cities 
and jointly solve the problem of waste water treatment (Fischhendler, Dinar, 
Katz, 2011).  

The milestone to open up wider environmental cooperation has been the 
Israeli-Palestine peace negotiation. The Oslo Accords from 1995 sought to 
regulate the water issues and set up inter-governmental bodies for 
environmental cooperation, particularly the Joint Water Committee (JWC) and 
the Joint Environmental Experts Committee (JEEC). Both bodies have been 
intended to work as a discussion forum and to supervise the water projects and 
water supply to the Israeli and Palestinian territories. JWC also supervised the 
implementation of those parts of the Oslo Accords dealing with water issues. 
Both parties have had the veto right in the committee. After the Oslo Accords 
the water cooperation started very slowly and only under intense international 
pressure and support (Fischhendler, Dinar, Katz, 2011). In the years after the 
Oslo Accords the non-governmental Israeli-Palestinian Databank for the Quality 
of Water Resources and the platform for local environmental NGOs called 

                                                           
5  The Center was renamed in 2013 and today it works under the name Israel-Palestine: Creative 

Regional Initiatives (IPCRI, 2013). 
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“Friends of Earth – Middle East” were set up (both established in 1994) (Friends 
of Earth, Middle East [online]). In 1995, the first meeting of the Israeli and 
Palestinian ornithologists was organised, which later changed into regular 
meetings between Israeli and Palestinian ecological organisations (Executive 
Action Team, [online]; 25th JOC, 2010). During next month dozens of 
protectionist and conservationist projects between research teams, NGOs, 
cities, schools and universities has been opened up. 

Most of environmental projects slowed down during 1997 when the relations 
between both parties worsened and stopped after the Intifada of 2000 began. 
During the Intifada the existing formal bodies and joint committees ceased to 
work and the cooperation between universities became limited (The Knesset, 
2011; UNEP, 2003). Apart from the case of the JWC and JEEC which from time 
to time met un-officially, but their real work had been paralysed (Baskin, 2011; 
Fischhendler, Dinar, Katz, 2011). After the end of the Second Intifada no other 
body such as joint committees was established and the environmental 
cooperation remained on a non-governmental level, i.e. between local 
authorities, research bodies, schools, NGOs and conservationists (Arava 
Institute, [online]; Haaretz, 2008; Haaretz, 2012; The Knesset, 2011; Rubinstein, 
2012).  

In case of Israel and Palestine the hypothesis has been verified. 
Environmental cooperation between both parties started, when the intensity of 
violence had been low and the conflict was not at the intensity of a minor armed 
conflict (H1). Concerning the intensity of environmental cooperation, despite the 
peace agreements, official environmental cooperation has not been developed, 
joint bodies do not work and their members, if they meet, then do so un-
officially. Both parties keep in joint bodies with the right to veto. The existing 
environmental cooperation has developed overwhelmingly between non-
governmental bodies. The intensity of the environmental cooperation is weak to 
moderate (Q1). 
 

3.4 North Korea and South Korea 
The conflict on the Korean peninsula broke out after the Second World War. 

Despite the fact that the conflict has been going since 1953 and it has been 
never higher than a minor armed conflict (UCDP/PRIO Dataset, 2012), the 
relations between both Koreas have always remained tense with occasional 
military clashes worsened by North Korean nuclear tests. The first suggestion of 
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environmental cooperation between both Koreas emerged in the 1960s. But 
these suggestions originated from external actors and not one of the Koreas 
paid attention to the issue (Hocknell, 1996). The milestone for the environmental 
cooperation on the Korean peninsula was in the beginning of the 1990s. In 1991 
both parties ratified Inter-Korean Basic Agreement and the North Korea joined 
the UN. In 1992 both Koreas took part in the Earth Summit. During the Summit 
both countries separately came up with a proposal, which they presented to the 
UN Secretary General and the UNEP director, to set up a nature reserve in the 
demilitarised zone (DMZ)6 (Hayes and Cavazos, 2013; Hocknell, 1996; 
Westing, 2001; Westing, 2010).  

Concurrently, international organisations and groups started to show an 
interest in creating and conserving DMZ region into a natural park. In 1992 
UNEP and IUCN called for the establishment of an international nature park in 
the DMZ, but North Korea did not react (Park, 2013). Since 1993 both countries 
have been participating in regular regional meetings with higher environmental 
officials (NPEC, [online]). In 1994 South Korea closed agreement with the UN to 
discuss the establishment of a UNESCO bio reserve in the area of DMZ. Seoul 
tried to continue the negotiations in 1998 under its “Sunshine Policy” but 
Pyongyang repeatedly refused any negotiations (Park, 2013; Westing, 2010). 
Progress was made in 2000 when both Koreas agreed to cooperate in fisheries 
and North Korea responded positively to the project of the trans-boundary 
nature reserve in the DMZ (Hayes, 2010). In 2005, both countries agreed to 
establish the joint Inter- Korean Economic Cooperation Committee, which had 
on its agenda, among other things, environmental cooperation. In 2006, North 
Korea accepted the set of laws for environmental protection which respected 
Seoul’s requirements and framed the inter-Korean cooperation in the Kaesong 
economic zone (Ministry of Unification, 2007a). During the same year both 
countries, under strong international support, returned to the negotiations about 
the trans-boundary peace park in the DMZ and started negotiations about the 
joint marine peace park (Brady, 2012).  

In 2007, Seoul and Pyongyang settled on an agreement to establish a joint 
fishery zone in the area of a disputed border area on the west maritime border 
and to establish a Special Peace and Cooperative Zone under special 

                                                           
6  Academic research on the DMZ region started in South Korea in 1965. In the conjunction with the 

Smithsonian Institute of the US the Korean Association for Conservation and Nature conducted a 
research on the soil, habitats, animals and plants in the DMZ area (Park, 2013). 
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environmental protection in the West Sea (Nam, Yook, Lee, Kim, 2007). They 
also created the joint committee for public health, medicine and environmental 
protection in Kaesong (Ministry of Unification, 2007b). Despite all the 
negotiations, the maritime peace park and the nature reserve in the DMZ have 
not been established yet, and discussions of utilisation of the DMZ in a different 
way compared to previous discourse have been started in South Korea (Park, 
2013). 

Not only is environmental cooperation between both governments a given, 
but there are also projects on the non-governmental or semi-governmental 
level. The joint projects refer to environmental protection, reforestation or birds’ 
migration, and connect South Korean NGOs and research institutes with North 
Korean universities and state bodies (Brady, 2012; Nam, Yook, Lee, Kim, 2007; 
Soh, 2000). The environmental cooperation with the participation of non-
governmental actors, however, is complicated by administrative, judicial and 
political barriers (Oknim, 2003). To get over these barriers South Korean NGOs 
cooperate with third parties (mainly international NGOs); they finance the joint-
Korean projects through third parties or they use international NGOs as 
guarantors of joint-Korean projects (Kudláčová, 2015).  

In the Korean case the hypothesis has been verified. Environmental 
cooperation was set up in the time when there were no violent clashes between 
both Koreas and the intensity of the conflict has been lower than a minor armed 
conflict (H1). Despite the existence of inter-Korean joint committees there is no 
real joint environmental management and committees work as executive bodies 
dependent on the decision of the highest political representatives. 
Environmental cooperation between non-governmental actors is slowly 
underway, but continues to be limited by political and security barriers. Thus, 
environmental cooperation between both Koreas can be described as weak 
(Q1).  
 
Chart: Summary of the case studies 

 H1 Q1 

Armenia/Azerbaijan Verified Weak 

China/Taiwan Verified Moderate  

Israel/Palestine Verified Weak to moderate 

North/South Korea Verified Weak  
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Conclusion 
The idea that environmental cooperation in conflict-affected areas can build 

a bridge between conflict communities and assist with conflict transformation 
was born more than a decade ago. This idea resulted in projects which have 
been implemented in the last years in conflict-affected regions. Despite the 
popularity of the idea and a number of existing projects, knowledge about the 
emergence and operation of environmental cooperation in conflict-prone areas 
is very low. To fill the gap one hypothesis was tested and an answer for one 
question was looked for.  

The hypothesis (Environmental cooperation starts in the time when the 
intensity of the conflict is low) has been confirmed in all cases. The results of 
the case studies show that political conflict and environmental cooperation can 
coexist, but in distinctive conditions. Environmental cooperation has begun in all 
the cases in the time when no violent clashes between conflict parties took 
place and the number of victims was relatively low (less than 25 battle related 
deaths). The case studies also obliquely showed that environmental 
cooperation is sensitive to the rise in the intensity of the violence; if the 
relationship between the conflict parties has worsened and the conflict intensity 
increased, the environmental cooperation was stopped. Some of the cases 
(South Korea – North Korea, Israel – Palestine) demonstrated that non-political 
environmentally engaged actors such as ecological NGOs, groups of 
environmental experts, conservationists and agencies for environmental 
protection are less sensitive to the change in conflict intensity than the political 
agents, and they have been trying to maintain communication during the period 
of worsened political relations. In two cases (Israel – Palestine and South Korea 
– North Korea) non-political agents even had gotten over the difficult security 
situation and administrative-judicial barriers through meeting outside of the 
region. The case studies have indicated that the decline in conflict intensity is 
not the result of environmental cooperation. However, they also have indicated 
that if the environmental cooperation once started, it can resist the political 
conflict. 

The hypothesis has been completed by a question about the intensity of 
environmental cooperation in conflict-prone areas. We have seen that 
environmental cooperation in areas of political conflicts has, despite the duration 
of the cooperation and the intensity of external support, remained weak to 
moderate; weak between the official parties and governmental bodies, a 
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moderate level has been reached in cooperation between non-governmental 
actors. The barrier for the growth of the intensity of environmental cooperation 
seems to be the distrust between conflict parties, non-stable political and 
security environment and administrative-judicial measures limiting 
communication. In cases of Armenia and Azerbaijan and both Koreas 
environmental cooperation remained weak because environmental issues have 
been low among the preferences of the conflict parties; in case of Israel – 
Palestine and China – Taiwan environmental cooperation remained weak 
because environmental issues became part of the high politics and strategic 
concerns. 

As at least case of Israel – Palestine and China – Taiwan showed, the 
potential role of spill-over as classical vehicle for enmeshment as envisaged by 
neo-functionalist has certain limitations. Where high politics is heavily dominant 
(such as the case of the Israel – Palestine and China – Taiwan) this has a 
profound impact on low-politics issues. Conversely, any attempt to generate 
political spill-over form environmental cooperation in this environment will meet 
opposition in the high-politics arena.      

This indicates that to use environmental cooperation as an instrument of 
transformation and resolution of political conflict, which once experienced 
violence, is possible but the positive effects emerged rather among non-
governmental and non-political agents and it is not clear which mechanism 
could help to spread the positive experience from environmental cooperation to 
politics. The case studies show that environmental cooperation can grow in 
areas of political conflicts but is highly sensitive to the outbreak of violence and 
can be effectively limited by mental, political, administrative and security 
barriers. Thus, its transformative and peacebuilding potential remains limited. 

 
 

References: 
25th JOC [online]. 2010. Birds as peacemakers in the Middle East: 15 years of 

regional cooperation. Booklet published for the 25th Ornithological congress, 
Campos de Jordao, Brazil. [accessed on 27.3.2015] Available at: 
http://birding-portal-
resentations.s3.amazonaws.com90%D7%95%D7%AA/15%20years%20of%2
0regional%20cooperation%20%28Brazil%29.PDF. 

 
 



═════════════ Politické vedy / Studies ═════════════ 
 

120 

ADB  2011. Biodiversity conservation corridors initiative (BCI) report 2006-2011. 
Bangkok: Asian Development Bank, Greater Mekong Subregion Core 
Environment Program, 2011. 

ALI, S. H. 2005. Siachen… Ecological Peace between India and Pakistan. In 
Sanctuary Asia Vol. 25, 2005, No. 1, pp. 76–77.  

Arava Institute [online] Arava Institute in the News. [accessed on 18.10.2013] 
Available at: http://www.arava.org/cat.asp?catid=9&subcatid=8. 

BÄCHLER, G., SPILLMANN, K. R. et al.. 1995. Environmental Crisis: Regional 
Conflicts and Ways of Cooperation. CSS Environment and Conflict Project 
Series Vol. 14, 1995, No. 1, Zurich: Center for Security Studies. ISBN 3-
905641-42-9, 166 p. 

BARNETT, J. 2001. The meaning of environmental security: Ecological politics 
and policy in the new security era. London, New York: Zed Books, 2001. 192 
p., ISBN 1856497860. 

BASKIN, G. [online]. 2011. Encountering Peace: Let’s not talk? In The 
Jerusalem Post 11/6/2011 [accessed on 28.3.2015] Available at: 
http://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Columnists/Encountering-Peace-Lets-not-talk. 

BRADY, L. M. 2012. Korea’s Green Ribbon of Hope: History, Ecology, and 
Activism in the DMZ. In The Solutions, Vol. 3, 2012, No. 1. ISSN 2154-0896, 
pp. 94–98. 

BROCK, L. 1991. Peace through Parks: The Environment on the Peace 
Research Agenda. In Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 24, 1991, No. 7, ISSN 
0022-3433 pp. 407–423. 

CARIUS, A. 2006. Environmental Cooperation as an Instrument of Crisis 
Prevention and Peacebuilding: Conditions for Success and Constrains. [Study 
commissioned by the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (BMZ)]. Berlin: Adelphi Consult GmbH, 2006. 30 p. 

CONCA, K., DABELKO, G. D. et al. 2002. Environmental Peacemaking. 
Washington, D.C.: Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, John 
Hopkins University Press, 2002. 264 p., ISBN 9780801871931. 

DABELKO, G. D. [online]. 2006. From Threat to Opportunity: Exploiting 
Environmental Pathways to Peace. Paper prepared for „Environment, Peace 
and the Dialogue Among Civilisations and Cultures“, May 9.-10. 2006. 
Teheran, Iran. 10 p. [accessed on 18.2.2015] Available at: 
www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/pathways.pdf. 

 
 



═════════════ Politické vedy / Studies ═════════════ 
 

   121 

ENVSEC [online] ENVSEC in the South Caucasus: An Overview of projects. 
[accessed on 3.11.2013] Available at: 
http://www.envsec.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=27&It
emid=36&lang=en&region=All&type=publications. 

Executive Action Team, Multilateral Working Group on Water Resources [online] 
Hydrologic Databases. [accessed on 12.10.2014] Available at: http://exact-
me.org/HGDB/index.htm. 

FISCHHENDLER, I., DINAR, S., KATZ, D. 2011. The Politics of Unilateral 
Environmentalism: Cooperation and Conflict over Water Management. In 
Global Environmental Politics, Vol. 11, 2011, No 1. ISSN 1526-3800, pp. 36–
61. 

Focus Taiwan [online]. 2010. China Times: Environmental issues for ECFA. 
17/7/2010 [accessed on 17.10.2013] Available at: 
http://focustaiwan.tw/ShowNews/WebNews_Detail.aspx?ID=201007170010&T
ype=aOPN. 

Focus Taiwan [online]. 2012. Chinese researchers to visit Taiwan on wetlands 
conservation, 17/7/2012 [accessed on 17.10.2013] Available at: 
http://focustaiwan.tw/ShowNews/WebNews_Detail.aspx?Type=aSOC&ID=201
207170024. 

Friends of the Eart Middle East [online] Good Water Neighbours, Phase III. 
[accessed on 15.10.2013] Available at:  
http://foeme.org/www/?module=projects&record_id=32#Phase_III. 

GAO, P. [online]. 2009. Making a Society Eco-Friendly, Taiwan Review 1/7/2009 
[accessed on 12.9.2013] Available at: 
http://taiwanreview.nat.gov.tw/ct.asp?xItem=1427&CtNode=1365. 

GUNJA, A., BAUSCH, T. 2002. Opportunities for transnational and cross-border 
cooperation in the Caucasus – a contribution to the International Year of the 
Mountains 2002. Berlin: Bundesministerium für Umwelt, Naturschutz und 
Reaktorsicherheit, 2002. 94 p. 

Haaretz [online]. 2008. Environmental groups warn of damage from Dead Sea 
canal 16/6/2010 [accessed on 27.3.2015] Available at: 
http://www.haaretz.com/print-edition/news/environmental-groups-warn-of-
damage-from-dead-sea-canal-1.247880. 

Haaretz [online]. 2012. Conflict zones looking to US-Israeli NGO´s model for 
environmental cooperation 2/3/2012 [accessed on 27.3.2015] Available at: 
http://www.haaretz.com/weekend/anglo-file/conflict-zones-looking-to-u-s-
israeli-ngo-s-model-for-environmental-cooperation-1.416003. 



═════════════ Politické vedy / Studies ═════════════ 
 

122 

HAYES, P., CAVAZOS, R. [online]. 2013. An Ecological Framework for 
Promoting Inter-Korean Cooperation and Nuclear Free Future: a DMZ Peace 
Park. NAPSNet Special Reports 27/8/2013 [accessed on 16.10.2013] 
Available at: http://nautilus.org/napsnet/napsnet-special-reports/an-ecological-
framework-for-promoting-inter-korean-cooperation-and-nuclear-free-future-a-
dmz-peace-park. 

HOCKNELL, P. 1996. Partitioned States, Divided Resources: North/South 
Korea and Cases for Comparison. In Boundary & Security Bulletin, Vol. 4, 
1995, No. 2. ISSN 0967-411X, pp. 65–71.  

ICG [online]. 2009. Nagorno-Karabakh: Getting to a Breakthrough. [Document 
presented on International Crisis Group Europe Briefing No. 55, 
Baku/Yerevan/Tbilisi/Brussels, 7/10/2009] [accessed on 15.10.2013] Available 
at: 
http://www.crisisgroup.org/~/media/Files/europe/b55_nagorno_karabakh___ge
tting_to_a_breakthrough.pdf. 

ICG [online]. 2012. Tackling Azerbaijan’s IDP Burden. [Document presented on 
International Crisis Group Europe Briefing No. 67], 
Baku/Yerevan/Tbilisi/Brussels, 27/2/2012] [accessed on 15.10.2013] Available 
at: http://www.crisisgroup.org/~/media/Files/europe/caucasus/azerbaijan/b067-
tackling-azerbaijans-idp-burden.pdf. 

IPCRI [online]. 2013. About Us. Jerusalem: Israel Palestine Center for Research 
and Information. [accessed on 15.10.2013] Available at: 
http://www.ipcri.org/IPCRI/About_Us.html. 

ISWC [online] The twelfth cross-strait water conservation symposium hosted by 
ISWC. [accessed on 15.10.2013] Available at:  
http://english.iswc.cas.cn/ns/es/200910/t20091027_46234.html. 

ITTO [online]. 2010. Japan funds Thai-Cambodia transboundary conservation 
project, 28/10/2010 International Tropical Timber Organisation [accessed on 
15.10.2013] Available at: http://www.itto.int/news_releases/id=2462. 

IUCN [online]. 2013. Transboundary conservation in the Caucasus – is the time 
not yet ripe? 27/3/2013. [accessed 15.10. 2013] Available at: 
http://www.iucn.org/involved/opinion/?12711/Transboundary-conservation-in-
the-Caucasus.  

KEOHANE, R. 1984. After hegemony: Cooperation and discord in the world 
political economy. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984. 320 p., ISBN: 
0691122482.  

 



═════════════ Politické vedy / Studies ═════════════ 
 

   123 

KUDLÁČOVÁ, L. 2015. Environmentální spolupráce a konflikt mezi Severní a 
Jižní Koreou [unpublished manuscript]. 

MATTHEW, R. A., GAULIN, T. 2001. Conflict or Cooperation? The Social and 
Political Impacts of Resource Scarcity on Small Island States. In Global 
Environmental Politics, Vol. 1, 2001, No. 2. ISSN 1526-3800, pp. 48–70. 

MATTHEW, R., SWITZER, J., HALLE, M. 2002. Introduction. In Matthew, R., 
Halle, M., Switzer, J. et al. Conserving the Peace: Resources, Livelihoods and 
Security. Winnipeg: International Institute for Sustainable Development and 
IUCN, 2002. ISBN 1-895536-62-6, pp. 1–28. 

METCALF, L. 1994. International policy co-ordination and public management 
reform. In International Review of Administrative Sciences, Vol. 60, 1994, No. 
2. ISSN 0020-8523 pp. 271–290. 

MIKHEILIDZE, N., PIROZZI, N. 2008. Civil Society and Conflict Transformation 
in Abkhazia, Israel/Palestine, Nagorno-Karabakh, Transnistria and Western 
Sahara. MICROCON Working Paper 3, Brighton: MICROCON, 2008. 84 p. 

Ministry of Unification [online]. 2007a. Regular Briefing by Minister of 
Unification. 11/1/2007 [accessed on 15.10.2013] Available at: 
http://eng.unikorea.go.kr/CmsWeb/viewPage.req?idx=PG0000000513&board
DataId=BD0000220496&CP0000000002_BO0000000090_Action=boardView
&CP0000000002_BO0000000090_ViewName=board/english/BoardView&cur
Num=31. 

Ministry of Unification [online]. 2007b. Agreement at the First Meeting of the 
Joint Committee for Inter-Korean Economic Cooperation. [accessed on 
15.10.2013] Available at: 
http://eng.unikorea.go.kr/CmsWeb/viewPage.req?idx=PG0000000513&board
DataId=BD0000220544&CP0000000002_BO0000000090_Action=boardView
&CP0000000002_BO0000000090_ViewName=board/english/BoardView&cur
Num=23. 

MITRANY, D. 1966. A working peace system [Introduction by Hans J. 
Morgenthau]. Chicago: Qaudrangle Books, 1966. ASIN: B0007DNROQ, 221 
p. 

NAM, J., YOOK, K., LEE, G., KIM, J. 2007. Toward Establishing the Marine 
Peace Park in the Western Transboundary Coastal Area of the Korean 
Peninsula. Korea Maritime Institute Special Summary Report, Seoul: Korean 
Maritime Institute, 2007. 59 p. 

 
 



═════════════ Politické vedy / Studies ═════════════ 
 

124 

National Council for Sustainable Development, ROC [online]. 2003. 2003 
Annual Report on National Sustainable Development. [accessed on 
15.10.2013] Available at: http://nsdn.epa.gov.tw/en/PRINT/92Annual.pdf. 

NPEC [online] Social and Environmental Data Base. Environmental Information 
Network in North East Asia Region. [accessed on 15.10.2013] Available at: 
http://www.npec.or.jp/northeast_asia/en/environmental/page06.html. 

OKNIM, C. 2003. The role of South Korea’s NGOs: the political context. In:. 
Gordon Flake L. and Snyder, Scott et al. Paved with good intentions. The 
NGO experience in North Korea, Westport: Praeger Publishers, ISBN: 0-275-
98157-6, pp. 81–110. 

OSCE [online]. 2012. OSCE Guide on Non-Military Confidence-Building 
Measures [accessed on 15.10.2013] Available at:  
http://www.osce.org/cpc/91082.  

PARK, E. J. 2013. Changes in the DMZ’s Status and Preparations for 
Reunification. In Park Eun-Jin ed. Whispers of the DMZ, Goyang: Wisdom 
House. ISBN  8960866393, pp. 231-253. 

PHILLIPS, D. et al. 2006. Transboundary water cooperation as a tool for conflict 
prevention and benefit sharing. Global Development Studies No.4, Stockholm: 
Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 2006, 249 p. 

REC CAUCASUS [online] Who We Are. [accessed on 15.10.2013] Available at: 
http://www.rec-caucasus.org/text.php?id=15&l=15&lang=en. 

RUBINSTEIN, E. [online]. 2012. Israel, PA to form first joint eco-park. YNET. 
Magazin 4/1/2012 [accessed on 27.3.2015] Available at: 
http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-4168415,00.html. 

RUSTAD, S. A., LUJALA, P., LE BILLON, P. 2012. Building or spoiling peace? 
Lessons from the management of high-value natural resources. In: Lujala, 
Päivi. – Rustad, Siri, A. et al. High-Value Natural Resources and 
Peacebuilding. London: Earthscan, 2012. ISBN: 978-1849712309, pp. 572–
621. 

SADOFF, C. W., GREY, D. 2002. Beyond the river: the benefits of cooperation 
on international rivers. In Water Policy Vol. 4, 2002, No. 5. ISSN 1366-7017, 
pp. 389–403. 

SCHUERHOLZ, G. 2004. Transboundary Ecosystem Restoration in Politically 
High Conflict Areas. In 16th International Conference of Society for Ecological 
Restoration, 24.–26.8.2004, Victoria. pp. 1–9. 

 
 



═════════════ Politické vedy / Studies ═════════════ 
 

   125 

SOH, J. [online]. 2000. [DMZ Ecosystem] DMZ-Ecological Paradise in 
Jeopardy. [accessed on 28.10.2013] Available at: 
https://www.mtholyoke.edu/~jeehan/ppage4p.html. 

State Environmental Protection Administration, PRC [online]. 2006. Report on 
the State of the Environment in China. [accessed on 10.9.2014] Available at: 
http://english.mep.gov.cn/down_load/Documents/200710/P020071023479580
153243.pdf. 

TANG, S. Y., TANG, C. P. 1997. Democratisation and Environmental Politics in 
Taiwan. Asian Survey, Vol. 57, 1997, No. 3. ISSN 0004-4687, pp. 281–294. 

TANG, S., ZHAN, X. 2008. Civic Environmental NGOs, Civil Society, and 
Democratisation in China. In Journal of Development Studies, Vol. 44, 2008, 
No.3. ISSN 0022-0388, pp. 425–448. 

The China Post [online]. 2012. Taiwan, China to cooperate over wetland 
conservation. [accessed on 10.5.2012] Available at: 
http://www.chinapost.com.tw/taiwan/national/national-
news/2012/05/10/340618/Taiwan-China.htm. 

The Knesset [online]. 2011. Israeli-Palestinian Cooperation on Water Issues. 
The Research and Information Center, Knesset [accessed on 12.11.2013] 
Available at: http://www.knesset.gov.il/mmm/data/pdf/me02767.pdf. 

Transboundary Joint Secretariat [online] About us [accessed on 12.11.2013] 
Available at: http://tjs-caucasus.org. 

UCDP/PRIO Codebook 2012. [online]. UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset 
Codebook Version 4-2012 [accessed on 8.9.2013] Available at: 
http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/datasets/ucdp_prio_armed_conflict_datas
et . 

UCDP/PRIO Dataset. [online]. 2012. Dataset 2012. [accessed on 8.9.2013] 
Available at: 
http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/datasets/ucdp_prio_armed_conflict_datas
et. 

UNEP [online]. 2003. Desk Study on the Environment in the Occupied 
Palestinian Territories. Nairobi: United Nations Environmental Program, 188 p. 
[accessed on 28.3.2015] Available at: 
http://www.unep.org/download_file.multilingual.asp?FileID=105. 

UNEP 2009. From Conflict to Peacebuilding – the Role of Natural Resources 
and the Environment. Nairobi: United Nation Environmental Program, 2009. 
ISBN 978-92-807-2957-3, 50 p. 

 



═════════════ Politické vedy / Studies ═════════════ 
 

126 

WESTING, A. H. [online]. 2010. The Korean Demilitarised Zone (DMZ) As a 
Bridge Between the two Koreas. In Participant Papers 2010: A World Without 
Walls [participant paper at the conference]. Available at: 
http://www.culturaldiplomacy.org/academy/index.php?Participants-Papers-A-
World-Without-Walls [accessed 19.10.2013]. 

WESTING, A. H. 2001. A Korean DMZ park for peace and nature: towards a 
code of conduct. In Kim C. H. ed. The Korean DMZ Reverting beyond division. 
Seoul: Sowha, 2001. pp. 157–191. ISBN 8984101559, 359 p. 

WikiLeaks [online]. 2009. Taiwan Expands Environmental Cooperation with the 
PRC [accessed on 28.3.2015]. Available at: 
https://www.wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/09AITTAIPEI302_a.html. 

Wilson Center [online] China Environment Forum. [accessed on 15.10.2013] 
Available at: http://www.wilsoncenter.org/program/china-environment-forum. 

WITTICH, A., MAAS, A. 2009. Regional Cooperation in the South Caucasus: 
Lessons for Peacebuilding, from Economy and Environment. Brussels: 
Initiative for Peacebuilding, 2009.  

WOLF, A. T. 1997. International Water Conflict Resolution: Lessons from 
Comparative Analysis. In Water Resource Development Vol. 13, 1997, No. 3, 
ISSN 0790-0627 

WU, R. 2012. Ambassador and vice chairman of Taiwan´s MOFA NGO Affairs 
Committee, personal communication [7. 7. 2012]. 

YANG, G. 2005. Environmental NGOs and Institutional Dynamics in China. In 
The China Quarterly, Vol. 181, 2005, No.  1. ISSN 0305-7410, pp.46–66. 

ZAZANSHVILI, N. 2006. The Caucasus Ecoregional Conservation Plan as a 
Tool for the Implementation of CBD at the Regional Scale. In Aliyev, Issa et. al. 
Protection and Utilisation of Biological Resources for a Sustainable 
Development, with Special Reference to Azerbaijan. Proceedings of a NATO 
CCMS supported Seminar, Baku, Azerbaijan. Bonn: Bundesamt für 
Naturschutz, 2006. p. 25–32. 

ZBICZ, D. C. 1999. Transboundary cooperation between international adjoining 
protected areas. In D. Harmon ed. On the Frontier of Conservation - 
Proceedings of the Tenth Conference on Research and Resource 
Management in Parks and on Public Lands, Hancock Michigan: George 
Wright Society, 1999. ASIN B0016HSUJ4, pp. 199–204.  


