
immigrants into this work aids in understanding five key considerations. First, what does immigrant
incorporation mean to immigrants? Second, how do immigrants self-identify in regard to their
receiving societies and other immigrants? Third, at what juncture, if at any, do immigrants perceive
themselves as settled in their receiving societies? Fourth, what leads immigrants to understand their
rights and responsibilities? And fifth, what encourages immigrants to participate in politics or dis-
courages them from doing so? The use of interviews and focus groups is a poignant method by
which to let subaltern speak.

Nonetheless, as the author acknowledges, the use of interviews and focus groups in this book
presents one potential weakness. Interviewees and focus group participants were recruited from
migrant advocacy groups, and the sample of voices included in this project is thus likely not
representative of wider immigrant populations in Korea, Japan, and Taiwan. For example, as
these participants were recruited from existing migrant advocacy groups, they may be more
politically involved than the average migrant. At the same time, participation in interviews and
focus groups often reflects a time commitment that individuals at the margins of society may
not be able to manage. Thus, while the author is correct in arguing that the recruitment of
participants from pre-existing groups allows for the observation of natural day-to-day interactions
(p. 210), this method of recruitment likely excludes immigrants who are not well connected in their
receiving countries or those who are not politically involved. Indeed, while Chung asserts that the
incorporation of immigrant experiences into this project aids in understanding what can discourage
immigrants from political participation, the individuals represented in this sample are all, to some
degree, participants in politics. One way to deal with such issues in future research is to recruit
interview and focus group participants who are not involved with migrant advocacy groups as
well as those who are involved with such groups.

Overall, Immigrant Incorporation in East Asian Democracies provides a lasting contribution,
given the primacy of its comparative appraisal of immigration incorporation patterns and citizen-
ship regimes in Korea, Japan, and Taiwan. This work will be of interest for scholars of migration
and East Asian studies as well as those interested in exploring the relationship between immigrant
incorporation and democracy. Moreover, the use of interviews and focus groups in this account can
aid scholars, practitioners, and policymakers in furthering understandings of the lived experiences
of migrants. Thus, this work can further discussions on the politics of immigrant incorporation and,
more specifically, on the factors that explain variations in national incorporation policies. To this
end, Chung’s book is a vital contribution to discussions of immigrant incorporation as a process of
negotiation between states and civil-society actors. Relatedly, Immigrant Incorporation in East
Asian Democracies can aid in understanding the political choices made by migrants.

China and Great Power Responsibility for Climate Change. By SANNA KOPRA. New York:
Routledge, 2018. 186 pp. $136.87 (cloth).

REVIEWED BY CHANG PAN (CHRISTINA), Department of Government, Cornell University
doi:10.1017/jea.2021.13

China’s rise to a great power and its increasing engagement with global governance have presented
many empirical and conceptual puzzles to both academics and policy makers. What is China’s own
notion of its responsibility in global governance? And how does China understand its climate
responsibility? Will China be able to take up the leadership in global climate governance?
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Sanna Kopra’s book attempts to address these questions through her examination of the ways in
which the primary institution of great power management shapes the institutionalization of the
international climate responsibility norm and China’s role in this process. She argues that although
China’s climate policy is mainly driven by the domestic concerns of the Chinese Communist Party,
China’s evolving notion of responsibility has interacted with the international climate negotiations
and has contributed to the institutionalization of international climate responsibility norm in the
UNFCCC. However, she is less optimistic about the prospect of China taking up the climate lead-
ership, as China attempts to downplay its climate mitigation obligations by seeking historical
justice and the drivers of its climate policy are domestic interests. The possibility of China
filling in the climate leadership vacuum is therefore small.

In this book, Kopra begins with the notion of responsibility, with regard to collective problem
management in international society. Seeing the divide between the pluralist and solidarist camp
within the English School, Kopra employs the state-centric solidarism proposed by Barry Buzan
as her theoretical framework, acknowledging that the international society is still state-centric
but also shares a relatively high degree of norms, rules, and institutions. She develops a new
idea of responsibilization which indicates the process in which the conceptualization of responsi-
bility is constructed during the social interaction between states. Her empirical cases illustrate the
responsibilization process where great power management as the primary institution “constrains
and enables” the institutionalization of the climate responsibility norm into the UNFCCC as the
secondary institution. Specifically, she investigates how China’s notion of climate responsibility
has evolved and how this shift has changed the conceptualization of climate responsibility
during climate negotiations. Finally, Kopra reaches the conclusion that great power management
is critical to the change in international society.

Kopra’s book bridges several gaps in existing literature. First, she makes a theoretical contribution
in her application of the English School to global climate governance, noting that few English School
theorists have looked at the environmental issue. Second, her book is also innovative, in the sense that
she connects the idea of great power management to the non-traditional security issue of climate
change. Empirically, she offers a comprehensive analysis of China’s evolving notion of responsibil-
ity and climate responsibility, which provides valuable insights to the study of China’s climate policy
and China’s approach to global governance. Tracing the evolving process of China’s notion of
climate responsibility since the Maoist period, she reaches the conclusion that China has contributed
to the institutionalization of climate responsibility norm at the international level.

Climate responsibility and China’s notion of climate responsibility serve as an excellent case to
illuminate Kopra’s idea of state-centric solidarism and responsibilization. Kopra acknowledges
that climate change is an ethical issue, and she argues that the moral referent object of climate
responsibility is not the citizens within one’s territorial sovereignty but all of humankind.
Nonetheless, she recognizes that the world society is limited in its capacity to address climate
change. Thus, climate governance is an interesting case with which to examine the validity of
state-centric solidarism. In addition, the change in China’s notion of climate responsibility has
accompanied the shift in the institutionalization of climate responsibility at the UNFCCC.
Kopra argues that the shift in China’s notion of climate responsibility is mainly driven by the
CCP’s concern of the regime legitimacy as China has been afflicted by air pollution and other
environmental issues. On the other hand, at the international level, Kopra notes that China has
contributed to the evolution of the norm of international climate responsibility.

However, Kopra’s book is by no means perfect. First, as she argues that great power
management is essential to institutionalizing the international climate responsibility norm, the
concept of great power management suffers from the lack of conceptual clarity and the difficulty
of operationalization. The author could have bolstered her theory, had she laid out the clear
definition of great power management and made a conceptual distinction between great power
management, cooperation, and recognition. Second, she argues that identity matters to China’s
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climate policy. Apart from its persistent identity as a developing country, China begins to claim
itself as a responsible major power. In China’s collaboration with the US and the EU on the
Paris Agreement, China stresses its identity as a responsible major power. Yet prior to 2014,
China kept reiterating its identity as a developing country. At the end of the 28th BASICMinisterial
Meeting on Climate Change, China joined other BASIC member countries, calling for developed
countries to “undertake ambitious actions” to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. It might be
an interesting question to ask what has led to the change in China’s identity and how the duality of
identity has impacted China’s approach to climate governance.

Despite these minor issues, this book is a valuable contribution to the growing studies of global
governance. The insight from this book sheds light on the intersection between domestic politics
and international politics in the study of China’s approach to global governance, and it is a
must-read for anyone interested in climate governance and China’s foreign policy.
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