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Abstract. The ever closer collaboration between intergovernmental organisations (IGOs) and
non-governmental organisations (NGOs) is empirically well described but poorly theorised.
In this article I develop a general theoretical framework for analysing emergent patterns of
cooperation between IGOs and NGOs, which may be used to generate hypotheses or guide
comparatives studies. The starting point is a conception of organisational actors as purposeful
but resource-dependent. The article then combines a ‘resource exchange perspective’ from or-
ganisational sociology with the model of a policy cycle from comparative politics. The result is
a theoretical framework that allows to identify incentives for, as well as obstacles to, IGO-
NGO cooperation along all phases of the policy cycle. In a concluding section the limits of
this model and the underlying assumptions are discussed.
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Introduction

Non-governmental organisations (NGOs)! have become an integral part of the global
governance architecture, closely interacting with state governments, businesses, and
intergovernmental organisations (IGOs).? In particular the collaboration between
1IGOs and NGOs at the boundary between the governmental and the societal sphere
is often regarded as exemplary for the emergence of ‘global governance’, understood as
an inclusive and cooperative way of steering political affairs and the global economy.3
Some authors have also explored the normative significance of enhanced NGO

* The author wishes to thank Ralf Bendrath, Martha Finnemore, Kristina Hahn, Claudia Kissling,
Kerstin Martens, and three anonymous reviewers for helpful comments on earlier versions of this
manuscript.

1 NGOs are defined here as non-state, non-profit-oriented organisations with voluntary membership. The
NGOs in the focus of this article are, in the vast majority of cases, politically active in more than one
country and sometimes called international NGOs (INGOs).

2 1GOs are organisations that have primarily, and often exclusively, states as members, are established by
formal agreement, and have international legal status.

3 Peter Willetts, Non-Governmental Organizations in World Politics (London: Routledge, 2011), p. 148;
Kenneth Abbott et al., ‘I0s as Orchestrators’, paper presented to the SGIR 7th Pan-European Interna-
tional Relations Conference, Stockholm (911 September 2010).
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participation in IGOs, speculating that it might become a remedy to the ‘democratic
deficit’ in world politics. The existing literature on NGOs and world politics is rich
and provides a very detailed account of NGOs’ strategies, their resources, and their
power. However, the cooperation between NGOs and IGOs is not very well explained.
Despite some recent advances in theory-building we do not have a general theoretical
model for explaining the emergence and transformation of IGO-NGO relations.*
Why and under what conditions do IGOs and NGOs actually cooperate?

The purpose of this article is to develop a more systematic approach to the
analysis of IGO-NGO relations. I suggest a theoretical framework that takes motiva-
tions on both sides into account and that lends itself to the study of both success and
failure cases. Drawing on the existing literature and its insights, I present a compre-
hensive framework for studying IGO-NGO relations that identifies and aligns factors
that may be causally significant. The idea is to structure these factors in such a way
that casual hypotheses on IGO-NGO relations may be derived from it and com-
parative research designs facilitated. It is, in other words, an exercise in explication,
clarification, and systematisation. My ultimate aim here is to promote systematic
theory-building in this subfield of IR and to give some more theoretical rigour to
the empirical study of NGO-IGO relations.

The theoretical framework suggested here is grounded in the assumption that
NGOs and IGOs are complex organisational actors with internal struggles over
political priorities and strategies, but nevertheless able to act purposefully and coher-
ently towards the outside. They have clearly defined goals and try to achieve them. In
many instances this requires them to engage in inter-organisational cooperation. By
inter-organisational cooperation I mean a reciprocal interaction in which organisa-
tions exchange resources of the material or immaterial kind for mutual benefit. This
cooperation may take place in formal or informal ways. Formalised interaction may
be regulated by contracts, for instance, when an IGO pays an NGO for a clearly
specified service. It may also be formalised when rules of procedure allow NGOs to
attend official meetings of an IGO body, in which participants share pieces of infor-
mation and political points of view. Cooperation may also take place informally.
This would be the case, for instance, when IGO officials or state representatives
meet with members of an NGO off the record to share information or discuss a
political project that they deem important. In this article, however, the emphasis is
on the emergence of institutionalised and regulated forms of inter-organisational
cooperation, most notably the official participation of NGOs in IGO meetings. I
will mention informal contacts between individuals belonging to the two types of
organisations on several occasions but it is not the phenomenon that I seek to explain
here.

I argue in this article that, in principle, cooperation between the two types of
actors may be the result of two different dynamics: NGOs may push into inter-
governmental institutions of global governance; or IGOs may pull them in. Hence,
the first analytical distinction introduced here is one between ‘push factors’ and ‘pull
factors’ that determine patterns of collaboration between two types of actors. The

4 Jonas Tallberg, ‘Transnational Access to International Institutions: Three Approaches’, in Christer
Jonsson and Jonas Tallberg (eds), Transnational Actors in Global Governance: Patterns, Explanations,
and Implications (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010).
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second element of the proposed theoretical framework are distinct phases of the
policy process. As I will show in some more detail below, analysts have described a
number of functions that IGOs and NGOs perform. These may be usefully aligned
along different phases in the process of international policymaking. As a heuristic
tool I adopt the concept of the policy cycle from comparative politics that so far has
been rarely used in the study of International Relations. The version of the inter-
national policy cycle that I propose here is divided into six phases: agenda-setting,
research and analysis, policy formulation, policy decision, implementation, and eval-
uation. The analytical advantage of this model is that it can account for the fact that
incentives for cooperation (and hence the power of push and pull factors) may
change over time, and on both sides. The salience of incentives crucially depends
upon the specific tasks that an IGO or an NGO are pursuing with regard to the dif-
ferent phases of the international policy cycle. Some IGOs are implementing concrete
projects while others are predominantly rule-making. In a similar vein, service NGOs
are predominantly implementation-oriented while advocacy NGOs mainly seek to
influence the formulation of international norms and rules. Thus, the policy cycle
can help us identify cooperation dynamics within and across international policy
fields.

The proposed theoretical framework, like any other, has its limits, posed both by
the underlying assumptions about the actors involved and by the selection of empiri-
cal factors that it takes into account. In order to identify the limits of its explanatory
power I highlight two factors that cannot be fully integrated into a framework based
on the idea of inter-organisational resource exchange as they eschew the logic of
specific incentives. These are: (a) general legitimacy concerns of 1GOs, understood
as a response to normative expectations of ‘good governance’; and (b) path depen-
dent developments and the effects of a specific organisational culture in IGOs that
may be more or less conducive to collaboration with NGOs.

The article is structured as follows. In the second section I take issue with the
existing literature and outline different theoretical perspectives on the role of NGOs
in world politics. Building on this brief discussion I then more specifically focus on
existing explanations of inter-organisational cooperation. In the third section, the
model of an international policy cycle is developed and tailored to the question at
stake here. Section four explores the limits of the proposed theoretical framework,
as well as alternative explanations, and section five briefly concludes.

Towards a comprehensive framework for analysis

The literature discussing the role of NGOs in international relations is huge, and it
comes under several headings. From the perspective of theory-building this is a
mixed blessing. Although we have a tremendous amount of empirical knowledge
it is scattered over various academic disciplines, informed by very different research
interests. This is also reflected in the theoretical apparatus applied to the empirical
material, ranging from anthropology to classic International Relations theory. Most
authors interested in the political role of NGOs have focused their analysis on
strategies and tactics, with the aim of discovering the determinants of NGO success
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in influencing world politics.> The title of an early work of this genre captures the
approach well: International Non-Governmental Organisations: their Purposes, Methods
and Accomplishments.® This very perspective was also adopted by the mainstream IR
literature, once NGOs were widely discovered as an ‘actor’ in international relations,’
forming part of a wider class of transnationally operating non-state actors that can be
distinguished from state actors whose behaviour IR scholars had traditionally studied.®
Authors working in this tradition have primarily sought to show that non-state actors
(and NGOs prominently among them) are influential in world politics. Thus, this
strand of literature had a clear tendency to focus on NGOs themselves, their power,
their resources, their strategies, and the conditions under which they succeed. As
NGOs usually do not command sufficient resources to threaten states, or to set incen-
tives for them, their influence on international relations is supposed to be of the ‘soft’
sort. They raise awareness,’ they (re)frame issues,!9 they act as norm-entrepreneurs,!!
and they engage in public shaming campaigns to persuade states to change their
policies.'2 Much of this literature is closely tied to a social-constructivist research interest
in norms and values in IR. Accordingly, it conceptualises NGOs, individual activists,
and transnational social movements as important agents of ideational change in
international relations.!3> A good deal of the literature thus frames the question of
NGO-influence in the context of IR theory debates, and some IR scholars have
explicitly called for such a framing.!* While it gave NGO scholars some standing in
the IR community it also came at a price. One of the artefacts of this framing is that
NGOs and states are often depicted as rivals, implying that a rise in NGO power
would necessarily mean a loss in state power.!> As we will see below, such notions

5 For example, Bas Arts, The Political Influence of Global NGOs. Case Studies on the Climate and Bio-
diversity Conventions (Utrecht: International Books, 1998), pp. 55-61; Margaret E. Keck and Kathryn
Sikkink, Activists beyond Borders: Advocacy Networks in International Politics (Ithaca: Cornell Univer-
sity Press, 1998), pp. 25-9; Bas Arts, Math Noortmann, and Bob Reinalda, ‘Non-State Actors in
International Relations: Do They Matter?’, in Bas Arts, Math Noortmann, and Bob Reinalda (eds),
Non-State Actors in International Relations (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2001); Thomas Risse, “Transnational
Actors and World Politics’, in Walter Carlsnaes, Thomas Risse, and Beth A. Simmons (eds), Handbook
of International Relations (London: Sage, 2002), pp. 262—-68.

¢ Lyman C. White, International Non-Governmental Organizations: their Purposes, Methods and Accom-

plishments (New York: Greenwood Press, 1968).

Robert W. Cox and Harold K. Jacobson, ‘The Framework for Inquiry’, in Robert W. Cox and Harold

K. Jacobson (eds), The Anatomy of Influence: Decision Making in International Organization (New

Haven: Yale University Press, 1973), p. 16.

Robert O. Keohane and Joseph Nye, Transnational Relations and World Politics (Cambridge: Harvard

University Press, 1971).

Richard Price, ‘Reversing the Gun Sights: Transnational Civil Society Targets Land Mines’, Interna-

tional Organization, 52:3 (1998), pp. 613-44.

Jutta Joachim, ‘Framing Issues and Seizing Opportunities: The UN, NGOs, and Women’s Rights’,

International Studies Quarterly, 47:2 (2003), pp. 247-74.

11 Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink, ‘International Norm Dynamics and Political Change’, Inter-

national Organization, 52:4 (1998), pp. 887-907.

Thomas Risse, Steve C. Ropp and Kathryn Sikkink (eds), The Power of Human Rights: International

Norms and Domestic Change (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999).

13 Price, ‘Reversing the Gun Sights’; John Boli and George M. Thomas, ‘World Culture in the World

Polity: A Century of International Non-Governmental Organization’, American Sociological Review,

62:2 (1997), pp. 171-90.

Richard Price, ‘Review Article: Transnational Civil Society and Advocacy in World Politics’, World

Politics, 55:4 (2003), pp. 579-606, p. 600.

15 This framing is also often used in the literature that investigates private governance arrangements in
which state actors play a minor role, if any, see Rodney B. Hall and Thomas J. Biersteker (eds), The
Emergence of Private Authority in Global Governance (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002);
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of a zero-sum game are questionable. Another unintended consequence of the IR
theory framing was a somewhat single-eyed focus on NGOs, their aims, strategies,
and resources.

Parallel to the unfolding of the mainstream IR debate on non-state actors, an
alternative reading of NGOs emerged in the 1990s, viewing them as part of an
emerging global civil society.!® Global civil society is a somewhat fuzzy concept.!”
It is usually understood as being a large and dispersed social structure, rather than a
distinct and purposeful actor; a ‘sphere of ideas, values, institutions, organisations,
networks, and individuals located between the family, the state, and the market and
operating beyond the confines of national societies, polities, and economies’.!8 It is
commonly assumed, however, that social movements and NGOs are the politically
most relevant agents within global civil society.!® What differs from the ‘NGO as
actors’ perspective here is the wider conception of politics. NGOs are not conceptualised
as pressure groups that lobby governments and 1GOs, but as attempting ‘to shape
public affairs by working within and across societies themselves’.29 More radically
than the ‘NGO as actors’ approach, the civil society literature adopted a bottom-up
perspective on international relations.?! Much of the resistance against established
forms of global politics and international organisations emerged from the substate
level.22 As exponents of an emerging global civil society, NGOs became viewed as
agents of political resistance,?? contestation,2* and systemic transformation.2> Non-
state actors are ‘overcoming’ the dominance of states and intergovernmental bodies
in world politics. Thus, the civil society view came to focus much less on causal path-
ways of influence, or scope conditions of political success, but on the emancipatory
role of NGOs and social movements as an expression of direct citizen action.2® This
emancipatory aspect clearly distinguishes the global civil society perspective from the

Andreas Bieler, Richard Higgott and Geoffrey Underhill (eds), Non-State Actors and Authority in the
Global System (New York: Routledge, 2000); Claire A. Cutler, Virginia Haufler, and Tony Porter
(eds), Private Authority and International Affairs (New York: State University of New York Press,
1999).

16 Ronnie D. Lipschutz, ‘Reconstructing World Politics: the Emergence of Global Civil Society’, Millen-
nium, 21:3 (1992), pp. 389-420; Paul Wapner, ‘Governance in Global Civil Society’, in Oran R. Young
(ed.), Global Governance: Drawing Insights from the Environmental Experience (Cambridge: MIT-Press,
1997).

17 Mariya Y. Omelicheva, ‘Global Civil Society and Democratization of World Politics: A Bona Fide

Relationship or Illusory Liaison?’, International Studies Review, 11:1 (2009), pp. 109-32, p. 111.

Helmut Anheier, Marlies Glasius, and Mary Kaldor, ‘Introducing Global Civil Society’, in Helmut

Anheier, Marlies Glasius, and Mary Kaldor (eds), Global Civil Society 2001 (Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 2001), p. 17.

A part of the literature now prefers the term civil society organisation (CSO) over NGO.

Paul Wapner, ‘Politics beyond the State: Environmental Activism in World Politics’, World Politics,

47:3 (1995), pp. 311-40, p. 312.

Ken Conca, ‘Environmental Change and the Deep Structure of World Politics’, in Ronnie D. Lipschutz

and Ken Conca, The State and Social Power in Global Environmental Politics (New York: Columbia

University Press, 1993), p. 320.

Robert W. Cox, ‘Civil Society at the Turn of the Millenium. Prospects for an Alternative World Order’,

Review of International Studies, 25:1 (1999), pp. 3-28, p. 27.

Mary Kaldor, ‘“Civilising” Globalisation? The Implications of the “Battle in Seattle’’, Millennium,

29:1 (2000), pp. 105-14.

Robert O’Brien, Anne-Marie Goetz, Jan Aart Scholte, and Marc Williams, Contesting Global Governance:

Multilateral Economic Institutions and Global Social Movements (Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press, 2000).

25 Ann M. Florini (ed.), The Third Force: The Rise of Transnational Civil Society (Washington DC:
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2000).

26 Michael Edwards and John Gaventa (eds), Global Citizen Action (Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 2001).
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‘NGOs as actors’-framing outlined above, although the enthusiasm about the eman-
cipatory potential of transnational civil society has been curbed in recent years.?” To
summarise, the pioneer generation of NGO studies in IR took a view on NGOs
themselves, on their aims, their means, and their repertoire of action. Much of this
literature also clung to the idea of NGOs being a ‘third force’, rivalling states and
other actors in IR. In the next section I turn to a perspective on NGOs not as rivals
of governments and IGOs, but as their partners.

NGOs as ‘partners in global governance’

In the literature discussed so far NGOs figured as a counterweight to other actors in
IR, mostly governments. While this perspective implied studying political alliances
among NGOs and others, including ‘progressive’ governments and IGOs, it did not
take issue with the emergence of a relatively stable ‘global governance complex’ that
included public and private actors in continuous cooperation. Global governance is
an ill-defined term that refers to some form of cooperative multilateral steering of
global politics and the global economy in the post-Cold War era.2® Global gover-
nance is not just a description of what is, but also, and for some authors in the first
place, a blueprint for what should be.2® The governance approach emanates from the
assumption that in the age of globalisation and global interdependence, governmental
action is insufficient to resolve pressing political problems. As a consequence, global
public policy to tackle such problems must by necessity include businesses and
NGOs.3% The concomitant view on international relations is much less centred on
states than traditional IR theories but suggests that ‘governance is embedded in and
interwoven with state-civil society interactions’.3! New types of public-private partner-
ships are therefore crossing the traditional boundaries between the sphere of the state
and the private sector.3? In summary, the global governance perspective is remarkably
optimistic about the capacities of NGOs to make up for the deficits of intergovern-
mental politics. An interesting feature of this literature is that it highlights the
demand for NGO involvement in the governmental arena, which classic NGO studies
have often sidelined. States and international organisations are depicted as deeply
deficient and unable to guarantee effective problem-solving.

27 Louise Amoore and Paul Langley, ‘Ambiguities of Global Civil Society’, Review of International Studies,
30:1 (2004), pp. 89-110; Jens Bartelson, ‘Making Sense of Global Civil Society’, European Journal of
International Relations, 12:3 (2006), pp. 371-95.

28 Ernst-Otto Czempiel and James N. Rosenau (eds), Governance Without Government: Order and Change
in World Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992).

29 Klaus Dingwerth and Philipp Pattberg, ‘Global Governance as a Perspective on World Politics’, Global
Governance, 12:2 (2006), pp. 185-203, here especially pp. 193-6; Commission on Global Governance,
Our Global Neighborhood (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995).

30 Michael Edwards and Simon Zadek, ‘Governing the Provision of Global Public Goods: The Role and
Legitimacy of Nonstate Actors’, in Inge Kaul, Pedro Conceicao, Katell Le Goulven, and Ronald U.
Mendoza (eds), Providing Global Public Goods (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), pp. 200-24,
p- 203.

31 Thomas G. Weiss, ‘Governance, Good Governance and Global Governance: Conceptual and Actual
Challenges’, Third World Quarterly, 21:5 (2000), pp. 795-814, p. 800.

32 Liliana B. Andonova, ‘Public-Private Partnerships for the Earth: Politics and Patterns of Hybrid
Authority in the Multilateral System’, Global Environmental Politics, 10:2 (2010), pp. 25-53. Wolfgang
H. Reinicke, Global Public Policy: Governing Without Government? (Washington DC: Brookings Insti-
tution, 1998), p. 9.
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While the literature on global governance can give us an indication as to why
NGOs and IGOs might cooperate in principle it does not say much about the
emergence of such cooperative ventures. A first cut at the question can be found in
the literature on NGO strategies, in particular where the political motivations and
strategies of NGOs are concerned. NGO involvement in IGOs is often explained by
the opportunity structures that are provided for NGOs.33 As decisions are taken in
settings beyond the state in the age of internationalised policymaking, NGOs as
well have gone international. In addition, NGOs at times engage with the interna-
tional forum in order to bypass a nation state that might be repressive, or unrespon-
sive to their demands.?* NGO activists then may find new allies beyond the target
state in advancing their goals and mobilise coalitions in order to put pressure on
resistant national governments — a dynamic exemplified by the ‘spiral model’ devel-
oped in the field of human rights.33

These approaches tend to focus on one side of the relationship, the NGO side or
activist side, in bringing about issue-specific change. However, IGO-NGO coopera-
tion is the result of a more complex dynamic. After all, many IGOs actively provide
opportunity structures to NGOs and we can assume that they do this for some
reason.’® Where do opportunity structures come from? They do not just emerge —
they are consciously opened up. But not all international organisations accommodate
NGOs in their policymaking process, only some of them do. There is some literature
which tackles the question of why IGOs even in the face of external pressure are
reluctant to collaborate with civil society;3” why certain IGOs are more or less
susceptible to pressure by NGOs;3® or why interaction is particularly dense in some
policy fields such as development.3® Unfortunately, this insight has not resulted in the
formulation of a more general theoretical model of IGO-NGO cooperation.

Explaining NGO-IGO cooperation

Theoretical approaches to explaining the interaction between IGOs and NGOs are
short in supply. Mapping the field, Jonas Tallberg recently identified three ways of
theorising access of non-state actors to IGOs.*0 The first approach he puts in the

33 Kerstin Martens, ‘Institutionalizing Societal Activism into Structures of Global Governance — Amnesty
International and the United Nations System’, Journal of International Relations and Development, 9:4
(2006), pp. 371-95, p. 373; Kim D. Reimann, ‘A View from the Top: International Politics, Norms and
the Worldwide Growth of NGOs’, International Studies Quarterly, 50:1 (2006), pp. 45-67, p. 46f.

Keck and Sikkink, ‘Activists beyond Borders’.

Risse et al., Power of Human Rights.

Jens Steffek and Patrizia Nanz, ‘Emergent Patterns of Civil Society Participation in Global and
European Governance’, in Jens Steffek et al. (eds), Civil Society Participation in European and Global
Governance: A Cure for the Democratic Deficit? (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008).

Chadwick Alger, ‘The Emerging Roles of NGOs in the UN System: From Article 71 to a People’s
Millennium Assembly’, Global Governance, 8:1 (2002), pp. 93-117, p. 98ff; United Nations, Secretary
General, Panel of Eminent Persons on Civil Society and UN Relationships, ‘UN System and Civil
Society — An Inventory and Analysis of Practices’ (May 2003), p. 18f., available online at: {http://
www.ngocongo.org/files/un-civil_society-background_paperl.doc} accessed 22 March 2011.

Peter Willets, ‘From “Consultative Arrangements” to “Partnership”: The Changing Status of NGOs in
Diplomacy at the UN’, Global Governance, 6:2 (2000), pp. 191-212, p. 193; Maria P. Riggirozzi and
Diana Tussie, ‘Pressing Ahead with New Procedures for Old Machinery: Global Governance and Civil
Society’, in Volker Rittberger (ed.), Global Governance and the United Nations System (Tokyo: United
Nations University Press, 2001).

39 Marina S. Ottaway, ‘Corporatism Goes Global’, Global Governance, 7:3 (2001), pp. 265-93.

40 Tallberg, ‘Transnational Access to International Institutions’.
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tradition of rational choice institutionalism and its application in studying international
cooperation. This approach follows, according to Tallberg, a functionalist logic, in
that international institutions are designed to help their creators (states) to overcome
collective action problems. By analogy, NGOs should gain access to IGOs if they
can help the respective IGO reach its goals in an efficient manner. Second, and as
sketched above, there is a broad literature that calls for NGO involvement in IGOs
as an advantage in terms of democratic legitimacy. These authors contend that NGO
participation is an appropriate remedy to the democratic deficit of global governance.
Tallberg associates this largely normative reasoning with social constructivism as an
empirical-analytical approach to IR. He argues that a growing expectation that
IGOs should democratise puts these organisations under pressure to open their doors
to NGOs. The third approach outlined by Tallberg is power-based and derived from
realist IR theories that explain the foundation of IGOs as a hegemonic project. By
analogy, also the access of NGOs to IGOs should follow the wishes of influential
state parties. The causal logic implied here is that access is granted to NGOs when
powerful states or groups of states hope to reap particular benefits from the presence
of NGOs as allies, and therefore promote their inclusion.

In this article I take the first of the three distinct approaches that Tallberg identifies
as a starting point for formulating a theoretical model. I contend that this ‘rationalist
first cut’#! at the question of why NGO-access is granted enjoys the greatest prima
facie plausibility. The major problem with the good governance approach is that
cooperation among IGOs and NGOs is historically much older than any ‘governance
norm’ suggesting that IGOs should consult with non-state actors. It should suffice to
recall that the International Labour Organisation includes non-state actors since
1919, and that the consultative status of NGOs with ECOSOC as liaison body of
the UN dates back to 1946.#2 While emergent norms of good governance may well
play a role in the rapid advance of participatory practices in recent years it is unlikely
that they can sufficiently explain the phenomenon. The power-based approach,
on the other hand, enjoys little explicit support in the specialised NGO literature.
Tallberg refers to cases in which powerful actors such as the US and the EU pro-
moted NGO access to certain IGOs or regimes. However, the installation of new
consultative regimes normally requires ample majorities or unanimity among the
member states of an IGO. The willingness of single states to invest political capital
into NGO-access against resistance from other member states is certainly limited.
After all, a hegemon or other powerful states are unlikely to need NGO allies for
wielding influence in an IGO. Again, this does not exclude that NGO access may be
crucially affected in some cases by constellations of member state preferences, but
conceptualising NGO access as a function of state power seems to be a questionable
starting point for theorising inter-organisational cooperation.

What Tallberg does not discuss systematically in his essay on explaining private
actor access to IGOs is the supply side. It might sound trivial but the presence of an
NGO-population interested in an IGO and its policies is a precondition for any
cooperation to emerge. I therefore suggest taking a more integrated perspective on
IGO-NGO cooperation even if 1 agree that IGOs have disproportionately more
leverage in setting the terms and conditions of the collaboration. Such an integrated

41 Peter Mayer, ‘Civil Society Participation in International Security Organizations: the Cases of NATO
and OSCE’, in Jens Steffek et al. (eds), Civil Society Participation in European and Global Governance
(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), p. 133.

42 Willetts, Non-Governmental Organizations, pp. 12—14.
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framing of cooperation is provided by exchange theories to which I will turn in the
next section.

Push factors, pull factors, and the policy cycle

In this section I develop a theoretical framework that approaches the issue of co-
operation between IGOs and NGOs by linking the resource exchange perspective to
the concept of an international policy-cycle. Before turning to the theoretical build-
ing blocks that I seek to combine in the proposed framework some clarifications on
the nature of the actors under scrutiny are in order. Both NGOs and IGOs are quite
complex social organisations. We can distinguish between the members that con-
stitute the organisation and a bureaucratic structure that works on behalf of these
members. Organisational sociology and in particular principal-agent theory point
out that there is potential conflict between the constituent members of an organisa-
tion (the ‘principal’) and the hired professionals performing the delegated tasks (the
‘agents’).*3 Especially in the case of IGOs, the Secretariat as agent may be more
eager on cooperating with NGOs than the state members of the organisation. How-
ever, the Secretariat normally is not in the position to determine the formal rules
governing NGO access to an IGO. These rules need to be adopted by representatives
of the state parties. In some IGOs a majority decision is sufficient, in others such
decisions need to be taken unanimously. The IGO bureaucracy may therefore try
and broker coalitions of states in favour of such proposals or persuade reluctant state
members to agree to cooperative ventures. If this fails and formal access is not
granted the Secretariat may still stage informal consultations.

This shows that it is also an advantage to disaggregate the notion of inter-organ-
isational cooperation and distinguish informal and formal types of interaction. As far
as informal practices are concerned we will need to take the role of the Secretariat
into account. Regarding formal regulations that confer privileges such as speaking
and submission rights to NGOs, it seems warranted to assume that an IGO is a
collective actor controlled by member governments. Informal consultations can take
many forms and happen at any point along the policy cycle, on the initiative of either
NGOs, IGO staff, or governments. As it is unlikely to come up with a model that
captures all possible instances of informal cooperation I limit my theoretical model
to the explanation of formalised and institutionalised forms.

Exchange theories of cooperation have their theoretical foundation in organisa-
tional sociology, in particular in research on inter-organisational relations. ‘Organi-
zational exchange is any voluntary activity between two organizations which has
consequences, actual or anticipated, for the realization of their respective goals or
objective.’** The idea is that organisations trade some resources to mutual benefit.
The resources exchanged may be of the material kind, such as money and staff, or
of the immaterial kind, most notably information. The dynamics of exchange are

43 Andonova, ‘Public-Private Partnerships’; Mark A. Pollack, ‘Principal-Agent Analysis and International
Delegation: Red Herrings, Theoretical Clarifications and Empirical Disputes’, Bruges Political Research
Paper, 2 (2007).

44 Sol Levine and Paul White, ‘Exchange as a Conceptual Framework for the Study of Interorganizational
Relationships’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 5:4 (1961), pp. 583-601, p. 588.
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captured by the resource dependence model. “The resource dependence model pro-
ceeds from the indisputable proposition that organizations are not able to internally
generate either all the resources or functions required to maintain themselves, and
therefore organizations must enter into transactions and relations with elements in the
environment that can supply the required resources and services.’#> This view of organ-
isations as generally deficient and far from autonomous can be applied to NGOs,
IGOs, and even to the state. As we have seen above, the global governance literature
has highlighted the limits of public actors and the need for inter-organisational co-
operation. An exchange perspective hence seems to be the most useful starting point
for studying interaction among NGOs and IGOs.

A seminal study that adopts such an exchange perspective on IGO-NGO rela-
tions is Raustiala’s on international environmental governance.*® Raustiala argues
that the increasing collaboration of NGO and IGOs in the sphere of environmental
politics can only be explained with a focus on the mutual benefits resulting from
cooperation. Similar exchange models have been used by others to study the condi-
tions under which private actors are admitted to public political settings.*” According
to Bouwen’s model, non-state actors seek for access to the IGO in order to influence
political choices. The IGO, in turn, obtains from them different kinds of information
and trades access for it. Another lesson to be learned especially from Bouwen’s work
on the EU is that, even within one single IGO, access is provided selectively. An
NGO usually does not have access to every body, working group or negotiation pro-
cess within an IGO but only to some. Therefore, a theory that proposes to explain
the current patterns of participation should be sensitive to different settings to which
NGOs get access. While it is possible that access granted in one area may sub-
sequently creep into others, this is not necessarily the case. A comprehensive model
therefore should also take into account that motivations might change as tasks of
organisations evolve. The challenge, in other words, is to provide a theoretical frame-
work for studying NGO-IGO relations that

(a) takes motivations on both sides into account;
(b) is sensitive to exchange relationships;
(c) is fine-grained enough to capture policy phase-dependent interests.

If we add a temporal dimension to the exchange model outlined in the preceding
paragraphs, cooperation between the two types of actors may be the result of two
different dynamics: NGOs might have pushed into institutions of global governance;
or IGOs might have pulled NGOs in. Hence, it should be useful to analytically dis-
tinguish between the ‘push’ factors and the ‘pull’ factors that may determine patterns
of cooperation emerging between the two types of actors. Synergies (in the sense of
mutual interest in cooperation) may be found empirically, but not necessarily so. In
order to attain an even more fine-grained empirical picture, a second distinction

45 Howard E. Aldrich and Jeffrey Pfeffer, ‘Environments of Organizations’, Annual Review of Sociology, 2
(1976), pp. 79-105, p. 83.

46 Kal Raustiala, ‘States, NGOs, and International Environmental Institutions’, International Studies
Quarterly, 41:4 (1997), pp. 719-40.

47 Pieter Bouwen, ‘Corporate Lobbying: the Logic of Access’, Journal of European Public Policy, 9:3
(2002), pp. 365-90; Pieter Bouwen, ‘A Theoretical and Empirical Study of Corporate Lobbying in the
European Parliament’, European Integration Online Papers, 7:11 (2003); Tanja Briihl, Nichtregierung-
sorganisationen als Akteure internationaler Umweltverhandlungen: Ein Erkldrungsmodell auf der Basis
der situationsspezifischen Ressourcennachfrage (Frankfurt/Main: Campus, 2003).
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should be made between different phases in the process of international policy-
making. A useful heuristic framework that allows for such a distinction of phases is
the policy-cycle.4®

The policy cycle

The policy cycle is a concept developed in the field of policy research and over time
has become one of the standard tools of public policy analysis.*® The basic idea is to
analytically distinguish certain phases in an idealised standard procedure of policy-
making.5% A model of the policy cycle involves a certain degree of abstraction from
the empirically much more complex and non-linear nature of the policy process.
Although the overall structure of the various ‘policy cycles’ in use is always similar,
models vary with regard to the number and description of the discrete phases. For
the purpose of this article I adopt a model of the international policy-cycle with six
phases:

(1) agenda-setting;

(2) research and analysis;
(3) policy formulation;

(4) policy decision;

(5) policy implementation;
(6) policy evaluation.

The policy-cycle, it should be stressed, is not a causal model but a heuristic tool that
can help us distinguish several types of activities that typically occur in policy-
making. Applied to the context of international politics this differentiation of phases
can account for the fact that the patterns of IGO-NGO cooperation might change
over time, depending on the tasks that actors are pursuing and the problems they
are trying to resolve. This allows us to identify push and pull factors that might be
salient only in certain phases of policymaking or only be relevant for IGOs or
NGOs that put heavy emphasis on one phase or another. Motivations for coopera-
tion might change on both sides and over time, and the policy cycle is a model that
allows for such a detailed account. The following subsections will illustrate the
allocation of pull factors and push factors to phases of the policy cycle.

Pull factors

Pull factors are defined here as motivations of IGOs for cooperation with NGOs.
With a view to the empirical literature we can identify four possible situations in

48 Some authors in the literature distinguish different policy-related NGO activities without reference to
the policy-cycle concept (for example, Kerstin Martens, NGO's and the United Nations: Institutionaliza-
tion, Professionalization and Adaptation (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005), p. 19; O’Brien et al.,
Contesting Global Governance, p. 19f.).

49 James E. Anderson, Public Policy-making (London: Nelson, 1975); Renate Mayntz, ‘Zur Einleitung:
Probleme der Theoriebildung in der Implementationsforschung’, in Renate Mayntz (ed.), Implementa-
tion politischer Programme II (Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1983).

50 Harold D. Laswell, The Decision Process: Seven Categories of Functional Analysis (College Park: Uni-
versity of Maryland Press, 1956).
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which an IGO might be interested, for functional reasons, in cooperation with non-
state actors. First, IGOs might seek NGO assistance in order to pinpoint new or
upcoming issues which should be dealt with. This is, presumably, often the case in
‘forum organisations’, whose task it is to identify and discuss emerging problems in
the international system. Globalisation and the corresponding increase in the scope
and complexity of international negotiations have set the conditions in which outside
assistance for agenda-setting is useful.5!

A prominent real-world example for cooperation in agenda-setting is the con-
sultative relationship between NGOs and the Economic and Social Council of the
United Nations (ECOSOC). Once accredited in one of three categories, NGOs can
participate as observers at public meetings of the Council, its committees and
sessional bodies, or at least be present at the meetings which are concerned with
matters within their field of competence. In addition, they have large speaking and
submission rights. The number of NGOs in consultative status at ECOSOC has
grown significantly over the years. Whereas in 1948, there was a total of 40 accredited
NGOs, this number had grown to 744 in 1992, and to 2719 in 2005.52 NGOs that have
general consultative status (the most important category) in the ECOSOC have the
right to suggest topics for the agenda. In the UN there have been conflicts among
member states over consultative status of some types of NGOs (mainly human rights
NGOs).53 However, it seems warranted to assume that there is no principal conflict of
interest between the Secretariat and member states in this phase of the policy cycle.

Second, an IGO might seek NGO cooperation to acquire additional expertise
for the formulation of its policies.>* This seems particularly useful when there is
uncertainty about the problem that international governance is designed to resolve.
The expert function of non-state actors in international environmental governance
has been highlighted, inter alia, in the literature on epistemic communities of
concerned scientists.>> The UN conferences organised since the early 1970s are an
example of the incentives to solicit the advice of NGO experts.’® Environmental
politics is a case in which the expert advice by specialist NGOs was much needed in
order to understand the issues at stake and to formulate political responses to them.3”
At the 1992 UN Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), five
NGOs were even allowed to sit among the working parties of the PrepCom sessions.>®
The practice of bringing non-governmental expertise in is not confined to the UN.
The IMF, for example, also keeps ties with non-governmental research institutions

51 Cecilia Albin, ‘Can NGOs Enhance the Effectiveness of International Negotiation?’, International
Negotiation, 4:3 (1999), pp. 371-87, p. 372.

52 Source available online at: {http://www.un.org/esa/coordination/ngo/slides/ngochart_01.pdf} accessed
on 20 March 2012.

53 Willets, Non-Governmental Organizations, p. 15.

54 Steve Charnovitz, “Two Centuries of Participation: NGOs and International Governance’, Michigan
Journal of International Law, 18:1 (1997), pp. 183-286, p. 183.

35 Peter M. Haas, ‘Introduction: Epistemic Communities and International Policy Coordination’, Interna-
tional Organization, 46:1 (1992), pp. 1-35.

56 Angus Archer, ‘Methods of Multilateral Management: the Interrelationship of International Organiza-
tions and NGOs’, in Tobi T. Gati (ed.), The US, the UN and the Management of Global Change (New
York: New York University Press, 1983).

57 Tanja Briihl, ‘Public-private Partnerships: Unlike Partners? Assessing New Forms of Regulation’, in
Stefan A. Schirm (ed.), Globalization. State of the Art and Perspectives (London: Routledge, 2007).

58 Ken Conca, ‘Greening the UN: Environmental Organisations and the UN System’, in Leon Gordenker
and Thomas G. Weiss (eds), NGOs, the UN, and Global Governance (Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1996),
p. I11.
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and think tanks in order to tap into their macroeconomic expertise.”® Again, with
regard to consultations designed at gathering policy-relevant knowledge there does
not seem to be a general conflict over NGO access between Secretariats and member
states, even if we need to take the possibility into account that activist IGO Secretariats
may have an extra incentive to liaise with like-minded NGOs.

Third, and most importantly, an IGO might seek NGO cooperation in the
implementation phase of the policy-cycle. Many IGOs do not have sufficient staff to
implement directly all the projects they are funding. In particular since the 1990s, the
UN has intensified the transfer of funds and services through NGOs.°© An area
where this is of particular importance is the field of development.®! In the case of
the World Bank, around 70 per cent of all its development projects are implemented
in cooperation with non-governmental organisations.®? This has led, inter alia, to
remarkable processes of concentration among NGOs, if not oligopoly of Northern
NGOs active in the field of development.®® If implementation by non-state actors is
functionally necessary due to limited capacities there should be no fundamental con-
flict between state parties and the IGO Secretariat so that one may treat an IGO in
this context as a unitary actor.

Fourth, an IGO might seek NGO cooperation to monitor compliance with inter-
national norms or agreements. Again, some IGOs do not have enough personnel and
resources to monitor compliance with their own policies effectively. They hence make
use of information provided by non-state actors about the situation ‘on the ground’.
Human rights protection in the UN is an excellent example of such cooperation: the
system of surveillance would simply not work without NGO input.®* Since the 1990s,
we have seen evidence of an increasing need for NGO involvement at the operational
level in policy fields other than classic human rights protection, that is, in peacekeep-
ing. Since human rights are nowadays not only seen as a distinct subject, but also
as an integral part of many other policies, this new incentive to work with NGOs
increasingly concerns more and more UN operational agencies.®> Even organisations
active in the field of international security, such as OSCE, have opened up to NGOs
as a response to the need for implementing their missions on the ground.®®

% Jan Aart Scholte, Civil Society Voices and the International Monetary Fund (Ottawa: North-South Institute,
2002).

60 Alger, ‘Emerging Roles of NGOs in the UN System’; Antonio Donini, ‘The Bureaucracy and the
Free Spirits: Stagnation and Innovation in the Relationship Between the UN and NGOs’, in Leon
Gordenker and Thomas G. Weiss (eds), NGOs, the UN, and Global Governance (Boulder: Lynne
Rienner, 1996), pp. 88-97.

6l Colette Chabbott, ‘Development INGOs’, in John Boli and George M. Thomas (eds), Constructing
World Culture: International Nongovernmental Organizations since 1875 (Stanford: Stanford University
Press, 1999).

62 The World Bank, World Bank-Civil Society Co-operation-Progress Report for Fiscal Years 2000 and
2001, available online at: {http://siteresources.worldbank.org/CSO/Resources/ProgRptFY0001.pdf}
accessed 14 March 2012.

63 Ottaway, ‘Corporatism Goes Global’.

64 Pierre-Marie Dupuy, ‘Conclusions générales du colloque’, in Mario Bettati and Pierre-Marie Dupuy
(eds), Les O.N.G. et le droit international (Paris: Economia, 1986); Felice D. Gaer, ‘Reality Check:
Human Rights NGOs Confront Governments at the UN’, in Thomas G. Weiss and Leon Gordenker
(eds), NGOs, the UN, and Global Governance (Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1996), p. 55.

65 Kerstin Martens, ‘An Appraisal of Amnesty International’s Work at the United Nations — Established
Areas of Activities and Shifting Priorities since the 1990s’, Human Rights Quarterly, 26:4 (2004),
pp. 1050-70, pp. 1067-70.

06 Peter Mayer, ‘Civil Society Participation’.
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The pull-factors outlined so far and allocated to policy phases were derived from
the functional needs of IGOs, which were treated as objectively given. The implica-
tion is that an organisation as a whole, that is, staff as well as member governments,
can agree on such functional needs. This does not preclude that individuals from
IGO and NGO side may have an additional interest in cooperation. For instance,
in the policy formulation phase informal contacts may flourish between ‘like-minded’
NGOs, IGO officials, and representatives of interested states. Cooperation is hence
not completely absent from this phase. However, it is likely to remain informal and
inter-personal, rather than formal and (officially) inter-organisational. In a similar
vein, even if there is a clear-cut functional need for cooperation contrasting interests
of individuals may lead to conflicts over NGO access. If some member states of an
IGO face compliance problems they may object to formal cooperation with NGOs in
the monitoring dimension while the IGO Secretariat and many other governments
may be strongly in favour of it. Such conflicts may lead to a stalemate and prevent
NGO access in the end. However, what I develop here is a model that abstracts from
a much more complex (and messy) reality and that is probabilistic in nature. I hence
identify phases in the policy cycle in which it is more likely, ceteris paribus, that
cooperative arrangements between IGOs and NGOs emerge. Empirically, we may
still find examples to the contrary.

Push factors

By investigating push factors we reverse the perspective and adopt the viewpoint of
an NGO. What reasons might they have to seek cooperation with an IGO? In much
of the literature it is usually taken for granted that NGOs have an interest in IGOs
and their policies. Yet, a distinction is useful as the answer to the question crucially
depends on the type of NGO under scrutiny. NGOs, as is well described in the
literature, may perform two fundamentally different functions when engaging with
world politics.®” They either function as service providers, or they engage in advocacy.
In their first, ‘operational’ role, they deliver specified services to IGOs, very often on
a contractual basis and with financial remuneration.®® This is the counterpart of the
IGO-rationale outlined above for the field of development assistance. Many interna-
tional NGOs are in fact in continual search for funding, and IGOs, in particular
those active in the field of development and humanitarian aid, can be considerable
sources of financing.%® This rationale for seeking cooperation is fundamentally different
from advocacy and has prompted scholars to adopt perspectives from political
economy to the study of NGOs as self-interested actors fighting for their economic

67 Quite obviously, not all transnational NGOs are actively engaging with IGOs. Some may prefer keep-
ing a distance and impact policymaking indirectly by mobilising citizens and campaigning in public. My
theoretical account does not presuppose that all NGOs are trying to enter IGOs.

68 Leon Gordenker and Thomas G. Weiss, ‘Pluralizing Global Governance: Analytical Approaches and
Dimensions’, in Leon Gordenker and Thomas G. Weiss (eds), NGOs, the UN, and Global Governance
(Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1996), p. 37.

% Anne Bichsel, ‘NGOs as Agents of Public Accountability and Democratization in Intergovernmental
Forums’, in William Lafferty and James Meadowcraft (eds), Democracy and the Environment. Problems
and Prospects (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 1996), p. 236ff.
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survival.”® Therefore, one important explanation of why NGOs push towards collab-
oration with IGOs is organisational self-interest: the non-state actor needs funding
to survive. Along the phases of the policy cycle, there are two situations in which
financial self-interest may be paramount: first, as just outlined, when NGOs are
paid for implementing the projects financed by an IGO; second, when NGOs are
remunerated for providing studies or data to IGOs, that is, commissioned expertise.

With regard to advocacy, NGOs might seek to bring a new issue on the interna-
tional political agenda as this can generate more publicity for it and elicit a political
response. The campaign against landmines, for instance, was initiated by NGOs
pushing for international recognition of these weapons as a problematical category
in need of multilateral regulation.”! Second, NGOs might also seek to influence the
research process that informs the definition of problems and political options. Much
of NGO activity in the field of climate change, for example, falls into this category:
environmental NGOs as well as business NGOs try to feed their assessment of the
imminence and risks of anthropogenic climate change into the fact-finding process
of the international regime.”?

Third, NGOs seek to influence an IGO’s policy formulation and decision in an
issue area. Thus, beyond informing research or discussion in an IGO, they try to
achieve their goals and promote their values by exerting political influence at inter-
governmental level. The means employed by NGOs to reach this goal are manifold.
There is, first of all, the lobbying of national delegations.”> NGOs also seek to set up
informal coalitions with states, a strategy that has been successful in the case of the
International Criminal Court.”* Generally speaking, however, NGOs face an uphill
struggle during the formulation and decision phases as they do not have voting rights
but need to rely on state delegations to take their interests on board. Fourth, NGOs
might also seek to monitor the compliance of parties with the rules or decisions of
the IGO that they support. The following table now summarises all the explanatory
factors examined so far:

Table 1 displays the model of the policy-cycle suggested here as a framework for
analysis. It suggests that there is potential for IGO-NGO cooperation in almost all
phases of policymaking, in particular, in the agenda-setting and research phase, and
during the implementation of projects. The factors that are identified in the frame-
work can help us to understand why this potential is realised in some cases and not
in others. Some well-staffed and sufficiently funded IGOs, for example, do not need
any data or information from NGOs because they can rely on their own personell or
national experts, or a combination of both. Likewise, many rule-making IGOs quite
simply do not have any projects to implement and hence no funding to give to non-
state actors. Conversely, NGOs might not be interested in the policies of some

70 Clifford Bob, The Marketing of Rebellion: Insurgents, Media, and International Activism (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2005); Alexander Cooley and James Ron, ‘The NGO Scramble: Organiza-
tional Insecurity and the Political Economy of Transnational Action’, International Security, 27:1
(2002), pp. 5-39.

71 Price, ‘Reversing the Gun Sights’, pp. 619-23.

72 Peter Newell, Climate for Change. Non-State Actors and the Global Politics of the Greenhouse (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000); Joanna Depledge and Farhana Yamin, The International Climate
Change Regime (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), pp. 50-3.

73 Ann Marie Clark, Elisabeth J. Friedman, and Kathryn Hochstetler, “The Sovereign Limits of Global
Civil Society: A Comparison of NGO Participation in UN World Conferences on the Environment,
Human Rights, and Women’, World Politics, 51:1 (1998), pp. 1-35, pp. 12-16.

74 Glasius, ‘Expertise in the Cause of Justice’.
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Influencing factors
Policy phase

Pull factors
(IGOs pulling NGOs in)

Push factors
(NGOs pushing into IGOs)

Agenda-setting

Research and analysis

Policy formulation

Policy decision

Policy implementation

Policy evaluation

1GOs seek NGO assistance
in identifying new issues

IGOs seek NGO collabora-
tion to acquire additional
expertise

IGOs seek NGO collabora-
tion to implement their own
projects

IGOs seek NGO data to
monitor parties’ compliance

NGOs seek to influence the
IGO’s agenda

NGOs seek to inform the
research process and/or seek
financing for the provision of
expertise

NGOs seek to influence the
IGO’s policy formulation
NGOs seek to influence the
IGO’s policy choices

NGOs seek financing for the
implementation of projects

NGOs wish to assure parties’
compliance

Table 1. A4 theoretical framework for analysing IGO-NGO relations

international organisations because they do not perceive these policies as affecting
the values and interests of their constituencies. The amount of de facto cooperation
between 1GOs and civil society in the different phases of policymaking will hence
depend on the specific circumstances of the case.

It is striking, however, that pull factors are absent in the central stage of the
policymaking process: the formulation of decisions. Many NGOs, quite clearly,
would like to influence these policy decisions. Yet, the IGO or the state representa-
tives negotiating in it are not likely to reap any benefits from NGO presence at this
stage.”> On the contrary, public exposure threatens to obstruct package deals being
made among diplomats and politicians.”® Even in the UN attempts at a further insti-
tutionalisation of the existing procedures of NGO-IGO relations or an extension of
participation procedures to other main UN bodies have never succeeded. This is
particularly obvious in the case of the UN Security Council. With the emergence of
the notion of ‘human security’, which embraces humanitarian and social issues,
governmental actors seemed to have become more inclined to allow NGOs in
‘through the cracks in the floor’. Two procedures have developed for informal con-
tacts with NGOs. The first, baptised the ‘Arria Formula’, gives NGOs the oppor-
tunity to brief the Council on international peace and security issues.”” The second,
the so-called ‘NGO Working Group on the Security Council’, allows NGOs to

75 Individual state representatives, delegations, or IGO staff members might still collaborate in this phase
with NGOs if they have a common position on the issues at stake. They might, for example, pass
on selected information about the negotiation process to be made public by the NGO. However, it is
unlikely that all state representatives together, deciding jointly about admission of NGOs to a setting,
will have a predicted interest in cooperation in the phase of decision-making.

76 David Stasavage, ‘Open-Door or Closed-Door? Causes and Consequences of Transparency in Domestic
and International Bargaining’, International Organization, 58:4 (2004), pp. 667-703.

77 James A. Paul, The Arria Formula (New York: Global Policy Forum, 2003), available at: {http://
www.globalpolicy.org/security/mtgsetc/arria.htm} accessed 14 March 2012.
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consult with Council members and to be briefed.”® However, these meetings remain
informal, off-the-record and are held outside the official Council meeting rooms.

A tendency to exclude NGOs from formalised participation in the central stages
of policymaking is even more obvious in international organisations that are active
in the field of economic governance. The World Trade Organization (WTO), for
example, has opened only at the margins to the scrutiny of NGOs.” Demands for
intensified cooperation have been accommodated by organising annual public sym-
posia, briefings, seminars, etc. However, the trade policy process itself remains closed
to NGO scrutiny even at the committee level. In a similar vein, the International
Monetary Fund (IMF) has come to consult with NGOs through occasional seminars,
rather than formal accreditation and access to political meetings so that ‘IMF engage-
ment of civil society continues to unfold in a largely improvised fashion’.80 It is here
that a potential conflict between the Secretariat and member states appears most
probable. If we assume that Secretariats, generally speaking, favour an extension of
the mission and competencies of an IGO they may have an interest in incorporating
NGOs who support their case.

The evidence suggests that IGOs are eager to protect an intergovernmental core
of decision-making against NGO influence, even if they have a long track record of
cooperation with civil society (like the UN). By the metaphor intergovernmental
core, I mean all those processes of negotiation in which a political decision is immi-
nent and state representatives (and not bureaucrats or experts) are the driving force.
As was argued above, incentives for liaising with non-governmental actors are
presumably low at this stage. If non-state actors are present in this phase of the
policy-cycle in an IGO, this can only be due to a massive push on the part of civil
society. The idea of an intergovernmental core can thus illustrate by way of example
how one might derive quite general hypotheses for future research from the theore-
tical framework suggested in this article. More concrete working hypotheses may be
derived from each phase of the policy cycle and put to the test in comparative
research. For example, we should expect that all IGOs which have a need for moni-
toring capacities will offer access to NGOs that promise to deliver the respective
data. This motivation should be discernible in IGO documents and interviews with
1IGO officers. It should also be reflected in the specific form of NGO access granted,
that is, access to an IGO body that collects and evaluates data.

Limits of the theoretical framework and alternative explanations

The purpose of the theoretical framework developed in this article is to introduce and
define key concepts and the assumed causal relations among them. I have also
suggested above how one might generate more concrete hypotheses from this frame-
work. No reasonably parsimonious theoretical framework can claim to cover all

78 James A. Paul, Short History of the NGO Working Group on the Security Council (New York: Global
Policy Forum, 2010), available at: {http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/ngowkgrp/history.htm} accessed
14 March 2012.

7 Jens Steffek, ‘Awkward Partners: NGOs and Social Movements at the WTO’, in Amrita Narlikar,
Martin Daunton, and Robert M. Stern (eds), Oxford Handbook on the World Trade Organization
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012).

80 Scholte, Civil Society Voices, p. 21.
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factors that are potentially relevant for the explanation of an empirical phenomenon.
In order to be explicit about the limitations of a proposed framework one ought to
discuss variables which cannot be covered by the suggested explanatory strategy.
Two empirical phenomena described in the literature exemplify the possible blind
spots of a theoretical framework that stresses functional necessities and claims that
these can be allocated to distinct phases of a policy process. First, there may be
factors at work that are more general in their effect on the IGO-NGO-relation than
the specific resource needs outlined in this model. This is the case for the issue of
organisational legitimacy and an organisation’s need to respond to external expecta-
tions regarding appropriate behaviour. Second, there are organisation-specific factors
to be taken into account, such as path dependence created by existing participatory
arrangements, or the specific organisational culture of an IGO. I will address these
two factors in turn.

Governance norms and legitimacy

International organisations, as every social actor that enjoys decision-making com-
petence, seek to generate the perception that their claim to authority is legitimate.?!
If an IGO does not manage to achieve perceptions of legitimacy, the efficacy, and
stability of the organisation may erode.8? Yet, standards of legitimacy are fluid.
With regard to international organisations they have been changing rapidly over the
last 20 years or so. The traditional doctrine of agreement among states as main
source of IGO legitimacy has come under strain and citizens are increasingly con-
ceived of as addressees of international rules and obligations — either directly or
ultimately.83 ‘Demands for multilateral organizations to become more accountable
to “civil society” rather than simply to states have proliferated.’®* Thus, there is
some evidence of a mounting external pressure on international organisations to con-
sult with civil society or ‘stakeholders’ as a matter of ‘good governance’. According
to Reimann, such a ‘pro-NGO norm’ emerged from development discourses of the
1980s and, ‘[o]n a separate but overlapping track’,35 from UN visions of participa-
tory global governance of the 1990s. Civil society actors have referred to this
new norm quite consciously when invoking standards of ‘good governance’ in their
struggle for access to international organisations.®¢ Thus, it might seem that the

81 Michael Barnett and Martha Finnemore, Rules for the World: International Organizations in Global
Politics (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2004), pp. 166-7; Ian Hurd, ‘Legitimacy and Authority in
International Politics’, International Organization, 53:2 (1999), pp. 379-408; lan Hurd, After Anarchy:
Legitimacy and Power in the United Nations Security Council (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2007), p. 16.

Friedrich Kratochwil and John G. Ruggie, ‘International Organization: a State of the Art on an Art of
the State’, International Organization, 40:4 (1986), pp. 753-76, p. 773.

Mattias Kumm, ‘“The Legitimacy of International Law: A Constitutionalist Framework for Analysis’,
European Journal of International Law, 15:5 (2004), pp. 907-31; Jens Steffek, ‘Legitimacy in Inter-
national Relations: from State Compliance to Citizen Consensus’, in Achim Hurrelmann, Steffen
Schneider, and Jens Steffek (eds), Legitimacy in an Age of Global Politics (Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2007).

Robert O. Keohane, ‘The Contingent Legitimacy of Multilateralism’, GARNET Working Paper, 9
June 2006, p. 3, available at: {http://www.garnet-eu.org/fileadmin/documents/working_papers/0906.pdf}
accessed on 13 March 2012.

85 Reimann, ‘View from the Top’, p. 60.

86 O’Brien et al., Contesting Global Governance.

8

18]

83

@

8

B


http://www.garnet-eu.org/fileadmin/documents/working_papers/0906.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210512000393

https://doi.org/10.1017/50260210512000393 Published online by Cambridge University Press

Explaining cooperation between 1GOs and NGOs 1011

general expectation of good participatory governance has made it more difficult for
IGOs to keep their doors closed to non-state actors.

Such a general shift in normative expectations towards ideas of ‘good governance’
cannot be accommodated easily by an explanatory framework based on resource
exchange. Organisational legitimacy is a quality of a social actor that is ascribed to
it by an audience. It exists only in the eye of the beholder. As such it is not a resource
that an individual or organisation could own, let alone transfer to others (this is what
a resource exchange model of inter-organisational cooperation requires). What an
explanation based on ideas of ‘good governance’ implies is that IGOs are liaising
with NGOs because their elite believe that this is what the relevant audience expects
from them. I set aside the question if this is due to the elite being convinced that liais-
ing is appropriate or if it strategically adapts to external expectations, trying to elicit
positive evaluations by their audience.8” However, I conclude that we should concep-
tualise the effect of good governance norms as leading towards a general propensity
of IGOs to opening up, ceteris paribus. If other incentives to liaise with NGOs are
present in an IGO, the presence of good governance expectations in the environment
of the organisation should reinforce the trend to cooperation. In the absence of con-
crete IGO incentives specified above it should not be a sufficiently strong motivation.
Thus, I suggest that legitimacy concerns can be an intervening variable, but not a
necessary condition for cooperation to emerge.

Path dependence and organisational culture

A second critical issue in investigating IGO-NGO relations is institutional culture
within organisations and path-dependence. Empirically, it is in fact undeniable
that some organisations, such as the UN, have quite consistently included NGOs
whenever their activities spread in new issue areas and new organisational bodies
have been founded. There seems to be a form of path-dependence at work here that
makes it difficult for the IGO to relapse. Path-dependence is caused, first of all, by
important legal provisions, such as Article 71 of the UN-Charta®® that establishes
NGO consultation by ECOSOC; or public pledges to regularly consult NGOs, as in
the European Commission’s ‘White Paper on Governance’.8 Such provisions can be
strategically invoked by NGOs that seek access to IGOs but they can also shape the
identity of civil servants that work in the respective IGO.

Moreover, prolonged interaction of human beings may trigger the emergence of a
team spirit, and instances of learning and socialisation, as described by negotiation
analysis® and the study of international bureaucracies.’! These tendencies have

87 Such an approach to norm-induced behaviour can be found in Frank Schimmelfennig, ‘The Com-
munity Trap: Liberal Norms, Rhetorical Action, and the Eastern Enlargement of the European Union’,
International Organization, 55:1 (2003), pp. 47-80.

88 Alger, ‘Emerging Roles of NGOs in the UN System’; Charnovitz, ‘Two Centuries of Participation’.

89 Commission of the European Communities (CEC), European Governance: A White Paper (Brussels:
Commission of the European Communities, COM(2001) 428 final (2001).

90 Jeffrey T. Checkel, “Why Comply? Social Learning and European Identity Change’, International Orga-
nization, 55:3 (2001), pp. 553-88; Jennifer J. Halpern, ‘Bonded Rationality: The Rationality of Every-
day Decision Making in a Social Context’, in Jennifer. J. Halpern and Robert N. Stern (eds), Debating
Rationality: Nonrational Aspects of Organizational Decision Making (Ithaca: ILR Press, 1998).

91 Jarle Trondal, ‘Re-socializing Civil Servants: The Transformative Powers of EU Institutions’, Acta
Politica, 39:1 (2004), pp. 4-30; Joseph H. H. Weiler, ‘The Rule of Lawyers and the Ethos of Diplomats:
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been explored especially in the EU but also in other international organisations.
Socialisation seems to hit both individuals active in an IGO (as governmental dele-
gates or civil servants) and on the NGO side. NGOs also adapt to their international
working environment by professionalisation and bureaucratisation.®? It is thus rea-
sonable to assume that prolonged interaction may lead to the emergence of a ‘culture
of consultation’ between NGOs and IGOs. Therefore, in traditionally inclusive
organisations it may be harder to exclude NGOs from newly established bodies or
committees because this would contradict the long-standing ‘culture of consultation’
in the organisation.

To what extent can the theoretical framework presented here accommodate path
dependence and the effects of organisational culture? First, instances of path depen-
dence may well constitute a limiting case, in which the model presented here is not
applicable any more. If legal entitlements to NGO participation attain ‘constitu-
tional’ status within an organisation, an IGO may not have any practicable option
left to refuse access to NGOs. In this case, a theoretical model of collaboration that
assumes freedom of choice on both sides becomes obsolete. Second, path dependence
or organisational culture may, as considerations of legitimacy, create a general pre-
disposition of an IGO to cooperate with NGOs. However, path dependent devel-
opments and organisational culture are more ambivalent with regard to the causal
direction of their influence, leading either towards more or towards less inclusion.®?
Some organisations, such as the Bank for International Settlements, have a secretive
organisational culture that is not amenable to NGO participation and would pre-
sumably act as a deterrent even if incentives for inclusion were to emerge. In
summary, I suggest that empirical research on IGO-NGO relations should control
for path dependence and organisational culture. In cases were legal precedent com-
pels IGOs to liaise with NGOs, path dependence limits the applicability of the
resource exchange model. In many other cases we are unable to predict its influence
before an in depth analysis of cases.

Conclusion

The main motivation for writing this article was a certain dissatisfaction with the
NGO literature and the lack of a comprehensive theoretical account of why and
under what conditions NGOs and IGOs cooperate. In order to fill this gap I outlined
a general framework for analysing the (non-)emergence of cooperation between
IGOs and NGOs. It consists of three elements: two classes of actor interests, named
pull factors and push factors, and the process dimension of the policy-cycle. The aim
of proposing this analytical framework was to facilitate the formulation of specific
research hypotheses and comparative research programmes. The analysis of the
policy cycle highlights the absence of pull factors on the governmental side in the
central phases of policy formulation and decision, that I called the intergovernmental

Reflections on WTO Dispute Settlement’, in Roger B. Porter, Pierre Sauve, Arvind Subramanian,
and Americo B. Zampetti (eds), Efficiency, Equity, Legitimacy: The Multilateral Trading System at the
Millennium (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 2001).
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93 It cannot be excluded that normative standards of legitimacy change in a way that suggests the end of
collaboration with non-state actors even if this does not seem very plausible at the moment.
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core. One might use this to formulate hypotheses on the specific phases of policy-
making in which NGOs are primarily consulted. Is it true, beyond anecdotic evi-
dence, that IGOs seek to protect the ultimate phases of intergovernmental bargaining
against NGO insight? Or can we identify circumstances under which IGOs open up
these settings? Can we generalise from this and conclude that the higher an issue on
the member states’ agenda, the less access to NGOs is provided? Hence, one would
predict little access in security, finance, and trade, but much more in fields such as
development, environment, and human rights.

The theoretical framework suggested here in fact may be useful to guide com-
parative studies on the relative importance of push and pull factors across policy
fields. Are there policy fields, such as environmental protection, in which pull-factors
are decisive for explaining patterns of cooperation? Some authors have claimed
this,?* pointing to the exceptionally high need for research and expertise in the field.
Are there other fields, such as trade and finance, in which there is generally very little
NGO access because there is very little pull? Researchers might also be tempted to
test the limits of the policy cycle model and systematically compare the relative
strength of material incentives for cooperation with the effects as ‘pro-NGO norms’
and effects of organisational culture. Is organisational culture, for instance, able to
explain those cases of collaboration in which explanations based on the constellation
of push and pull factors fail? In summary, the proposed framework for analysing
interactions between IGOs and NGOs should enable us to formulate a broad range
of competing hypotheses and thus help us study this important phenomenon in a
more systematic fashion.
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NGOs, and International Environmental Institutions’.
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