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Global civil society (GCS) represents a substantial threat to state power.  It has developed from its roots as an advisory body or at most a symbolic threat to now representing a substantial social force capable of challenging state power.  What, then, can states do to combat this growing threat?  With the leaders of civil society not elected and not wholly responsible to anyone but themselves, states are forced to confront a potential coup d’etat every time they engage with civil society.  GCS groups wield such power that following the ‘Battle in Seattle,’ the Economist remarked “The non-governmental organizations that descended on Seattle were a model of everything the trade negotiators were not. They were well organized. They built unusual coalitions. They had a clear agenda--to derail the talks. And they were masterly users of the media” (Economist).  In the same manner that special interest groups wield an inordinate amount of power in the national politics of many countries, so too do GCS groups wield an inordinate amount of power in international politics.  And it’s growing.  When governments must walk the dangerous line between engaging and appeasing GCS, it represents a substantial threat to national autonomy.
To understand just what GCS groups aim to do and how likely they are to achieve those aims, GCS, normally an ambiguous term, must be clearly defined.  For the purposes of this paper, a clear-cut definition of GCS will be used.  It will include non-governmental organizations (NGOs), transnational activist networks (TANs), and transnational social movements (TSMs).  While ultra-nationalist groups, militant organizations, and terrorist cells are also un-elected, socially-minded groups intent on achieving some purpose, state responses to violent organizations are and should be much different from the ways that they confront normally non-violent groups.  As such, these groups shall be excluded from GCS in this paper.  Profit-seeking corporations are also excluded as courts, sanctions, and tariffs, among other measures, exist for states to manage confrontations with businesses.  Additionally, states already have viable means to address the concerns of other states.  International forums such as the World Trade Organization and United Nations exist in which one state may openly challenge another; in extreme cases, military action is also a viable method for confronting another nation.  So, governmental bodies are excluded.
An important concern to bear in mind when evaluating the power of GCS is that GCS actions that shape or even undermine government decisions by no means always have negative results.  On the contrary, GCS actions have generally had favorable results.  From civil-society actors forcing the passage of a series of laws in the United States regarding business and political dealings with Burma to the establishment of permanent international criminal court, to the strengthening of international environmental controls, most would agree that GCS efforts have created a number of laudable outcomes.  What is troubling, however, is that in order to accomplish these goals, GCS assuming roles traditionally reserved only for states thereby curtailing state powers.  

To better answer the question of what states can do in the face of this growing threat, a substantial investigation of the most successful tactics of civil society groups must be undertaken.  What follows is not an exhaustive list, but rather a broad characterization of some of those methods GCS groups have found most successful.  As GCS continues to grow and develop, the world will undoubtedly see more diverse tactics to which governments will have to respond.
In recent campaigns, GCS groups have accomplished their goals by employing a number of methods, each of which has to be recognized and addressed by governments if they wish to continue to be the primary actors in the international arena. One particular area of usurpation by GCS of state power can be found in one of the most fundamental state roles: the negotiation and authoring of international treaties. Arguably the most successful tactic GCS groups have employed is direct involvement in international and national governing processes regarding both national and international legislation affecting their issue of choice.

One example of GCS using this method can be found in the campaign for a permanent International Criminal Court (ICC).  This tactic, among many others, was particularly successful both in the preparatory committee meetings (PrepComs) and at the official negotiations of the Rome Statute (the Statute) authorizing the creation of an ICC (Glasius 150-151).  By the time of the meeting of delegates in Rome, from June 15th to July 17th 1998, a specially created “NGO Coalition for an International Criminal Court” (the Coalition) had grown into a transnational network of over 800 organizations. With 236 of these 800 represented in the official treaty negotiations in Rome, the Coalition delegation was far bigger than any state delegation (Glasius 147).  As such, they were able to exert a considerable amount of pressure on the state delegations.  The coalition represented a variety of interests, but had one common goal: the creation of an international criminal court.  Coalition members, among them women’s groups, peace and conflict resolution organizations, global governance associations, and those organizations focusing on strengthening the United Nations, as well as representatives of churches and religious organizations, were working on ICC-related issues at the domestic level and at official PrepComs even prior to the official treaty negotiations in Rome (Glasius 148).  

Although it was somewhat loose in its formal association and bureaucratic management, and despite the diversity of its members’ wishes, the Coalition was, by most accounts, enormously successful. To achieve their broad spectrum of aims, the Coalition divided into three types of caucuses.  First, regional caucuses lobbied state representatives from their representative regions.  The Latin-American regional caucus, for example, was able to launch a successful campaign to convince the wavering delegates from Mexico and Peru to agree to more progressive positions of the Statute.  They were successful partially through debates in their domestic newspapers organized by the NGOs in Mexico and Peru and partly though direct appeals to the NGO delegates at the conference (Glasius 147).  Such examples of GCS undermining state sovereignty through a combination of pressures within states and at the conference were common at the ICC conference.  GCS efforts were even able to sway many delegates on issues states insisted were matters of national security (Glasius 151).
Thematic caucuses on gender justice, victims, children, peace, and faith-based issues lobbied and argued for their respective causes. These working groups were in large part successful in shaping the final draft of the Statute and in having their particular concerns addressed even in the face of state opposition.  The Victims Rights Working Group, the Children’s Caucus, and the Women’s Caucus, for instance, all focused on the protection of witnesses. Even state delegates to the conference, who later wrote on the subject, agreed that these NGOs played a pivotal role in the development of the relevant articles (Van Boven 1999: 83–9; Steains 1999: 384–7).   These thematic caucuses are especially similar to special interest groups in national politics.  They focused intently on very specific issues under discussion and were successful not only in convincing states of the relevance and importance of their issues, but also of helping to author drafts of the Statute.  This type of infringement on states’ legislative powers was equally common.

NGOs and other GCS groups were involved in nearly every major step of the Statute.  From preliminary meetings, drafting the actual language of the Statute, encouraging governments to sign and ratify the treaty, and ensuring compliance, GCS has been and still is the driving force behind the Statute.  As the examples of the Latin-American regional caucus, the thematic caucus’s input on the rights of witnesses, and others demonstrate, GCS groups were instrumental in the composition of the Statute.  The Statute is but one example of the growing trend of GCS groups infringing on a traditionally government activity.  Their involvement substantially decreased the power of the attending states to author a treaty more in line with national interests.
Similarly, negotiations on the Kyoto Protocol and subsequent environmental treaties involved a significant number of GCS organizations. The Center for International Environmental Law (CIEL) and the Foundation for International Environmental Law and Development (FIELD) are just a sample of the many groups consulted on the Kyoto Protocol (Gulbrandsen and Andersen 60). Expert testimony and legal aid to delegations also allowed NGOs that are not formally invited to negotiations to have their positions heard by the decision makers.  In fact, FIELD, CIEL, Greenpeace, and the World Wildlife Fund were all consulted by the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) for policy advice and scientific data during the negotiations.  FIELD lawyers also frequently joined on to smaller delegations seeking legal advice.  Samoa, the co-chair of the Joint Working Group on Compliance, had a US lawyer from FIELD as legal advisor, who participants acknowledge played an important role in the compliance negotiations and in other discussions (Gulbrandsen and Andersen 60).  Similarly, referring to the 1995 Review Conference, Richard Price states the following:
NGOs were excluded from full participation at the CCW review conference because conference members considered the discussion to be matters of disarmament and therefore of national security. Nonetheless members of NGOs were part of the official delegations of Canada and Australia and thus were able to hold discussions with state officials, attend sessions, and make statements at meetings.  

The only way for governments to maintain autonomy when confronted with NGOs at the bargaining table is to stick to their bargaining positions as strongly as they can and to try not to be swayed by GCS efforts contrary to national agendas.  It may seem like a viable solution to simply exclude GCS groups from future negotiations.  As the Kyoto negotiations showed, however, even when not invited, GCS groups often make it to the negotiating table as representatives of other organizations.  Additionally, as the Australian response to the Multilateral Agreement on Investment (MAI) initiative proved, excluding GCS from important negotiations can trigger an explosive backlash from both GCS groups and the general public (Capling and Nossal 450).  As GCS groups are already included in most international treaties, it would be political suicide to attempt to exclude GCS from future negotiations on international treaties regarding trade, human rights, the environment, or just about any other topic that GCS groups have addressed.

Involvement in the authorship of treaties is often only the beginning of GCS involvement in a cause. Another successful tactic that NGOs employed in their campaign for the ICC, as well as in other causes, was the production of a plethora of expert documents, reports, and journal articles.  These papers, all supporting their cause, appeared not only in many legal and academic journals, but also in newspapers and magazines (see for example “American NGO Coalition for the ICC Advocacy Materials”).  One of the NGO working groups even made daily reports available to NGOs and state delegates in the same manner as the state working groups (Pace and Thieroff 1999: 394).  Daily reports by those in attendance also allowed other GCS groups and the general public to keep apprised of all of the proceedings of the negotiations.  This facilitated action by the other GCS groups to frame the issues surrounding the Statute in a manner suitable to their causes.  As drafts of the Statute were circulated, NGOs were better able to articulate their positions and to promote the ICC to the general public (CICC-TR 1998).  Rather than allowing governments to first articulate their positions on the ICC, GCS preempted governments and launched a massive public information campaign.  As Jessica Matthews, a Senior Fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, put it, “Until recently, international organizations were institutions of, by, and for nation-states. Now they are building constituencies of their own and, through NGOs, establishing direct connections to the peoples of the world.”  GCS framed the issues.  They informed the public.  They were the ones pushing hard for signing and ratification, not the governments.  This type of media blitz is indicative of a common tactic employed by GCS to the detriment of state sovereignty.
Governments, on the other hand, were nearly silent on the issues of the ICC during the negotiations. No significant education campaign was launched by any of the states opposed to the ICC.  These governments were then forced to confront the issues on GCS’s terms.  As such, governments had a very difficult time refusing to sign the Statute.  The United States was one of only 7 nations (joining China, Iraq, Libya, Yemen, Qatar and Israel) to vote against the Statute of the International Criminal Court in 1998.  All of these nations, including the U.S., have incurred the wrath not only of GCS groups, but of society at large (see Roth and Decker).  As they were forced to confront the issue already framed by GCS, these nations were severely limited in their ability to “spin” their decisions.
 Another similar example of GCS success in undermining national sovereignty in international governance through documents and reports can be found in the influence of NGOs in environmental policies both internationally and nationally.  NGOs’ effect on international environmental politics is recognizable even under a strict definition such as Betsill and Corell suggest: “NGOs influence international environmental negotiations when they intentionally transmit information to negotiators that alters both the negotiating process and outcome from what would have occurred otherwise” (66).   For example, in an attempt to sway both governments and the public into favoring the Kyoto Protocol, the World Resources Institute, a Washington D.C. based environmental NGO, along with Forest Trends, a TSM, sponsored a report documenting the positive effects of the Kyoto Protocol (Totten).  A similar GCS internet campaign was crucial in enabling civil-society actors to force the passage of a series of laws in the US Congress regarding American business and political transactions with Burma (Danitz and Strobel 130).
To combat this growing threat, governments wishing to maintain autonomy must re-double their efforts to control the education of the public on issues important to national interests.  Were governments to be against the ICC, for example, a substantial effort would be necessary to sway public opinion to their side. While there was some literature on the case against the ICC (see Bolton; Casey; Dempsey), the government simply could not contend with the massive GCS campaign in favor.  Rather than engage the debate, governments may have to do as the American government did and simply exercise their legitimate authority to make unpopular decisions.  While this type of action may cost the government some of its public support, it is one way for national governments to maintain their autonomy.
GCS groups also use internet activity to pique the interest of more traditional news media, a tactic that must be addressed by governments wishing to remain autonomous.  During the ICC negotiations in Rome and even afterwards, much media attention was focused on the GCS positions regarding the Statute.  Ongoing press releases by the NGOs as well as the flurry of internet activity kept the media informed while the ongoing demonstrations kept the media interested.  This media coverage gave GCS groups the opportunity to further frame the issues to a wider audience and to galvanize support on their side (Glasius 150).  Other attention-grabbing tactics such as protests, and in some cases vandalism and violence, have also garnered media interest, giving GCS groups the opportunity to address a wider audience.

To combat this more traditional media blitz, governments have established their own news outlets or have at least given preferential treatment to those media outlets favorable to the government policies (Outfoxed).  Attempts to recast unpopular issues, such as the ongoing war in Iraq, as more palatable causes such as freedom and patriotism are also common government measures used to combat GCS.  The success of these methods has varied depending on the issue and the strength of the GCS campaign. 
GCS demonstrations and protests have also had varying degrees of success.  While the effects of such demonstrations are difficult to assess, they, at the very least, do publicize the cause of the demonstrators.  Coordinated protests and demonstrations have even been able to shut down conferences of the International Monetary Fund and World Bank (Barlow and Clarke 24). While GCS protests and other actions against the Iraq war took place in many countries around the world, the impact that these actions had were as diverse as the actions themselves.  Undeniably, the GCS actions in Spain helped lead to Prime Minister Jose Maria Aznar’s loss in the recent election. Protests in the United States, however, seem to have had little effect on politics there. While some may claim victory in Bush’s recent low polling numbers, the direct link to GCS demonstrations is untenable.
Although many states cannot legally prevent these groups from assembling peacefully, with enough preparation and organization, they can lessen the impact of demonstrations.  Police and security forces present at many recent summits have allowed the IMF, World Bank, and meetings of high-ranking officials to progress unfettered by protests staged by GCS groups (Barlow and Clarke 24).  As long as governments recognize that these sorts of meetings are going to draw a GCS response, and they take appropriate action to prevent the demonstrations from getting out of control, states will be able to continue to go about the business of international governance relatively unaffected by GCS efforts.
Lobbying state and intergovernmental representatives is another common tactic used by GCS groups looking to influence international politics.  Lobbying for the ICC took place not only at the official PrepComs and in Rome, but also in a wide range of other locations. Organizations sought meetings with officials of their national Justice, Foreign Affairs, and Defence departments, advocating their position in support of the ICC (Glasius 150). A more localized case of GCS involvement in a national matter is the rubber tappers in Brazil.  GCS groups forced the Brazilian government to repeal a number of laws (Brown 7).  Similarly, the Citizens' Alliance to Save the Atmosphere and the Earth (CASA), a Japanese NGO, said, "Continued monitoring by citizens led to the [Japanese] government's ratification of the [Kyoto Protocol]" (CASA).
While the lobbying itself is not at all uncommon activity in national politics, the international scope and the coordination of the lobbying organizations represents a substantial threat to state sovereignty.  When groups are able not only to force legislation onto national and international agendas, but also to have the political clout to ensure that the legislation passes, they represent a threat to the sovereignty of nations.  As many authors have acknowledged, the rise of a cheap, fast communication network, namely the internet, has allowed NGOs to operate in unprecedented coordination.  Sharing information and resources this way has allowed GCS to be extremely successful in influencing government policies.  To simply ignore GCS groups often has unfavorable results.  As such, governments are forced to confront a dilemma.  Appeasement means the loss of some of their sovereign power, while anything less could provoke a strong reaction from GCS groups, international governing organizations, or the general public.
The campaign to ban anti-personnel land mines also represents a different sort of threat to state sovereignty.  This campaign is not an instance of GCS getting involved with an ongoing inter-government project such as the ICC or Kyoto Protocols.  Rather, it was started by GCS with the support of the public and only later enlisted the aid of sympathetic governments in their cause (Price 620).  Beginning with the first NGO conference on land mines in 1992 and actively engaging the international community to this day, NGOs have been the key impetus for the entire action.  They have not only framed the issues, but they also have provided the majority of documentation of the problem and have suggested the solution (Price 621).  Additionally, NGOs are also the primary enforcers of the treaty in those countries that have signed on.  In such situations, governments are again faced with the difficult dilemma of acquiescing to GCS and losing their autonomy, or confronting GCS at the risk of a global backlash.  The campaign to ban anti-personnel land mines is but one example of the difficulties states will continue to face in their attempts to maintain their power.
In addressing these tactics individually, states also have to contend with a number of more over-arching difficulties.  One facet of GCS that is particularly difficult to address is the truly global composition of GCS.  Even some of these groups that were not invited to the final negotiations were represented in Rome to provide what services they could to the delegates, to lobby states or other groups in attendance, or simply to show support (Glasius 147).  With the advent of the internet and global communication becoming easier, faster, and cheaper all the time, GCS groups are able to educate and mobilize millions of people around the world very quickly and very effectively.  As the Iraq war protests of February 15th, 2003 showed, GCS has developed into an efficient, truly global machine.  States have a difficult time contending with global communication networks; attempts to reframe issues and re-educate their populations often fail due to the free flow of information across borders. 
Jessica Matthews also notes that “Emerging political identities not linked to territory pose a direct challenge to the geographically fixed state system.”  As people begin to identify themselves more as a member of a particular GCS group than as a citizen of a state, the loyalty that states have come to expect will dissipate.
Another difficulty states face is the amorphous nature of GCS.  Without a single leader or even a clear message on many issues, states have a difficult time determining the concerns of GCS, not to mention addressing them.  Even if states were to try to acquiesce to every GCS demand, they would be unable to placate everyone because of GCS’s diverse and often-conflicted nature.

Finally, the line between government and GCS is becoming blurred.  Government delegates to trade negotiations often serve on boards of NGOs, government experts are often involved with GCS groups, even representatives to the UN often have some affiliation with GCS groups (Glasius, Matthews).  As more governmental representatives get closer ties to GCS groups, so too do the government and GCS agendas become blurred.  Jessica Matthews agrees when she writes, “Nowadays governments have only the appearance of free choice when they set out to make the rules” (57).  With NGO representatives to high level meetings not only appearing in their NGO capacity, but also as official state representatives, the questions surrounding how to address GCS continue to become more and more complicated.
As shown above, contending with each tactic used by GCS is difficult and not often successful.  In instances where fighting GCS on their terms is especially unsuccessful, broader methods can also be employed.  The motivation of GCS groups is one factor that distinguishes them from other actors in international politics.  GCS actors often focus on individual issues with the aim of making some change in a governing body’s opinion or actions.  If their motivation can be somehow lessened, either through appeasement or other means, states will be better able to maintain their power.  Appeasement, however, can also have negative results as it makes the government or organization beholden to the demands of GCS.  James Wolfensohn, the World Bank's Chairman, has made “dialogue” with NGOs a central component of the institution's work.   According to the Economist, “His efforts have diluted the strength of ‘mobilization networks’” in that they have reduced the cause for confrontational groups to take aim at the World Bank.  At the same time, however, this has “increased the relative power of technical NGOs (for it is mostly these that the Bank has co-opted). From environmental policy to debt relief, NGOs are at the centre of World Bank policy. Often they determine it. The new World Bank is more transparent, but it is also more beholden to a new set of special interests” (Economist).  The World Bank is one of many government bodies becoming more and more beholden to GCS.  Efforts to distance themselves may be doomed to failure as GCS infiltrates more and more government agencies and takes upon itself more and more responsibilities traditionally fulfilled only by governments.
There are, however, some issues in which states have been particularly successful in maintaining their autonomy.  Of particular note are those exceptional instances in which states have been able to simply overrule NGOs on matters which NGOs deemed important enough to focus a good deal of their energy.  One such case is the Climate Convention in which environmental NGOs themselves even acknowledge that they were unsuccessful in influencing the negotiations in any important way (Betsill and Corell 70).  The Climate Convention, signed at the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), held in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, could be considered prior to the recent explosion of GCS. The United Nations Climate Change Conference (COP 11 and COP/MOP 1) to be held from November 28th to December 9th 2005 expects to see between 3,000 and 4,000 NGO delegates taking part (UN Climate Change Conference).  The Climate Convention, then, cannot be seen as a bastion of hope for national sovereignty.

American resistance to protests against the Iraq movement could be claimed as a victory for state sovereignty, but America has paid a heavy price for its stubbornness.  In terms of international prestige and respect from the international community, the Iraq war has been costly.  Dissent among U.S. politicians about the war could be claimed as a partial victory by GCS groups opposed to the war, but this link is difficult to prove.
Also important to note is that there are some cases (and some argue that environmental issues and international governance issues are among them) in which states are not as capable as GCS groups and that these issues should be attended to by GCS or at the very least by a combination of GCS and national governments.  International conferences, for example, have often been more fruitful with GCS at the helm than with governmental bodies.  As GCS continues to grow, however, they will continue to take more issues previously of national domain onto their agenda.
The rise in GCS has been paralleled by a rise in the global technological infrastructure which has facilitated a cheaper, faster, and more effective communication network.  As technology continues to develop, GCS will only continue to grow.  The more effective, the cheaper, and the faster the communication infrastructure becomes, the larger GCS will become.  As GCS grows, so does the pressure that it exerts on governments.  From the campaign to ban anti-personnel land mines and arms control measures to the Kyoto Protocol and environmental policies, GCS will likely continue to clash with governments on matters of international politics. It is conceivable that governments will become prey to interest groups to the extent that they will wield little or no power at all.  While it is highly unlikely that states will be supplanted entirely, Jessica Matthews appears to be right when she writes, “The steady concentration of power in the hands of states that began in 1648 with the Peace of Westphalia is over, at least for a while” (Matthews). GCS will continue to grow in size and in power, challenging the state’s dominance, but with some forethought and some consideration, there is hope for states yet.
Sources Cited
American NGO Coalition for the ICC (AMICC). "Advocacy Materials." 
<http://www.amicc.org/usinfo/advocacy_materials.html>.
Barlow, Maude and Tony Clarke, “Global Showdown: How the New Activists are Fighting 
Global
Corporate Rule” (Toronto: Stoddart, 2002): Ch. 2, pp. 21-50.

Betsill, Michele M. and Elisabeth Corell, “NGO Influence in International Environmental


Negotiations: A Framework for Analysis,” Global Environmental Politics 1, no. 4: 65-86.
Bolton, John R. Courting Danger: What's Wrong with the International Criminal Court, National 
Interest, Winter 1998-99 (a publication of the American Enterprise Institute for Public 
Policy Research.)
Brown, L. David and Fox, Jonathan. Transnational Civil Society Coalitions and the World Bank: 
Lessons From Project and Policy Influence Campaigns. The Hauser Center for Nonprofit 
Organizations and The Kennedy School of Government. Harvard University.


October 2000. Working Paper No. 3
Capling, Ann and Kim Richard Nossal, “Death of Distance or Tyranny of Distance? The 
Internet, Deterritorialization, and the Anti-Globalization Movement in Australia,” The 
Pacific
Review 14, no. 3 (2001): 443-465.

Casey, Kadel and Williamson, Rivkin. The United States and the International Criminal Court: 
Concerns and Possible Courses of Action (Federalist Society 2002) 
CICC-TR (Coalition for an International Criminal Court NGO Teams, Team Reports) (1998). 15 
June–17 July. <http://www.iccnow.org/romearchive/>
Danitz, Tiffany and Warren P. Strobel. “Networking Dissent: Cyber Activists Use the Internet to 
Promote Democracy in Burma” in Arquilla J, Ronfeldt D, eds. Networks and Netwars: 
The Future of Terror, Crime, and Militancy; 2001.
Dempsey, Gary T. Reasonable Doubt, The Case Against the Proposed International Criminal 
Court. (Cato Policy Analysis No. 311, July 6 1998)
Economist. “The non-governmental order.” 12/11/99, Vol. 353 Issue 8149, p20-21.
Gulbrandsen, Lars H. and Steinar Andersen. "NGO Influence in the Implementation of the Kyoto 
Protocol: Compliance, Flexibility Mechanisms, and Sinks." Global Environmental 
Politics 4.4 (November 2004): 54. <http://www.fni.no/doc&pdf/lhg-sa-GEP-2004-4.pdf>.
Glasius, Marlies. “Expertise in the Cause of Justice: Global Civil Society Influence on the 
Statute for an International Criminal Court.” Global Civil Society Yearbook. 2002 
Chapter 6. 
Outfoxed - Rupert Murdoch's War on Journalism (2004). Dir. Robert Greenwald. DVD. The 
Disinformation Company, 2000.
Pace, William R. and Thieroff, Mark (1999). ‘Participation of Non-GGGGGGGGGovernmental 
Organizations’, in Roy S. Lee (ed.), The International Criminal Court: The Making of the


Rome Statute; Issues, Negotiations, Results. The Hague: Kluwer Law International.
Price, Richard. “Reversing the Gun Sights: Transnational Civil Society Targets Land Mines,”


International Organization 52, no. 3 (July 1998): 613-44.

Roth, Kenneth and Richard Dicker. Human Rights Watch: Letter Urging Continued Resistance 
to U.S. Impunity Agreements. Human Rights Watch, October 21, 2002. 
<http://www.hrw.org/press/2002/10/eu-icc1021ltr.htm>.
Tarrow, Sidney. “Transnational Politics: Contention and Institutions in International 
Politics,” Annual Review of Political Science 4: 1-20. 
Totten, Michael. Getting it Right, Emerging Markets for Storing Carbon in Forests. Washington 
D.C.: World Resources Institute, 1999. <http://pdf.wri.org/ftcarbonbro.pdf>.
UN Climate Change Conference <http://www.montreal2005.gc.ca>[image: image1.png]



