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CHAPTER 1

Transnational Advocacy Networks

in International Politics: Introduction

World politics at the end of the twentieth century involves, alongside
states, many nonstate actors that interact with each other, with states, and
with international organizations. These interactions are structured in
terms of networks, and transnational networks are increasingly visible in
international politics. Some involve economic actors and firms. Some are
networks of scientists and experts whose professional ties and shared
causal ideas underpin their efforts to influence policy.! Others are net-
works of activists, distinguishable largely by the centrality of principled
ideas or values in motivating their formation.2 We will call these transna-
tional advocacy networks.

Advocacy networks are significant transnationally and domestically.
By building new links among actors in civil societies, states, and interna-
tional organizations, they multiply the channels of access to the interna-
tional system. In such issue areas as the environment and human rights,
they also make international resources available to new actors in domes-
tic political and social struggles. By thus blurring the boundaries between
a state’s relations with its own nationals and the recourse both citizens

! Peter Haas has called these “knowledge-based” or “epistemic communities.” See Peter
Haas, “Introduction: Epistemic Communities and International Policy Coordination,”
Knowledge, Power and International Policy Coordination, special issue, International Organization
46 (Winter 1992), pp. 1-36.

2 Ideas that specify criteria for determining whether actions are right and wrong and
whether outcomes are just or unjust are shared principled beliefs or values. Beliefs about
cause-effect relationships are shared casual beliefs. Judith Goldstein and Robert Keohane,
eds., Ideas and Foreign Policy: Beliefs, Institutions, and Political Change (Ithaca: Cornell Univer-
sity Press, 1993), pp. 8-10.
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and states have to the international system, advocacy networks are help-
ing to transform the practice of national sovereignty.

To explore these issues, we first look at four historical forerunners to
modern advocacy networks, including the antislavery movement and the
campaign for woman suffrage, and we examine in depth three contem-
porary cases in which transnational organizations are very prominent:
human rights, environment, and women’s rights. We also refer to
transnational campaigns around indigenous rights, labor rights, and in-
fant formula. Despite their differences, these networks are similar in sev-
eral important respects: the centrality of values or principled ideas, the
belief that individuals can make a difference, the creative use of informa-
tion, and the employment by nongovernmental actors of sophisticated
political strategies in targeting their campaigns. .

Scholars have been slow to recognize either the rationality or the sig-
nificance of activist networks. Motivated by values rather than by ma-
terial concerns or professional norms, these networks fall outside our
accustomed categories. More than other kinds of transnational actors,
advocacy networks often reach beyond policy change to mm<0n.m$ and
instigate changes in the institutional and principled basis of interna-
tional interactions. When they succeed, they are an important part of
an explanation for changes in world politics. A transnational advocacy
network includes those relevant actors working internationally on an
issue, who are bound together by shared values, a common discourse,
and dense exchanges of information and services.? Such networks are
most prevalent in issue areas characterized by high value content and
informational uncertainty. At the core of the relationship is information
exchange. What is novel in these networks is the ability of nontradi-
tional international actors to mobilize information strategically to help
create new issues and categories and to persuade, pressure, and gain
leverage over much more powerful organizations and governments.
Activists in networks try not only to influence policy outcomes, but to
transform the terms and nature of the debate. They are not always suc-
cessful in their efforts, but they are increasingly relevant players in pol-
icy debates. . .

Transnational advocacy networks are proliferating, and their goal is to

change the behavior of states and of international organizations. Simulta-
neously principled and strategic actors, they “frame” issues to make
them comprehensible to target audiences, to attract attention and encour-

3 See also . Clyde Mitchell, “Networks, Norms, and Institutions,” in Network >=u€m_.9
ed. Jeremy Boissevain and J. Clyde Mitchell (The Hague: Mouton, 1973), p. 23. A “com-
mon discourse” was suggested by Stewart Lawrence in “The Role of _bnmu:.mao:m._ Hmm:m
Networks’ in Refugee Repatriation: The Case of El Salvador” (Columbia University,
mimeo).
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age action, and to “fit” with favorable institutional venues.* Network ac-
tors bring new ideas, norms, and discourses into policy debates, and
serve as sources of information and testimony. Norms, here, follows the
usage given by Peter Katzenstein,

to describe collective expectations for the proper behavior of actors with a
given identity. In some situations norms operate like rules that define the
identity of an actor, thus having “constitutive effects” that specify what
actions will cause relevant others to recognize a particular identity.5

They also promote norm implementation, by pressuring target actors
to adopt new policies, and by monitoring compliance with international
standards. Insofar as is possible, they seek to maximize their influence or
leverage over the target of their actions. In doing so they contribute to
changing perceptions that both state and societal actors may have of their
identities, interests, and preferences, to transforming their discursive po-
sitions, and ultimately to changing procedures, policies, and behavior.®

Networks are communicative structures. To influence discourse, proce-
dures, and policy, activists may engage and become part of larger policy
communities that group actors working on an issue from a variety of in-
stitutional and value perspectives. Transnational advocacy networks
must also be understood as political spaces, in which differently situated
actors negotiate—formally or informally—the social, cultural, and politi-
cal meanings of their joint enterprise.

¢ David Snow and his colleagues have adapted Erving Goffman’s concept of framing. We
use it to mean “conscious strategic efforts by groups of people to fashion shared under-
standings of the world and of themselves that legitimate and motivate collective action.”
Definition from Doug McAdam, John D. McCarthy, and Mayer N. Zald, “Introduction,”
Comparative Perspectives on Social Movements: Political Opportunities, Mobilizing Structures, and
Cultural Framings, ed. McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1996), p. 6. See also Frank Baumgartner and Bryan Jones, “Agenda Dynamics and Pol-
icy Subsystems,” Journal of Politics 53:4 (1991): 1044~74.

5 Peter J. Katzenstein, “Introduction,” in The Culture of National Security: Norms and Iden-
tity in World Politics, ed. Katzenstein (New York: Columbia University Press, 1966), p. 5. See
also Friedrich Kratochwil, Rules, Norms, and Decisions: On the Conditions of Practical and Legal
Reasoning in International Relations and Domestic Affairs (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1989); David H. Lumsdaine, Moral Vision in International Politics: The Foreign Aid
Regime, 1949~1989 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993); Audie Klotz, Norms in Inter-
national Relations: The Struggle against Apartheid (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1995); Janice
E. Thomson, “State Practices, International Norms, and the Decline of Mercenarism,” Inter-
national Studies Quarterly 34 (1990): 23—47; and Martha Finnemore, “International Organiza-
tions as Teachers of Norms,” International Organization 47 (August 1993): 565~97.

¢ With the “constructivists” in international relations theory, we take actors and interests
to be constituted in interaction. See Martha Finnemore, National Interests in International Soci-
ety (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1996), who argues that “states are embedded in dense
networks of transnational and international social relations that shape their perceptions of
the world and their role in that world. States are socialized to want certain things by the in-
ternational society in which they and the people in them live” (p. 2).
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We refer to transnational networks (rather than coalitions, movements,
or civil society) to evoke the structured and structuring dimension in the
actions of these complex agents, who not only participate in new areas of
politics but also shape them. By importing the network concept from so-
ciology and applying it transnationally, we bridge the increasingly artifi-
cial divide between international and national realms. Still, social science
theories did not dictate our choice of “network” as the name to be given
to the phenomena we are studying. The actors themselves did: over the
last two decades, individuals and organizations have consciously formed
and named transnational networks, developed and shared networking
strategies and techniques, and assessed the advantages and limits of this
kind of activity. Scholars have come late to the party.

Given our enterprise, it should be clear that we reject the separation
common in our discipline between international relations and compara-
tive politics. Moreover, even liberal theories of international relations that
recognize that domestic interests shape states’ actions internationally,
and that states are embedded in an interdependent world where nonstate
actors are consequential, cannot explain the phenomena we describe.”
Robert Putnam’s “two-level game” metaphor has taken liberal theorists
some distance toward seeing international relations as a two-way street,
in which political entrepreneurs bring international influence to bear on
domestic politics at the same time that domestic politics shapes their in-
ternational positions.® But however valuable its insights, even this two-
way street is too narrow, implying a limited access to the international
system that no longer holds true in many issue areas.

Instead, we draw upon sociological traditions that focus on complex
interactions among actors, on the intersubjective construction of frames
of meaning, and on the negotiation and malleability of identities and in-
terests. These have been concerns of constructivists in international rela-
tions theory and of social movement theorists in comparative politics,
and we draw from both traditions. The networks we describe in this book
participate in domestic and international politics simultaneously, draw-
ing upon a variety of resources, as if they were part of an international so-
ciety. However, they use these resources strategically to affect a world of
states and international organizations constructed by states. Both these
dimensions are essential. Rationalists will recognize the language of in-
centives and constraints, strategies, institutions, and rules, whereas con-

7 For an impressive effort to systematize liberal international relations theory, see An-
drew Moravesik, “Liberalism and International Relations Theory,” Harvard University, Cen-
ter for International Affairs, Working Paper no. 92-6, revised April 1993. Liberal
institutionalists since Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and Interdependence:
World Politics in Transition (Boston: Little, Brown, 1977), have taken complex interdepen-
dence as axiomatic in the development of regime theory.

8 Robert Putnam, “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level Games,”
International Organization 42 (Summer 1988): 427-60.
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structivists and social constructionists will be more comfortable with our
stress on norms, social relations, and intersubjective understandings. We are
convinced that both sets of concerns matter, and that recognizing that goals
and interests are not exogenously given, we can think about the strategic ac-
tivity of actors in an intersubjectively structured political universe. The key
to doing so is remembering that the social and political contexts within
which networks operate at any particular point contain contested under-
standings as well as stable and shared ones. Network activists can operate
strategically within the more stable universe of shared understandings at
the same time that they try to reshape certain contested mearings.

Part of what is so elusive about networks is how they seem to embody
elements of agent and structure simultaneously. When we ask who cre-
ates networks and how, we are inquiring about them as structures—as
patterns of interactions among organizations and individuals. When we
talk about them as actors, however, we are attributing to these structures
an agency that is not reducible to the agency of their components.
Nonetheless, when we sometimes refer to networks as actors in this book,
we do not lose sight of the fact that activists act on behalf of networks.

Our approach to these transnational interactions must therefore be both
structural and actor-centered. We address four main questions: (1) What
is a transnational advocacy network? (2) Why and how do they emerge?
(3) How do advocacy networks work? (4) Under what conditions can
they be effective—that is, when are they most likely to achieve their
goals?’

When we started this book, the realm of transnational social move-
ments and networks was still an almost uncharted area of scholarship,
both theoretically and empirically, and thus required a style of research
aimed at the discovery of new theory and patterns. Because few existing
theories attempt to explain the transnational phenomena we are study-
ing, we could not rely on standard social science methods for hypothesis
testing. Social scientists recognize that generating theory and formulat- -
ing hypotheses require different methods from those for testing theory.
Our approach thus resembles what sociologists call “grounded theory,”
which is the most systematic attempt to specify how theoretical insights
are generated through qualitative research.* While doing the research for

9 On the problem of measuring effectiveness, see William A. Gamson, The Strategy of So-
cial Protest (Chicago: Dorsey Press, 1975); and J. Craig Jenkins and Bert Klandermans, eds.,
The Politics of Social Protest (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1995).

10 See Gary King, Robert O. Keohane, and Sidney Verba, Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific
Inference in Qualitative Research (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), p. 38; Bamey G.
Glaser and Anselm L. Strauss, The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative Re-

- search (Chicago: Aldine, 1967); Barney G. Glaser, Theoretical Sensitivity (Mill Valley, Calif.: So-

ciological Press, 1978); and Anselm Strauss and Juliet Corbin, “Grounded Theory
Methodology: An Overview,” in Handbook of Qualitative Research, ed. Norman Denzin and
Yvonna Lincoln (Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage, 1994), pp- 273-85.
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this book, we first explored these new patterns of interaction induc-
tively, by studying the histories of particular networks involved in
transnational campaigns. Because cross-national and cross-cultural ac-
tivism are intensely context-sensitive, we cast a wide net in our search
for intervening variables between values and advocacy and between
advocacy and its (apparent) effect. Nevertheless, looking compara-
tively across regions and issue areas, we found striking commonalities
in how and why networks emerged, and in the strategies they
adopted. Although we eventually found that theoretical work on do-
mestic social movements has a great deal to say about how transna-
tional advocacy networks function, we did not begin with this
assumption. Qut of our observed commonalities we generated some
initial arguments about why networks emerge and under what condi-
tions they can be effective. In the tradition of grounded theory, we
used additional comparative cases to further explore and refine our
initial arguments. In each of our cases we refer to issues where net-
works exist and where networks do not exist, and we explore both suc-
cessful and unsuccessful networks and campaigns.

International and domestic nongovernmental organizations (NGOs)
play a prominent role in these networks, in some cases inspired by an in-
ternational voluntarism that is largely unaccounted for in international
relations theory. Social scientists have barely addressed the political role
of activist NGOs as simultaneously domestic and international actors.
Much of the existing literature on NGOs comes from development stud-
ies, and either ignores interactions with states or is remarkably thin on
political analysis.! Examining their role in advocacy networks helps both
to distinguish NGOs from, and to see their connections with, social
movements, state agencies, and international organizations.

We examine transnational advocacy networks and what they do by
analyzing campaigns networks have waged. For our purposes, cam-
paigns are sets of strategically linked activities in which members of a
diffuse principled network (what social movement theorists would call
a “mobilization potential”) develop explicit, visible ties and mutually
recognized roles in pursuit of a common goal (and generally against a
common target). In a campaign, core network actors mobilize others
and initiate the tasks of structural integration and cultural negotiation
among the groups in the network. Just as in domestic campaigns, they
connect groups to each other, seek out resources, propose and prepare

1 Although development journals (especially World Development) routinely include arti-
cles discussing the role of NGOs, political science journals do not, nor have many political
scientists been a part of such discussions in the development community. See David Korten,
Getting to the 215t Century: Voluntary Action and the Global Agenda (Hartford, Conn.: Kumar-

ian Press, 1990).
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activities, and conduct public relations. They must also consciously
seek to develop a “common frame of meaning”—a task complicated by
cultural diversity within transnational networks.!? Activist groups
have long used the language of campaigning to talk about focused,
strategically planned efforts. International campaigns by environmen-
tal and conservation organizations, for example, have traditionaily had
a topical focus (saving furry animals, whales, tropical forests), whereas
human rights campaigns have focused on either a country (the Ar-
gentina campaign) or an issue (torture).’®

Analysis of campaigns provides a window on transnational relations
as an arena of struggle in ways that a focus on networks themselves or on
the institutions they try to affect does not. In most chapters we also con-
sider noncampaigns—issues that activists identified as problematic, but -
around which networks did not campaign. This focus on campaigns
highlights relationships—how connections are established and maintained
among network actors, and between activists and their allies and oppo-
nents. We can identify the kinds of resources that make a campaign possi-
ble, such as information, leadership, and symbolic or material capital.!*
And we must consider the kinds of institutional structures, both domes-
tic and international, that encourage or impede particular kinds of
transnational activism. Here we draw from several traditions. Thomas
Risse-Kappen’s recent work argues that domestic structures mediate
transnational interactions. By domestic structures he means state struc-
ture (centralized vs. fragmented), societal structure (weak vs. strong),
and policy networks (consensual vs. polarized).® Similarly, social
movement theorists agree that understanding the political context or
“opportunity structure” is key both to understanding a movement’s
emergence and to gauging its success. Assessing opportunity structure
can be an exercise in comparative statics—looking at differential access
by citizens to political institutions like legislatures, bureaucracies, and
courts—or it can be viewed dynamically, as in changes in formal or in-
formal political power relations over time. We agree with Sidney Tar-
row on the need to combine the more narrowly institutional version

12 Gee Jiirgen Gerhards and Dieter Rucht, “Mesomobilization: Organizing and Framing in
Two Protest Campaigns in West Germany,” American Journal of Sociology 98:3 (November
1992): 558-59.

13 For a discussion of World Wildlife Fund campaigns, see Arne Schiotz, “A Campaign is
Born,” IUCN Bulletin 14:10-12 (1983): 120-22.

14 The classic statement on resource mobilization and social movements is John D. Mc-
Carthy and Mayer N. Zald, “Resource Mobilization and Social Movements: A Partial The-
ory,” American Journal of Sociology 82:6 (1977): 1212—41.

15 Thomas Risse-Kappen, “Bringing Transnational Relations Back In: Introduction,” in
Bringing Transnational Relations Back In: Non-State Actors, Domestic Structures, and Interna-
tional Institutions, ed. Risse-Kappen (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), p. 22.
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with a dynamic approach. Finally, a focus on campaigning lets us ex-
plore negotiation of meaning while we look at the evolution of tactics;
we can recognize that cultural differences, different conceptions of the
stakes in a campaign, and resource inequalities among network actors
exist, at the same time that we identify critical roles that different ac-
tors fill. Campaigns are processes of issue construction constrained by
the action context in which they are to be carried out: activists identify
a problem, specify a cause, and propose a solution, all with an eye to-
ward producing procedural, substantive, and normative change in
their area of concern. In networked campaigns this process of “strate-
gic portrayal”!” must work for the different actors in the network and
also for target audiences.

WHAT Is A TRANSNATIONAL ADVOCACY NETWORK?

Networks are forms of organization characterized by voluntary, recip-
rocal, and horizontal patterns of communication and exchange. The orga-
nizational theorist Walter Powell calls them a third mode of economic
organization, distinctly different from markets and hierarchy (the firm).
“Networks are ‘lighter on their feet’ than hierarchy” and are “particularly
apt for circumstances in which there is a need for efficient, reliable infor-
mation,” and “for the exchange of commodities whose value is not easily
measured.”!® His insights about economic networks are extraordinarily
suggestive for an understanding of political networks, which also form
around issues where information plays a key role, and around issues
where the value of the “commodity” is not easily measured.

In spite of the differences between domestic and international realms,
the network concept travels well because it stresses fluid and open rela-
tions among committed and knowledgeable actors working in special-
ized issue areas. We call them advocacy networks because advocates
plead the causes of others or defend a cause or proposition. Advocacy
captures what is unique about these transnational networks: they are or-
ganized to promote causes, principled ideas, and norms, and they often

16 Sidney Tarrow, “States and Opportunities: The Political Structuring of Social Move-
ments,” in Comparative Perspectives on Social Movements, pp. 41-61. By political opportunity
structure he means “consistent—but not necessarily formal, permanent, or national—signals to so-
cial or political actors which either encourage or discourage them to use their internal resources to
Jorm social movements . . . The most salient kinds of signals are four: the opening up of access
to power, shifting alignments, the availability of influential allies, and cleavages within and
among elites” (p. 54, italic in original).

17 Deborah A. Stone, Policy Paradox and Political Reason (New York: HarperCollins, 1988),
p.6.

18 Walter W. Powell, “Neither Market nor Hierarchy: Network Forms of Organization,”
Research in Organizational Behavior 12 (1990): 29596, 303~4.
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involve individuals advocating policy changes that cannot be easily
linked to a rationalist understanding of their “interests.”

Some issue areas reproduce transnationally the webs of personal rela-
tionships that are crucial in the formation of domestic networks.!® Advo-
cacy networks have been particularly important in value-laden debates
over human rights, the environment, women, infant health, and indige-
nous peoples, where large numbers of differently situated individuals
have become acquainted over a considerable period and developed simi-
lar world views. When the more visionary among them have proposed
strategies for political action around apparently intractable problems,
this potential has been transformed into an action network.

Major actors in advocacy networks may include the following: (1) in-
ternational and domestic mongovernmental research and advocacy or-
ganizations; (2) local social movements; (3) foundations; (4) the media;
(5) churches, trade unions, consumer organizations, and intellectuals;
(6) parts of regional and international intergovernmental organizations;
and (7) parts of the executive and/or parliamentary branches of govern-
ments. Not all these will be present in each advocacy network. Initial re-
search suggests, however, that international and domestic NGOs play a
central role in all advocacy networks, usually initiating actions and pres-
suring more powerful actors to take positions. NGOs introduce new
ideas, provide information, and lobby for policy changes.

Groups in a network share values and frequently exchange informa-
tion and services. The flow of information among actors in the network
reveals a dense web of connections among these groups, both formal and
informal. The movement of funds and services is especially notable be-
tween foundations and NGOs, and some NGOs provide services such as
training for other NGOs in the same and sometimes other advocacy net-
works. Personnel also circulate within and among networks, as relevant
players move from one to another in a version of the “revolving door.”

Relationships among networks, both within and between issue areas,
are similar to what scholars of social movements have found for domestic
activism.? Individuals and foundation funding have moved back and
forth among them. Environmentalists and women'’s groups have looked
at the history of human rights campaigns for models of effective interna-
tional institution building. Refugee resettlement and indigenous people’s
rights are increasingly central components of international environmental

1? See Doug McAdam and Dieter Rucht, “The Cross-National Diffusion of Movement
Ideas,” Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 528 (July 1993): 56—74.

2 See McCarthy and Zald, “Resource Mobilization and Social Movements”; Myra Marx
Feree and Frederick D. Miller, “Mobilization and Meaning: Toward an Integration of Social
Psychological and Resource Perspectives on Social Movements,” Sociological Inquiry 55
(1985): 49-50; and David S. Meyer and Nancy Whittier, “Social Movement Spillover,” Social
Problems 41:2 (May 1994): 277-98.
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activity, and vice versa; mainstream human rights organizations have
joined the campaign for women'’s rights. Some activists consider them-
selves part of an “NGO community.”

Besides sharing information, groups in networks create categories or
frames within which to generate and organize information on which to
base their campaigns. Their ability to generate information quickly and
accurately, and deploy it effectively, is their most valuable currency; it is
also central to their identity. Core campaign organizers must ensure that
individuals and organizations with access to necessary information are
incorporated into the network; different ways of framing an issue may re-
quire quite different kinds of information. Thus frame disputes can be a
significant source of change within networks.

Wy AN How Have TRANSNATIONAL ADVOCACY
NETWORKS EMERGED?

Advocacy networks are not new. We can find examples as far back as
the nineteenth-century campaign for the abolition of slavery. But their
number, size, and professionalism, and the speed, density, and complex-
ity of international linkages among them has grown dramatically in the
last three decades. As Hugh Heclo remarks about domestic issue net-
works, “if the current situation is a mere outgrowth of old tendencies, it
is so in the same sense that a 16-lane spaghetti interchange is the mere
elaboration of a country crossroads.”

We cannot accurately count transnational advocacy networks to mea-
sure their growth over time, but one proxy is the increase in the number
of international NGOs committed to social change. Because international
NGOs are key components of any advocacy network, this increase sug-
gests broader trends in the number, size, and density of advocacy net-
works generally. Table 1 suggests that the number of international
nongovernmental social change groups has increased across all issues,
though to varying degrees in different issue areas. There are five times as
many organizations working primarily on human rights as there were in
1950, but proportionally human rights groups have remained roughly a
quarter of all such groups. Similarly, groups working on women's rights
accounted for g percent of all groups in 1953 and in 1993. Transnational
environmental organizations have grown most dramatically in absolute
and relative terms, increasing from two groups in 1953 to ninety in 1993,
and from 1.8 percent of total groups in 1953 to 14.3 percent in 1993. The

21 Hugh Hedlo, “Issue Networks and the Executive Establishment,” in The New American
Political System, ed. Anthony King (Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute, 1978),

p- 97-
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Table 1. International nongovernmental social change organizations (categorized by the
major issue focus of their work)

Issue area 1953 1963 1973 1983 1993
(N) (N=110) =141) =183)  (N=348)  (N=631)
Human rights 33 38 41 79 168
30.0% 27.0% 22.4% 22.7% 26.6%

World order 8 4 12 31 48
; 7.3 2.8 6.6 8.9 7.6

International law 14 19 25 26 26
12.7 13.4 13.7 74 4.1

Peace 11 20 14 22 59
10.0 14.2 7.7 6.3 9.4

Women'’s rights 10 14 16 25 61
9.1 9.9 8.7 7.2 9.7

Environment 2 5 10 26 90
1.8 3.5 55 75 14.3

Development 3 3 7 13 34
2.7 2.1 3.8 3.7 5.4

Ethnic unity/Group rts. 10 12 18 37 29
9.1 8.5 9.8 10.6 4.6

Esperanto 11 18 28 41 54
10.0 12.8 15.3 11.8 8.6

sourcE: Union of International Associations, Yearbook of International Organizations
(1953, 1963, 1973, 1983, 1993). We are indebted to Jackie Smith, University of Notre Dame,
for the use of her data from 1983 and 1993, and the use of her coding form and codebook
for our data collection for the period 1953-73.

percentage share of groups in such issue areas as international law, peace,
ethnic unity, and Esperanto, has declined.”?

Although the networks discussed in this book represent only a subset of
the total number of networks, these include the issue area of human rights,

2 Data from a collaborative research project with Jackie G. Smith, We thank her for the
use of her data from the period 1983-93, whose resulfs are presented in Jackie G. Smith,
“Characteristics of the Modern Transnational Social Movement Sector,” in Jackie G. Smith,
et al., eds. Transnational Social Movements and World Politics: Solidarity beyond the State (Syra-
cuse: Syracuse University Press, forthcoming 1997), and for permission to use her coding
form and codebook for our data collection for the period 1953—73. All data were coded from
Union of International Associations, The Yearbook of International Organizations, 1948-95
(published annually).

4
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around which the largest number of international nongovernmental social
change organizations has organized. Together, groups working on human
rights, environment, and women's rights account for over half the total
number of international nongovernmental social change organizations.

International networking is costly. Geographic distance, the influence
of nationalism, the multiplicity of languages and cultures, and the costs
of fax, phone, mail, and air travel make the proliferation of international
networks a puzzle that needs explanation. Under what conditions are
networks possible and likely, and what triggers their emergence? i

Transnational advocacy networks appear most likely to emerge around
those issues where (1) channels between domestic groups and their gov-
ernments are blocked or hampered or where such channels are ineffec-
tive for resolving a conflict, setting into motion the “boomerang” pattern
of influence characteristic of these networks (see Figure 1); (2) activists or
“political entrepreneurs” believe that networking will further their mis-
sions and campaigns, and actively promote networks; and (3) confer-
ences and other forms of international contact create arenas for forming
and strengthening networks. Where channels of participation are
blocked, the international arena may be the only means that domestic ac-
tivists have to gain attention to their issues. Boomerang strategies are
most common in campaigns where the target is a state’s domestic policies
or behavior; where a campaign seeks broad procedural change involving
dispersed actors, strategies are more diffuse.

The Boomerang Pattern

It is no accident that so many advocacy networks address claims about
rights in their campaigns. Governments are the primary “guarantors” of
rights, but also their primary violators. When a government violates or
refuses to recognize rights, individuals and domestic groups often have
no recourse within domestic political or judicial arenas. They may seek
international connections finally to express their concerns and even to
protect their lives.

When channels between the state and its domestic actors are blocked,
the boomerang pattern of influence characteristic of transnational net-
works may occur: domestic NGOs bypass their state and directly search
out international allies to try to bring pressure on their states from out-
side. This is most obviously the case in human rights campaigns. Simi-
larly, indigenous rights campaigns and environmental campaigns that
support the demands of local peoples for participation in development
projects that would affect them frequently involve this kind of triangula-
tion. Linkages are important for both sides: for the less powerful third
world actors, networks provide access, leverage, and information (and

Introduction 13
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Figure 1 Boomerang pattern. State A blocks redress to organizations within it; they acti-
vate network, whose members pressure their own states and (if relevant) a third-party or-
ganization, which in turn pressure State A.

often money) they could not expect to have on their own; for northern
groups, they make credible the assertion that they are struggling with,
and not only for, their southern partners. Not surprisingly, such relation-
ships can produce considerable tensjons.

On other issues where governments are inaccessible or deaf to groups
whose claims may nonetheless resonate elsewhere, international contacts
can amplify the demands of domestic groups, pry open space for new is-
sues, and then echo back these demands into the domestic arena. The
cases of rubber tappers trying to stop encroachment by cattle ranchers in
Brazil's western Amazon and of tribal populations threatened by the
damming of the Narmada River in India are good examples of this.”

B On the former, see Margaret E. Keck, “Social Equity and Environmental Politics in
Brazil: Lessons from the Rubber Tappers of Acre,” Comparative Politics 27 (July 1995): 409-24;
on the latter, see William F. Fisher, ed., Toward Sustainable Development? Struggling over India’s
Narmada River (Armonk, N.Y.: M. E. Sharpe, 1995).
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Political Entrepreneurs

Just as oppression and injustice do not themselves produce movements
or revolutions, claims around issues amenable to international action do
not produce transnational networks. Activists —"people who care
enough about some issue that they are prepared to incur significant costs
and act to achieve their goals"?—do. They create them when they be-
lieve that transnational networking will further their organizational mis-
sions—by sharing information, attaining greater visibility, gaining access
to wider publics, multiplying channels of institutional access, and so
forth. For example, in the campaign to stop the promotion of infant for-
mula to poor women in developing countries, organizers settled on a
boycott of Nestlé, the largest producer, as its main tactic. Because Nestlé
was a transnational actor, activists believed a transnational network was
necessary to bring pressure on corporations and governments.” Over
time, in such issue areas, participation in transnational networks has be-
come an essential component of the collective identities of the activists
involved, and networking a part of their common repertoire. The politi-
cal entrepreneurs who become the core networkers for a new campaign
have often gained experience in earlier ones.

The Growth of International Contact

Opportunities for network activities have increased over the last two
decades. In addition to the efforts of pioneers, a proliferation of interna-
tional organizations and conferences has provided foci for connections.
Cheaper air travel and new electronic communication technologies speed
information flows and simplify personal contact among activists.?

Underlying these trends is a broader cultural shift. The new networks
have depended on the creation of a new kind of global public (or civil so-
ciety), which grew as a cultural legacy of the 1960s.?” Both the activism
that swept Western Europe, the United States, and many parts of the
third world during that decade, and the vastly increased opportunities
for international contact, contributed to this shift. With a significant de-
cline in air fares, foreign travel ceased to be the exclusive privilege of the

4 Pamela E. Oliver and Gerald Marwell, “Mobilizing Technologies for Collective Ac-
tion,” in Frontiers in Social Movement Theory, ed. Aldon D. Morris and Carol McClurg Mueller
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992), p. 252.

% See Kathryn Sikkink, “Codes of Conduct for Transnational Corporations: The Case of
the WHO/UNICEF Code,” International Organization 40 (Autumn 1986): 815-40.

% The constant dollar yield of airline tickets in 1995 was one half of what it was in 1966,
while the number of international passengers enplaned increased more than four times dur-
ing the same period. Air Transport Association home page, June 1997, http:// www.air-
transport.org/ data/ traffichtm. See James Rosenau, Turbulence in World Politics (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1990), pp. 12, 25.

# See Sidney Tarrow, “Mentalities, Political Cultures, and Collective Action Frames: Con-
structing Meanings through Action.” in Frontiers in Sncial Manement Theary n 184
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wealthy. Students participated in exchange programs. The Peace Corps
and lay missionary programs sent thousands of young people to live and
work in the developing world. Political exiles from Latin America taught
in US. and European universities. Churches opened their doors to
refugees, and to new ideas and commitments.

Obviously, internationalism was not invented in the sixties. Religious
and political traditions including missionary outreach, the solidarity tra-
ditions of labor and the left, and liberal internationalism have long stirred
action by individuals or groups beyond the borders of their own state.
While many activists working in advocacy networks come out of these
traditions, they tend no longer to define themselves in terms of these tra-
ditions or the organizations that carried them. This is most true for ac-
tivists on the left who suffered disillusionment from their groups’ refusal
to address seriously the concerns of women, the environment, or human
rights violations in eastern bloc countries. Absent a range of options that
in earlier decades would have competed for their commitments, advo-
cacy and activism through either NGOs or grassroots movements be-
came the most likely alternative for those seeking to “make a difference.”

Although numerous solidarity committees and human rights groups
campaigned against torture and disappearances under Latin American mil-
itary regimes, even on behalf of the same individuals they employed differ-
ent styles, strategies, and discourses, and understood their goals in the light
of different principles. Solidarity organizations based their appeals on com-
mon ideological commitments—the notion that those being tortured or
killed were defending a cause shared with the activists. Rights organiza-
tions, in principle, were committed to defending the rights of individuals
regardless of their ideological affinity with the ideas of the victim. One ex-
ception to this ideal involved the use of violence. Amnesty International, for
example, defended all prisoners against torture, summary execution, or the
death penalty, but it would adopt as its more visible and symbolic “prison-
ers of conscience” only those individuals who had not advocated violence.

Although labor internationalism has survived the decline of the left, it is
based mainly on large membership organizations representing (however
imperfectly) bounded constituencies. Where advocacy networks have
formed around labor issues, they have been transitory, responding to repres-
sion of domestic labor movements (as in labor support networks formed
around Brazil, South Africa, and Central America in the early 1980s).2?

# Brazil Labor Information and Resource Center, an advocacy group that functioned in
the early 1980s, won the support of a large number of unions in the U.S,, Canada, and West-
ern Europe in a campaign protesting prosecution of Brazilian labor leaders for leading
strikes and addressing rallies; the Labor Committee on South Africa brought together union
leaders and intellectuals to disseminate information on labor organizing and repression
among South Africa’s newly militant industrial unions; the Labor Committee on Central
America was composed of labor leaders who built alternative channels of contact and col-
laboration with Central American (especially Salvadorean and Guatemalan) labor activists

in the fare nf the ART .CTM Ve curvemnmt fne Damald Dae mmeafa oVt 1.0 0
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Advocacy networks in the north function in a cultural milieu of inter-
nationalism that is generally optimistic about the promise and possibili-
tites of international networking. For network members in developing
countries, however, justifying external intervention or pressure in do-
mestic affairs is a much trickier business, except when lives are at stake.
Linkages with northern networks require high levels of trust, as argu-
ments justifying intervention on ethical grounds confront the ingrained
nationalism common to many political groups in the developing world,
as well as memories of colonial and neocolonial relations.

How Do TRANSNATIONAL ADVOCACY NETWORKS WORK?

Transnational advocacy networks seek influence in many of the same
ways that other political groups or social movements do. Since they are
not powerful in a traditional sense of the word, they must use the power
of their information, ideas, and strategies to alter the information and
value contexts within which states make policies. The bulk of what net-
works do might be termed persuasion or socialization, but neither
process is devoid of conflict. Persuasion and socialization often involve
not just reasoning with opponents, but also bringing pressure, arm-twist-
ing, encouraging sanctions, and shaming. Audie Klotz's work on norms
and apartheid discusses coercion, incentive, and legitimation effects that
are often part of a socialization process.?

Our typology of tactics that networks use in their efforts at persuasion,
socialization, and pressure includes (1) information politics, or the ability
to quickly and credibly generate politically usable information and move
it to where it will have the most impact; (2) symbolic politics, or the ability
to call upon symbols, actions, or stories that make sense of a situation for
an audience that is frequently far away;* (3) leverage politics, or the ability
to call upon powerful actors to affect a situation where weaker members
of a network are unlikely to have influence; and (4) accountability politics,
or the effort to hold powerful actors to their previously stated policies or
principles.

A single campaign may contain many of these elements simultane-
ously. For example, the human rights network disseminated information
about human rights abuses in Argentina in the period 1976-83. The

# Klotz, Norms in International Relations, pp. 152-64.

3 Alison Brysk uses the categories “information politics” and “symbolic politics” to dis-
cuss strategies of transnational actors, especially networks around Indian rights. See “Act-
ing Globally: Indian Rights and International Politics in Latin America,” in Indigenous
Peoples and Democracy in Latin America, ed. Donna Lee Van Cott (New York: St. Martin’s
Press/ Inter-American Dialogue, 1994), pp. 29-51; and “Hearts and Minds: Bringing Sym-
bolic Politics Back In,” Polity 27 (Summer 1995): 559-85.

Introduction 17

Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo marched in circles in the central square in
Buenos Aires wearing white handkerchiefs to draw symbolic attention to
the plight of their missing children. The network also tried to use both
material and moral leverage against the Argentine regime, by pressuring
the United States and other governments to cut off military and economic
aid, and by efforts to get the UN and the Inter-American Commission on
Human Rights to condemn Argentina’s human rights practices. Monitor-
ing is a variation on information politics, in which activists use informa-
tion strategically to ensure accountability with public statements,
existing legislation and international standards.

The construction of cognitive frames is an essential component of net-
works’ political strategies. David Snow has called this strategic activity
“frame alignment”: “by rendering events or occurrences meaningful,
frames function to organize experience and guide action, whether indi-
vidual or collective.”?! “Frame resonance” concerns the relationship be-
tween a movement organization’s interpretive work and its ability to
influence broader public understandings. The latter involve both the
frame's internal coherence and its experiential fit with a broader political
culture.? In recent work, Snow and his colieagues and Sidney Tarrow, in
turn, have given frame resonance a historical dimension by joining it to
Tarrow’s notion of protest cycles.® Struggles over meaning and the cre-
ation of new frames of meaning occur early in a protest cycle, but over
time “a given collective action frame becomes part of the political cul-
ture—which is to say, part of the reservoir of symbols from which future
movement entrepreneurs can choose.”®

Network members actively seek ways to bring issues to the public
agenda by framing them in innovative ways and by seeking hospitable
venues. Sometimes they create issues by framing old problems in new
ways; occasionally they help transform other actors’ understandings of
their identities and their interests. Land use rights in the Amazon, for exam-
ple, took on an entirely different character and gained quite different allies
viewed in a deforestation frame than they did in either social justice or re-
gional development frames. In the 1970s and 1980s many states decided for
the first time that promotion of human rights in other countries was a legit-
imate foreign policy goal and an authentic expression of national interest.

3 David A. Snow et al., “Frame Alignment Processes, Micromobilization, and Movement
Participation,” American Socilogocial Review 51 (1986): 464. .

3 David A. Snow and Rabert D. Benford, “Ideology, Frame Resonance, and Participant
Mobilization,” in From Structure to Action: Comparing Social Movement Research across Cul-
tures, ed. Bert Klandermans, Hanspeter Kriesi, and Sidney Tarrow (Greenwich, Conn.: JAI
Press, 1988), pp. 197—217.

) 3 David A. Snow and Robert D. Benford, “Master Frames and Cycles of Protest,” in Fron-
tiers in Social Movement Theory, pp. 133-55.
3 Tarrow, “Mentalities,” p. 197.
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This decision came in part from interaction with an emerging global human
rights network. We argue that this represents not the victory of morality
over self-interest, but a transformed understanding of national interest,
possible in part because of structured interactions between state compo-
nents and networks. This changed understanding cannot be derived solely
from changing global and economic conditions, although these are relevant.

Transnational networks normally involve a small number of activists
from the organizations and institutions involved in a given campaign or
advocacy role. The kinds of pressure and agenda politics in which advo-
cacy networks engage rarely involve mass mobilization, except at key
moments, although the peoples whose cause they espouse may engage in
mass protest (for example, those ousted from their land in the Narmada
dam case).®> Boycott strategies are a partial exception. Instead of mass
mobilization, network activists engage in what Baumgartner and Jones,
borrowing from law, call “venue shopping,” which relies “more on the
dual strategy of the presentation of an image and the search for a more
receptive political venue.”% The recent coupling of indigenous rights and
environmental issues is a good example of a strategic venue shift by in-
digenous activists, who found the environmental arena more receptive to
their claims than human rights venues had been.

Information Politics

Information binds network members together and is essential for net-
work effectiveness. Many information exchanges are informal—telephone
calls, E-mail and fax communications, and the circulation of newsletters,
pamphlets and bulletins. They provide information that would not other-
wise be available, from sources that might not otherwise be heard, and
they must make this information comprehensible and useful to activists
and publics who may be geographically and/or socially distant.¥

35 Gerhards and Rucht, “Mesomobilization,” details the organizational efforts to prepare
demonstrations and parallel meetings to coincide with the 1988 meeting of the World Bank
and International Monetary Fund in Berlin. This was by far the largest mass action in con-
junction with the multilateral development bank campaign, which began holding meetings
and demonstrations parallel to the banks’ annual meetings in 1986. Interestingly, the authors
seem not to have been aware of the existence of a transnational campaign of which this ac-
tion was a part. On Narmada, see Medha Patkar, “The Struggle for Participation and Justice:
A Historical Narrative,” pp. 157-78; Anil Patel, “What Do the Narmada Tribals Want?,” pp.
179-200; and Lori Udall, “The International Narmada Campaign: A Case of Sustained Ad-
vocacy,” pp- 201~30, in Toward Sustainable Development? ed. Fisher.

% Baumgartner and Jones, “Agenda Dynamics,” 1050.

3 Rosenau, Turbulence, p. 199, argues that “as the adequacy of information and the very
nature of knowledge have emerged as central issues, what were once regarded as the petty
quarrels of scholars over the adequacy of evidence and the metaphysics of proof have be-
come prominent activities in international relations.”
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Nonstate actors gain influence by serving as alternate sources of infor-
mation. Information flows in advocacy networks provide not only facts
but testimony—stories told by people whose lives have been affected.
Moreover, activists interpret facts and testimony, usually framing issues
simply, in terms of right and wrong, because their purpose is to persuade
people and stimulate them to act. How does this process of persuasion
occur? An effective frame must show that a given state of affairs is nei-
ther natural nor accidental, identify the responsible party or parties, and
propose credible solutions. These aims require clear, powerful messages
that appeal to shared principles, which often have more impact on state
policy than advice of technical experts. An important part of the political
struggle over information is precisely whether an issue is defined pri-
marily as technical—and thus subject to consideration by “qualified” ex-
perts—or as something that concerns a broader global constituency.

Even as we highlight the importance of testimony, however, we have to
recognize the mediations involved. The process by which testimony is
discovered and presented normally involves several layers of prior trans-
lation. Transnational actors may identify what kinds of testimony would
be valuable, then ask an NGO in the area to seek out people who could
tell those stories. They may filter the testimony through expatriates,
through traveling scholars like ourselves, or through the media. There is
frequently a huge gap between the story’s original telling and the
retellings—in its sociocultural context, its instrumental meaning, and
even in its language. Local people, in other words, sometimes lose con-
trol over their stories in a transnational campaign. How this process of
mediation/translation occurs is a particularly interesting facet of net-
work politics.3® .

Networks strive to uncover and investigate problems, and alert the
press and policymakers. One activist described this as the “human rights
methodology”—"promoting change by reporting facts.”® To be credible,
the information produced by networks must be reliable and well docu-
mented. To gain attention, the information must be timely and dramatic.
Sometimes these multiple goals of information politics conflict, but both
credibility and drama seem to be essential components of a strategy
aimed at persuading publics and policymakers to change their minds. -

The notion of “reporting facts” does not fully express the way net-
works strategically use information to frame issues. Networks call atten-
tion to issues, or even create issues by using language that dramatizes

38 We are grateful to Anna Lowenhaupt Tsing for this point.

# Dorothy Q. Thomas, “Holding Governments Accountable by Public Pressure,” in
Ours by Right: Women’s Rights as Human Rights, ed. Joanna Kerr (London: Zed Books,
1993), p- 83. This methodology is not new. See, for example, Lumsdaine, Moral Vision, pp-
187-88, 211~13.
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and draws attention to their concerns. A good example is the recent cam-
paign against the practice of female genital mutilation. Before 1976 the
widespread practice of female circumcision in many African and a few
Asian and Middle Eastern countries was known outside these regions
mainly among medical experts and anthropologists.® A controversial
campaign, initiated in 1974 by a network of women’s and human rights
organizations, began to draw wider attention to the issues by renaming
the problem. Previously the practice was referred to by technically “neu-
tral” terms such as female circumcision, clitoridectomy, or infibulation.
The campaign around female genital “mutilation” raised its salience, lit-
erally creating the issue as a matter of public international concern. By
renaming the practice the network broke the linkage with male circumci-
sion (seen as a personal medical or cultural decision), implied a linkage
with the more feared procedure of castration, and reframed the issue as
one of violence against women. It thus resituated the practice as a human
rights violation. The campaign generated action in many countries, in-
cluding France and the United Kingdom, and the UN studied the prob-
lem and made a series of recommendations for eradicating certain
traditional practices.*!

Uncertainty is one of the most frequently cited dimensions of environ-
mental issues. Not only is hard information scarce (although this is
changing), but any given data may be open to a variety of interpretations.
The tropical forest issue is fraught with scientific uncertainty about the
role of forests in climate regulation, their regenerative capacity, and the
value of undiscovered or untapped biological resources. Environmental-
ists are unlikely to resolve these questions, and what they have done in
some recent campaigns is reframe the issue, calling attention to the im-
pact of deforestation on particular human populations. By doing so, they
called for action independent of the scientific data. Human rights ac-
tivists, baby food campaigners, and women’s groups play similar roles,
dramatizing the situations of the victims and turning the cold facts into
human stories, intended to move people to action. The baby food cam-

4 Female genital mutilation is most widely practiced in Africa, where it is reported to oc-
cur in at least twenty-six countries. Between 85 and 114 million women in the world today
are estimated to have experienced genital mutilation. World Bank Development Report 1993:
Investing in Health (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), p- 50.

4 Gee Leonard J. Kouba and Judith Muasher, “Female Circumcision in Africa: An
Overview,” African Studies Review 28:1 (March 1985): 95-110; Alison T. Slack, “Female Cir-
cumcision: A Critical Appraisal,” Human Rights Quarterly 10:4 (November 1988): 437-86; and
Elise A. Sochart, “Agenda Setting, The Role of Groups and the Legislative Process: The Pro-
hibition of Female Circumcision in Britain,” Parliamentary Affairs 41:4 (October 1988): 508—26.
On France, see Marlise Simons, “Mutilation of Girls’ Genitals: Ethnic Gulf in French Court,”
New York Times, 23 November 1993, p. 13. For UN recommendations, see the “Report of the
Working Group on Traditional Practices Affecting the Health of Women and Children,” UN

Document E/CN.4/1986/ 42 at 26 (1986).

Introduction 21

paign, for example, relied heavily on public health studies that proved
that improper bottle feeding contributed to infant malnutrition and mor-
tality, and that corporate sales promotion was leading to a decline in
breast feeding.*> Network activists repackaged and interpreted this infor-
mation in dramatic ways designed to promote action: the British devel-
opment organization War on Want published a pamphlet entitled “The
Baby Killers,” which the Swiss Third World Action Group translated into
German and retitled “Nestlé Kills Babies.” Nestlé inadvertently gave ac-
tivists a prominent public forum when it sued the Third World Action
Group for defamation and libel.

Nongovernmental networks have helped legitimize the use of testimo-
nial information along with technical and statistical information. Linkage
of the two is crucial, for without the individual cases activists cannot mo-
tivate people to seek changed policies. Increasingly, international cam-
paigns by networks take this two-level approach to information. In the
1980s even Greenpeace, which initially had eschewed rigorous research
in favor of splashy media events, began to pay more attention to getting
the facts right. Both technical information and dramatic testimony help to
make the need for action more real for ordinary citizens.

A dense web of north-south exchange, aided by computer and fax com-
munication, means that governments can no longer monopolize informa-
tion flows as they could a mere half-decade ago. These technologies have
had an enormous impact on moving information to and from third world
countries, where mail service has often been slow and precarious; they
also give special advantages of course, to organizations that have access
to them. A good example of the new informational role of networks oc-
curred when U.S. environmentalists pressured President George Bush to
raise the issue of gold miners’ ongoing invasions of the Yanomami in-
digenous reserve when Brazilian president Fernando Collor de Mello
was in Washington in 1991. Collor believed that he had squelched protest
over the Yanomami question by creating major media events out of the
dynamiting of airstrips used by gold miners, but network members had
current information faxed from Brazil, and they countered his claims
with evidence that miners had rebuilt the airstrips and were still invad-
ing the Yanomami area.

The central role of information in these issues helps explain the drive to
create networks. Information in these issue areas is both essential and dis-
persed. Nongovernmental actors depend on their access to information to
help make them legitimate players. Contact with like-minded groups at
home and abroad provides access to information necessary to their work,

42 Gee D, B. Jellife and E. F, P, Jellife, Human Milk in the Modern World (Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1978).
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broadens their legitimacy, and helps to mobilize information around par-
ticular policy targets. Most nongovernmental organizations cannot afford
to maintain staff people in a variety of countries. In exceptional cases they
send staff members on investigation missions, but this is not practical for
keeping informed on routine developments. Forging links with local orga-
nizations allows groups to receive and monitor information from many
countries at a low cost. Local groups, in turn, depend on international con-
tacts to get their information out and to help protect them in their work.
The media is an essential partner in network information politics. To
reach a broader audience, networks strive to attract press attention. Sympa-
thetic journalists may become part of the network, but more often network
activists cultivate a reputation for credibility with the press, and package
their information in a timely and dramatic way to draw press attention.*®

Symbolic Politics

Activists frame issues by identifying and providing convincing expla-
nations for powerful symbolic events, which in turn become catalysts for
the growth of networks. Symbolic interpretation is part of the process of
persuasion by which networks create awareness and expand their con-
stituencies. Awarding the 1992 Nobel Peace Prize to Maya activist Rigoberta
Menchi and the UN's designation of 1993 as the Year of Indigenous Peo-
ples heightened public awareness of the situation of indigenous peoples
in the Americas. Indigenous people’s use of 1992, the 500th anniversary
of the voyage of Columbus to the Americas, to raise a host of issues well
illustrates the use of symbolic events to reshape understandings.*

The 1973 coup in Chile played this kind of catalytic role for the human
rights community. Because Chile was the symbol of democracy in Latin
America, the fact that such a brutal coup could happen there suggested
that it could happen anywhere. For activists in the United States, the role
of their government in undermining the Allende government intensified
the need to take action. Often it is not one event but the juxtaposition of
disparate events that makes people change their minds and act. For
many people in the United States it was the juxtaposition of the coup in
Chile, the war in Vietnam, Watergate, and the Civil Rights Movement
that gave birth to the human rights movement. Likewise, dramatic footage
of the Brazilian rainforest burning during the hot summer of 1988 in the

43 See on social movements and media, see Todd Gitlin, The Whole World Is Watching
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980). For a report on recent research, see
William A. Gamson and Gadi Wolfsfeld, “Movements and Media As Interacting Sys-
tems,” Annals of the American Association of Political and Social Science 528 (July 1993):
114~25.

# Brysk, “Acting Globally.”
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United States may have convinced many people that global warming and
tropical deforestation were serious and linked issues. The assassination of
Brazilian rubber tapper leader Chico Mendes at the end of that year crys-
tallized the belief that something was profoundly wrong in the Amazon.

Leverage Politics

Activists in advocacy networks are concerned with political effective-
ness. Their definition of effectiveness often includes some policy change
by “target actors” such as governments, international financial institu-
tions like the World Bank, or private actors like transnational corpora-
tions. In order to bring about policy change, networks need to pressure
and persuade more powerful actors. To gain influence the networks seek
~w<mnmmm (the word appears often in the discourse of advocacy organiza-
aozmv over more powerful actors. By leveraging more powerful institu-
tions, weak groups gain influence far beyond their ability to influence
state practices directly. The identification of material or moral leverage is
a crucial strategic step in network campaigns.

. Material leverage usually links the issue to money or goods (but poten-
tially also to votes in international organizations, prestigious offices, or
other benefits). The human rights issue became negotiable because gov-
emnments or financial institutions connected human rights practices to
military and economic aid, or to bilateral diplomatic relations. In the
United States, human rights groups got leverage by providing policy-
makers with information that convinced them to cut off military and eco-
nomic aid. To make the issue negotiable, NGOs first had to raise its
profile or salience, using information and symbolic politics. Then more
powerful members of the network had to link cooperation to something
else of value: money, trade, or prestige. Similarly, in the environmental-
ists’ multilateral development bank campaign, linkage of environmental
protection with access to loans was very powerful.

}Eacmr NGO influence often depends on securing powerful allies,
their credibility still depends in part on their ability to mobilize their own
members and affect public opinion via the media. In democracies the po-
tential to influence votes gives large membership organizations an ad-
vantage over nonmembership organizations in lobbying for policy
change; environmental organizations, several of whose memberships
number in the millions, are more likely to have this added clout than are
human rights organizations. :

Moral leverage involves what some commentators have called the
“mobilization of shame,” where the behavior of target actors is held up to
the light of international scrutiny. Network activists exert moral leverage
on the assumption that governments value the good opinion of others;
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insofar as networks can demonstrate that a state is violating international
obligations or is not living up to its own claims, they hope to jeopardize
its credit enough to motivate a change in policy or behavior. The degree
to which states are vulnerable to this kind of pressure varies, and will be
discussed further below.

Accountability Politics

Networks devote considerable energy to convincing governments and
other actors to publicly change their positions on issues. This is often dis-
missed as inconsequential change, since talk is cheap and governments
sometimes change discursive positions hoping to divert network and
public attention. Network activists, however, try to make such statements
into opportunities for accountability politics. Once a government has
publicly committed itself to a principle—for example, in favor of human
rights or democracy—networks can use those positions, and their com-
mand of information, to expose the distance between discourse and prac-
tice. This is embarrassing to many governments, which may try to save
face by closing that distance.

Perhaps the best example of network accountability politics was the
ability of the human rights network to use the human rights provisions of
the 1975 Helsinki Accords to pressure the Soviet Union and the govern-
ments of Eastern Europe for change. The Helsinki Accords helped revive
the human rights movement in the Soviet Union, spawned new organiza-
tions like the Moscow Helsinki Group and the Helsinki Watch Committee
in the United States, and helped protect activists from repression.® The
human rights network referred to Moscow’s obligations under the
Helsinki Final Act and juxtaposed these with examples of abuses. In an il-
Justration of the boomerang effect, human rights activist Yuri Orlov said,
“We do not have the means to reach our government. My appeal to Brezh-
nev probably got as far as the regional KGB office. . .. The crucial question
is what means are there for a Soviet citizen to approach his own govern-
ment, other than indirectly through the governments of other countries.”%

Domestic structures through which states and private actors can be
held accountable to their pronouncements, to the law, or to contracts vary
considerably from one nation to another, even among democracies. The
centrality of the courts in U.S. politics creates a venue for the representa-
tion of diffuse interests that is not available in most European democra-

4 Discussion of the Helsinki Accords is based on Daniel Thomas, “Norms and Change in
World Politics: Human Rights, the Helsinki Accords, and the Demise of Communism,
1975-1990,” Ph.D. diss., Cornell University, 1997.

%% Walter Parchomenko, Soviet Images of Dissidents and Nonconformisis (New York: Praeger,
1986), p- 156, as cited in Thomas, p. 219.
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cies.#” It also explains the large number of U.S. advocacy organizations
that specialize in litigation. The existence of legal mechanisms does not
necessarily make them feasible instruments, however; Brazil has had a
diffuse interests law granting standing to environmental and consumer
advocacy organizations since 1985, but the sluggishness of Brazil's judi-
ciary makes it largely ineffective.

UnpER WaAT ConpITIONS Do Apvocacy NETWORKS Have INFLUENCE?

To assess the influence of advocacy networks we must look at goal
achievement at several different levels. We identify the following types or
stages of network influence: (1) issue creation and agenda setting; (2) in-
fluence on discursive positions of states and international organizations;
(3) influence on institutional procedures; (4) influence on policy change
in “target actors” which may be states, international organizations like
the World Bark, or private actors like the Nestlé Corporation; and (5) in-
fluence on state behavior.

Networks generate attention to new issues and help set agendas when
they provoke media attention, debates, hearings, and meetings on issues
that previously had not been a matter of public debate. Because values
are the essence of advocacy networks, this stage of influence may require
a modification of the “value context” in which policy debates takes place.
The UN’s theme years and decades, such as International Women's
Decade and the Year of Indigenous Peoples, were international events
promoted by networks that heightened awareness of issues.

Networks influence discursive positions when they help persuade
states and international organizations to support international declara-
tions or to change stated domestic policy positions. The role environ-
mental networks played in shaping state positions and conference
declarations at the 1992 “Earth Summit” in Rio de Janeiro is an example
of this kind of impact. They may also pressure states to make more bind-
ing commitments by signing conventions and codes of conduct.

The targets of network campaigns frequently respond to demands for
policy change with changes in procedures (which may affect policies in
the future). The multilateral bank campaign, discussed in Chapter 4, is
largely responsible for a number of changes in internal bank directives
mandating greater NGO and local participation in discussions of pro-
jects. Tt also opened access to formerly restricted information, and led to
the establishment of an independent inspection panel for World Bank

7 On access to the courts and citizen oversight of environmental policy in the U.S. and

Germany, see Susan Rose Ackerman, Controlling Environmental Policy: The Limits of Public
Law in Germany and the United States (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995).
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projects. Procedural changes can greatly increase the opportunity for ad-
vocacy organizations to develop regular contact with other key players
on an issue, and they sometimes offer the opportunity to move from out-
side to inside pressure strategies.

A network’s activities may produce changes in policies, not only of the
target states, but also of other states and/ or international institutions. Ex-
plicit policy shifts seem to denote success, but even here both their causes
and meanings may be elusive. We can point with some confidence to net-
work impact where human rights network pressures have achieved cut-
offs of military aid to repressive regimes, or a curtailment of repressive
practices. Sometimes human rights activity even affects regime stability.
But we must take care to distinguish between policy change and change
in behavior; official policies regarding timber extraction in Sarawak,
Malaysia, for example, may say little about how timber companies be-
have on the ground in the absence of enforcement.

We speak of stages of impact, and not merely types of impact, because
we believe that increased attention, followed by changes in discursive
positions, make governments more vulnerable to the claims that net-
works raise. (Discursive changes can also have a powerfully divisive ef-
fect on networks themselves, splitting insiders from outsiders, reformers
from radicals.®) A government that claims to be protecting indigenous
areas or ecological reserves is potentially more vulnerable to charges that
such areas are endangered than one that makes no such claim. At that
point the effort is not to make governuments change their position but to
hold them to their word. Meaningful policy change is thus more likely
when the first three types or stages of impact have occurred.

Both issue characteristics and actor characteristics are important
parts of our explanation of how networks affect political outcomes and
the conditions under which networks can be effective. Issue character-
istics such as salience and resonance within existing national or institu-
tional agendas can tell us something about where networks are likely
to be able to insert new ideas and discourses into policy debates. Suc-
cess in influencing policy also depends on the strength and density of
the network and its ability to achieve leverage. Although many issue
and actor characteristics are relevant here, we stress issue resonance,
network density, and target vulnerability.

Issue Characteristics

Issues that involve ideas about right and wrong are amenable to advo-
cacy networking because they arouse strong feelings, allow networks to
recruit volunteers and activists, and infuse meaning into these volunteer
activities. However, not all principled ideas lead to network formation,

48 We thank Tonathan Fox for reminding us of this point.
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and some issues can be framed more easily than others so as to resonate
with policymakers and publics. In particular, problems whose causes can
be assigned to the deliberate (intentional) actions of identifiable individu-
als are amenable to advocacy network strategies in ways that problems .
whose causes are irredeemably structural are not. The real creativity of
advocacy networks has been in finding intentionalist frames within which
to address some elements of structural problems. Though the frame of vi-
olence against women does not exhaust the structural issue of patriarchy,
it may transform some of patriarchy’s effects into problems amenable to
solution. Reframing land use and tenure conflict as environmental issues
does not exhaust the problems of poverty and inequality, but it may im-
prove the odds against solving part of them. Network actors argue that in
such reframing they are weakening the structural apparatus of patriarchy,
poverty, and inequality and empowering new actors to address these
problems better in the future. Whether or not they are right, with the de-
cline almost everywhere of mass parties of the left, few alternative agen-
das remain on the table within which these issues can be addressed.

As we look at the issues around which transnational advocacy net-
works have organized most effectively, we find two issue characteristics
that appear most frequently: (1) issues involving bodily harm to vulnera-
ble individuals, especially when there is a short and clear causal chain (or
story) assigning responsibility; and (2) issues involving legal equality of
opportunity. The first respond to a normative logic, and the second to a
juridical and institutional one.

Issues involving physical harm to vulnerable or innocent individuals ap-
pear particularly compelling. Of course, what constitutes bodily harm and
who is vulnerable or innocent may be highly contested. As the early failed
campaign against female circumcision shows, one person’s harm is an-
other’s rite of passage. Still, campaigns against practices involving bodily
harm to populations perceived as vulnerable or innocent are most likely to
be effective transnationally. Torture and disappearance have been more
tractable than some other human rights issues, and protesting torture of po-
litical prisoners more effective than protesting torture of common criminals
or capital punishment. Environmental campaigns that have had the greatest
transnational effect have stressed the connection between protecting envi-
ronments and protecting the often vulnerable people who live in them.

We also argue that in order to campaign on an issue it must be con-
verted into a “causal story” that establishes who bears responsibility or
guilt.® But the causal chain needs to be sufficiently short and clear to
make the case convincing. The responsibility of a torturer who places an
electric prod to a prisoner’s genitals is quite clear. Assigning blame to
state leaders for the actions of soldiers or prison guards involves a longer

4% Deborah A. Stone, “Causal Stories and the Formation of Policy Agendas,” Political Sci-
ence Ouarterly 104:2 (108a): 281~300.
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causal chain, but accords with common notions of the principle of strict
chain of command in military regimes.

Activists have been able to convince people that the World Bank bears
responsibility for the human and environmental impact of projects it di-
rectly funds, but have had a harder time convincingly making the Inter-
national Monetary Fund (IMF) responsible for hunger or food riots in the
developing world. In the latter case the causal chain is longer, more com-
plex, and much less visible, since neither the IMF nor governments reveal
the exact content of negotiations.

An example from the Nestlé Boycott helps to illustrate the point about
causal chains. The boycott was successful in ending direct advertising
and promotion of infant formula to mothers because activists could es-
tablish that the corporation directly influenced decisions about infant
feeding, with negative effects on infant health. But the boycott failed to
prevent corporations from donating infant formula supplies to hospitals.
Although this was the single most successful marketing tool of the corpo-
ration, the campaign’s longer and more complex story about responsibil-
ity failed here because publics believe that doctors and hospitals buffer
patients from corporate influence.

The second issue around which transnational campaigns appear to be
effective is increased legal equality of opportunity (as distinguished from
outcome). Our discussions of slavery and woman suffrage in Chapter 2
address this issue characteristic, as does one of the most successful
transnational campaigns we don’t discuss—the antiapartheid campaign.
What made apartheid such a clear target was the legal denial of the most
basic aspects of equality of opportunity. Places where racial stratification
is almost as severe as it is in South Africa, but where such stratification is
not legally mandated, such as Brazil and some U.S. cities, have not gener-
ated the same concern.®

Actor Characteristics

However amenable particular issues may be to strong transnational
and transcultural messages, there must be actors capable of transmitting
those messages and targets who are vulnerable to persuasion or leverage.
Networks operate best when they are dense, with many actors, strong
connections among groups in the network, and reliable information
flows. (Density refers both to regularity and diffusion of information ex-
change within networks and to coverage of key areas.) Effective net-
works must involve reciprocal information exchanges, and include
activists from target countries as well as those able to get institutional

% See Douglas S. Massey and Nancy A. Denton, American Apartheid; Segregation and the
Making of the Underclass (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1993).

Introduction 29

leverage. Measuring network density is problematic; sufficient densities
are likely to be campaign-specific, and not only numbers of “nodes” in
the network but also their quality—access to and ability to disseminate
information, credibility with targets, ability to speak to and for other so-
cial networks—are all important aspects of density as well.

Target actors must be vulnerable either to material incentives or to sanc-
tions from outside actors, or they must be sensitive to pressure because of
gaps between stated commitments and practice. Vulnerability arises both
from the availability of leverage and the target’s sensitivity to leverage; if
either is missing, a campaign may fail. Countries that are most suceptible
to network pressures are those that aspire to belong to a normative com-
munity of nations. This desire implies a view of state preferences that rec-
ognizes states’ interactions as a social—and socializing—process.® Thus
moral leverage may be especially relevant where states are actively trying
to raise their status in the international system. Brazilian governments
since 1988, for example, have been very concerned about the impact of the
Amazon issue on Brazil’s international image. President José Sarney’s in-
vitation to hold the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development in Brazil was an attempt to improve that image. Similarly,
the concern of recent Mexican administrations with Mexico’s interna-
tional prestige has made it more vulnerable to pressure from the human
rights network. In the baby food campaign, network activists used moral
leverage to convince states to vote in favor of the WHO/UNICEF codes of
conduct. As a result, even the Netherlands and Switzerland, both major
exporters of infant formula, voted in favor of the code. ;

THINKING ABOUT TRANSNATIONAL PoLITICS

By focusing on international interactions involving nonstate actors,
we follow in the tradition of earlier work in transnational politics that
signaled the emergence of multiple channels of contact among soci-
eties, and the resultant blurring of domestic and international poli-
tics.’ The network concept offers a further refinement of that work.
Both the Keohane and Nye collection and the various analysts of the
“new transnationalism” lump together relations among quite distinct
kinds of transnational actors: multinational corporations, the Catholic
church, international scientific organizations, and activist groups.> All

51 See Finnemore, National Interests in International Society.

52 Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye, eds., Transnational Relations and World Politics (Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1971).

5 The only factor that many of these transnational relations share is that all operate across
national borders, and all are characterized by purposeful actors (at least one of which is a non-
state agent). See Risse-Kappen, “Introduction,” Bringing Transnational Relations Back In, p. 8.
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these relations can be characterized as forms of transnational net-
works, but we distinguish three different categories based on their mo-
tivations: (1) those with essentially instrumental goals, especially
transnational corporations and banks; (2) those motivated primarily by
shared causal ideas, such as scientific groups or epistemic communi-
ties;5 and (3) those motivated primarily by shared principled ideas or val-
ues (transnational advocacy networks).

These different categories of transnational networks correspond to differ-
ent endowments of political resources and patterns of influence. In transna-
tional relations among actors with instrumental goals, we would expect
economic resources to carry the most weight; in epistemic communities,
technical expertise and the ability to convince policymakers of its impor-
tance counts most. Like epistemic communities, transnational advocacy net-
works rely on information, but for them it is the interpretation and strategic
use of information that is most important. Influence is possible because the
actors in these networks are simultaneously helping to define the issue area
itself, convince target audiences that the problems thus defined are soluble,
prescribe solutions, and, monitor their implementation. Thus transnational
advocacy networks are distinctive in the centrality of principled ideas; their
strategies aim to use information and beliefs to motivate political action and
to use leverage to gain the support of more powerful institutions.

Without assuming that political interactions in the international sys-
tem are reducible to domestic politics writ large, we have drawn exten-
sively on insights developed in studies of domestic politics. American
political science has been especially attentive to theories of group for-
mation and behavior. However, both pluralist and elitist theories clas-
sify issue areas narrowly either by economic sector or by government
policy clusters.> By extending the use of issue area to principled issues

5 See Haas, ed., Knowledge, Power, and International Policy Coordination. Theorists of epis-
temic communities exclude activist groups from their definition, seeing epistemic communi-
ties mainly as groups of scientists, limited to more technical issues in international relations.
M. J. Peterson, in “Whalers, Cetologists, Environmentalists, and the International Manage-
ment of Whaling,” International Organization 46 (Winter 1992), pp- 149, 155, distinguishes actors
in epistemic communities from activists, who are “not constrained by canons of reasoning”
and who frame issues in simple terms, dividing the world into “bad guys” and “good guys.”

55 Andrew S. McFarland, “Interest Groups and Political Time: Cycles in America,” British
Journal of Political Science 21 (July 1991): 261. Attempts to characterize patterns of influence
have included explanations highlighting group characteristics, issue characteristics, and,
more recently, patterns of interaction—policy committees and issue networks. See, e.g.,
Heclo, “Issue Networks”; Jack Hayward, “The Policy Community Approach to Industrial
Policy,” in Comparative Political Dynamics: Global Research Perspectives, ed. Dankwart Rustow
and Kenneth Paul Erickson (New York: HarperCollins, 1991), pp. 381-407; and Howard
Aldrich and David A. Whetten, “Organization-sets, Action-gets, and Networks: Making the
Most of Simplicity,” in Handbook of Organizational Design, ed. Paul Nystrom and William
Starbuck (New York: Oxford University Press, 1981). This organization literature has occa-
sionally been applied to international relations. See Gayl D. Ness and Steven R. Brechin,
“Bridging the Gap: International Organizations as Organizations,” International Organization

42 (Spring 1988): 245-73.
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as well, we are rejecting an economically reductionist notion of inter-
ests, adopting instead a more interactive approach to how interests are
shaped within networks. The network literature in sociology has de-
veloped formal mechanisms for identifying and mapping networks,
and exploring their attributes and relations—such as the network’s
density or the strength of links within it.?

As the notion of a policy community as a patterned interaction
within an issue area gained currency, it led to greater interaction with
European social scientists, who thought most interest group theory
was too closely patterned on U.S. politics. Europeans brought to the
debate a concern with group boundaries and relations among mem-
bers, and with ideas and the intellectuals who frame and spread them.
This focus dovetailed with a growing interest, inspired by the work of
John Kingdon, in the dynamics of the public agenda.” Research on
public interest advocacy groups and citizens groups blur the bound-
aries between social movement and interest group theories. Public in-
terest advocacy groups “thrive on controversy” and are created by
political entrepreneurs and supported by private foundations. Like our
own, this work highlights the interactive context in which political
claims are conceived and negotiated.*®

Similar concerns have become important in studies of social moyve-
ments over the last decade. Organizations and individuals within advo-
cacy networks are political entrepreneurs who mobilize resources like
information and membership and show a sophisticated awareness of the
political opportunity structures within which they are operating.” Our
stress on the role of values in networks is consistent with some arguments

% Methodologies and software for analyzing networks are discussed in David Knoke and
James H. Kuklinski, Network Analysis, Sage university papers series, Quantitative applications
in the sodial sciences, no. 28 (Beverly Hills and London: Sage, 1982). It is unclear whether the
high investment of time and money of using these methodologies to analyze more far-flung
international networks can be justified by the theoretical payoffs generated. Although net-
work sampling is possible, “no completely satisfactory strategy currently exists” (p. 27).

57 Stephen Brooks, “Introduction: Policy Communities and the Social Sciences,” in The Polit-
ical Influence of Ideas, ed, Stephen Brooks and Alain-G. Gagnon (Westport, Conn.: Praeger, 1994),
p- 5; and John W. Kingdon, Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies (Boston: Little, Brown, 1984).

58 Jack L. Walker, Mobilizing Interest Groups in America: Patrons, Professions, and Social
Movements (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1991), p. 12. On the expansion of citi-
zen action, see especially Michael W. McCann, Taking Reform Seriously: Perspectives on Public
Interest Liberalism (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1986); and Jeffrey Berry, “Citizen Groups
and the Changing Nature of Interest Group Politics in America,” Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science 528 (July 1993): 30-41.

% See, inter alia, David A. Snow, Louis A. Zurcher, and Sheldon Ekland-Olsen, “Social
Networks and Social Movements: A Microstructural Approach to Differential Recruitment,”
American Sociological Review 45 (1980): 787-801; Snow et al., “Frame Alignment Processes”;
Snow and Benford, “Ideology, Frame Resonance, and Participant Mobilization”; Sidney Tarrow,
Power in M t: Social M ts, Collective Action, and Mass Politics in the Modern State
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994); and McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald, “Intro-
duction,” in Comparative Perspectives on Social Movements, pp. 1-20.
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contained in the literature on “new social movements.”® Most important,
however, over the last decade social movement theory has increasingly
focused on the interaction between social structural conditions and ac-
tion, on the social context of mobilization, and on the transformation of
meanings among activists and among mass publics that make people be-
lieve they can have an impact on an issue.

As cognitive and relational aspects of these theoretical approaches
have come to the fore, their potential utility for studying transnational
group activities becomes much greater. By disaggregating national
states into component—sometimes competing—parts that interact dif-
ferently with different kinds of groups, we gain a much more multidi-
mensional view of how groups and individuals enter the political
arena. Focusing on interactive contexts lets us explore the roles of val-
ues, ideas, and different kinds of information and knowledge. As
Heclo argues, “network members reinforce each other’s sense of issues
as their interests, rather than (as standard political or economic models
would have it) interests defining positions on issues.”®! These theoreti-
cal approaches travel well from domestic to transnational relations
precisely because to do so, they do not have to travel at all. Instead,
many transnational actors have simply thrown off the fiction of the
unitary state as seen from outside.??

TowaRD a GrosaL CIVIL SOCIETY?

Many other scholars now recognize that “the state does not monopo-
lize the public sphere,”® and are seeking, as we are, ways to describe the
sphere of international interactions under a variety of names: transna-
tional relations, international civil society, and global civil society.% In
these views, states no longer look unitary from the outside. Increasingly

6 See Russell J. Dalton, Manfred Kuechler, and Wilheim Burklin, “The Challenge of New
Movements,” in Challenging the Political Order: New Social and Political Movements in Western
Democracies, ed. Dalton and Kuechler (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1990), pp. 10-16.

6 Heclo, “Issue Networks,” p. 102.

62 Douglas Chalmers takes this idea the furthest, arguing that many of these international
actors should now be viewed simply as “internationalized domestic actors,” and their inter-
national resources as political resources like any other. See “Internationalized Domestic Pol-
itics in Latin America: The Institutional Role of Internationally Based Actors,” unpublished
paper, Columbia University, 1993.

6 M. ]. Peterson, “Transnational Activity, International Society, and World Politics,” Mil-
lennium 21:3 (1992): 375-76.

6 See, for example, Ronnie Lipschutz, “Reconstructing World Politics: The Emergence of
Global Civil Society,” Millennium 21:3 (1992): 389-420; Paul Wapner, “Politics beyond the
State: Environmental Activism and World Civic Politics,” World Politics 47 (April 1995):
311-40; and the special issue of Millenntium on social movements and world politics, 23: 3
(Winter 1994).
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dense interactions among individuals, groups, actors from states, and in-
ternational institutions appear to involve much more than re-presenting
interests on a world stage.

We contend that the advocacy network concept cannot be subsumed
under notions of transnational social movements or global civil society.
In particular, theorists who suggest that a global civil society will in-
evitably emerge from economic globalization or from revolutions in com-
munication and transportation technologies ignore the issues of agency
and political opportunity that we find central for understanding the evo-
lution of new international institutions and relationships.

One strong globalization thesis is “world polity theory” associated
with the sociologist John Meyer and his colleagues. For Meyer world cul-
tural forces play a key causal role in constituting the state’s characteris-
tics and action.® World polity researchers have shown conclusively that
states with very different histories, cultures, and social and political
structures all came to adopt similar conceptions of what it means to be a
state and what it means to be a citizen, regardless of patterns of institu-
tional development. Yet in attributing so much to transnational diffusion,
they remain silent on the sources of world culture except to argue that it
originates from the modern Western tradition. In their view, international
NGOs are not actors, but “enactors” of world cultural norms; the role of
the International Olympic Committee is functionally the same as that of
Greenpeace or Amnesty International.%

We lack convincing studies of the sustained and specific processes
through which individuals and organizations create (or resist the creation
of) something resembling a global civil society. Our research leads us to
believe that these interactions involve much more agency than a pure dif-
fusionist perspective suggests. Even though the implications of our find-
ings are much broader than most political scientists would admit, the
findings themselves do not yet support the strong claims about an emerg-
ing global civil society.” We are much more comfortable with a conception
of transnational civil society as an arena of struggle, a fragmented and
contested area where “the politics of transnational civil society is centrally

6 For examples see John W. Meyer and Michael T. Hannan, eds., National Development
and the World System (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979); and George Thomas, John
Meyer, Francisco Ramirez, John Boli, eds., Institutional Structure: Constituting State, Society,
and Individual (Newbury Park, Calif.: Sage, 1987).

% John Boli and George M. Thomas, “Introduction: World Polity Formation since 1875,”
in World Polity Formation since 1875: World Culture and International Non-Governmental Organi-
zations (Stanford University Press, forthcoming).

¢ Sidney Tarrow, Power in Movement: Social Movements and Contentious Politics, rev. ed.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, forthcoming 1998), Chapter 11. An earlier version
appeared as “Fishnets, Internets and Catnets: Globalization and Transnational Collective
Action,” Instituto Juan March de Estudios e Investigaciones, Madrid: Working Papers
1996/78, March 1996; and Peterson, “Transnational Activity.”
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about the way in which certain groups emerge and are legitimized (by
governments, institutions, and other groups).”%

PrincipLEs, NORMS, AND PRACTICES

In his classic work The Anarchical Society, Hedley Bull made no bones
about the fact that in talking about international society he was talking
about a society of states. Such a society of states exists, he believed,
“when a group of states, conscious of certain common interests and
common values, form a society in the sense that they conceive them-
selves to be bound by a common set of rules in their relations with one
another, and share in the working of common institutions.”®® Bull re-
sisted the notion of an international society made up of individuals,
believing that developments in that direction (the Nuremberg and
Tokyo war crimes tribunals and the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights) added confusion to the international scene, in that “there is no
agreement as to the relative importance of these different kinds of legal
and moral agents, or on any general scheme of rules that would relate
them one to another.””® Bull would have recognized the advocacy net-
works we discuss in this book as contributors to such uncertainty.
However, he also believed in the existence of a set of basic values with-
out which international society was inconceivable—consisting in the
protection of life and bodily integrity, observance of agreements, and
reasonable consistency of property relations.” Understanding the im-
portance of the actors and/or the rules of interaction among them re-
quires attention to the place of values or norms in theorizing about
relations.

Interpretivist theories have highlighted the independent role of norms
in international relations, and have seen identities, norms, and interests
as mutually constitutive.”2 Norms constrain because they are embedded
in social structures that partially demarcate valued communities. Never-
theless, systemic explanations need to be grounded in process tracing if
they are to show the mechanisms by which norms constrain.”® That

%8 Andrew Hurrell and Ngaire Woods, “Globalisation and Inequality,” Millennium 24:3
(1995), P- 468.

% Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics, 2d ed. (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1995), p. 13.

7 Ibid., p. 37

! Ibid., p. 4.

72 See, e.g., Katzenstein, The Culture of National Security, pp. 22-25; Klotz, Norms in Inter-
national Relations, p. 26.

73 See Klotz's discussion in Norms in International Relations of U.S. activists’ successful re-
framing of apartheid as an issue of racial equality, which linked domestic civil rights activity
with their campaign around South Africa.
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means, to see norms in action we have to examine the actions of indi-
viduals and groups in historical contexts. Norms and practices are mu-
tually constitutive—norms have power in, and because of, what people
do.

We use the term “practice” here not only as “that which is done,” but
as “the act of doing something repeatedly.” This allows us to consider
the intensity of norms as well as normative change. Playing music re-
quires practice—so much practice that in the end hands can move
without the conscious mediation of thought telling them where to go.
Similarly, we can imagine norms whose practice over time has become
so automatic that they gain a taken-for-granted quality, in which prac-
tices and standards become so routinized as to be taken almost as laws
of nature. Normative change is inherently disruptive or difficult be-
cause it requires actors to question this routinized practice and con-
template new practices.”*

What distinguishes principled activists of the kind we discuss in this
volume is the intensely self-conscious and self-reflective nature of their
normative awareness. No mere automatic “enactors,” these are people
who seek to amplify the generative power of norms, broaden the scope of
practices those norms engender, and sometimes even renegotiate or
transform the norms themselves. They do this in an intersubjective con-
text with a wide range of interlocutors, both individual and corporate. Fi-
nally, thinking about norms in relation to practices eliminates the duality
between principled and strategic actions. Practices do not simply echo
norms—they make them real. Without the disruptive activity of these ac-
tors neither normative change nor change in practices is likely to occur.
States and other targets of network activity resist making explicit defini-
tions of “right” and “wrong,” and overcoming this resistance is central to
network strategies.

This general point about the relationship between norms and practices
can be illustrated by a discussion of the changing nature of sovereignty.
All of our networks challenge traditional notions of sovereignty. Most
views of sovereignty in international relations focus almost exclusively
on the understandings and practices of states as the sole determinants of
sovereignty, seen as a series of claims about the nature and scope of state
authority.” Claims about sovereignty are forceful, however, because
they represent shared norms, understandings, and expectations that are

7 See Pierre Bourdieu, Outline of a Theory of Practice (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1977), pp. 17-19.

™ See, e.g., Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Reading, Mass: Addison-Wes-
ley, 1979), pp. 95-96; F. H. Hinsley, Sovereignty, 2d ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1986); and Stephen Krasner, “Westphalia and All That,” in Ideas and Foreign Policy, ed.
Goldstein and Keoharne, pp. 235-64.
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constantly reinforced through the practices of states,”® and by the prac-
tices of nonstate actors.

Traditionally, as stated by the World Court, the doctrine of state sov-
ereignty has meant that the state “is subject to no other state, and has
full and exclusive powers within its jurisdiction””” It is a core premise
that “how a state behaved toward its own citizens in its own territory
was a matter of domestic jurisdiction, i.e., not anyone else’s business
and therefore not any business for international law.””® Similarly, how
states disposed of the resources within their territories or regulated the
development of their economies were at least theoretically sovereign
affairs. Much international network activity presumes the contrary:
that it is both legitimate and necessary for states or nonstate actors to
be concerned about the treatment of the inhabitants of another state.
Once granted that cross-border and global environmental problems
mean that economic activities within one nation’s borders are of legiti-
mate interest to another or others, the frontiers of legitimate interest
have been fuzzy—and contested. Transnational advocacy networks
seek to redefine these understandings; we ask whether and when they
succeed.

Because many of these campaigns challenge traditional notions of state
sovereignty, we might expect states to cooperate to block network activi-
ties. The ideas that environmental, indigenous, women’s and human
rights networks bring to the international arena impinge on sovereignty
in several ways. First, the underlying logics of the “boomerang” effect
and of networks—which imply that a domestic group should reach out to
international allies to bring pressure on its government to change its do-
mestic practices—undermine absolute claims to sovereignty. Second, by
producing information that contradicts information provided by states,
networks imply that states sometimes lie. NGOs often provide more reli-
able sources of information to international organizations, but by acting
on that information, especially when it explicitly contradicts state posi-

7 Alexander Wendt stresses that sovereignty is an institution that exists “only in virtue of
certain intersubjective understandings and expectations; there is no sovereignty without an
other.” He argues that sovereignty norms are now so taken for granted that “it is easy to

overlook the extent to which they are both presupposed by and an ongoing artifact of prac- .

tice.” “Anarchy Is What States Make of It,” pp. 412-13. Still, even critics of standard views of
sovereignty are so concerned with exposing how the discourse of sovereignty is constructed
and maintained that they often ignore how conceptions of the state are evolving. See also
Richard Ashley, “Untying the Sovereign State: A Double Reading of the Anarchy Problema-
tique,” Millennium 17:2 (1988): 227-61.

77 See Stanley Hoffmann, “International Systems and International Law,” in The Strategy
of World Order, vol. II: International, ed. Richard A. Falk and Saul H. Mendlovitz (New York:
World Law Fund, 1966), p. 164.

78 Louis Henkin, How Nations Behave: Law and Foreign Policy, 2d ed. (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1979), p. 228. See also James Mayall, Nationalism and International Society
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), p. 20.
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tions, international institutions implicitly undermine their foundation as
organizations of sovereign states.

If sovereignty is a shared set of understandings and expectations about
state authority that is reinforced by practices, then changes in these prac-
tices and understandings should in turn transform sovereignty. The ex-
pansion of human rights law and policy in the postwar period is an
example of a conscious, collective attempt to modify this set of shared
norms and practices.” To this end, the human rights network employed
two approaches. Activists pressured governments and international or-
ganizations to develop formal procedures to investigate the human
rights situation in member states. The work of NGOs exposed state re-
pressive practices, causing other states to respond by demanding expla-
nations, and repressive states in turn produced justifications. The
combination of changing international norms, compelling information,
institutional procedures for action, and targeted lobbying and pressure
campaigns created awareness and often caused states to modify their hu-
man rights practices. When a state recognizes the legitimacy of interna-
tional interventions and changes its domestic behavior in response to
international pressure, it reconstitutes the relationship between the state,
its citizens, and international actors. This pattern, by which network
practices instantiate new norms, is a common one among the transna-
tional advocacy networks we will discuss.

ORGANIZATION OF THE BOOK

The case studies that follow, which examine different kinds of advo-
cacy network structures, strategies, and goals, were chosen to highlight
the variety of transnational interactions. Chapter 2 asks whether these
networks are really a new phenomenon, examining four campaigns that
occurred between the 1830s and 1930s. Although not all of them involve
transnational networks, all involved transnational actors in the kinds of
principled and strategic actions that characterize modern networks.
Chapter 3 considers the largest and best-known network, whose prac-
tices since the Second World War have promoted changes in norms and
institutions around human rights. Comparison of how human rights ac-
tivists responded to egregious human rights abuses in Argentina during
the 1970s and to endemic abuses over the last several decades in Mexico
helps to pinpoint the scope, impact, and strategies of the human rights
network.

7 See Paul Sieghart, The Lawful Rights of Mankind: An Introduction to the International Legal
Code of Humuan Rights (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1985), pp. 67-68.
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Chapter 4 looks at the development of advocacy networks around
third world environmental issues, focusing particularly on the issue of
tropical deforestation. It looks at two concrete instances of deforestation,
in Ronddnia in the Brazilian Amazon and in Sarawak, Malaysia, each of
which was inserted into a different global campaign (the multilateral de-
velopment bank campaign and tropical timber campaign, respectively).
In both cases, how the ideas and practices of transnational actors fit into
domestic political contexts is key to the analysis. These cases illustrate the
difficulty of frame negotiation, where networks bring together actors
with different normative and political agendas. Chapter 5 looks at a com-
paratively new network, the international network on violence against
women, and focuses especially on the negotiations of meaning that were
part of the network’s emergence. Finally, in the conclusions, we turn to
the question of impact: how effective have these networks been in meet-
ing the goals they set for themselves, and what are the effects of their
practices in international society?
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