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Introduction 
Green politics is a lively mobilization of a 
variety of ideas, values, and reform proposals 
for promoting environmental conservation, 
civic engagement, peace, and social justice, 
and leading socioeconomic progress to a state 
of sustainable development. The emergence 
of green politics represents a fundamental 
deviation from the mainstream’s persistent 
emphasis on economic growth and its 
negligence in environmental degradation and 
deficiency of a long-term vision for global 
sustainability (Young 1994). Green politics 
has been in gestation for many years in most 
western societies and has gained some 
success through organizing green activists 
and parties, especially in the European 
countries. The development of green politics 
such as the appearance of the Green Party has 
been seen as forward-looking movements for 
resolving deficiencies of electoral politics. 
The Green Party is not just another party to 
develop political partisanship, but its role is to 
rectify the emphases of traditional political 
parties on pursuing short-term economic and 
individual national interests. Thus, green 
politics has a strong appeal to its advocates as 
an alternative to parties of both the left and 
the right. 

In principle, the development of green 
politics is ecologically based and shares a 
common concern for environmental justice 
and equity. The underlying green political 
ideologies, however, are very diverse and 
include, for example, eco-Marxism (Martin 
O’Connor 1995 and James O’Connor 1998), 
eco-feminism (Plumwood 2002), eco-
socialism (Pepper 1993), and the greening of 
liberalism (Wissenburg 1998). The 
intellectual inquiry of green politics carrying 
the term green politics per se has been 

voluminous in green literature (see, for 
example, Spretnak and Capra 1985; Rainbow 
1993; Rüdig 1995; Bomberg 1998; Barry 
1999; Torgerson 1999; Radcliffe 2000; Toke 
2000). The investigation of green politics, 
however, has continued to evolve and is not 
restricted only to studies carrying the term 
green (or environmental) politics. In recent 
years, political ecology has emerged as a 
burgeoning field for examining the political 
consequences of environmental change and 
the complex relationships between 
environment, politics, and society (Zimmerer 
and Bassett 2003 and Robbins 2004). 

A well-protected natural environment is 
crucial for global sustainability and is 
considered an important type of international 
or global public good that can generate 
benefits that spill over borders, regions, and 
generations (Morrissey et al. 2002). To some 
extent, the majority of people living on earth 
are aware of the significance of protecting our 
natural environment. Nevertheless, compared 
with their enthusiasm for economic growth, 
their environmental concern is out of scale. 
Also, it is costly to exclude anyone from 
enjoying the environment even if they have 
not contributed to its sustainability, and this 
leads to free riders. The emergence of green 
politics, therefore, is in no way of purely 
political significance (for promoting green 
parties). More importantly, it could 
substantially enrich the public debate on 
pressing environmental issues (such as 
climate change and global warming), help us 
to better understand the relationship between 
economic growth and the environment, and 
help to advise the government to implement 
forward-looking environmental policies. 
 
Green Thought, Values, and Protagonists 
Green thought in economic literature can be 
traced far back to the concept of the 
stationary state developed by John Stuart 
Mill (1965:746-751). Winch (2004:111) 
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points out that Mill is one of the earliest green 
thinkers, whose “defense of a zero-growth 
society conveys the substance of his 
environmentalist concerns.” Mill’s virtuous 
zero-growth, stationary-state society is “a 
continuous state of dynamic equilibrium” in 
which all improvements in new technologies 
can be redirected towards a redistribution of 
wealth and the promotion of quality of life 
(Winch 2004:122). Lin (2006) also 
emphasizes that Mill’s stationary state is in 
line with contemporary analyses of a 
sustainable society and should be best 
understood as a society with unlimited growth 
in mental culture and improvements in 
economic equality. 

From the perspective of practicing and 
promoting green thought and values, the early 
1970s could be considered a major turning 
point. The green activists and groups during 
this time included the Earth Day movement, 
Greenpeace, and the early green parties 
formed in Australia, New Zealand, and the 
United Kingdom. The first Earth Day was 
organized by Denis Hayes and the late U.S. 
Senator Gaylord Nelson in 1970 to raise 
public awareness to environmental crises. To 
date, the Earth Day international network has 
reached more than 12,000 organizations in 
more than 170 countries, while the U.S. 
program has kept over 3,000 groups and over 
100,000 educators coordinating countless 
community development and environmental 
protection activities. In 1971, a small group 
of anti-war activists set sail from Vancouver, 
Canada to take action against the U.S. nuclear 
testing on Amchitka Island, Alaska. They 
chartered an old fishing vessel the Phyllis 
Cormack, renamed her Greenpeace, and 
sailed off to the prohibited zone. Although the 
U.S. still detonated the bomb, nuclear testing 
on the island ended the same year, and 
Amchitka was later declared a bird sanctuary. 
Today, Greenpeace, based in Amsterdam, is 
one of the leading organizations for 

promoting global environmental protection 
and has around 2.8 million supporters 
worldwide, with a presence in more than 40 
countries. 

On 23 March 1972, the world’s first-
recognized green party, United Tasmania 
Group (UTG), was formed in Hobart, 
Australia. Two months later, in May 1972, 
the world’s first national-level green party, 
the Values Party, was launched at Victoria 
University of Wellington, New Zealand. 
Founded in Coventry in 1973 as the “People” 
or, as it was later known, the Ecology Party, 
the British green party is amongst the oldest 
in Europe. It can be clearly perceived that 
nearly all green activists have not merely 
questioned material consumption of modern 
societies, but also overtly addressed spiritual 
or metaphysical issues to steer people’s 
attitudes and values toward new social 
objectives. For instance, the Values Party’s 
1972 manifesto claimed that “New Zealand’s 
peculiar malady is not physical poverty; it is 
spiritual poverty” (Rainbow 1993:25). The 
British Ecology Party stresses that the values 
of conventional politics are fundamentally 
flawed and has created the first edition of a 
Manifesto for a Sustainable Society (MfSS). 

Two influential green writings which 
challenged mainstream economics and greatly 
inspired subsequent green activities also 
appeared in the early 1970s. In 1972, The 
Limits to Growth (LTG) report warned that 
our earth’s carrying capacity would be 
exceeded within 100 years if the present 
growth trends in population, pollution, 
production, and resource use persisted 
(Meadows et al. 1972). Then, in his well-
remembered Small is Beautiful, E.F. 
Schumacher suggested a return to 
ecologically sound agricultural techniques 
and communal ownership for a better society, 
and challenged mainstream economics: 

“Economists themselves, like most 
specialists, normally suffer from a kind of 
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metaphysical blindness, assuming that 
theirs is a science of absolute and 
invariable truths, without any 
presuppositions … Buddhist economics 
must be very different from the economics 
of modern materialism, since the Buddhist 
sees the essence of civilisation not in a 
multiplication of wants but in the 
purification of human character … A 
Buddhist economist would consider … 
consumption merely a means to human 
well-being, the aim should be to obtain the 
maximum of well-being with the minimum 
of consumption” (Schumacher 1973:ch.4). 

In Canada, the first green party to answer the 
call for an ecologically-oriented Canadian 
society, the unofficially named “Small Party” 
with a special reference to Schumacher's 
Small is Beautiful, was formed approximately 
one month before their 1980 federal election 
in the Maritimes. 

In essence, green values are pluralistic 
and can be classified, for example, as 
ecocentric versus anthropocentric. 
Ecocentrism is concerned with the intrinsic 
value of non-human nature and, according to 
Pepper (1996), can be broadly divided into 
the following two types: mainstream Greens 
versus Green anarchists and Eco-feminists. 
Mainstream Greens advocate a simple 
lifestyle in a small-scale economy and 
acknowledge a positive role for government 
intervention, especially at the local level. 
Also, they prefer to adopt gradual, reformist 
methods to achieve their goals. Green 
anarchists and Eco-feminists, however, tend 
to use radical methods. They generally reject 
parliamentary democracy and favor non-
hierarchical direct democracy. They also 
reject capitalism and favor common 
ownership of the means of production and 
income-sharing communes. From their 
perspective, the state has no role in their lives 
(Pepper, 1996: 43). Anthropocentrism 
recognizes humankind as “the only or 

principal source of value and meaning in the 
world, and that nonhuman nature is there for 
no other purpose but to serve humankind” 
(Eckersley 1992: 51). The defining feature of 
the green moral theory, as Barry (1999: 27) 
argues, is “not the acceptance of ecocentrism 
but a critical attitude to anthropocentrism.” 
This recognizes that humans are a differential 
within nature (not a separation from it), and 
that environmental ethics has to take the 
rights of other non-human species into 
account. Debates about green values and 
ethical issues have not yet ceased and remain 
vivid and healthy in green literature. 
 
Green Parties and States 
Generally speaking, the green social 
movement groups fall into the following three 
types: green parties; more radical 
environmental organizations such as national 
branches of Greenpeace and Friends of the 
Earth International (FoEI); and the green 
direct action groups such as Earth First! 
(Barry & Doherty 2001:591). On the 
European level, the first direct elections to the 
European Parliament (EP), the parliamentary 
body of the European Union, held in 1979, 
offered a timely flash point for many green 
activists to coordinate and promote their 
movements. Several green parties and lists 
such as the British Ecology Party, the French 
Europe Ecologie, Luxembourg’s Alternative 
List-Resist (AL-WI), Belgium’s Agalev and 
Ecolo, and Germany’s SPV/Grünen 
participated in the 1979 election. Although 
none of them received a large enough 
percentage of the vote to win a European seat, 
they were successful in using this election to 
draw attention to ecological issues and recruit 
more members (Bomberg 1998: 84-85). After 
another decade of gestation and mobilization, 
the green political movement in European 
countries started in earnest in the 1980s. 

In West Germany, the party The Greens 
(Die Grünen) was founded in 1979 and 
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officially organized on a national level in 
1980. By advocating the four green pillars of 
ecological wisdom, social justice, grassroots 
democracy, and non-violence, the German 
Greens first entered the lower house of 
German parliament (Bundestag) with 27 seats 
in the 1983 election. In the 1987 national 
election, they increased their share of the vote 
to 8.3 percent with more than 40 seats in the 
Bundestag. Compared with other green 
parties in the world, the German Greens have 
been regarded as one of the most successful 
green parties. In the United Kingdom, the 
Green Party, previously named the Ecology 
Party, won two million votes and received a 
staggering 14.9 percent of the vote at the 
1989 EP election. The British Greens, 
however, were prevented by their simple 
majority voting system from entering the EP. 
Overall, green parties across Europe achieved 
great success in the 1989 EP election by 
winning 28 seats in the European Parliament, 
a significant increase from 11 seats in the 
1984 EP election. 

Franklin and Rüdig (1995) have analyzed 
the 1989 EP election and identified three 
important determinants of green voting in the 
election. According to their study, 
environmental concerns appear to be the only 
common element to green voting across the 
European countries. In general, European 
green voters represent socially heterogeneous 
groups and are neither particularly left wing 
nor predominantly post-materialist. Thus, 
green voting primarily reflects an 
environmental concern, which may connect 
left-wing forces and post-materialist values to 
different degrees in different countries. The 
durability of green parties relies on their 
adaptability to external changing conditions 
and issues initiated by economic and social 
changes (Franklin and Rüdig 1995). Before 
February 2004, the European Green Parties 
appeared as a coalition known as the 
European Federation of Green Parties 

(EFGP). On 20-24 February 2004, they 
decided to organize as a new pan-European 
party, the European Green Party, at the 
Fourth Congress of the EFGP held in Rome. 
In the sixth parliamentary term, the European 
Green Party has been linked with the 
European Free Alliance (known as Greens-
EFA) by winning the above 40 seats of the 
MEPs in the election held in June 2004. 
Neumayer (2003) has empirically found that a 
strong green presence in the parliament has 
exerted a significant impact on the reduction 
of air pollution levels in many European 
countries. 

Specifically, the development of the 
social environmental movement has been 
closely related to the state’s stance. Hunold 
and Dryzek (2002) and Dryzek et al. (2003) 
use a fourfold classification with two 
dimensions to analyze the interaction of ‘the 
state’ and ‘social movements’ in a civic 
society. The inclusive-exclusive dimension 
measures the state’s structural propensity for 
including or excluding special interest 
representation. An inclusive state is relatively 
open to a variety of interests and political 
actors, while an exclusive state limits 
representation to some political actors and 
denies access to others. The active-passive 
dimension reflects the state’s propensity to 
affect or allow different interests. An active 
state is concerned with the social movements 
and organizations existing in society, while a 
passive state does little or nothing to 
undermine these particular movements and 
organizations and simply leaves them alone. 

In this framework, Norway is an example 
of an actively inclusive state, where the 
environmental movement and concern have 
been comprehensively incorporated into the 
activities of the state. The U.S. represents an 
example of a passively inclusive state, where 
interest groups, including environmentalists, 
are allowed access to policy-making through 
lobbying activities. Inclusive states, such as 
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Norway and the U.S., tend to undermine 
democracy as a whole by draining civil 
society in the long run. After an oppositional 
group moves from a civil society to the state, 
the oppositional public sphere in question has 
gradually been exhausted and democratic 
authenticity has been attenuated. In this 
regard, The U.S. has exhibited less severe 
effects than in Norway. 

The U.K. under Thatcher represents an 
example of an actively exclusive state, where 
the environmental movement was seen as a 
threat to market performance and was 
excluded by the state. Actively exclusive 
states inhibit diversity in the social 
movements and damage democratic qualities 
of a civil society. Under Thatcher’s radical 
market liberalism, the U.K. created the 
peculiar phenomena of “minimal protest 
politics coexisting with relatively high 
membership of environmental groups and no 
access to the state” which had not appeared in 
other Western European countries (Dryzek et 
al. 2003:122). 

Germany is an example of a passively 
exclusive state, where environmental groups 
which stood against the state were excluded 
from formal channels of policy influence. 
Passively exclusive states mostly ignore 
social movements and offer no points of entry 
for them. This may turn out in the long term 
to be beneficial for the democratic vitality of 
a civil society. The main reason is that 
democratization in the public sphere can be 
truly fostered beyond the state. Democratic 
authenticity in the public sphere in Germany, 
as characterized by its ecological 
modernization, associated sub-politics, and 
the strong connection between environmental 
values and state imperatives, ranks first 
among these four countries. 

It might be further noted that the U.S. 
was the world’s environmental policy leader 
in the 1970s. The U.S. established a national 
environmental protection agency (EPA) in 

1970 and passed landmark legislation on 
clean air and water in subsequent years. 
However, unlike the green parties in other 
nations, the U.S. Greens have won elected 
office primarily at the local level. Nelson 
(2002) has found that green voting in the U.S. 
tends to be highly partisan. By using the 
adjusted League of Conservation Voters 
(LCV) scores for 1988-1998, he has noted 
that a senator’s ideology is the most 
important variable for voting profiles on 
environmental issues. About 74 percent of 
measured ideology is explained by party 
affiliation and geographic location. Although 
Americans show strong support for 
environmental protection, their consensus 
declines when questions move from general 
environmental concerns to specific issues, 
and then frequently fail to send clear signals 
to policy-makers (Guber 2003). To 
Americans, they “prefer to buy green rather 
than vote green” (Guber 2003:156). The lack 
of green electoral success in the U.S. could be 
due to priority being placed on other issues 
(rather than environmental ones) during the 
hustle and bustle of election activities. 
 
Trade and the Environment 
Over the past decade, citizens living outside 
the U.S. have become more aware of the 
growing discrepancies in the attitude of the 
U.S. government toward trade and the 
environment. On the one hand, the U.S. 
government has shown aggressive leadership 
in promoting trade liberalization and free 
trade agreements. On the other hand, it has 
expressed persistent unwillingness to make an 
international commitment to environmental 
protection. The Kyoto Protocol came into 
force on 16 February 2005 with a total of 
more than 160 countries having signed the 
agreement. The two major countries currently 
opposed to the Kyoto agreement are the U.S. 
and Australia. Indeed, before the Kyoto 
Protocol was to be negotiated in December 
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1997, the U.S. Senate unanimously passed the 
Byrd-Hagel Resolution (S. Res. 98), 
sponsored by Democratic Party Senator 
Robert Byrd and Republican Party Senator 
Chuck Hagel, with a 95–0 vote in July 1997. 
The Resolution states that “the United States 
should not be a signatory to any protocol to, 
or other agreement regarding, the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change (UNFCCC) of 1992, at negotiations 
in Kyoto in December 1997, or thereafter, 
which … would result in serious harm to the 
economy of the United States” (S. Res. 98). 

To reduce the emissions of carbon 
dioxide and other greenhouse gases (GHGs), 
both the developed and developing countries 
ought to share common responsibility. Under 
the Clinton administration, the U.S. never 
officially evaded responsibility for its 
inordinate share of GHG emissions. 
Nevertheless, under the subsequent Bush 
administration, the U.S. directly sought to 
blame developing countries such as China 
and India, while eschewing America’s 
responsibility for their share of global 
environmental burdens (Harris 2004). In the 
1970s, the U.S. was the global leader of the 
environmental movement and policy. Three 
decades later, the U.S. government and 
politicians have to some extent emerged as a 
potential obstacle to environmental progress 
in a global village. Many environmentalists 
outside the United States “bemoan the 
inability of America’s environmental 
movement to sway its own government” 
(Conca 2001:32). 

In late November 1999, about 50,000 
people gathered in Seattle to protest the 
World Trade Organization (WTO) talks. The 
goal of this impressive group action was not 
just to protest, but also to educate the public 
(Farley 2000). For many environmentalists, 
the values embodied by the WTO are not 
compatible in many ways with the green 
values and the WTO is merely an institution 

created for catering to the interests of large 
corporations and investors (Weber 2001). The 
WTO, created in January 1995 as the 
dominant global trade regime, has 
continuously glossed over the disadvantages 
of free trade and the free market, their 
negative impact on the environment, the gap 
between rich and poor, the standards of trade 
unions, and so on. In fact, different people 
and communities should have wide latitude in 
choosing and building their own economic 
institutions catering to their specific interests, 
such as pursuing economic equality for social 
justice or developing a self-reliant type of 
economy with limited external trade (Lin 
2006: 327). The U.S.-backed WTO and its 
associated agreements purport to accelerate 
the liberalization of trade and cannot meet the 
growing expectations of other concerns, such 
as environmental issues. 

On 29 January 2000, in Montreal, over 
130 countries concluded the Cartagena 
Protocol on Biosafety (CPB). The Biosafety 
Protocol was completed pursuant to the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) 
and meant to ensure the safe transfer, 
handling, and use of living modified 
organisms (LMOs). The Protocol entered into 
force on 11 September 2003 and nearly 140 
countries have joined the agreement to date. 
Several major countries including the U.S. 
and Australia, however, have neither signed 
nor ratified the Protocol. The Biosafety 
Protocol is the first binding international 
agreement dealing with modern 
biotechnology, and has adopted the 
“precautionary principle”, a type of “safety 
first” approach to deal with scientific 
uncertainty. The EU countries greatly 
promote the precautionary principle as the 
European consumers generally remain 
skeptical toward the use of living or 
genetically modified organisms (GMOs) in 
food production (see, for example, Grunert et 
al. 2001; Magnusson and Hursti 2002; Saba 
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and Vassallo 2002). In addition to the 
potential danger to human health, GMOs also 
pose a threat to biodiversity since they 
artificially disturb the existing ecosystems 
and might lead to mutation, migration, and 
procreation (Gallagher & Werksman 
2002:145). 

Clearly, the relationship between the 
Biosafety Protocol and other international 
agreements, particularly the WTO, has been 
under potential tension. The Protocol 
Preamble, for example, emphasizes that “this 
Protocol shall not be interpreted as implying a 
change in the rights and obligations of a Party 
under any existing international agreements” 
and also concludes that “the above recital is 
not intended to subordinate this Protocol to 
other international agreements.” The Protocol 
specified the requirements for the LMOs 
being transported between exporters and 
importers. For instance, a Party in deciding 
the domestic use of LMOs is obligated to 
keep the Parties informed through the 
Biosafety Clearing-House (CPB, Article 
11.1). This detailed report must also include a 
risk assessment. The requirements for LMOs 
used for food, feed, and processing (i.e., 
LMO-FFPs) are generally less strict but 
prospective importers for LMO-FFPs are 
obligated to make their laws and regulations 
available to the Clearing-House. They are 
also allowed to invoke the precautionary 
principle in deciding the importation of 
LMO-FFPs. 

Winham (2003) points out that conflict 
between trade and environment regimes will 
likely expand out of the principle of 
‘scientific risk assessment’ established in the 
WTO’s Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures 
(SPS) Agreement and the ‘precautionary 
principle’ adopted by the Biosafety Protocol. 
The SPS Agreement is the WTO’s separate 
agreement specifying measures taken by 
member states to protect human and animal 
health (sanitary measures) and to protect plant 

life or health (phytosanitary measures). It 
allows member states to set their own 
standards, but it also requires that “any 
sanitary or phytosanitary measure is applied 
only to the extent necessary to protect human, 
animal or plant life or health, is based on 
scientific principles and is not maintained 
without sufficient scientific evidence” (SPS 
Agreement, Article 2.2). Safrin (2002) argues 
that, under the rules of customary 
international law, the importance of the 
inclusion of the “savings clause” language in 
the Biosafety Protocol has been 
overestimated. The Biosafety Protocol 
represents an important achievement: its real 
significance lies more in what it says about 
the potential capacity for comity among 
nations in the face of a watershed technology 
than in what it says about its relationship to 
the WTO agreements (Safrin, 2002:628). It 
can be anticipated that the intense relationship 
between trade and the environment will be 
increasingly addressed in the arena of global 
environmental agreements and protocols. 
 
Prospect of Green Politics 
The new millennium will become an even 
more active era for worldwide environmental 
groups (Jacobs 1997). Environmental 
conflicts occurred in 1995 such as the 
disposal of obsolete oil rigs in the North 
Atlantic by Shell, French nuclear tests in the 
Pacific, and the mining of metallic ores in 
Papua New Guinea have shown the global 
nature of such conflicts (Low & Gleeson 
1998). Although some progress has been 
achieved, as in the prevention of ozone layer 
depletion, the goal of reaching global 
sustainability has become even bleaker 
(Meadows et al. 2005), and environmental 
degradation has continued (see, e.g. Yi 2001; 
Diamond 2005). Environmental degradation 
has remained so difficult to resolve because it 
generally represents the serious consequences 
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of the simultaneous occurrence of market 
failure and government failure (Lin 2007). 

Over the past several decades, green 
activists worldwide have participated in a 
variety of movements and shown unwavering 
commitment to our sustainable future. 
Despite fears that green parties might become 
more ephemeral in the future, it can be 
expected with great confidence that green 
activities will continue to evolve to take up 
the challenge. For instance, some have 
endeavored to raise our awareness of the 
rights of indigenous peoples and the 
preservation of their lands. In this regard, 
Darrell A. Posey, an influential figure for his 
advocacy of the rights of indigenous peoples, 
has emphasized that the development of 
traditional resource rights can protect the 
interests of indigenous peoples and strengthen 
the practice of their self-determination 
(Plenderleith 2004, ch. 14). 

To resolve serious environmental 
problems and generate sustainability, the 
narrow academic circles must also be 
expanded to consider the significance of 
indigenous knowledge to advance the global 
knowledge commons (Dei et al. 2000). 
Indigenous knowledge is particularly 
abundant concerning the natural environment 
and has increasingly been recognized as an 
indispensable part of human capital and 
knowledge. Such knowledge is critical for the 
long-term development of human societies 
(see, e.g. Brokensha et al 1980; Fernando 
2003). It can be foreseen that more and more 
people, after realizing the close relationship 
between indigenous knowledge and the 
natural habitats of indigenous peoples, will 
actively participate in promoting the rights 
and preserving the lands of these peoples. 

Ideally, more and more academics can 
join the green movements to take their shared 
responsibility for the earth. The recent 
emergence of green economics (Lawson 
2006; Wall 2006) and the development of 

Post-Autistic Economics Network to promote 
pluralism in economics are a promising sign 
of such concerns and endeavors. Three 
decades ago, Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen, a 
pioneer in the field of ecological economics, 
advocated the abandonment of the two pillars 
of mainstream economics, discounting the 
future and maximizing utility, and 
pessimistically uttered that, with regard to 
future generations, “our policy toward natural 
resources must seek to minimize regrets” 
(Georgescu-Roegen 1977:375). The 
development of green politics is not just to 
help minimize regrets alone. More 
importantly, it awakes us to a sense of 
responsibility in striving for a sustainable 
future. In the years ahead, this growing 
sensed awareness will lead us to develop a 
more positive attitude toward urgent issues. 
Finally, let me conclude by briefly addressing 
a critical issue: water scarcities and shortages. 
Water sources are a type of abiotic resources 
and fresh water only accounts for less than 
three percent of the stock of water on earth 
(Daly & Farley 2004:87). The world is 
currently incurring a big shortage of water 
and some international legal arrangements 
might be further implemented for dealing 
with the impending crisis (Weiss et al 2005). 
A sustainable society cannot be maintained 
without sustainable water use. Undoubtedly, 
sustainable water use will soon be integrated 
into a central focus of green politics. 
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