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Networks are ubiquitous in social life. But this book highlights political net-
works, in the sense that they have either political causes or political effects or
both. Likewise, the authors focus on transnational political networks where
network membership or network effects, or both, stretch across national bor-
ders. The strength of this book is that it brings together a discussion of a wide
variety of transnational political networks that have previously been consid-
ered separately. In doing so, it allows us to ask and answer theoretical and em-
pirical questions about the general role of networks in global politics.

In chapter 1, Kahler presents the main conceptual and definitional issues,
and discusses the broad relevance of network research to key debates in in-
ternational relations. The conclusions focus on summarizing the answers that
the chapters provide to a more focused set of research questions about net-
works. Many of these answers are related to how power is exercised by and in
networks, which is the main theme of this final chapter. Specifically, T will ad-
dress: (1) how and why networks emerge, scale-up, and proliferate; (2) under
which conditions networks can have influence or be effective; and (3) how
networks contribute to global governance, and how to address questions of
accountability. The answers to these questions often vary, however, with the
different types of networks discussed in the book, so a brief discussion oftvpes
of networks precedes the exploration of these research questions.

Types of Networks
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The authors in this book use two main approaches to networks: netwe e
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ite these labels, structure is a constant for all networks. But networks-as-
thick intentional networks that are simultaneously both structures
and agents: while networks-as-structures are thinner, uncoordinated networks
(hatonly exist as structures. Thes? two aPproaches may actually signal two end

ointson a continuum with fully intentional networks on one side and purely
unimentional networks on the qther; many of the actual networks we study
may combine conscious and unintentional elements and fall at some mid-

oint on the continuum. The distinction is nevertheless important for many
of the answers to the questions discussed here.

An additional way to categorize networks-as-actors is to focus on the main
type of actors involved, their main purposes, and their main tactics. Networks-
as-actors are purposeful, often strategic actors, while networks as structures
are not purposive actors, and thus cannot be characterized either by the main
purposes of their enterprise or by their tactics. Within the category of net-
works-as-actors, the purpose of the network and the types of actors involved
may influence in very important ways its tactics and dynamics. For example,
the differences are quite stark between Kenney’s drug networks (chapter 5
where the purpose is the promise of fantastic profits and the political power
necessary to facilitate that personal enrichment, and Yanacopulos’s justice
network (chapter 4), where the purpose is to reduce debt payments for im-
poverished countries.

Many different types of actors use network forms of organization; while net-
works are the organizational vehicle of choice of small nonstate actors, they
are also used by states and business groups. Networks often bring together di-
verse types of actors, but most networks are dominated or characterized by a
particular type of actor. Transgovernmental networks are made up exclusively
of state actors, drug networks are dominated by illicit business groups, while
nongovernmental organizations and social movements play a central role in
transnational advocacy networks. Epistemic communities are networks where
scientists and experts, both inside and outside of governments, are key play-
ers, and armed insurgents dominate terrorist networks. But in addition to
thinking about the dominant types of actors involved in networks, it may also
be useful to think about the main actors behind the formation of networks.
The networks discussed by Stein (chapter 8), Eilstrup-Sangiovanni (chapter
10), and Cowhey and Mueller (chapter 9) are all government organized networks,
even though in the case of humanitarian networks and Internet networks,
many of their members are nongovernmental. Human rights networks and
debtrelief networks, on the other hand, are networks mainly of nongovern-
mental actors organized by nongovernmental organizations.

Nf?tworks are motivated by different purposes. Every network has multiple
Motivations, including its own survival, but we can still identify the main pur-
F()l(i)liz (Zifrmost networks. S().me networks form ma?nly to pursue cc«momi.c gain
mentati:)lg networks) while others pursue pf)ll()' C()()I’(h‘ll“lll()ll' and imple-

n (such as the TGNs discussed by Ellslrup—Sangmv;mm). Advocacy
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230 Networked Politics

networks form to promote principled ideas, while many humanitariap net-
works devote most of their energies to the delivery of humanitarian service,
All use network forms of organization, but the main purpose shapes the par-
ticular form the networks take and the tactics they use. Network purpose is
intimately related to the issues of power discussed here, because it clarifje,
the question of the purposes for which network power is exercised. Network
power is usually not an end in itself but a tool to achieve purposes, and thy;
the consideration of network purpose must go hand in hand with an explo.
ration of network power.

Another important distinction between different networks is the distinc.
tion between those networks that engage in clandestine or illicit activity and
thus often use violent tactics, such as the drug and terrorist networks/, and
those networks that engage in public or legal activity and use nonviolent tac-
tics. For the public/legal networks, especially advocacy networks, the search
for publicity is the driving force behind their formation and functioning. For
the clandestine networks, as Kenney says, “secrecy is the driving force behind
organizational structure.” If, as network theorists argue, network structure
helps explain the functioning and outcomes of networks, and if secrecy is the
driving force behind network structure in clandestine networks, we expect
that clandestine networks will be quite different than public ones. In secret
networks communication within and across cells is fairly limited. Most other
networks don’t limit information, but take advantage of one of the main char-
acteristics of networks—their ability to move large amounts of information
quickly and easily.

Despite these differences in types of networks, almost all of the chapters in
this book stress some common characteristics of networks: (1) their voluntary
nature and thus the possibility of exit; (2) the central role of information and
learning; (3) their ability to build trust and confidence among network par-
ticipants, and (4) their flexibility and adaptability compared to other organi-
zational forms.

Many chapters stress the voluntary nature of the networks they study. For
networks-as-actors, network nodes choose whether to participate in networks.
This gives networks their informal nature and means that you can't “lock-n”
either actors or commitments. Thus networks must create benefits for net
work members, what many authors refer to as network externalities, in order
for networks to continue to exist. These benefits may be of a very diverst
sort—but because networks are voluntary, nodes will exit if they do not per”
ceive benefits, and seek out other kinds of arrangements. ‘

All the chapters also stress the informational role of networks. One of ll‘lt‘.
most striking characteristics of networks is that they are “purticularly l‘Pf t‘"_,
circumstances in which there is a need for efficient reliable informatiot
(Powell 1990). Because networks are based on trust and reciprocity they t‘.‘"
courage people to exchange information, not just purchase it. Networks P‘gs
vide access to tacit knowledge that is difficult to codify and resides in the head
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Jfesp erienced practitioners (Keriney, ch.apter HijA EilstrupSangiovanni (chap-

er 10) sresses that the lack. of hleratchical organization in the transgovern-

works she studies contributes to the speed and efficiency of

as well as more opportunities for local initiative. The cen-

ality of the transfer of reliable information is a characteristic of both the

petworks-as-actors and the networks-as-structures examined in this book.

[ earning- and information-based adaptation are primary characteristics of

Elkin’s constitutional network (chapter 3). Stein also argues that the ALNAP

pas been a source for learning internally and in the larger networks of the hu-
manitarian Sector (chapter 8).

A third shared characteristic of the networks-as-actors examined in this
pook is the ability to build trust and confidence among participants to facili-
tate coordination and collective action. So, for example, Eilstrup-Sangiovanni
considers trust-based relations as one of the four characteristics of networks

litical coordination. She argues that networks are

that are important for po
“more dependent on trust than other organizational forms.” The role of trust

:n networks also derives from the fact that many political networks are em-
bedded in broader social networks. In most political networks, these broader
social networks are useful for both recruiting people of confidence and for
linking networks to the outside political actors that they hope to influence.
These social networks seem to be even more important in the case of illicit
networks (at least they are mentioned more explicitly in the chapters by Ken-
ney and Kahler).

Finally, all networks appear to have greater flexibility and adaptability than
other organizational forms. They can both expand freely, and they can de-
couple more easily. Slaughter (2004a), discussing TGNs, stresses that because
networks are more flexible and have low sovereignty COsts, they are often the
vehicles of choice for international cooperation. Networks can “adjust quickly
to new problems or unanticipated changes in their environment” (Eilstrup-
Sangiovanni, chapter 10). The downside of this flexibility, however, is that this
increases bargaining costs and creates more potential for conflict. Kenney
(chapter 5) also stresses organizational flexibility as one of the attributes that
favors networks over hierarchies.

But despite these similarities and commonalities among different kinds of
networks, the differences among networks are so striking that we need to be
car?ful not to overemphasize the similarities and ignore the differences, es-
Set“all}’ the differences between networks-as-structures and networks-as-

ctors,

How ang Why Have Networks Emerged and Grown?

tworks, especially

The 1% 4
authors take up many issues about the life cycle of ne
they grow or

Questi
tions of why and how networks are born or €merge, how
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“scale-up” and why some networks disappear or die. Here we w
ticular on the issue of network emergence and growth,

The chapters focusing on networks-as-structures and NEtworks-zs.
fer in their approach to the issue of network emergence. T g, wl
emphasis on agency stress how “networks are built” whije those w,, 1
on the networks-as-structures stress how “networks happen.” These ,) s
proaches are not always mutually intelligible. Hafner-Byy), and
gomery (chapter 2) conclude that a network automatically forpy w]n-,,'\,f””‘
join a type of international treaty organization called » prefere ;
agreement (PTA). But such a definition makes Eilstrup—Sang
question superfluous. She asks why states form networks instead of formipg -
ternational treaty organizations. We can only make sense of th g, differe ;, : ,J'
when we understand the differences between these two undeyy .
networks. States choose whether to form a TGN (a network-
international treaty organization (ITO). Inadvertently, upon joining ap | ‘(”)’
they may also form a network-as-structure, even if they are noy aware of it

Thus, for Hafner-Burton and Montgomery, the decisions of many states 1,
Join a preferential trade agreement in turn create a network. By say tha
the PTA creates the network suggests that there is some agency to create a ner.
work. It would be more appropriate to say that when many states join a PTA
a network happens or emerges.

Existing literatures pose various hypotheses to explain the g
transnational networks. There are different “origin stories” for networks Oy,
prominent explanation for network emergence is a delegation account. Nei
works exist because other actors, mainly states but also international orea,
zations, have created them and delegated authority to them (Cowhe
Mueller, chapter 9). These networks can be seen as examples of delegatio
from executives to lower-level officials (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, chapter 10
from states to nonstate actors like the Internet Engineering Task Force acting
on behalf of states to carry out policy coordination and standard sctiing
(Cowhey and Mueller, chapter 9), or delegation by states to nongovern
tal organizations to deliver services (Stein, chapter 8). This delegation m
is clearly more useful in explaining the emergence of government-orgal
networks than the emergence of networks organized by nongovernment
ganizations,

Another key explanation for network emergence is simply that grow!
functional interdependence has led to the growth of all forms of ntc!!
tional association, of which networks are simply one example. Yet an®
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explanation is that technological change and increasing compleyit “\ ‘
contributed to the kinds of connections essential to the formation ¢
taining of networks (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, chapter 10). These hyp pthest h
relevant to the formation of all the networks considered here, both ¢

as-structures and networks-as-actors. help €
. 1€
Most of these explanations are macrolevel phenomena that may



Jain the overall increase in transnational nemtorks, but are less useful for ex-
 ing why networks emerge around some issues, but not others, or with
plain members and not others. Also, most of these explanations have been
so“(‘ieto explain the rise of international institutions more generally; thus, they
use’t Jlways explain why actors prefer networked forms of organization as
e ared to other forms (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, chapter 10).

corr;ﬁ’e authors propose additional hypotheses that focus on explaining why
qetworks emerge instead of some other organizational form. Both state and
ponstate actors may choose network forms of organization because they al-
Jow actors to preserve autonomy. Actors surrende.r less autonomy in network
forms of organization because no formal commitments are rpade, and the
exit option continues to be open to network participants. Stein lists the de-
sire for autonomy as part of the reason networks emerge in the area of hu-
manitarian assistance. But it is exactly this characteristic of networks that may
make them less desirable in other situations, as Eilstrup-Sangiovanni reminds
us. When actors prefer to lock-in commitments and lower the risk of defec-
tion, they will be less likely to choose networks.

Both Kenney and Eilstrup-Sangiovanni suggest that the rise of one form of
network generates the need for the rise of “networked responses.” The rise of
transnational networks of nonstate actors (especially illicit or violent ones)
may generate networked responses on the part of governments. Various chap-
ter authors ask explicitly why and when networks emerge instead of some type
of hierarchy. Their answers focus on the specific benefits actors receive
through networked cooperation. Both Kahler and Stein, for example, link the
issue of network growth to the effectiveness of networks. Kahler (chapter 6)
says that networks are more likely to emerge when they are likely to be more
successful than hierarchies at promoting collective action. In the case of hu-
manitarian organizations, Stein argues that it was their success in delivering
goods and services that led to increased demands for such organizations. Sec-
ond, she argues, the withdrawal of states from this area of direct service de-
livery at the same time as states increased their funding for humanitarian
assistance has led to increased demand for humanitarian networks.

Eilstrup-Sangiovanni proposes a persuasive argument about why govern-
ments choose to form TGNs instead of international treaty organizations.
Governments are more likely to choose networked forms of organization
when (1) issues call for quick action; (2) uncertainty is pronounced; (3) their
preferences differ from rival domestic agents; and (4) there is a desire to
avoid spoilers,

: One question is how well this argument travels to help explain the forma-
tion of other forms of networks. The first two points above relate to the na-
ture of the issue area. There is some evidence from the chapters that the
\r:'?)trl]l(rse]?f the’ issue area does influence whether or not actors choose net-
i a(;t €rrorist groups and drug networks may choose networks because they

quickly and are easier to keep secret and under the radar screen. But
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advocacy groups may choose networks because they are efficient 1o,
ting public information out to a wider audience. Although these :ls
contradictory, they are both consistent with aspects of what we kmm‘\'\""“'
the characteristics of networks. "W aboyg

In other ways, Eilstrup-Sangiovanni’s argument doesn’t travel. She |,
an argument about the opportunity costs of different organization | 1'1,1}},.\
for different actors. An opportunity-cost argument depends on the )M,m e
tional alternatives or menus that actors have available to them, Sin:“‘x(u/;l,‘
states can be full members of international treaty organizations, o]y \rr”]]
choose between networks and ITOs. Eilstrup-Sangiovanni’s argumen; il'll }( :
most useful to understand government-organized networks such as TGN (N
those described in the chapters by Stein and Cowhey and Mueller, =

Nongovernmental actors are not able to choose between creating either ,
network or an international treaty organization. Transnational advocac, ,
ganizations often participate in international treaty organizations, bus 1}“:-,
cannot create them. The human rights networks described by Lake and Wono
(chapter 7) see their networks as complements to, not as alternatives to, oy
man rights treaty organizations. For many nonstate actors, the alternatives the:
have open to them are either to build their own hierarchical international
nongovernmental organization or to pursue networked forms of organiza-
tion. Our dark networks also have this choice open to them, but the costs of
a hierarchical organization may be even greater for drug or terrorist networks
than for advocacy networks or epistemic communities. When the costs o
building hierarchical nongovernmental organizations are large for nonstat
actors, the choice of networked forms of organization may be more obvi
for them than it is for states.

For networks-as-structures, and particularly as examples of uncoor dinate
interdependence, it is not appropriate to say that actors choose to form anct
work. Governments may choose to adopt practices similar to those adop!
in other countries (constitutional provisions, for example, in the case« f |
chapter 3), but they don’t choose to form or join a network-as-structure.
network emerges as a result of their uncoordinated policy choices. Networs
happen when countries do the same thing (not necessarily by being 1 ¢!
tact with one another). In order to explain why networks-as-structuie emerg
and grow, we need to explain why countries do the same thing. This1s '1‘“ 5

tion for both the sociological institutionalist literature and the
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hat Conditions Can Networks Have Influence?

under W _
Effects and Network Effectiveness

Network

Defining Effectiveness

Networks-as-structures are unintentional and uncoordinated, and thus do
pot act collectively. In the networks-as-structure approach, authors stress net-
works’ effects rather than effectiveness, and clarify that such effects can be
subopﬁmal or functional and efficient (Elkins, chapter 3). In this sense, we
could say that some networks have “influence” but are not necessarily “effec-
tive” in the sense of meeting specific goals.

Networks-as-actors, on the other hand, are often consciously designed to
act collectively to further specific goals. In this approach, the notion of ef-
fectiveness involves change or collective action in the direction of network
goals. If the network produces changes contrary to its goals, we would say the
network failed. This book, however, explodes the notion that network effec-
tiveness might always involve some public good. For terrorist networks or
drug networks, effectiveness implies the ability to reach their goals, which
would include the ability to create terror or to expand the production and
distribution of drugs.

This raises issues about what we mean by effectiveness. The authors in the
book are concerned with effectiveness at three different levels: (1) agenda
setting and information provision; (2) policy and discursive change; and (3)
behavioral change by key actors.

Some chapters focus mainly on the effectiveness of networks in setting
agendas within networks and outside of the networks in the policy sphere.
This is the main focus of the chapter by Lake and Wong (chapter 7), which
stresses that Amnesty International helped set the agenda for the whole hu-
man rights network to work on a small set of civil and political rights. Kahler
is also concerned with agenda setting within networks and outside of net-
works, and argues that one of the main successes of al Qaeda was its ability to
shift its focus to the far enemy, the United States.

Stein points out that humanitarian service organizations have multiple un-
derstandings of effectiveness, but all the definitions are ultimately concerned
with behavioral change in the field of both the givers and the recipients of
a.id. In the case of humanitarian organizations, and perhaps other service de-
hVCry organizations, effectiveness involves the delivery of services, not simply
the setting of agendas or discursive change of key actors.

Documenting Effectiveness

bIt is difficult to research and document network effectiveness. Arguments
a . . ~Ira
arout effectiveness are often counterfactual, in that they argue that networks

¢ effective compared to what existed before networks, or what would have
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existed without networks (this is the essence of Yanacopulos’s argy,
X . : : Neng

the campaign for debt relief, chapter 4). Second, some argue that . S O
are effective compared to other forms of organization, especial), l]i(‘]"(ll\\(” ;
including states and formal international organizations. Some . ,,,\‘ (ll(‘ hig
effectiveness in relation to ideals. The critique of humanitariay, (,, o
is often a critique of their effectiveness (or accountability) compare
ideal of what they should do. These ideals may be those of the rgani /,”'.’ i
themselves, in their mission statement, or those of the publics (},., \(_l‘\("”“‘
of the donors. / B

The chapter by Yanacopulos is focused primarily on the issuc of o, i
ness. For her, the networks were effective at different levels. She i ;. ”\(._
cerned with the “ability to raise awareness about the issue,” an( get the -
cancellation issue onto the agendas of the G8, the international fiyy,,, ial ip.
stitutions, and the media. Indeed, the campaign was apparently s, ff,, L
in influencing the discursive positions of the British governmen unde; 1(,,'
Blair that it made network members uncomfortable that there were 1 1,
similarities between their demands and the government’s positions, 4 |....
on paper. But Yanacopulos is also concerned with behavioral change o
part of key target actors—for example, whether the Jubilee 2000 ¢,
actually led to debt reduction or cancellation. She argues that there wag .
progress on reducing debt and increasing development aid than there
have been in the absence of the network campaigns. Kahler (chapter 6) i
interested in behavioral change, and gauging whether terrorist networks
duce “successful” collective actions; in his particular case, an incr
global terrorist activity by network partners.

Eilstrup-Sangiovanni considers TGNs to have been effective in som
She argues that the TGNs she studies contributed to a reduction |
proliferation and made possible some interdictions of materials fo
proliferation. But she also points to the limitations of these networks
major strength appears to be in setting standards that nonmembers
be pressured to adopt. But the one formal treaty organization in |
the Chemical Weapons Convention, is also credited with being «
leading to the destruction of existing chemical weapons. The argume:
that networks are more or less effective in the abstract than [TOs &
Eilstrup-Sangiovanni argues that networks and ITOs have differ
and in some cases, like the case of chemical weapons, TGNs can
practical and conceptual foundation for later treaty-based coopet
Stein, effectiveness is one of two central dimensions of accountabiiin 2
rects our attention to how criteria involving outcomes are consequ
opposed to the rights-based criteria previously used in mam
service organizations. The ability of organizations to deliver seivi
ground is an essential measure of both effectiveness and account
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Explaining Effectiveness

Bl cren whenwe can establish to our satisfaction that some networks were
indeed effective, we still need. to be able to try to find explanations for ef-
fectiveness: Because. tne definition o.f what constitutes effectiveness varies in
different networks, 1t 18 hard to specify what features contribute to the effec-
{iveness of diverse nethorks. For example, Kahler points out that in clandes-
tine networks, the maintenance of secrecy is essential for effective action.
Thus, the need for “concealment of illicit activities” may mean that “sparse
and decentralized networks are more effective” at evading law enforcement.
But planning complex tasks, such as the destruction of the World Trade Cen-
ter, requires centralization. Thus even within a single network, there is no sin-

le recipe for success. Kahler points out that a central tension within terrorist
networks 18 that they are simultaneously criminal networks (in that they carry
out illegal activities and thus require secrecy) and advocacy networks, and
thus require publicity for their political success.

Despite these difficulties, the chapters in this book propose or suggest some

ossible explanations for effectiveness. For example, it is possible that the na-
ture or structure of the networks themselves contribute to effectiveness. One ques-
ton is to what degree the various ways networks are structured will help us
explain the effectiveness of political networks. In particular, do the various
network structures discussed in this book help explain which networks are
more effectiver

Not all the chapters specify the type of network structure, and as a result we
can’t fully evaluate the argument about the link between network structure
and effectiveness. Relatively little precise research has been done about the
exact structure of international political networks (in part because the re-
search needed to establish exactly the network type of large international net-
works spread across the globe is hugely time consuming). We don’t actually
know the structural characteristics of many transnational networks.

In general, network theory predicts that dense networks are likely to be
more effective than thin networks. But other network characteristics may also
be relevant. For example, do the predictions about efficiency and robustness
from network theory (see Lake and Wong for a summary) help us understand
which networks will be more effective than others? Networks with a scale-free
structure are in general highly efficient and relatively robust, but vulnerable
to the failure of central nodes. The definitions of efficiency in network the-
ory are very limited (ability to transmit information across the network
quickly) and the concerns about effectiveness in this book go well beyond the
movement of information to include agenda setting and collective action.
Still, it is interesting to ask whether the type of structure makes the network
more effective in the broader sense.

Kahler (chapter 6) argues that three fe
contributed to the successful promotion O

atures of networked ()rganization
f collective action in the case of
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al Qaeda: its embeddedness in existing social networks; the degree
¢  to wl ¢ }1

the network is able to provide scarce resources to its Mmembers,
(the operation of training camps) or nonmaterial kind (]cgitim/;u-v or st
and the nature of the network structure. He argues that 3] (x)aeda«,s msuuu\ ;
and its ability to evolve organizationally contributed to its effectiven e }“ ture
ticular, al Qaeda was a hybrid of network and hierarchy—; network \\'il}“
erarchical node—the Central Staff of al Qaeda leadership. Thjs il r:} |
degree of flexibility, as it could produce tightly run operations ¢ ““('bi\((,(lllfh
the leadership, or dispersed operations where local STOUPS took the injjy ;. )
Kenney (chapter 5) also suggests that network structures mage, for ;‘11\"'
tiveness. He says that while wheel networks were more “ruth]esy, (‘ffj(,ik«m 5
the chain networks have nevertheless helped maintain Colombig’ |(A(““”'
position in the drug industry in the face of hostile drug enforcement eff
This suggests that different network structures have different strengths:
wheel networks were more efficient at production or export, ch
may be better at secrecy.

Second, the nature of the issue area may affect network effectiven s, Thter:
national relations theorists have long understood that coordinatio,, :‘Jm,j\
may be easier to solve than cooperation games; to the degree that cerip
issue areas resemble coordination games, networks in these issucs mav b
more effective. Other issues, with characteristics such as the need fo, speed
or the degree of complexity, may lend themselves more to network solution.
(Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, chapter 10). Peter Haas (1992) argued that particu
kinds of problems, with high levels of complexity and uncertainty, were area
where epistemic communities, one of the basic kinds of networks, were lik
to form. It could be that these are also issues where networks are likely (0 |
more effective.

There is also the possibility that certain issues lend themselves more 1o
work activity because of the intrinsic appeal of certain issues or ideas. Kahl
(chapter 6) suggests that we can’t understand the power of al Qaeda with
understanding the power of identity appeals. For example, Keck and Sikkn
(1998) argue that transnational advocacy networks are more likely to b
fective on issues involving bodily harm to vulnerable populations with she
causal chains and on issues involving equality of opportunity. Yanacopuio®
(chapter 4) also suggests that some issues may be perceived as “easicl
ganize around than other issues. Some claim that the debt cancellaniol
“cheap” for states and thus more politically tractable, since the main
borne by the international financial institution, not by states themsches
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How Is Power Exercised within Networks?
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The most important contribution that some of the chapters make 10 11
s 4 i § i : : nalysts
theory is to directly incorporate considerations of power into our i<
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etworks. Lake and Wong argue that netwo
itis to help us tackle the issues of power in
hey argue that net.work theory must recog
(1) nodes are cognizant actors able to form improvi
choices; (2) alternative outcomes have distributional implications forp n(;‘:img
favoring some over others; and (3) nodes vary in the power or influence the:’
pOSSEsS. They argue.t that these fairly basic political assumptions must be addezl,
to network theory in order to make it useful to political scientists,
Hafner-Burton and Montgomery (chapter 2) are also interested in usin

social network analysis to understand p :

: ower dynamics within networks and
the international system, but they argue that social network analysis already

contains the necessary tools to reveal “social power” within networks. Hafner-
Burton and Montgomery define the social power (or prestige) of a state in a
network as the sum of a state’s ties to other actors in the system. Thus, as for
Lake and Wong, nodes in the network vary in the power or influence they pos-
sess. But Hafner-Burton and Montgomery use a different definition of power
than many other authors in the book, one consistent with their network-as-
structure approach. Social power is an attribute of the place in the network,
not of an action or an outcome.

Lake and Wong and Kenney provide additional hypotheses about how cer-
tain kinds of networks, given their structures, lend themselves to different
forms of exercises of power. So, for example, a scale-free network, or a wheel
network, gives lots of power to central nodes, because if they exit, the whole
thing falls apart. But distributional networks, small-world networks, and chain
networks don’t give this same power to central nodes.

Lake and Wong’s argument that “power is an emergent property of net-
works themselves” rests on the threat of exit in hub networks. As they recog-
nize, the threat of exit depends on the opportunity cost of exit. Different
actors face different opportunity costs for exit from networks. If Lake and
Wong are correct that the threat of exit in scale-free networks is a major
source of power within networks, then we need to know more about whicl?
networks have what structure, and about the opportunity costs of exit in dif-
ferent networks. For many advocacy groups, participating in a network is not
very costly and there are benefits associated with it. Exitfrom th‘e. network may
involve costs to advocacy organizations’ core values and identmets. Sf) for ex-
ample, Stein shows that the humanitarian sector has the power of exu: bu.t to
exercise that power often runs contrary to the self-identi‘ly of 1111111;1111tar.1z?n‘—
ism. Stein gives the example of Zimbabwe, where many feel that hm-namt‘n—

lan organizations should exit because their presence lends suppo}‘t) 10 :l}e
Mugabe regime and its policies. But to exit could lead to more suffering in

. . - . 7 B C ¥ 1 ) "
Iural areas, and for many organizations ex1t1s not acceptable under these con
ditions,

rk‘ t'heory must be modified if
political networks, In particular,

nize that in real social networks
ulate and make utility-

: . ship base, the de-
For advocacy networks, especially with a strong membelslnplb(.h(t oy
cision to exit from popular campaigns or networks may be costly In {erms
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alienating members. At the same time, the opportunity costs of exiting are
high because few good alternatives are available to most NGOs wh, exit l 1;(-:
work, and those alternatives may be costly. As Yanacopulos said aho the ]91\:
campaign, when one member organization was asked whether dis;lf‘li-(‘-l:.d
members of the coalition could quit, she answered that there were “Powerfy]
reasons for organizations not pulling out, namely that to do so woul( 80 down
very badly with one’s own supporters and do one’s own image a log of dam.
age.” Nevertheless, exit from advocacy networks does occur. In the case of
the J2K campaign, NGOs from countries in the global South exited frop, J2K
and formed an alternative network ( Jubilee South). What gave the som]{(x,»”
groups power was not the structure of the network per se. These southerp
groups were not at the center of awheel and hub network. Their power dig,,
come from their structural position. Their power came from the nature of le-
gitimacy in their advocacy networks. Many development, debt, and humay,
rights advocacy networks gain legitimacy from their claim to speak on bels
of the powerless and the disenfranchised, especially in the global South. Ths.
the NGO network nodes from the South have power because if they exit from,
the network, they undermine one of the network’s main claims to legiti-
macy—its claim to speak on behalf of the powerless. Network exit is often less
credible for advocacy groups, and what gives groups power is not necessarily
their central location in the network structure, but their central location in
the legitimacy claims of the network. Thus power is not always exercised in
the same way in advocacy networks as in other networks. A key source of ad-
vocacy network power is the legitimacy of their claims. |
Thus, power doesn’t only reside in the structural position or material re-
sources of network nodes, but it also relates to the purposes of networks.
When discussing power within and outside networks, for networks where
ideas (causal or principled) are a main purpose, our understanding of power
must consider “epistemic power”—the power of ideas. At least, we can’t un-
problematically import models of power from network theory, or models of
power that just focus on the first and second face of power, but we need 1o
also look at what Barnett and Duvall (2005) have called “productive power
or the power to constitute social subjects through knowledge and discursiv
practices. How and why does one understanding of human rights or the "frec
flow of ideas” win out over another, and what does that tell us about the op-
eration of power within networks and in society more generally: ,
In epistemic communities, where the purpose has to do with causal and
technical knowledge, groups will have power in part because they have uniqte
access to such causal or technical knowledge. Cowhey and Mueller clarify o
the unique technical knowledge of members of the IETF community 5
them power within the network. In religious networks, where the purpose has
to do with the spread of doctrine, individuals most closely associated with §1< )
trine will have power (thus the power of the clergy in fundamentalist relis! )llt\
networks). In groups whose main purpose is profit, the most wealthy o1 Pt
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itable nodes will have exceptional power. Groups with money have power in
all networks, of course, but they have more power in networks whose sole or
main purpose ?s tl.le acc.umulation of profit. In groups whose main goal is the
spread of a principled idea, association with the legitimacy of that idea is a
central source of power.

When discussing how power is exercised within networks, it should be men-
fioned thatin Kenney’s drug networks, and often in other illegal networks as
well, the threat of violence or intimidation is one of the tools used to exercise
power within the network, an option that is not on the menu of most legal
networks. Kenney's networks are willing to use plomo (lead bullets) as well as
plata (money) to persuade actors to trade favors to carry out the network’s
goals. Likewise, the use of violence is one of the main ways that political au-
thorities interact with illicit networks. This may seem so obvious as to be ba-
nal, but it once again emphasizes important differences between the way that
legal and illicit networks function internally and interact with their environ-
ment.

Stein is one of the few authors who addresses the possibilities of abuse of
power within or by networks. In general, the whole existence of the account-
ability network in the humanitarian sector is a recognition of power, and an
effort to have that power made accountable. But ALNAP is a response not
only because powerful donors imposed their criteria on humanitarian orga-
nizations—it also served to generate internally accepted understandings of
power and risk within the humanitarian sector.

Power is exercised in quite traditional ways among states in TGN, although
with somewhat greater flexibility than in international treaty organizations.
The U.S. government’s perceived security needs were behind the Prolifera-
tion Security Initiative network, and one of the purposes of the network was
to permit it to develop nonuniversal and nonreciprocal procedures to deal
with rogue states that would not be extended to the United States. One goal
of the network was to avoid imposing unwanted constraints on the legitimate
or illegitimate activities of the United States and its allies, an exercise of
power that would have been more difficult in an international organization

(Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, chapter 10).

How Do Networks Contribute to Global Governance?

Networks both participate in existing imerg()vernmemal global govern‘unce
drrangements and at times pr()vide alternative and /or complementary forms
of global governance, what we call “networked” forms of governance. B:v
global governance, we refer to the formation and functioning of rules, mst-
ttions, and practices through which international actors maintain order and
achieve collective goals (Rosenau 2000). In these governance tasks, networks
have heen particularly involved in standard setting and in the implementa-
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tion of standards, especially through monitoring. Chapters by Eilstrup
Sangiovanni, Cowhey and Mueller, and Stein all explicitly discuss network
contributions to global governance. Illicit networks don’t provide gover-
nance, but they provoke governance responses, some networked an( some
more hierarchical. The ability of networks to participate in global governance
or to provoke governance responses is yet another indicator of the emer
power of networks in global politics.

Most other chapters mention networked forms of governance. Cowhey
and Mueller (chapter 9) ask why certain forms of network governance haye
emerged and how they have evolved. Their answer, informed by the delega-
tion literature, suggests that networked forms of governance are often the
result of government decisions not to form alternative governmental or ip-
tergovernmental forms of governance.

One of the main ways that networks engage in governance, according to
Cowhey and Mueller, is through setting standards. The role of networks In set-
ting standards was also highlighted by Lake and Wong, Stein, and Eilstrup-
Sangiovanni. Cowhey and Mueller argue that the form of governance that
emerges in an issue area may be path dependent and idiosyncratic to the na-
ture of the issue area. If so, it may be difficult to generalize about network
contributions to global governance. Eilstrup-Sangiovanni (chapter 10) would
appear to agree, since she argues that TGN network governance encourages
“decentralized, differentiated solutions to local problems rather than the im-
position of centrally directed, uniform policies.” She uses the concept of “sub-
sidiarity” to describe transgovernmental network forms of governance. This
ivolves “the making and implementation of decisions and policies by those
who are directly involved or affected.” If we think about networks as some-
times engaged in global governance structures, it expands our understand-
ing of the nature of governance and the actors involved. Networks can expand
the number and type of actors involved in governance, especially by getting
nonstate actors involved in governance tasks. But as Eilstrup-Sangiovanni has
also shown, some network forms of governance may also function as a way to
exclude actors, such as rogue states or spoilers.

Stein (chapter 8) argues persuasively that ALNAP is an “emergent gov-
ernance network.” This is one of the best examples in this book of how the
functions of governance are carried out by the network itself—developing
standards, conducting evaluation, and sharing information that leads to
changed practices in the field. Governments could have pressured for more
formal organizational responses to the issues of the governance of humani-
tarianism, within the UN, for example, but they chose not to do so. Human-
itarian organizations could have resisted more strenuously these efforts to
limit the autonomy of their actions. But the network nevertheless succeeded
in coming up with new understandings of accountability that were useful t0
network members in terms of giving them tools to conduct their work ()n.[ll(‘
ground. ALNAP’s ability to be a learning network seems to have allowed it 0

ging
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Jay this governance function. Stein argues that we are more likely to see net-
worked forms of global governance when. networks “allow pragmatic solu-
ions t0 develop without requiring ideological concessions. These pragmatic
ations plunted sharp conflicts of interest and strengthened the capacity of
ttract new members and to broaden the agenda.”

p

sol
the network to a

How Do Networks Contribute to Accountability and
How Can Networks Be Held Accountable?

Networks contribute to holding other actors accountable. Increasingly,
though, questions are being raised about how networks themselves should be
held accountable. The discussions above have highlighted the ways in which
networks wield and exercise power in global politics. Systems of accountabil-
ity are essentially constraints on abuses of power (Grant and Keohane 2005).
The demand for accountability of networks is thus simultaneously a recogni-
iion of the increasing power of networks. Theorists have pointed out that ac-
countability works in different and more complex ways in the international
realm than in the domestic realm. It may be even more difficult to define how
accountability works in a networked world than in the general world of in-
ternational politics. And even if we can define what accountability of and in
networks means, systems of network accountability may be particularly diffi-
cult to implement.

Information and transparency are necessary preconditions for account-
ability. Exactly because networks are particularly suited to situations that re-
quire rapid and reliable information, they may be particularly apt participants
in processes of global accountability. The provision of information is one
key way in which most networks contribute to accountability. Human rights
advocacy networks, for example, have long specialized in the provision of
detailed information about human rights violations by governments, infor-
mation that was previously secret. This information then can be used by net-
works, other governments, and international organizations to try to hold
these governments accountable.

We also need to ask how networks themselves can be held more account-
able. Since we recognize that networks are increasingly powerful actors in in-
ternational politics, it is important to understand how such actors are held
accountable. Stein makes clear some of the problems with thinking about ac-
C9untability in a networked transnational space. Itis not always clear to whom
@fferent actors should be accountable. For Stein, accountability is directly
linked to effectiveness, since she conceives of accountability along two di-
Mensions: representativeness and effectiveness. In terms of representative-
;Zii;cslumanitjdrian orga'nizations struggle with multiple accol‘mta(ll)ill)it%es.
e ar tension may arise between being aCC(.)un.table t.() donors and bemng

ntable to the people humanitarian organizations aim to help.

T P
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Stein argues that network accountability in the humanitariy
least, will be measured in large part by how effective the NEtwork is in e,
ing its goals. A major humanitarian criteria is “do no harm,” which is “d(‘(‘-(,lr,-'
consequentialist” if minimalist in terms of effectiveness. But Stein als(}‘l’k y
why networks are suddenly concerned with accountability, and why they hav?
chosen a network to help them address the question. As states retreat fn,,:,
direct service delivery in the area of humanitarian assistance and take on the
role of donors, they have become “increasingly present as regulators inger.
ested in outcomes and accountability.” So, in this case, we see that the emer-
gence of a principal-agent relationship between states and humanitarigy,
organizations contributed to greater demands for accountability, Although,
some demands for accountability also came from within humanitariay, orga-
nizations, particularly in the wake of Rwanda, there has been “an allergy 1o
accountability” within humanitarian organizations, in part because it is diffi-
cult for organizations to acknowledge they are powerful and that they are po-
litical actors. This may also be true about a wider range of nongovernmentg]
organization and advocacy networks, motivated as they are by principled
ideas. Some humanitarians interpret the demand for accountability “as an im-
plicit allegation of failure or even worse, as a charge of immoralit}", " and thus
it strikes at the very identity of humanitarians. Despite this allergy to ac-
countability, the humanitarian ALNAP network has been quite effective in de-
veloping better understandings and practices of accountability.

n S€ctor, at

What Are the Policy Implications of This Work?

The policy implications of this work are potentially very great. For example,
the issue of when to form networks is of obvious interest to states and non-
state actors. The question of effectiveness is also very important for policy-
makers. In the case of the dark networks, more information about the
conditions under which they can be effective may be important because pol-
icymakers will want to disrupt those very characteristics of networks that make
them most effective. Kahler’s argument about the features of networked or-
ganization that contributed to al Qaeda’s successful promotion of collective
action potentially provides both a road map for future terrorist groups and
for government agencies fighting terrorism to both evaluate their past ‘.u‘l.iﬂllﬁ
and plan future ones. If, as Kahler argues, the training camps in Afghanistan
were essential to the effectiveness of al Qaeda, then breaking up those train-
ing camps was an important step in weakening the network.

There are huge policy implications of much of the work discussed here l?l}{.
these are not always completely fleshed out. For example, what are the p“.ll.(.“
implications of Stein’s argument that certain demands for u('m_lll.ﬂilh‘h“l
could lead to more risk-averse behavior by certain networks? If flexibility ;ml(
innovation have been one of the hallmarks of networks, it could be 1
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demaﬂds for accoun-tabi.lity in the network sector will limit its more
r{(__;anizaltional contributions. Kenney’s research is clearly of great in-
forcement agents, but scholarly research cannot often be eas-
licy directives. Reading Kenney’s work, it is not clear

(her States should fight networks with networks or fight networks with
whe hierarchies. A DEA agent might say that the move from a wheel network
twork was a mark of success in the war against drugs, because it
pply of drugs to the marketplace.
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Transnational political net.works are an inc?easingly important feature in
global politics. Scholars of mterna.tlonal 1.‘elat10ns can no longer fully under-
stand mMOSt current developments in the international system without taking
olitical networks into account. These networks have not replaced the state
put exist as an alternative organizational form alongside of states, interna-
tional organizations, and markets. International relations scholars will con-

tant hierarchies (states, international organizations,

iinue to study the impor
and international nongovernmental or ganizations) in international politics,

put they will want to understand how political networks integrate and inter-
act with these actors. Past studies of transnational political networks have
tended to focus on a single type of network: for example, transnational ad-
vocacy networks or transgovernmental networks. Network studies from other
disciplines provide useful concepts and tools, but they have tended to ignore
the politics of networks, a central concern for any political scientist.

This book, in contrast, explores a wide range of networks and explicitly fo-
cuses on the political issues of power, effectiveness, accountability, and gov-
ernance by and within networks. In particular, the conceptualization of two
types of network analysis—networks-as-structures and networks-as-actors—is
an important clarification that helps us categorize diverse forms of research.
These are ideal types, of course, and most networks “embody elements of
agent and structure simultaneously” (Keck and Sikkink 1998, 5). The authors
?n this book relate network theories to big theoretical debates in the field of
international relations, especially long-standing debates in international re-
lations about the primacy of structure or agency in global politics, and related
debates about the nature and exercise of power. Scholars who focus on net-
wor lfs-as-structures, not surprisingly take an approach to power thatsees it em-
anating from the structural properties of or position in the network. Such an
under standing of structural power, such as Hafner-Burton and Montgomery’s
dfff'imtion of social power or prestige, however, often remains primarily defi-
nltlong?l_ Scholars who focus on networks-as-actors, on the other hand, are
gf;cl;ke}:y to f9cus on the specific abilities of networks to set agendas or in-

ks furtthe policy goals they advo(‘:atc. : e it
bk er advaI_lce the study f){ U'ZlnSll'dtl()?l'dl pf)hq(‘al networks, it mlght
v 0 end this book by posing key questions for future research. An im-

venue for future research in the networks-as-structures approach is




246 Networked Politics

to test whether the definitional properties of network power and bre
tually translate into successful behavioral exercises of power, Does a cepy.;
position in a network permit observable exercises of power? Are ”trm“”"‘”l
work nodes able to affect the behavior of other actors as a reg 7 ";"’"'
position in the network? For example, can states that join many trade 4 rft:lr
ments and thus have many ties to other states use this formally defined s,:,’(_(,"("-
power to get other actors to change their behavior in line with why; th(-' )rlfil
tigious state wants? To answer these questions, researchers will nee l(')[g(‘((’.t
more information about the actions of states and outcomes and n oy just af;(‘,.'ll
their position in the network. :

Sometimes the differences between networks-as-structures or the networks.
as-actors are not dictated by the subject matter per se, but by the ”l(flh()(ig
used by the researcher. In other words, the emphasis on one side or anuth«-f
in the agent-structure debate may be an issue of focus and method. Certain
forms of network analysis may not permit the researcher to interrogate
whether or not agency is at work, or whether actions are in fact being coor.
dinated. Network analysis may not lead the researcher to gather the qualita-
tive information necessary to see agency or coordination. Likewise, certain
forms of research on networks as actors may presume agency, in the form of
coordinated action, and be inattentive to the possibility of “uncoordinated ip-
terdependence.” One can always find agency if one is looking for it, but the
bulk of the dynamic at work may be uncoordinated interdependence rather
than a network working as an agent coordinating outcomes. Thus in future
research it may be increasingly important to combine methods so that re-
searchers study both the structural and the agentic qualities of networks. In
this book, this effort to combine methods is best exemplified by Elkins’s work
on constitutional networks.

In this book, the authors propose a series of more specific hypotheses about
the conditions under which networks emerge and proliferate, under what
conditions they can be effective, and how they contribute to global gover-
nance. On all these issues, networks are seen to exercise power, but their
power does not always take traditional forms nor is it exercised in standard
ways. In each of these areas, more research is needed. For example, we could
use more research on the question of why networks emerge in some issue
areas but not in others. There is some evidence, for example, from this book
that the nature of the issue area influences whether or not actors choose net
works, but this evidence is far from straightforward, and further rescarch is
needed to generate more persuasive arguments. Finally, much more rcsvan'('l}
needs to be conducted on the conditions under which networks can be ef
fective, and in particular on how network structures and properties relate to
network effectiveness.

Among the virtues of this book is that it is among the first by interix
relations scholars to study the wide range of different types of transnat= :
political networks. Second, the book explicitly reincorporates the study ©
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. to network analysis. Each chapter in the book examines either the
power 10 tworks or power within networks, or both. The book also makes
oS t contribution to the study of international politics by conceptu-
an importal twork phenomena more clearly: defining political networks, dis-
alizing 8 n‘inrious approaches to networks, and describing different types of
cussing the ‘Zi the particular forms they take. Much more research remains to
nethilitEe rovide satisfactory answers to the questions we pose, but we be-
be dotrﬁ?stsol())k provides an essential basis for such future research.
lieve





