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The Future of Global Action Networks:
The Challenges and Potential

Introduction

Until recently the nation state and its intergovernmental organizations (1GOs) have been seen as
the key agents to address issues of common good and the public common. However, over the
past few decades, as the pace of globalization has increased and environmentad issues have
grown, the limits of the nation-state have become increasingly apparent. Substantial disparitiesin
wedlth and seemingly intractable poverty in large regions, globa hedth threats (e.g., AIDS and
bird flu, pollution of the seas, and the growing pace of climate change are only afew examples
of issues that seem to indicate a new approach to globa governance is needed.

One common response is to support strengthening of the power of 1GOs; another isto cal for
developing agloba system of representative government. Others say that strengthening global
market mechanismsis the answer. Y et another approach is to develop globa multi- stakeholder
networks. Here the focusis on this last approach.” Although generaly out of the limelight, the
examples presented suggest there is subgtantial progressin developing this socid innovation,
with remarkably low cost.

About four dozen of these examples have been found. This paper draws from a comparative
andysis of 19 of them, other writings about these networks, and information gathered through
conversations and meetings with leaders of globa action networks (GANs)™

September 6, 2006 1



The Future of Global Action Networks

The Rise of Global Multi-Stakeholder Networks

The end of the Cold War was acriticd event in the development of globa multi- stakeholder
networks. Before the Cold War, three particularly interesting and enduring networks were
established that categoricaly mix stakeholders for globa problem solving. The year 1863
marked the founding of an NGO with intimate government involvement that istoday known as
the International Committee of the Red Cross and the International Federation of Red Cross and
Red Crescent Societies. In 1919, the government-|abor-employer body today called the
Internationa Labor Organization was established. And in 1948 the World Conservation Union
(ITUCN) brought together governments and environmental NGOs.

The Cold War halted development of such strategies for globa problem solving. But at its end,
conditions were subgtantidly different and richer for these strategies. Globa transportation and
communications and globa organizations for business, government, and civil society had grown
tremendoudy. The subsequent round of globa multi- stakeholder network creation is associated
with the “international regimes” of Y oung,"" the “governance without government” phenomenon
in the 1990s,¥ and the “government as networks’ phenomenon’ noted more recently. From a
political science perspective, Reinicke refers to these multi-stakehol der networks as “ globdl
public policy networks™' From agloba problem perspective, Rischard labels them “global issue
networks.”""! They are agents that Rosenau describes as addressing the “ social-ecological
development chalenge™"' Looking at issues of accountability, Zadek and Radovich refer to

“ collaborative governance.”* With afocus on networks as societa learning and change systems,
they have been labeled globd action networks (GANs).
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Global Multi-Stakeholder Networks as Global Action Networks

With avastly more supportive devel opment environment since the fal of the Soviet Union,
GANs today include Transparency Internationa with an anti- corruption agenda, the Forest
Stewardship Council which promotes sustainable gpproaches to forestry, the Globa Water
Partnership which is an agent of integrated water resource management, and the Microcredit
Summit Campaign which is promoting microcredit as a drategy to address extreme poverty.

Through web and document searches, meetings, and interviews, data have been collected on 19
(see Appendix A) of these networks to give adescription of the field today. All the networks
have been in operation for at least four years and three pre-Cold War networks were not included
because they were formed in amuch different context. After reviewing atota of 30 networks,
these 19 were chosen as representing particularly interesting and important examples thet reflect
the five definitional characteristics of GANS. However, two cautions are necessary when using
these examples and reviewing the descriptions below. Firgt, the examplesfit the definitions
“more or less.” Part of the god of the analyssisto assessthis very question of definition, so a
ggnificant range isincluded. Second, asin any quickly changing field, descriptions and details
themsdves are rgpidly changing. For example, budgets for organizations can shift 50 percent
from year to year. Thisisnot amply a product of financing successes, but of changing srategies
(e.g., shifting from a centrdized to decentralized network) and cycles of activities that are not
annud (e.g., holding agloba assembly).

Interms of achievements, the GANSs cite very diverse indicators. For dl, smply putting therr
issue on the globa agendaisimportant. The Forest Stewardship Council cites $10 billionin
products traded with its label and 74 million hectares certified. The Access Initiaive pointsto
assessments undertaken for nearly 40 countries, and new freedom of information laws and
enhanced transparency in many of them. The Globa Water Partnership pointsto an externd
review that stated clearly that GWP provides good vaue for the donors money. The Global
Reporting Initiative refers to 800 corporations that are using its framework, and 20,000
individuals who have joined. The Microcredit Summit Campaign says that by 2006 it will reach
itsgod origindly sat for 2005 “...to reach 100 million of the world's poorest families, especidly
women, with credit for saf-employment and other financid and business services” However,
the achievements are much broader than these issue-focused outcomes described, asis described
in more detail below.

The sze of the networksis difficult to describe, given their diverse ways of organizing resources
and the fact that dl of them depend on leveraging resources from their participants. In terms of
direct resources, they are very modest in Size, but they leverage many uncounted resources
through their participating organizations. For the 17 GANSs providing saff sze, the average was
25; annua operating budgets start at $0.63 million and averaged $9.9 million. However,
removing the Globd Fund, an outlier in terms of staff and annud operating budget szes, these
averages became 18 staff and budgets of $4.2 million. This modest scale makes their globd
achievements dl the more remarkable.

With this overview, GANSs can be described through five definitiond qudities
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A globa framework for action

A public good imperative

A systemic boundary-crossing action strategy.
A change agent role

a A~ w NP

An interorganizational network structure

These qudities are explained in more detail below. Following that, core competencies needed for
GAN development are described, some of the lessonsin GAN development are identified, key
chdlenges are listed, and the report concludes by speculating on the future role of GANs.

Characteristic 1: A Global Framework for Action

Although the GANs aspire to be globa, most are active in fewer than 50 countries. Four factors
influence how globd they are:

Funders as Donors. Severd of the networks — such as the Globa Fund to
Fight AIDS, Maariaand Tuberculoss (the Globa Fund) — are products of a
donor agency framework of Northern countries working in Southern

countries. Therefore, athough these networks can be “globa,” an important
asymmetry exists within the globa nature between “donor” and “recipient.”

Of the 19, all are active in Southern countries but only 11 are in Northern ones
in terms of programs.

Stage of Development: Obvioudy, agloba network does not spring up
overnight. Even when sponsored by an existing globa network, substantia
effort and time are required to give life to anew initiative globaly.

Local Robustness of Stakeholder Organizations: As“multi-stakehol der”
networks, the GANs depend on legd and cultura frameworks that permit and
encourage diverse stakeholders to form independent organizations. In China
and the Arab countries, there are till sgnificant difficultiesin developing

civil society and business organizations. In some countries, the question is
more about the capacity of loca stakeholder groups, and thisis one reason
many of the GANs become involved in building their organizationd capacity.

GAN Membership Strategy: Some of the networks are closed to new
members, sat sgnificant hurdles to membership, or are very speciaized. For
example, dthough anyone can join the Ethica Trading Initiative, companies
must agree to monitoring and ethica performance standards that many would
find overly onerous. Building Partners for Development in Water and
Sanitation is quite specidized and would not be of interest for countries
committed to public sector planning, development, and ddlivery of water and
sanitation sarvices.

GANS globd orientation makes them agents for development of globa citizenship. They are
addressing the complex issuesinvolved in being a*“globd” organization, where “globd” isa
place that is distinct from “local.” A GAN is not Smply the sum of al thelocal placesin the way
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that IGOs are for nation states, nor does globa mean the top of a hierarchy directing the locas.
Rather, GANs are networks of local nodes and a global, more interdependent one that form a
coherent whole.

Definitional Characteristic 2: A Public Good Imperative

None of the GANsis afor-profit organization. Their multi-takeholder character meansthey
must be able to integrate diverse gods. Their formal organization is amost dways as an NGO
(or aprogram of one), or occasondly as an IGO asisthe Globa Compact. Their issuesin some
ways reflect divisons not uncommon with governments and thelr agencies and minigtries.
However, the issues are often relatively specidized. For example, rather than aministry of

hedlth, GANs are congtructed around specific health challenges and diseases, and rather than a
ministry of public works or water, the Globad Water Partnership and World Water Council have
much narrower, digtinctive, and complementary roles. On the other hand, some of the GANs
focus on cross-cutting issues that traditional governmenta structures have greet difficulty
addressing. As examples, the International Centre for Trade and Sustainable Devel opment and
the Globa Reporting Initiative are concerned with triple-bottom:-line (economic, socid, and
environmenta) outcomes.

GANS vigon, missons, and goals (see Appendix A) are to produce varying mixesof public
goods and services, rules, and resource transfersX' They are united in their focus on (1)
sustainable development, and (2) filling in globa governance gaps'' GANs are united in their
vison for aworld thet is socidly equitable and just, and environmentally healthy. Unsustainable
development isin part the product of our organizationa structures. Traditional organizations are
creeted around very narrowly construed tasks and respongbilities. Thisisreflected in
specidization between organizationd sectors, with distinctions within sectors between such
entities as disciplines, divisons, departments, ministries, and functiond lines. These types of
separations are products of the traditiond scientific paradigm that investigates phenomena and
organizes production by continudly dividing into parts. GANS, in contrast, am for aholigtic
paradigm that brings al the parts together in their particular issue arena. They are not grounded
in the perspective that we should do away with the organizationa structures that result from the
traditiond scientific paradigm, but rather in the view that there is a need for organizations
(GANS) that create perspectives of “the whol€’ and spur the partsto be accountable to it; thisis
key to address the sustainable development chalenge.

The other public good need GANSs are addressing is the creation of globa issue arenas. This
means they are fully engaged in addressing governance gaps that result from an internationa
world wherein the nation gate is the largest governing unit that is directly accountable to
citizens. However, we are increasingly globa citizens with globa concerns and visons, and
issuesthat are increasingly globa in nature. Organizationdly, we do not have adequate waysto
respond to this change. The record of 1GOs in which nationd interests dominate and no one
gpesks for the whole suggests their abilities fal far short of the need to craft globa responses.
The chdlenges faced by European Union indicate that the likelihood of a new globa federated
date emerging is avery distant prospect a best. In this globa governance gap, GANs are
developing as new vehiclesfor citizen participation, at least at the organizationd level.
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Given their multi- stakeholder structure, GANs are unencumbered by the rules and etiquettes that
burden the IGO processes, the politica correctness that can paralyze civil society, or the bottom
line focus of business that can result in painful destruction in the midst of production of
guestionable value. GANs are not focused on a grand democratic project in the inditutiona
sense of a one-person-one-vote. However, to work successfully, GANs are totally dependent on
generating trust and legitimacy, which requires them to develop globa mechanisms for
accountability, trangparency, and participation. This means that issues of voice and

representation are closaly connected with the substantive issues of GANS focus. GANs have
very complicated and often multi-layered forma and informd rules of engagement, especidly
when it comes to voting for, representing, or creeting legitimacy for the rules.

Despite the public purpose focus of a GAN'’ s overarching sustainable development and globa
governance mission, GANs must be understood as having a second level of outcomes. This
mission must encompass the individual objectives of organizations that participate in it. For
example, the corporation Unilever participates in the Marine Stewardship Council (M SC) not

only to develop sustainabl e fisheries, but also to develop onesthat will dso be profitable for it.
Successin a GAN is determined by collective commitment both to the over-arching goal and to
supporting each other to reach at least some of the individual objectives. This emphasizesthe
importance of clearly articulating these two different sets of goas and ensuring collective
commitment to them.

Definitional Characteristic 3: A Systemic Boundary-Spanner Strategy

GANS represent a strategy to address a critical issue by bringing together the stakeholdersin an
issue to define that problenvissue, develop asolution, and implement it. “ Systemic” meansa
group of independent but interrelated e ements comprising awhole. GANs are creating global
systems to address particular issues. This involves developing globa ways for organizations and
people who are working in a*“problem domain” to “sensg”’ the domain’ s direction in terms of
actions to address the problem, and to determine their role in giving and supporting the direction.

GANs set boundary definitions for these domainsto decide who is“in” and who is*“out,” and the
boundaries can shift as the GAN deve ops. For example, the Partnership for Principle 10 (PP10)
was origindly narrowly conceived as a multi-stakeholder initiative to support a particular
methodology developed by The Access Inititive (TAI) for ensuring that people have avoicein
the decisons that affect their environment and communities. However, PP10 concluded that its
red value would be as a much broader umbrela network for stlakeholders using various
methodol ogies to redlize the objective — which meant enlarging participation to include those
working with the Arhaus Cornvention. Similarly thereis talk within the Forest Stewardship
Council about creating mechanisms to involve stakeholders beyond its three chambers of
business, environmental NGOs, and social NGOs.

Perhaps the most obvious boundaries GANS system:-building work needs to span are diverse
interests, organizations, and nations. But there are savera other types of important boundaries
that GANs span. They are dl bridging North/South (devel oped/undevel oped) country divides —
sometimes reflecting the traditiona donor/recipient one, but increasingly having a sense of true
“globaness,” with more peer-like rdationships. Another classic divide spanned isrich/poor at dl
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levels— individud, group, organizationd, organizationd sector (business-government-avil
society), country, and region. Wedlthy corporations with substantial resources work side-by-side
with NGOsin many GANSs. One study demonstirated the importance of bridging the divides
between policy-makers (usualy governments and international NGOs), techno-experts
(scientigts, business people, and engineers), funders (foundations and donor agencies), and
communities (loca activists and community members) X" And of course being global, GANs
aso am to span culturd, racid, ethnic, and linguidtic differences, and the diverse values
embedded in these. GANS success dso hinges on being successful as “globa/loca” boundary
spanners.

In many ways, GANs are the first truly global assemblies. And unlike some traditional global
boundary spanners that depend on creating strong collective identities (e.g., religious
organizations), & least asimportant for GANs isthe ability to preserve the distinct identities. If
people coming from the diverse pergpectives cannot successfully articulate their identities and
represent them, and mobilize the resources of their stakeholder group, their value to the GAN
will belog.

Definitional Characteristic 4: A Change Agent Role

Thisis perhaps the most complicated of the attributes. It is difficult to explain and to assess. It
resultsin part from the need to innovate in order to move “stuck” and large-scale issues. It dso
results from GANS' boundary-panning role, which requires capacity to handle greet diversity
and manage paradoxical interests. Participants must be inspired to change their behavior to
address the key issue of concern, commit human and other resources, and develop a common
good vison that will include success for them aswell.

The very founding of a GAN indicates that people concluded change was needed in an approach
to global-scale issue. However, it is aso important to distinguish between types of changein
terms of “depth.” Societd learning and change theory suggeststhat if key subsystems of al of
society are being brought together, the potential for change is much deeper XV The key
subsystems are the socid subsystem represented by community-based organizations (NGOs,
religious, labor), the economic subsystem led by business, and the politicad subsystem
represented by governments and their agencies. Of course, achieving globa changeis
particularly chalenging because of the need to bring together the different geographic and
organizationd levels, aswdll.

Change has been classified as being of three types (Table 1). Clarity about the type being

pursued is critical because the types require different strategies, methodologies, and tools. First
order change is doing more of the same. The very formation of a GAN indicates that change of a
least the second order is being promoted because it represents doing something in avery

different way. Second order change involves redefining the rules of the game. For example, the
Global Fund is basicaly amechanism for fundersto pool their resources and take amore
systemic and global perspective to improve coordination and effectiveness (first order change
would be when one funder would smply expand the budget). But the funding mechanism asa
key driver has not changed and the gpproach can basicaly be described as one of “reform” under
the direction of stakeholders, who by and large maintain their traditional power relationships.
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Table 1.

Types of Change in Problem-Solving Initiatives™

Criteria First Order Change | Second Order Change Third Order Change
Desired “More (or less) of the | Reform Transformation
outcome same”

Purpose To improve the To change the system to To proactively address

performance of
the established
system

address shortcomings and
respond to the needs of
stakeholders

problems and seize
opportunities from a
whole-system perspective

Participation

Replicates the
established
decision-making
group and power
relationships

Brings relevant stakeholders into
the problem-solving
conversation in ways that
enable them to influence the
decision-making process

Creates a microcosm of the
problem system, with all
participants coming in on
an equal footing as issue
owners and decision
makers

Process Confirms existing Opens existing rules to revision; Creates a microcosm of the
rules; preserves suspends established power problem system, with all
the established relationships; promotes participants coming in on
power structure authentic interactions; creates an equal footing as issue
and relationships a space for genuine reform of owners and decision
among actors in the system makers
the system

Role of Within current Requires new policies and rules Requires fundamental shift in

government polices and that can be developed with respective roles of
rules/laws leadership of government government, business,

and civil society, and an
extra-governmental
process

Third order change involves basic power realignments, re-visoning of how organizations and
people relate to one another, and developing fundamenta change in relationships and
organizationa boundaries and roles. Third order change addresses “systemic barriers.” Often
non-systemic barriers (e.g., money) come up as blocks to talking about more fundamental change
chdlenges. For example, in the Globa Fund the funders are dlill in a privileged decision-making
role. Systemic change is about changing norms, practices, organizationa structures, and
decisiontmaking processes. The Forest Stewardship Council, for example, represents a third
order innovation becauseit is based on the premise that business, environmentaists, and socia
activigs mugt find avery different way of operating (collaboratively). These distinctions are
further elaborated in Table 1.

The implication for GANs s that to be successful third order change agents they must be open to
engaging al stakeholders as peers— in contrast with |GOs whose membership is restricted to
governments, and business, and NGO networks that have smilar restrictions. However, not al
GANs are technicaly owned by dl three sectors. The Globa Compact, for example, is
technically owned by the United Nations, and the Microcredit Summit by an NGO. Although
most GANsinclude as owners at least two organizationa sectors, they do not dways include al
three. For example, the Forest Stewardship Council isformaly a business-NGO initiative, and
IUCN an NGO-government network. However, in most cases (including the Global Compact,
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FSC, and IUCN) a sense of co-ownership of al three sectorsisincreasngly reflected in the way
they actudly work, and the trend is toward reflecting thisin forma organizationa structures.

Microcredit Summit Campaign
Change Actions

1. Overcoming the “birds’ eye view of poverty”:
From most people’s perspective,
“everybody is poor” and there is not much
distinction — which means there is not
sufficient focus on the poorest.

2. Creating a system of accountability:
Bureaucracies and specialists do not want
to be held accountable or measured 1-10
years from now.

3. Promoting radical aspirations: Most
development agencies do not even consider
“ending poverty” as a goal. They just think
about what they have to do that day, etc.

4. Challenging the Status Quo: Donor
agencies become irritated by a continual
focus on the poorest. U.S. legislation to
focus on the poorest was initially opposed
by 18 of 21 U.S.-based microfinance groups
working overseas.

5. Maintaining some stealth: One does not
want the system studying what one is doing
if working on systemic change because the
system would resist it.

6. Getting to systemic barriers of poverty,
rather than thinking of “money” as the only
critical barrier.

7. Maintaining the radical edge: Grameen
Bank Founder Muhammad Yunus said he
did not have a strategy, he just kept moving
ahead by doing the opposite of banks —
lending to the poor and women, providing
collateral-free loans, going to villages, and
being illiterate-friendly. If a microcredit
campaign did not exist to create a distinct
community, many microfinance
organizations would take on a form similar
to traditional banks.

8. Addressing geographic imbalances: 90
percent of the poorest reached by
microfinance are in Asia, but proportionately
it should be 66 percent in Asia. However,
the region is more successful because it is
more practitioner-driven, whereas Africa
and Latin America are driven more by
government and IGO agencies.

Certainly, the “more or less’ systemic
change agent qudity isdso reflected in
the relative participation and control of
the various sectors. For example,
athough most of the large hedth care
GANs are formaly multi-sector, the
government sector clearly dominates.
This regtricts their capacity to be third
order change agents. In some GANS, such
as GRI, intricate forma representation
structures have been created to try to
achieve theright balance.

However, there is Sgnificant interaction
between the three orders of change, and
dthough third order change capacity isa
defining characteristic, GANs are very
involved in the other change orders as
well. For example, first stakeholders go
through athird order change process to
define a collective vison and then
implement it at test Sites. Questions of
expanson and scaing up then arise. This
involves continualy expanding the
number of stakeholders, who must go
through their own third order change
process. However, for the GAN asa
whole, the chalenge is how to implement
adefined drategy asfirst order of change.

Another example is Transparency
Internationa working with the OECD to
create a convention on corruption, in
which it would have an important rolein
implementation and follow up. This
represents third order change in contrast
with traditional Secretariat monitoring
processes, and reflects an admission by
government thet it cannot do it dl onits
own. But the ongoing gpplicationisa
lower change order of expanding this
partnership norm.
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The reason the digtinction between change ordersisimportant is because they require different
srategies and methodologies. First- and second order change, for example, rely heavily on
negotiations, mediation, and learning from past experience. Third order change involves
visgoning, future planning, and experimenting with a much broader range of unknowns.

The basic change theory behind GANSs is that multi- stakeholder participatory processes should
lead to better policy, norms, and implementation. This often puts GAN leadersin difficult
positions because the status quo will find them irritants as they push for change. One GAN
leader referred to this as* maintaining sustained antagonism.” GANs must be irritants, - but
maintain sakeholders engagemen.

Definitional Characteristic 5: An Interorganizational Network Structure

Operating a aglobd level, therole of individuds as participants and membersin the networksis
very margind compared with the role of organizations. Trangparency Internationa began asa
network of individua members and they Hill have amodest (and diminishing) role. But it

quickly shifted to a network where a specific organization is usualy accredited as nationd
chapter. In some cases, the digtinction between individuals and organizations is finessed. The
Globa Reporting Initiative, for example, specifies that individuas do not represent an
organization’ sinterests, because of concern that this will undermine the needs of “the whole’ —
but in fact, “Organizational Stakeholders’ isakey membership category.

Usually GANSs are born of organizations coming together. These can be independent individua
organizations or associations of organizations— the GAN then being a network that includes
networks. But GANs work involves anointing, strengthening, or even cregting its congtituent
organizations or networks. For example, The Access Initiative organizes groups of NGOs
(usudly three) in aspecific country to form aloca TAI-(country name) network.

The early stage of development of GANS as anew type of organization is reflected in the great
innovation and variety of governance structures. Although some variety is undoubtedly the
product of persond idiosyncrasies and differencesin issues, variation adso reflects
experimentation. Given the dictum that structure should follow srategy, this variety dso reflects
experiments with different strategies and theories of change.

The core values that influence structure are accountability, transparency, and equitability.
Subservient to these are the three concepts of membership, participation, and representation.
GANS' boundary-spanning and globa characteristics mean a great diverdty of organizations
must be engaged — organi zations that operate with a diversity of decision-making processes.
People who hold dear the traditiona equation of democracy as a one-person-one vote system will
find many insurmountable challenges to operationdization. However, without mutud trust

among stakeholders and commitment to the legitimacy of decison-making processes, a GAN

will fall.

Thislatter point is particularly evident with the roles of “participation” and “membership” — both
are associated with obligations and rights, but the latter with forma “rights’ to vote in eections
for board members. In dl GANs, membership is primarily associated with “organizations’ or
with aregiond unit (eg., anationd chapter). Some organizations see mass membership asa
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particularly important strategy (Table 2). For example, the Y outh Employment and Microcredit
Summit campaigns see increasing participation as a measure of success. These types of
organizations openly promote participation and have hundreds participating organizations.

Table 2 Table 3
Membership Strategy Types GAN Control Sectors
Mass Member Critical Closed NGO IGO | NGO/Biz | GNO/IGO | All
Conditions
8 5 6 5 6 6 1 1

Five of the GANs surveyed have quite sgnificant requirements for membership. Any company
joining the Ethica Trading Initiative (ETI) must agree to apply the ETI code of conduct to its
globa supply chains, to become a member of PP10 requires making specific and significant
commitments to support its goas.

For athird category, membership is confined to asmall group. For example, NGOs maintain
control of Socid Accountability Internationa and the International Centre for Trade and
Sustainable Devel opment, The Marine Stewardship Council has a sdlf-perpetuating board, and
donors maintain control of financing GANs.

In some cases local/regiona structures have a mass member strategy where the globa structure
is closed, as with the Globa Compact and Y outh Employment Summit. In both these examples,
the forma accountability between the two is tenuous.

Thisdl leadsto the question of control described in Table 3 and issues of stakeholder
representation. Members are often grouped into categories on the basis of (1) geography and/or
(2) stakeholder group. Nine of those surveyed formaly aim for representation by the latter
method. The Microcredit Summit Campaign has 15 *Councils,” the Marine Stewardship Council
has eight “issue groups’ in two categories, and the World Water Council has five “colleges’ (see

Appendix B).

A View of the International Centre
for
Trade and Sustainable
Development

It is no longer about who they represents
(they do not claim to represent anybody) or
who they side with. They are viewed as a
trusted “idealist” institution by trade policy
knowledge communities with a utopian aim
that serves as a conscience of the trade
system. They achieved this status by playing
the role of honest broker and convener for
years, as well as by being a provider of
alternative and integrative problem-solving
opportunities that contributed to its long-term
perspective and SD vision.

These multi- takeholder bodies can be advisory
or truly in control. One stakeholder group often
holds actua control of the GAN. Thisis done
through legd control, such as making the GAN
a“project” of an NGO or IGO. Sometimes this
IS done through the number of people from
specific interest groups on the board, which is
sometimes clearly swayed in favor of donor
agencies, for example with the Globa Fund. Of
the groups surveyed, when andyzed by
organizationd sector, only one (BPD for Water
and Sanitation) has aleadership group that
formally has dl three sectors.
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These multi-stakehol der bodies can be advisory or truly in control. One stakeholder group often
holds actud control of the GAN. Thisis done through legal control, such as making the GAN a
“project” of an NGO or 1GO. Sometimes this is done through the number of people from specific
interest groups on the board, which is sometimes clearly swayed in favor of donor agencies, for
example with the Globa Fund. Of the groups surveyed, when analyzed by organizationa sector,
only one (BPD for Water and Sanitation) has a leadership group that formaly has dl three
sectors.

Although GANs mugt be innovative, they cannot be cavadier with processes that will giveriseto
questions by their stakeholders about their legitimacy. To maintain legitimecy, they arein
continual dialogue with stakeholders as a critical way to maintain accountability to their mission,
to their stakeholders, and between stakeholders. GANs present a new vehicle for accountability
across borders that can address problems of intransigent governments. They are pioneering new
transparency mechanisms and tend to purposefully err on the sides of inclusiveness of voices,
access to information, and participation in decison-making processes.
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The Work of GANSs

The most basic task of GANsisto put an issue on the globd stage. Transparency Internationa
meade corruption an issue when it was difficult to talk about in part because of complicit IGO
involvement. The Y outh Employment Summit Campaign has made itsissue a globa one for
governments and other stakeholders. GANs act as globa stewards to promote attention and
action for their issues.

One way to understand the work of GANSs arises from comparing them with the dominant
traditiond globa governance mechanism —1GOs. In Oran Y oung' s terms, 1GOs represent
“collective action” dtrategies because they are the product of government representatives writing
rules and then trying to apply them. IGOs come from a condtitutiona law modd. GANS, in
contrast, represent a*“socid action” strategy because they are the product of stakeholdersin an
issue experimenting to try to develop responses to key issues and then drawing out generdizable
knowledge. GANs come from a common law modd.

In other words, rather than taking action based on atheoretical description of the way things
should work, as IGOs tend to do, GANs are much more practica and focus on development of
applied knowledge that is socidly embedded with the issue stakeholders. Since the stakeholders
collectively develop the “solutions” they know their role and responghilities and have agreed
upon them. Thisis very different from knowledge being developed by “experts’ who write it up
in reports that often do not reflect the system stakeholders' perspectives. Thisiswhy the issue of
“enforcement” is S0 often pointed to as necessary (but usudly impossible) in treditiona 1GO
processes. For GANS, it is much less important because the way they do their work builds
stakeholder understanding about, and commitment to, the solutions.

For example, the Marine Stewardship Council focuses on specific fisheries and connects
stakeholders so they can create collective commitment to a process for managing fisheries. This
requires ongoing experimentation. MSC is now leading multi- stakeholder experimentswith

issues about fishing practices impact on bird life. This multi-stakeholder strategy is true even for
those GANSs (e.g., the Internationa Centre for Trade and Sustainable Development) that focus on
IGO (WTO) rules. ICTSD tries to influence trade policy through multi-stakeholder diaogues,
and to bulld sufficient shared understanding drawn from those experiments, so that a“tipping
point” is reached and the formd rules are changed.

The Work of the Therefore, though GANS address a great range of issues, they share
Forest _ commitment to multi- takeholder learning and change processes. These
Stewardship processes can prove highly complementary with the work of

Council governments and |GOs. The Commission on Sustainable Development
The greatest

contribution that ESC recognized this with its promotion of “Type 2’ partnerships—

makes is to provide a envisoning that GANswould provide critica support for implementing
platform for diverse internationa conventions, as TAI/PP10 do. However, to redize this
tsrf;e;:(;d;s eﬂ%g uild potential reguires much more flexible engagement of stakeholdersin
collaborative defining and revisng conventions. GANs can have a criticd rolein
approaches to forest sustaining consultative processes with 1GO activities, aswell.

sustainability.
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Therefore, dthough GANSs address a great range of issues, they share commitment to multi-
stakeholder learning and change processes. These processes can prove highly complementary
with the work of governments and IGOs. The Commission on Sustainable Development
recognized this with its promotion of “Type 2" partnerships — envisioning that GANs would
provide critica support for implementing internationa conventions, as TAI/PP10 do. However,
to redlize this potentia requires much more flexible engagement of stakeholdersin defining and
revisng conventions. GANSs can have a critical role in sustaining consultative processes with
GO activities, aswdll.

Similarly, GANs can develop critica innovations to a tage a which governments can integrate
them into their own policies. There are numerous examples of standards developed by
Transparency International, the FSC, the Greenhouse Gas Protocol, and others being adopted by
governments. The Globa Reporting Initiative was faced with government absence — not
resstance, but there was “no one home’ in terms of the broad-based transparency of
corporations. GRI moved to fill the vacuum, and over time, expects the government to codify its
work.

One study of Globa Public Policy Networks grouped them into three categories based on
activitiesto produce public policy: negotiating networks that develop globa norms and
standards, coordinating networks that facilitate joint action strategies, and implementing
networks that facilitate application of 1GO agreements*"!

This work requires development of two types of activities. One is developing the traditiond
“expert” and physica science knowledge associated with the issue. But the other, which isless
appreciated, concerns development of the necessary socid relationships to address the issue.
GANs develop the physica science knowledge by developing socia relationships to ensure that
the technica knowledge is socidly embedded and that there is capacity and the necessary
commitment to act exig.

Another paper looking a multi-stakeholder partnerships from the perspective of governance and
acocountability classfied them into different categories focusing on: the direct delivery of public
services and infragtructure; effectively increasingly large public resource transfers, particularly
trans-border; and the co-design, promotion, and stewardship of new rules for market and non
market actors. That study aso noted that these digtinctions increasingly are converging and
creating hybrids*""

As agentsfor globa problemsolving, GANS' activities can be summarized as being five
different types (Table 4). Most of the GANSs surveyed engage in more than one of these.
However, usudly oneis core to the rationae for bringing stakeholders together and dominates a
GAN’slife.

The dominant activity isglobal system organizing. This means cregting activities such as
mestings, information networks, and shared tasks that bring diverse organizations into increasing
contact. This builds the ability of organizations participating in a GAN to work together, asthey
become more familiar with one another and develop their own relationships. This produces
growing coordination and synergies. Thisin turn leads to new norms, procedures, and rules of
varying formality. Of the 19 organizations surveyed, 17 do this type of work.
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Table 4
Key Activities
(A GAN usually has The two exceptions— BPD for Water and Sanitation and the
mogfr;?:g”y;’”e Ethical Trading Initiative— focus on learning activities
N =19 among a modest number of core stakeholders. “Learning’
System organizing 17 means research (usudly action research), sharing knowledge
Learning 11 and information, and capacity building. It dso meanstaking
Shared visioning 12 aglstems approa_ch to test rngsaganst policy objectives,
going back to review rules against outcomes, and then
Measures o .
——— rewriting them as appropriate.
Financing

Particularly important is building capacity of participating organizations to effectively address
the issue of the GAN. Mature GANSs possess technical physica-science knowledge and
knowledge about change sirategies. At aloca level, people seether local organizations are
taking action, and do not think of the action as being driven by aforeign one.

For the Fair Labor Association (FLA) in Cambodia, this meant building the capacity of
employers, government, and NGOs to do labor ingpections. As an organization comprising
employers and NGOs who are gtriving to improve standards, FLA has substantialy grester
credibility than either one of the sectors could have on its own. FLA catalyzes the process, then

steps away.

Shared visioning is an activity closdly associated with system organizing, but it isamore
categoricaly directed activity and involves collective planning, didogue, and consensus-building
initidives, as described earlier for GANS' change agent role.

For ten of the GANSs, measuring of one sort or another is a core activity. For the Marine and
Forest Stewardship Councils, this means aforma system of certification. For Socid
Accountability Internationa and Fair Labor Association, monitoring isimportant. For The
Access Initiative, assessing a country’s performanceis a key tool for developing change.

Four of the GANs have an important financing function. For the Globa Fund, GAVI, and GAIN,
thisisther rasond étre; for the Globa Water Partnership, financing runs pardlel in importance
with other activities.
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The Required Competencies

Asanew type of organization, GANS development is hindered by insufficient knowledge about
how to address critical development challenges and by lack of people with the highly speciaized
knowledge and sKills necessary for their development. Moreover, because of lack of
understanding abouit the distinctive qudities of GANs, knowledge is often drawn from
ingppropriate sources. For example, an 1GO Secretariat is often the mental modd for
development of a GAN. However, governments and even IGOs are aminority of participants (or
are even absent) in most GANs, and a GAN's existence is not tied to intergovernmentd
conventions and processes. Thework of GANsi s very different from that of IGOs. Therefore,
adopting 1GO-type structures and procedures is very ingppropriate and will undermine GANS
ability to be agile— alight network rather than aweighty bureaucracy.

Eight capabilities that GANs must possess to be effective and key questions associated with each
are described below (Figure 1).

1.
Systemic
Change
2.
Measuring
Impact

Core
Competencies

Required by GANs

7
Leadership

6 4
InterkGAN Communi
Collabora 5 cation

tion Structure
and
Strategy

Figure 1. Eight capabilities that GANS must possess.

1. Deep Change

As dready described, GANS missons focus on change and the development of new way's of
addressing critical issues. To produce innovative approaches and spread them widdy, GANs
must be proficient at addressing problems from awhole-system perspective. Thisinvolves
various types of change and change processes. It demands addressing critica questions, such as -
how can GANS' change efforts engage broad numbers of people, redize the depth of change, and
aufficiently sustain the change process for the long periods necessary? GAN-Net is co-leading
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development of agloba community of practice to develop knowledge and capecity in the arena
(see www.generativedialogue.org).

2. Measuring Impact

Of dl the competencies, thisis the one that is most often mentioned by GAN participants as a
priority. Measuring impact isacritica activity for effectively reaching objectives - both for
internal management and for describing achievements. This activity iswell developed in
businesses and increasingly in governments and NGOs. But GANSs face particuarly formidable
chdlengesin devel oping measurement methodologies for severd reasons, including:

Their gods are reatively long-term - 5 to 20 years are typica time horizons.

Their gods are hard to define operationaly - and they shift asmoreis learned about
the issues addressed and how to affect them.

Their success depends on “ secondary impacts’ on widdy distributed network
partners and multi-sector stakeholders, as well as on the direct influence of core
products and services provided to targeted people and organizations.

Their products are often “intangibles’ (e.g., the production of new knowledge, and
relationships among stakeholders).

GAN resources are limited, but the systems they aim to affect are very large.

These chdlenges suggest that GANSs need measurement methodol ogies that go beyond
traditiona approaches, while building on their strengths. Developing robust, credible measuresis
critica to the management and funding of GANs. Measures tailored to the unique aspects of
GANs are essential to their development and ongoing renewd as didtinctive, network-based
organizations. Furthermore, if their successis determined by traditiona impact measures, they
are likely to evolveinto traditiona organizations with more limited capacities.

Measuring impact must be connected to the change Strategy. For example, the Globa Water
Partnership has an gpproach cdled “Integrated Water Resource Management” that involves
bringing sectors together, changing behavior, and in turn producing more changesin behaviors
among secondary stakeholders. Stakeholders talking to each other and building understanding of
the globa impact on water systems as a whole produces better management of resources and
better drinking water qudity (e.g., the reduction of sickness from waterborne diseases). Thisin
turn means, for example, that more girlswill go to school because their parents are less likely to
die and because they themselves have fewer hedth problems. Measuring impact requires a
longer term vision (e.g., more girls attending school), but the chalenge lies in the fact that GWP
is not working with girls, and has to measure the people and tasks with which it works directly in
order to lead to that longer term change. The change modd hasto look progressively and
incrementdly at change over time.

None of the GANs investigated had an impact measurement methodology thet they fed is
appropriate. Four approaches were presented as options:
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1) Traditiond impact measurement gpproaches focus on progress toward long-term
god's described in misson statements (leading to identification of the problems
listed above). """

2) A capabilities-based approach with Keystone, which takes the unit of measure as
the ecosystern around an organization - describes capabilities with respect to
gpecific change chalenges, assesses their current strength, and then develops
drategies to further strengthen them, as appropriate for the shifting capability needs
inits new development phase. Any measurement approach must be able to reflect
this shift from early- stage to the more mature- stage capability of broadening and
deepening stakeholder engagement (see www.keystonereporting.org).

3) A sygemic-leverage index gpproach with the Ingtitute for Strategic Clarity focuses
on ongoing measurement of the hedlth of the system the GAN represents. It creates
indices measuring hedlth at criticd points in the sysem (e.g., with specific
stakeholder groups and geographic regions) (see
www.indituteforgtrategicclarity.org).

4) An Outcome Mapping (OM) methodology developed by the Internationa Centre
for Development Research systemeatizes anecdote collection. A GAN firg identifies
key people and the desired changes. Then it should identify “progress markers’ that
describe the logical progression over time and lead to changed behaviors, and use
them as abags for monitoring reflections (see www.idrc.calen/ev-26586- 201-1-
DO _TOPIC.html).

3. Learning

Much of GANS work involves development of new knowledge and capacity building. Learning
isanissuefor individuds, particular stakeholder groups, and the entire network. How do we
create effective learning processes and routines to build the needed new knowledge and
competencies? How do we record and disseminate effectively across very different language and
cultural groups? How can concepts such as “learning organization” and “community of practice’
be applied to GANS? How do we cregte pilots in diverse locations, and yet have them learn from
one another?

One project envisioned GANSs as communities of practice (CoPs). The locd activitiesare aloca
CoP, and the GAN as awhole is a CoP of many CoPs* This conceptualization introduces a
very light structure, but provides guidance to ensure the GANSs incorporate aminima number of
common elements throughout their network thet are necessary for robust interactions.

4. Communications

GANSs have two communication challenges for GANs one involves using leading technology,
and the other involves creeting effective and compelling content. The communications
competency raises questions such as the following: What new technologies can facilitate globa
communications and also reduce travel and personnd costs? How do we introduce new
technol ogies? How do we manage multi-lingua environments? How can globd surveysbe

September 6, 2006 18



The Future of Global Action Networks

conducted economicaly? How do we create effective communications between different parts of
our network, rather than having them come through a central channel?

Surprisingly, none of the GANs s very advanced with e-technologies, and none has integrated e-
conferencing, for example, into its work processes.

5. Structure and Strategy

This reates to the question of organizationd structure described in more detail erlier. Theway a
GAN is organized should reflect its Strategy and encourage both effectiveness and
accountability. GANs have devel oped a range of approaches to governance, planning, and
structura chalenges. How can strategy be developed 0 it engages and influences a broad range
and large number of stakeholdersto create agloba system? What are the roles for virtua
platforms, globa meetings, and new technologies to engage people? What are the leading
organizing approaches, when should one be used rather than another, and how can the current
limitations of governance modd s be expanded? How can we further advance understanding
about the various types of networks that make up GANS? Such network types include
information, knowledge development, projects, socid change, and generative change. How can
leading tools (e.g., socid network andysis, partnership assessment frameworks, and complex
systems methodol ogies) support GANS development?

6. Inter-GAN Collaboration

Thisis perhaps the most visonary of the competencies. GANs share important vaues and ways
of working that can make working together rather easy. And because each GAN focuses on a
unigue issue (e.g., water or corruption), as awhole GANs cover awide range of issues critical to
the world' s future. By focusing their energy collectively in aparticular location, they can make a
subgtantia contribution to improving lives and the environment. However, thisraisesissues

about how to initiate and maintain such actiors.

A project investigated the potentid and strategy for developing this competency and found a
very strong response from participating GANs.* Representatives from eight GANs (including
people working in the country, plus some regional GAN representatives) quickly identified one-
on-one partnerships, aregion of the country where they could al collaborate, and four key
capacity-building topics they wanted to work on together: (1) measuring impact, (2) deep change
drategies, (3) engaging governments, and (4) creating interorganizationa synergies.

7. Leadership

Like dl organizations, at different stages of development GANSs emphasize different types of
leadership. However, at dl stages, GAN leaders must have dispersed, visionary, collaborétive,
and entrepreneurid qudities and skills. The traditiond solitary leader model will not work.
Leadership and initiative must be nurtured among GAN members and staff for GANs to redize
their promise. How can these skills be nurtured and developed with the diverse stakeholders and
experts that GANs engage? What are cultura challenges of leadersin aglobd world that vaues
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diversity, and how can these challenges be addressed? How can ambiguity, dilemmas, and
paradoxes inherent in much of GANS work be addressed while maintaining visonary direction?

A GAN Leader on
Leadership

“Different stages of
GANSs need different
types of leadership, and
so do different types of
GANs. Initial stage
needs inspiration
(heroic), but later needs
implementation
(technical)...an
inspirational leader might
be compromising the
organization’s mission
by staying inspirational.”

8. Financing

There is ongoing tension between the need for charismatic and
ingpiration leadership and the need for aleader who can be
collaborative, master technica issues, and is skilled in exercisng
leadership using distance communications technologies. Moreover,
leaders must be skilled in working with business, government, and
civil society. GANS globa role aso raises the issue of the
importance of |eaders representing globa diversity and working
experience. Leaders participating in the project noted the lack of
women, Southern, and non-white participants. The diversity of
demands and GANS' collaborative logic raise issues about whether
traditional models with one person identified as leader should be
followed, or whether “co-directors’ should be developed.

Traditional businessisfunded by profits, government by taxes, and NGOs by donations. GANs
are combining dl these strategies to build an economic modd appropriate for their multi-
stakeholder qudity. However, how to do thiswell is ill unclear. Moreover, how to maneuver as
globa organizations in aworld where most funding is at best regional aso creates chalenges.
And what models are emerging for financing local GAN activity versus globd activity? How can
funders understanding of the value of developing GANSs as networks be enhanced?
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The Developmental Process of GANs

One ongoing question for GANSsis whether they are temporary or permanent fixtures of the
globa organizationa landscape. Thereisamost universal consensus thet as atype of
organization they will be a permanent fixture. The need to engage a broad range of stakeholders
to address critica globa issuesis wdl recognized. However, some individua GANs may come
and go while other individua ones may be permanent. There are two reasons some disappedr.
Oneisthat the issue they have focused on has been addressed, or the ongoing work has been
inditutiordlized with other organizations (e.g., governmentsintegrating GANS activitiesinto

their own). Thisreason seems relaively unlikely given the history of GANsto date: the networks
and knowledge they build are so vauable that they have an ongoing role in globd issues and
they tend to shift their focus to new issues related to their originad misson.

The other reason a GAN can disgppear isthat it has not successfully addressed a critical
development chdlenge. Looking at the history of GANs — the average age of the 19 surveyed is
8 years and the oldest is 15 years old — three four developmental stages with digtinct challenges
can be discerned.

Stage 1: Initiating

The GANSs have three types of initiating paths. One emphasizes a period of two to three years of
consultation and mulling over by various stakeholders for an issue. The FSC had three years of
discussions among timber users, traders, and environmental and human rights organizations who
had identified the need for an honest and credible system for identifying well-managed forests
and products made from them

A second group of GANSs arises out of the imagination of one or a couple of organizations. For
example, the Y outh Employment Summit is the product of the Education Devel opment
Corporation, and WWF and Unilever birthed the MSC. When one organization has aleading
founding role, the GAN often startsas a“project” or “program.” For example, the Microcredit
Summit Campaign is still legally aproject of an NGO called Results Education Fund, and the
Globa Compact remains structuraly attached to the United Nations Secretary Generd’ s office.
Trangparency International, on the other hand, was very much the work of an individud, Peter
Eigen.

Table 5

Lead GAN Founding Sector

GVt/IGO(s) | NGO(s) NGO(s)/ Other | Thethird path can occur when thereis dready a
Business(es) relatively well-developed “global space” for the

7 7 3 2 | paticipants. For example, global conferenceson

the topic of water issues were organized from time
to time, which led to the redization that more

forma and permanent organizationa arrangements would be vauable. Thisled to the formation
of the Globa Water Partnership and the World Water Council.
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Both governments and NGOs are dominant initiators of GANs (Table 5). Government iscearly
dominant with hedth issues and when very large sums of money are involved. NGOs are more
dominant as founders with environmenta and socid concerns and when the need isto mohilize
widespread grassroots action. The three NGO/business-intiated GANs are dl dso in the
sustainable development arena.

At this stage, one critica challengeisto inspire participation of a sufficiently representetive

group of organizations from among al the stakeholders, with a sufficiently broad range of views,
90 that it can be seen as*legitimate.” However, the Sze must dso be sufficiently smdl that the
new GAN does not become overwhelmed with coordinating among the stakeholders. It helps, of
coursg, if stakeholders are dready familiar with one another. The founding group will tend to be
amal if stakeholders do not have a history of working together (e.g., as with the Marine
Stewardship Council), and larger if they do, as with the Global Water Partnership and World
Water Council.

To attract diverse stakeholders, the initid definition of “the problem” must be broad enough to
encompass awide variety of views and yet narrow enough to provide focus. At this stage, the
initid discussions can be likened to afocus group — the god isto identify the breadth of views
about an issue and the initid definition of the stakeholders.

Another challenge at this stage is to avoid paralyss with questions about the permanent structure
of the GAN, and to begin “doing things’ together to address the issue of concern. The way a
GAN isorganized should arise out of the experiences of how to do the work. However, people
often find the ambiguity of this gpproach difficult and want to build a structure based on theories
about how it ought to be. Such theories can often lead to an overly complicated and burdensome
gructure that actudly inhibits the way the work gets done. This can be seen in some of the very
elaborate stakeholder groupings and voting processesin GANS.

A third initiating challenge is to mobilize the resources necessary to go through the expensive
and time-consuming process of consultations and collective discussions. A founding stage
requires participation of very senior people from stakeholder organizations, and their timeisa
scarce commodity. Developing a GAN cannot work as smply an “add-on” to afull-time job.
The GAN must present away for the participants to fulfill their core responghilities so
participants  organi zations understand the importance of spending time on GAN development.
Typicdly, a this stage funding comes from foundations, donor agencies, and the founding
organizations (which usuadly donate staff time and travel costs). One key chdlenge isto ensure
globa and sectord representation, which usualy means providing funds for at least travel for
Southern NGOs.

Particularly problematic for GANSs throughout their development, if they are not founded by
governments), is the effective engagement of governments and 1GOs. Governments tend to have
difficulty working in peer-like reationships with businesses and NGOs, and accept that although
they have a critical role of legdl rule formation and enforcement, they cannot do the job on their
own. The continuing mental mode for governmentsis that they control and direct, rather than
collaborate and co-create. Businesses and NGOs, although often portrayed as adversaries, are
much more used to working in collaborative and partnership relationships and find working
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together eesier. Where government has arole, it is usudly dominant and others are expected to
accept a subordinate relationship (e.g., the Globa Compact and the global hedth initiatives).
There are severa notable examples where governments were expresdy not invited to participate
formaly, such as with the Globad Reporting Initiative and the Forest Stewardship Council.

Stage 2: Defining the “Problem” and “ Solution”

The issues that GANs are addressing are complex globa ones. Typicdly, individua founders
think they understand the problem, but initia discussonsinvariably disclose an unsuspected
breadth of pergpectives. The stakeholders forming the GAN must have a shared understanding of
the problem. Developing this shared understanding among a smdl core group of diverse
foundersis a key developmenta step — the understanding will continue to grow throughout the
GANS life, but aninitid shared understanding must be devel oped with founders.

Thistask of problem definition iswrapped up with “putting the issue on the global and local
agendas.” The process of developing a shared underdanding involves raisng the issue with
organizations around the world - creating a globa discussion about the topic and its relevance to
diverse sakeholders. The Y outh Employment Summit raised its issue globaly and increased
attention to the huge youth population bulge of Southern countries.

A key implicit srategy in GANS founding isto creste multi-stakeholder solutions. However,
how to Structure the stakeholders' working relationships (e.g., issues of board structure,
relationships between congtituencies, ensuring globd to locd integration) al take sgnificant
time to address. During this stage, there isardatively smdl founding group of stakeholderswho
lead the activity. In most cases, stakeholders collectively explore their diverse perspectives and
design their organizationd structure over a period of about five years. This stage provides
important lessons about how to structure the GAN, drawn from doing the work together.

Another task is devel oping ideas about how diverse stakeholders can work together to address
the problem. Usudly this begins with afocus on a physical technology solution — a solution that
focuses on a definable process of learning, capacity development, and measurement. Thisvery
often means case sudies, dissemination of a particular technologica approach (eg.,
microcredit), and assessment-based processes. These processes include construction of indices
(Trangparency Internationd); measurement frameworks (Globa Reporting Initiative);
monitoring (Fair Labor Association, Socia Accountability Internationd); certification processes
(Marine and Forest Stewardship Councils); and financing mechanisms (the large health GANs,
such asthe Globa Fund and the Global Alliances for Improved Nuitrition and for Vaccines and
[ mmunization).

These physical technology solutions are largely theoretica at the beginning of this sage. The
theories are transformed into a series of experiments and actions, to test how they can be applied.
This means finding beta Stes with organizations that are willing to be involved in the

development, and creating an initid network.

These physica technology solutions are not the most innovative aspects of GANs. More
innovativeisthe globa gpplication and socid technology behind GANs - the idea that
stakeholdersin an issue, who are often traditionally adversarid, should get together globaly to
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develop the solution to acritical common good issue. This contrasts with traditiona approaches
that place government at the center for this activity. In fact, government is often not even directly
involved or plays a modest role (e.g., the Marine and Forest Stewardship Councils, the Ethical
and Globa Reporting Initiatives, and Socid Accountability Internationd).

At this stage, one chalengeisto avoid jumping “to the solution” too quickly and being impatient
with the did ogue necessary to redlly hear and comprehend various viewpoints. This means, at
this stage, skilled facilitators who can work well cross-culturaly are particularly important. Too
often people do not appreciate the challenges of working across sectors, languages, and
ethnicities, and hire support saff who are like them or who only have experience in one sector.

Ancther chdlenge isto have enough “mass’ to actualy get the key issue on the global stage.
Participants may discover that they have included too narrow a perspective about a problem to
meaningfully engage the number of stakeholders necessary. They may end up being seen asa
NGO caucus or as a particularly narrow geographic (e.g., European, American) group.

Also, aGAN at thisstage can fall if it is dominated by linear thinking and detalls. The process of
problem definition is an iterative one that is wrapped up with experiments about the definition of
the solution. Of course the GRI began with a broad understanding that something was needed to
harmonize and promote triple-bottom:line accounting globally, but the current concept of
“guiddlines’ only developed out of numerous discussons and today there continue to be new
versons. The Globd Water Partnership founders were interested in integrated water resource
management (IWRM) asa*“solution,” but the meaning of IWRM in diverse settings and creating
a shared meaning has have been amgjor part of GWP swork.

Another danger at this tageisadesireto be “globa” too quickly. People may be too action
oriented and become impatient with the need for beta- site development to test and refine
“solutions,” and become over-gretched geographicaly. This over-stretch will sap resources
because of the cost of travel and meetings, and the time necessary for communications and
holding the network together.

Stage 3: Developing the Broader Change Infrastructure

The average GAN is somewhere in this stage. Some (e.g., BPD for Water and Sanitation and the
Ethicd Trading Initiative) are of an age that would suggest they should be in this stage, but they
are fill working with aninitid learning set of activities. They have not adopted the broad
“sysemorganizing” agenda that characterizes this stage, and it is not gpparent to them that a
GAN mugt passinto this stage.

At this stage, solutions have been tested and the chdlenge is scaling up. A report on the Globa
Compact asit entered this stage pointed out that a substantiad number of “nationa networks’ had
arisen as an under-recognized resource, and one focus in this new stage is to further develop the
network with more countries. For the Globa Reporting Initiative the key unit is corporations
rather than nations, and it focuses very much on the number of corporations using its framework.

However, there are two developments at this stage that would not have been anticipated by many
GAN founders. One involves scaling up by scaling out — broadening of the core solution in ways
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that were not obvious to the founders. For example, the Forest Stewardship Council is now
developing the concept of certified watersheds. Transparency Internationa became adept at
supporting its nationa chaptersto develop legd infrastructure, and has succeeded in
indtitutiondizing its concerns with globa organizations (e.g., the OECD, which now has an anti-
corruption convention).

The second development is the shift from afocus on physical technica solutionsto a socid
solution focus. Typicdly, early GAN leaders come with physica science backgrounds (e.g.,
medical doctors and forestry, labor, environmenta science, and measurement specidists). At this
third stage of development, GANs must build their managerid, network, and change
development competencies. The chores are not development of the technica solutions (dthough
these continue to be refined), but seeing their use and gpplication on agrand scae.

Thissocid technology orientetion isacritica and difficult shift for GANSs. It means shifting
focus from refining assessment gpproaches and promoting “fixes’ (e.g., microcredit and
integrated water resource management) to taking learning processes to a deeper leve that can
redlize sgnificant sysemic societa change. The challenges GANSs are facing are not Smply
about what we are doing in the world; they are so about how we are in the world as
individuas, organizations, nations, and globa society.

The networks must become more decentraized if they are to reflect their empowerment missons
and maintain their agility. They must learn to communicate between the parts (e.g., nationd
chapters, participant organizations), rather than having a centralized mindset of working through
the globa secretariat. GANSs are leeders in moving from the twentieth century world, where
organizations were the dominant unit (e.g., in the form of governments, corporations, and
community-based ones) to aworld in which networks are the key organizing logic.

With this comes the chalenge of being both loca and globad — “gloca.” A number of
innovations are emerging to try rather than develop traditiona hierarchies with ether theloca or
globa “in charge” Mog of the GANSs are to aremarkable extent salf-organizing and give red
meaning to the concept of “subsidiarity.” Stakeholder groups and regiona/nationd units (e.g.,
chapters, country coordinaing mechanisms, regiona partnerships) are dmost dways sdlf-
governing, with minimal accountability structures upward.

At this stage, when GANs start emphasizing the socia organizing and change technologies, and
connecting and devel oping the srategies and competencies in this fidd, they have significantly
broadened their problem definition and concept of solutions. One clear chalenge at thisstageis
to categorically develop the needed socia technology skills. Founders, being focused on a
physica science solution, can become overly fixated on refinement of the particular tool (eg., an
assessment methodology). They may forget that the god is not a super-accurate methodol ogy,
but real change. Usudly, being physica learners, founders are uncomfortable with such socid
technologies as socia network analyss, degp change processes, network dynamics, and systems
of accountability. A new skill set needs to be developed, and this means a comparative |oss of
gatus for those who thrive with physica science.

Perhaps the most obvious chdlenge & this stage is managing stakeholder groups that are a
different stages of development. With the oldest participating organizations, the GAN must
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generate activity that is shifting into the socid change emphasis, while a the same time the GAN
must bring in new participants who will focus on the physical science activity. The mix will
become increasingly complex asthe GAN continues to expand.

By thistime theinitid funders are often tiring of providing support, and one key chalenge & this
gsageisfor a GAN to develop an economic model of sustainability. So far, there is no easy
solution to this challenge, but the answer lies undoubtedly in two directions. Oneisto cregtively
integrate the traditiona donation-funding of civil society, profit-based funding of business, and
taxation-based funding of government. The other isto push these funding Strategiesinto new
directions. For example, this year for the first time, 12 national governments agreed to place a
fee on internationd travel to support internationa development.

Also a this stage the founders may have trouble letting go. At this stage, the network grows
subgtantidly in scae and the old familiar ways of working with ardatively smal group must
change in favor of more ingtitutiondized and formal accountability and transparency processes.
Otherwise, the GAN will be seen asa*“clique,” otherswill find entry difficult, and the GAN will
be unable to attract new participants.

Table 6
Development Stages and Activities

Initiation Problem/Solution Infrastructure Development Realizing the Potential
Definition
- Visioning - Defining the problem . Broadening application of the - Being a global system
- Convening - Piloting a core physical technology solution - Enhancing legitimacy
- Identifying physical technology | . Deepening understanding of . Creating inter-GAN
leadership solution the problem and social connections
stakeholders - Building initial technology solutions . Creating global action
centralized network - Increasing network norms
piloting structure membership and
decentralizing structure
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Stage 4: Realizing the Potential

Asanew type of organization, probably none of the GANS has reached itsfull potentid. And as
agroup, they have hardly started to interact, so their collective impact on the global scene has

not yet been felt. However, afew of the GANs gppear to be moving into a more advanced
developmenta stage 4. Their experiences, conversations with executive officersin this project,
and data from other projects suggest some outlines for GANS potentid 10 to 15 years from now.
The following description is based on the hypothes's that GANs do continue to develop and

grow — and, of course, many reasons they may not are outlined as chalenges to this stage of
development.

Fifteen years from now, amuch stronger sense of globd citizenship will likely be shared
worldwide, as a complement to our particular ethnic, linguigtic, and nationd identities. When
people look back at therise of globd citizenship, GANswill likely have played an important
role. They are simulating actions that reflect globa and loca concerns, and thereby becoming
critical globaizing and integrating agents of diverse viewpoints and resources. We will shift
from an international organizing framework to a much more globa one.

One image of the future of a GAN isas agloba membrane that will attract organizations around
the world that are working on a particular issue. Reluctant participants will be caught up and find
themselves working within systems structured by GANs. A forest company, for example, may
not participate directly in the Forest Stewardship Council, but it will find itsdf working with a
market and regulatory framework that are heavily influenced by the FSC. Within this modd,
with regard to particular issues, GANs will be robust globa systems of accountability,
knowledge development and sharing, and governance, offering open and easy access to others.
They will be senang and guiding mechanisms for identifying emergent opportunities and
chdlenges regarding their issues, and for developing responses.

GANSs-as-globa-membranes will support resource transfers, production of public goods and
services, co-creation of rulesto address globa inequities, weath development, and effective
governance. Cregating “dignment” within their issue system is a key task — they will be
negotiators, arbitrators, and change agents skilled a smoothing the connections between diverse
interests of their particular issue system. They have the ability to do this without requiring
homogeni zation because they are agents that support diversity within globdization with an
emphasis on subsdiarity. GANs are known for providing atrust and reputation network that
fecilitates the flow of knowledge and resources with low transaction costs.

We will undoubtedly have many more GANsin specidized issue aress, as globaization

hel ghtens concerns about inequity and poverty, and mounting environmental pressures increase
the demand for globally coherent and large-scale action. The erain which nation-states were
seen as 0ldy respongble for issues of peace and security, for example, will likely be bypassed
by strategies to bring together stakeholders to collaboratively address tensions, as can be seen
with the recent founding of the Globd Partnership for Prevention of Armed Conflict. Disaster
relief sysemsthat are arisng in response to increasing climate variation will beincreasngly
integrated into systems with dense ties between dl actors, in contrast with the traditiona
response systems of government and their contractua relationships with NGOs. In the field of
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international finance, new collaborative mechanisms will build on recent activities (e.g., the
Equator Principles).

GANSs will be weaving new globd issue systems of accountability. As diverse actors work
collaboratively in a GAN, they increase their interdependence and understanding of the global
whole. Traditiond hierarchica organizations operating localy and globaly will find

participation in GANs a highly compelling srategy for redlizing their individua objectives.
However, dthough they will find great rewards from participating from the ingde, they will aso
find participation requires increased sharing of information, transparency, and accommodation of
diverse gods.

Today’s GANs are dill struggling to be “globd.” The chalenge has many dimensons—
geographic, culturd, “gloca,” linguidtic, and contextua issues of the problem they are
addressing. When they are successful, they will reflect Friedman's hypothesisthat “the world is
flat” with fluid connections between the various nodes! The connections will be particularly
robust in four different ways. Oneisinterpersona — people will find the networks rich sources of
persond relaionshipsin which traditiona connectionswill be less driven by hierarchy (which
will continue to exist within organizations) than by shared interests. A second leve of
connectionswill beloca to locad — people working on an issue in acommunity or organization
on one part of the planet will easily connect with people e sewhere in the network. There will be
amilarly robust connections at regiona and globd levels. All will be facilitated by a network
logic that will ease flows of information, resource exchanges, and action between the levels.

Asagroup, GANswill have developed many inter-GAN contacts that build on ones of today
(e.g., between the GRI and Globa Compact). The Y outh Employment Summit and [UCN will
find shared interests in developing youth employment initiatives with an environmenta
orientation. The Marine Stewardship Council and the Microcredit Summit will find shared
interests in developing sustainable livelihoods for small fishers. The one-on-one exchanges will
be facilitated by the fact that the GANs have a common organizing logic and value set. These
will help many GANs work together more ambitioudy at the regiona and globa levels. What at
one time were numerous unassociated networks will increasingly become collective global
governance forums in which the globa socid contract will be in ongoing development and
implementation. It will function not as aset of digtinct directives from the top down, but as a
fluid system addressing problems and opportunities.

Gradualy, the myriad of certification processes and voluntary regulaions will become a
collaboratively developed system with afew clear principles and easily accessed interpretations
that reflect environmenta, socid, and economic concerns. With increased alignment among
gakeholders within an issue sysem, GANs will be dedling with the challenge of dignment
between issue systems and distribution of resources.

Asagroup, fifteen years from now, GANSs could well be the critical mechanisms for addressing
globa governance gaps of participation, ethics, communications, and implementation. Today,
the Forest Stewardship Council is the closest we have to the World Ministry of Forests; the
Globa Water Partnership and World Water Councils have asimilar role with water.
Collectively, the large-scale hedth GANs may be seen functioning with the World Hedth
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Organization and governments as key stakeholders rather than controllers. Stakeholdersin an
issue system will know how to easily participate directly in the appropriate GAN.

Ancther benefit of GANS collectively interacting is that they can learn much more quickly from
a broader range of experience. By working together, they will much more cost-effectively
develop the new knowledge and innovations needed for their development. And by having an
identity as a community, they will develop and make legitimate their unique potentid.

Of course, some of today’s GANs will fail to address early developmentd stage challenges and
close their doors. Others may be wrapped up when they consider their mission accomplished.
Those that want to make stage 4 aredity will face four particular challenges.

Impacting the Global Issue System

Up to this stage, GANs are basically prototyping, planning, and building infrastructure for

change. Trangparency Internationa and its chapters have developed nationd lega frameworks
and internationa agreements designed to realize change. The Globa Reporting Initiative has
developed aframework for corporate reporting standards and a system for its propagation. Socia
Accountability Internationa and the Fair Labor Association have developed monitoring

processes, knowledge, and relationships that may be framed as being at the advanced “ pilot
project” level to address concerns about labor standards that have produced Strategic, intellectud,
and socid frameworks. And these GANs are al able to point to anecdota impacts. However,
they increasingly redlize they do not have the tools to measure their globa systemic impact - and
they likely are just now achieving the stage in which thisimpact can be sgnificant.

Imperfections are often overlooked if a strategy works. GANs are a very daborate strategy that
demands patience and resources, and they till lack even agood system for measuring their
impact, describing their vaue, and guiding their priorities and direction. At stage 4, they must be
able to develop such agloba system aswell astheir competencies in the other arenas, have
subgtantia impact on ther issue, and demonstrate positive trends.

At this stage, the red chdlenge isto reach scde and not Smply be an interesting experiment, but
to become the “go to” place for working on the GANS' issue. This means overcoming potentia
competitors — the most successful and GAN-like way of doing thisis to incorporate them. The
GAN must be seen to include “leaders’ in various stakeholder arenas, both globally and locdly.
By this stage, they must have a sufficient mass of participation that they have overcome the
possihility of being margindized or ignored.

Governments have an important role in GANS' stage 4 scaing-up success. By then, GANs
should be able to point to “success’ where their innovations in regulations or service ddlivery are
integrated into the functioning of nationd and internationa governmenta organizations. When
governments and a GAN work together well, the impact can be substantial. For example, the
Microcredit Summit Campaign credits legidationthat the U.S. government passed - as making a
critica contribution to shifting its globa funding focus to the poorest with adisciplined
measurement framework. However, more common are stories in which governments perceived
GANSs as competitors. Undoubtedly, in some cases, some government functions can be better
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managed by GAN affiliates, but within a GAN, governments retain their clear authority rooted in
the ability to pass and enforce laws.

A more subtle problem occurs when governmental organizations take advantage of GANs
without providing them any resources. For example, there are severd examples of GANs
developing certification and assessment programs that governments tout as their own while
refusing to support the GANsin any way. And, of course, the reverse problem occurs when a
government becomes involved with a GAN and wantsto contral it. The value of a GAN islogt if
it Imply becomes another intergovernmental organization.

The governmenta challenge has particular cultural and national aspects. GANs are notably most
successful in countries in which democracy is most developed and multi- stakehol der processes
vaued. This means that some operations in some arenas (e.g., Russia) are problematic, and other
operations are even more S0 in countries (e.g., Chinaand Arab nations) where NGOs are very
wesk and government seeks to control society much more broadly. By stage 4, GANs must begin
to find ways around these problems if they are to have agloba voice.

Enhancing Legitimacy

Of course, substantid legitimacy comes with having impact. However, because GANS use
participatory processes, legitimacy aso requires creating systems of accountability and effective
governance mechanisms. Asa GAN expands the number of participants in stage 4, it faces
subgtantially increased coordinating challenges. To retain agility and avoid smply adding to
earlier sructures based on assumptions of fewer participants, GANs & this stage should review
thelr governance structure and even their issue definition.

The issue definition may involve renewd of misson, sraegy, or goas. For example, the
Microcredit Summit recently concluded it will reach its origina godsin 2006. It retained its
poverty misson and microcredit strategy, but identified two new 10-year goals to provide
renewed focus. The Forest Stewardship Council is currently contemplating a shiftin its
governance structure because it wants to engage a broader number of stakeholders than those
origindly envisoned — a shift needed if it isto truly be the globa system in forest sustainability.

Accountability and governance a this stage become even more important because new
mechanisms for generating trust must be developed. The relaively close relationships people
enjoyed in a GAN before it became atruly globa system and that were the basis for trust will be
increasingly difficult to maintain. Trangparency Internationd is experiencing this now asit pays
more attention to accreditation processes for its system of nationa chapters.

Strengthening the legitimacy of GANS requires ensuring people see themsalves as active
participants in GANS, rather than Smply consumers of its activities. Further development of
stakeholder engagement mechanismsis required 0 GANS' vaue chain truly reaches to the loca
level. More forma stakeholder caucuses supported by new communications technology would
build further support processes for GANSs. The trend toward sdlf-organizing nationd units for
GANSs suggests stakeholder groups need to take leadership for organizing these. Most GANs
have some form of stakeholder group definition, and these distinctions will likely grow in

number and activity. If the activity of stakeholder groups diminishes, it islikely asgnd the
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GAN islosing touch with its grassroots or not performing activities that are valued and relevant
for the stakeholders. In voluntary associations such as GANS, stakeholders do not usudly rebd,
they just fade away — and with them, legitimacy.

Increased participation must occur, while avoiding cooptation by any particular group and

ba ance achieved between being a movement and being an organization. For example, GRI must
avoid being overtaken by accounting organizations, the Marine Stewardship Council must not be
seen as a hand-maiden for the fishing industry, and the Global Compact must not be seen as an
agent of business.

Creating Global Action Norms

GANS core operating logic is grounded in some digtinctive vaues that contrast sharply with the
dominant onesin most organizations. In contrast to the traditiond “government-in-charge’
governance model, GANS stress multi- stakehol der collaboration. Business and civil society are
peers, and each has its distinctive competency and responsbility. Of course, government is
responsible for laws and formally establishing lega frameworks, but businessis responsible for
economic products and civil society is respongible for community values and justice. This sort of
mutua respect for functions leads to appreciation of interdependence asakey vaue, in
juxtgpogition to the tradition of independence.

Thisisthe logic behind the statement that “The Globa Fund (on HIV/AIDS) recognizes that
only through a country-driven, coordinated, and multi-sector gpproach involving al relevant
partners will additiona resources have a 9gnificant impact on the reduction of infections, illness,
and death from the three diseases. Thus, avariety of actors, each with unique skills, background
and experience, must be involved in the development of proposals and decisions on the
dlocation and utilization of Globa Fund financia resources™*!! However, one suspects that the
systemic change chdlenge this represents - the contrast with traditiona (Figure 2a) ways of
operating - might be insufficiently gppreciated.

Theimplications of this shift are described in Table 7. It emphasi zes the importance of GANs
continuing to move in this stage toward a much more decentrdized network, as shown in Figure
2b X1 Today, in general, GANSs till operate with a centralized globa secretariat model, whichis
not surprising given the common mental modd they have followed is secretariats of IGOs.
However, that sort of modd will not work for the diversity and mutua accountability GANs
embody. In the stage 4 modd, decisons at the globa versuslocd levels are not part of a
hierarchy, but smply different places in a network. Responsibility for common tasksis

distributed to promote ownership throughout the system, and there is high degree of autonomy,
with ashift from the “coordinating” mode behind the secretariat structure to a* coherence
cregtion” modd in the polycentric structure,

The god isto have interventions that move an issue system in a particular direction through
drategicaly selected activities. A GAN identifies key chalenges and opportunities to address to
move an issue forward, facilitates a modest group of stakeholders to address them, and connects
the learning to the rest of the system in strategic ways.
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However, this increased participation must be undertaken while maintaining a very modest scae
of organization in any one location. The menta modd of large centrdized 1GOs must be avoided
in favor of dispersed networks, or the GANswill lose ther critical agility and resilience

Table 7 '
The Emerging Global Action Norms*"

What is Dying What is Developing
Atomistic (reductionist) as the approach (Whole) systems thinking
Linear and mechanical mental models Circular and biological mental models
International structures Glocal
Negotiations as deep change Collaboration for systemic change
Hierarchy as dominant Hierarchy embedded in networks
Power as brute force Power as knowledge/education/information
Accountability as a product of legislation Accountability as the product of interdependent
relationships grounded in transparent and participatory
practices
*
§
Figure 2a. A centralized network Figure 2b. A polycentric network model

Creating Inter-GAN Activity

This challenge can be framed as developing GANS' collective globa governance potentid. It
arises from a common quality of GANS public purpose vison for aworld thet is socidly
equitable and just, and environmentaly hedthy. It aso arises from the other shared qudities that
make interaction easy.

Already GANSs have begun interacting and reinforcing one another’ s activities. For example,
Trangparency Internationd has succeeded in redizing integration of corruption into the Globa
Compact’s principles, and the Globa Reporting Initiative has an officid collaboration with the
Compact. In an experimental meeting in March 2006 that brought together eight GANsto
consder collaboration in Guatemala, within two days, each established opportunitieswith an
average of three others, they identified a sub-region of the country to in which to develop more
comprehensive and long-term collaboration, and they identified common capacity- building
interests
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Inter-GAN relationships appear to hold enormous potentid for the separate GANSsto scale up
and make their imperatives part of globa society. Trangparency isimportant in forestry,
microcredit can be an important tool in developing sustainable forestry approaches, and youth is
acritical condtituency for building a sustainable future for forestry.

GANs are developing into increasingly complex webs of organi zations that possess relationships
that extend both global-local and across organizational sectors — what Reinicke cals“horizontal
and vertica relationships™*" Collectively, they represent a collection of public issue networks
that could develop into a much more effective globa governance network than anything
envisioned by the traditiond globa government model. Of course, this brings up enormous
issues. How do we ensure accountability? How do we ensure ongoing flexibility? Can we make
sure they do not smply become an oppressive globa bureaucracy? What will be the inter-GAN
collaborating mechanisms? How will they work at the locd level? At the globd leve?

If successful, thiswill make GANs a centrd force in globa governance. They will be placed in
the historic context of national-level socia contract negotiation between labor- government-
business that had a particularly potent life in the decades following World War 11. However,
given the absence of a“globa government,” the participants will act much more like peers rather
then in the traditiona “government-as-governance” mode. The GANs will be globa issue
systems. Thistype of direction can be seen behind PP10's and the Forest Stewardship’ s interest
in embracing a much broader congtituent group than wasinitidly envisoned.
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Conclusion

Whether GANswill successfully develop their potentid as leading Structuresin anew globa
organizationa architecture is il an open question They may be subsumed by areinvigorated
st of intergovernmentd ingtitutions, such as the United Nations and those of Bretton Woods.
GANSs may prove incapable of engaging a sufficient number of stakeholdersin a sufficient
number of issue domains for them to become a criticd globd organizing logic. GANs may
amply become another set of globa bureauicracies and talk shops. Individudly, they may never
develop the type of impact-measuring systems that provide the needed types of feedback. They
may smply become accountable to dlites, rather than to dtizens globdly. Already we see danger
sgnsthat some are chasing out the “movement” and “deep change’ parts of their missonsand
potential because it is easier to flow with the status quo, maintaining sustained antagonism
involves pain, and their change competency isinsufficient.

However, the normsthat are giving birth to GANs are dso part of amuch broader set of globa
changes associated with new information technologies, an increasingly globaized economy, and
greater ease of trave. The collaborative governance modd they represent isonethat is
increasingly active & the sub-nationa level aswell, mainly because they are more effective than
many traditiona state-driven solutions™*¥' And perhaps the strongest driver of GANS
development is that they hold the promise of being critica for sustainable development. GANs
may not become the dominant globa player, but neither are they likely to be inggnificant.

Redizing GANS potentid represents a substantial chalenge. However, underestimating the
capacity for dramatic change in globa governance would be a mistake. The transformation from
empiresto anation-date globd system only occurred with the end of the British Empire after
World War 11 and the more recent break up of the Soviet one. At the beginning of the twentieth
century, four-fifths of the world' s population lived under monarchs or empires; as late as 1950,
70 percent of the world lived under non-democratic rule, which today is considered pervasive
and the norm. V1!

We know our current global action structures are now producing the outcomes we want. War is
gtill too common, poverty too widespread, inequity too grest, environmenta destruction too
common, climate change too threatening. Dissatisfaction with the status quo and visons for how
we can cregte a much better world are, more than anything else, the parents of GANSs.
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Appendix A

GANSs Included in the Comparative Database

* Indicates participants in Our Global Futures project

Name

Mission

Building Partnerships
for Development in

Water and Sanitation
— BPD (Ken Caplan)*

To study, explore, and promote tri-sector partnerships as an approach that

would more effectively meet the water and sanitation needs of poor
communities

Ethical Trading
Initiative — ETI

To promote and improve the implementation of corporate codes of practice
that cover supply-chain working conditions

Fair Labor
Association — FLA
(Auret van Heerden)*

To combine the efforts of industry, non-governmental organizations (NGOs),
and colleges and universities to promote adherence to international labor
standards and improve working conditions worldwide

Forest Stewardship
Council — FSC (Heiko
Liedeker)*

To promote environmentally appropriate, socially beneficial, and economically
viable management of the world's forests

Global Alliance for

Improved Nutrition —
GAIN

To improve the nutritional status of one billion people, of which 700 million are
at risk for vitamin and mineral deficiencies, over the period 2002-2007,
primarily through fortification of commonly available and consumed foods

Global Alliance for
Vaccines and
Immunization — GAVI

To save children's lives and protect people's health through the widespread
use of vaccines

Global Compact

To promote responsible corporate citizenship so that business can be part of
the solution to the challenges of globalization

Global Fund to Fight
AIDS, Tuberculosis

and Malaria — Global
Fund

To finance a dramatic turnaround in the fight against AIDS, tuberculosis, and
malaria

Global Reporting
Initiative — GRI (Ernst
Liedeker)*

To promote international harmonization in the reporting of relevant and
credible corporate environmental, social, and economic performance
information to enhance responsible decision making (the GRI pursues this
mission through a multi-stakeholder process of open dialogue and
collaboration in the design and implementation of widely applicable
sustainability reporting guidelines)

Global Water

Partnership (Emilio
Gabbrielli)*

To support countries in the sustainable management of their water resources

International Centre
for Trade and
Sustainable
Development —
ICTSD (Ricardo
Melendez)*

By empowering stakeholders in trade policy through information, networking,

dialogue, well-targeted research, and capacity building, to influence the
international trade system so it advances the goal of sustainable development

Marine Stewardship
Council - MSC
(Rupert Howes)*

To safeguard the world’s seafood supply by promoting the best environmental
choices
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Microcredit Summit
Campaign (Sam
Daly-Harris)*

To reach 100 million of the world’s poorest families, especially the women of

those families, with credit for self-employment and other financial and business
services by the year 2005

Partnership for
Principle 10 - PP10
(Frances Seymour —
also TAD*

To commit to translating access to information, participation in decision
making, and access to justice as key principles of environmental governance
into action by promoting transparent, inclusive, and accountable decision
making at the national level.

Social Accountability
International — SAI

To promote human rights for workers around the world as a standards
organization, ethical supply chain resource, and programs developer

The Access Initiative
— TAI (Frances
Seymour—also

To ensure that people have a voice in the decisions that affect their
environment and their communities (TAI partners promote transparent,
participatory, and accountable governance as an essential foundation for

PP10)* sustainable development, and access to information, participation in decision
making, and access to justice as key principles of environmental governance)
Transparency To create a world in which government, politics, business, civil society, and the

International — Tl
(David Nussbaum,
Casey Kelso)*

daily lives of people are free of corruption. Corruption is the abuse of entrusted
power for private gain.

World Water Council
-WWwWcC

To promote awareness, build political commitment, and trigger action on
critical water issues at all levels, including the highest decision-making level, to
facilitate the efficient conservation, protection, development, planning,
management, and use of water in all its dimensions on an environmentally
sustainable basis for the benefit of all life on earth

Youth Employment
Summit Campaign —
YES

To build the capacity of young people to create sustainable livelihoods, and to

establish an entrepreneurial culture in which young people work toward self
employment

Participants in Our Global Future also included:
Rick Samans - Managing Director - Global Institute for Partnership and Governance of the World

Economic Forum
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Appendix B

[llustrative Membership Categories

Marine Stewardship Council: Interest Groups
PUBIC INTEREST CATEGORY

Scientific, Academic & Resource Management Interests
General Conservation NGOs & Interests

Marine Conservation NGOs & Specialist Interests
General Interests & Organisations

COMMERCIAL & SOCIO-ECONOMIC CATEGORY
Catch Sector Interests

Supply Chain & Processing Interests

Retail Catering & Distribution Interests

Developing Nation & Fishing Community Interests

Forest Stewardship Council: Chambers

The Social Chamber includes non-profit, non-governmental organizations, indigenous peoples
associations, unions as well as research, academic, technical institutions and individuals that have a
demonstrated commitment to socially beneficial forestry. This means that they support forest
management and believe in delivering forest products to the market in a way that does not infringe on the
rights of other stakeholders.

The Environmental Chamber includes non-profit, non-governmental organizations, as well as research,
academic, technical institutions and individuals that have an active interest in environmentally viable
forest stewardship.

The Economic Chamber includes organizations and individuals with a commercial interest. Examples
are employees, certification bodies, industry and trade associations (whether profit or non-profit),
wholesalers, retailers, traders, consumer associations, and consulting companies. Applicants with
economic interests must have demonstrated active commitment to implementing FSC Principles and
Criteria in their operations.

World Water Council: Colleges
- Intergovernmental institutions
Government and government authorities
Enterprises and facilities
Civil society organizations and water users associations
Professional associations and academic institutions
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