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ABSTRACT

A growing literature speaks to how non-state actors (both corporations and civil society)
increasingly play roles in global governance such as lobbying inter-state deliberations or
filling governance gaps in the provision of public goods. Far less analysis, however, has been
devoted to how such actors attempt to supply new and original global policy processes
altogether. How does a non-state actor acquire sufficient authority to become an anchor of
global governance? Over the past forty years, the World Economic Forum (WEF), a
business-funded and business membership non-profit foundation, has also gradually emerged
as a standing site of multi-stakeholder interactions and negotiations. It convenes diverse
actors through its various summits, facilitates joint initiatives among them, and attempts to
shape procedural and substantive norms at the global level. Does the WEF’s role as a bridge
among state and non-state actors make it a legitimate site of multi-stakeholder global policy-
making? What does the WEF story tell us about the conditions under which organizations can

serve to anchor global policy processes within a multi-actor world society?

This dissertation provides an anatomy of the WEF and account of how its functions have
evolved in its first four decades. It argues that as the WEF has transitioned from a primarily
business-driven management forum into a fuller multi-stakeholder vehicle, it has acquired
sufficient recognition and authority to become a unique non-state hub of global policy
processes. It attempts to demonstrate this through a detailed analysis of how the WEF’s roles
have expanded to encompass various convening, facilitation, and norm entrepreneurship
activities. It also examines whether the WEF’s evolving mission statements and business
models have empowered it to adapt to its multiple constituents’ priorities while affording it
increasing neutrality among them and independence from any one of them. Can the WEF
(and similar multi-stakeholder bodies) move beyond being considered supplements to the
existing inter-governmental organizations which anchor the international society of states
towards being the main legitimate sites for world society interactions? This analysis
contributes to the empirical literature on new global governance instruments as well as

pluralist accounts of the evolving global policy architecture.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. OVERVIEW

A growing literature speaks to how non-state actors (both corporations and civil society)
increasingly play roles in global governance such as lobbying inter-state deliberations or
filling governance gaps in the provision of public goods. Far less analysis, however, has been
devoted to how such actors attempt to supply new and original global policy processes
altogether. How does a non-state actor acquire sufficient authority to become an anchor of
global governance? Over the past forty years, the World Economic Forum (WEF), a
business-funded and business membership non-profit foundation, has also gradually emerged
as a standing site of multi-stakeholder interactions and negotiations. It convenes diverse
actors through its various summits, facilitates joint initiatives among them, and attempts to
shape procedural and substantive norms at the global level. Does the WEF’s role as a bridge
among state and non-state actors make it a legitimate site of multi-stakeholder global policy-
making? What does the WEF story tell us about the conditions under which organizations can

serve to anchor global policy processes within a multi-actor world society?

This dissertation provides an anatomy of the WEF and account of how its functions have
evolved in its first four decades. It argues that as the WEF has transitioned from a primarily
business-driven management forum into a fuller multi-stakeholder vehicle, it has acquired
sufficient recognition and authority to become a unique non-state hub of global policy
processes. It attempts to demonstrate this through a detailed analysis of how the WEF’s roles
have expanded to encompass various convening, facilitation, and norm entrepreneurship
activities. It also examines whether the WEF’s evolving mission statements and business
models have empowered it to adapt to its multiple constituents’ priorities while affording it
increasing neutrality among them and independence from any one of them. Can the WEF
(and similar multi-stakeholder bodies) move beyond being considered supplements to the
existing inter-governmental organizations which anchor the international society of states

towards being the main legitimate sites for world society interactions?



Much of the literature on transnational relations emphasizes how non-state actors inﬂﬁence
official international institutions and norms. But the WEF is unique in that it is a non-state
body that seeks to incubate and drive its own norm-setting processes as much as to influence
official ones. It therefore deserves more rigorous independent investigation. Some of the key
questions which must be asked of such an innovative organization are: How does it acquire
sufficient authority to be considered a hub of global governance? How does it establish

neutrality among diverse stakeholders?

This dissertation attempts to provide a framework to answer these questions, and in doing so,
seeks to contribute to the empirical literature on new global governance instruments as well
as pluralist accounts of evolving global policy processes and architecture. There is growing
theoretical interest in formulating a neutral meta-framework or approach to global policy-
making that is not anchored in the state or inter-state institutions but rather encompasses and
synthesizes the inter-governmental arena, regionalism, public-private networks, private

authorities, multi-stakeholder dialogues, and other forms of global governance.

This study of the WEF can support these objectives in three ways. First, it can shed light on
the prerequisites for actors to establish themselves as authorities in global governance beyond
traditional criteria such as state sovereignty. Second, it can outline the key functions within
global policy in which actors such as the WEF partake: convening, facilitation, and norm
entrepreneurship. Focusing on such a typology of activities rather than the nature of specific
actors helps us clarify the deeper roles which comprise global policy processes today. Third,
it can deepen our understanding of multi-stakeholder processes which bridge diverse global
governance modes. Rather than squeeze non-traditional organizations such as the WEF into
narrow categories, a multi-stakeholder approach can show how the heterarchy of world

society can co-exist within the sphere of a real-world organization.

The remainder of this introduction chapter proceeds as follows. The next section sets forth
the methodology used to undertake this study. It is followed by a review of the existing
literature on the WEF. The fourth section discusses the intended contributions of this study to
the field of world politics, and the final section provides an overview of the remaining

chapters of this dissertation.



1.2. METHODOLOGY

This dissertation analyzes how the WEF has sought to position itself as a neutral player in

multi-stakeholder contexts across a range of issues in world politics. It must necessarily

confront several theoretical, methodological, and empirical challenges:

How can the claim that an organization is a microcosm the multi-actor world society
be supported? Can any single entity serve the role for world society that the United
Nations plays for international society, namely a universal convener? In international
relations theory, world society is a somewhat vague concept with differing opinions
as to whether it reflects only the sum-total or non-state interactions, or whether a
corresponding “world political system” can exist which captures the totality of state
and non-state interactions. Factors which must be considered include the diversity of
constituencies represented within WEF structure and activities as well as the

quantitative balance of representation among them.

What constitutes legitimate authority in world politics? As the traditional criterion of
state sovereignty is relaxed in explaining the participation of non-state, transnational
actors in international relations, it remains unclear how such actors establish authority
and what types of authorities they are or become. Various metrics can be used such as
the extent of recognition they receive, the specific knowledge they generate, or the
moral and legal claims they may make. In the case of the WEF, the type of authority
the WEF claims varies with the nature of its activity, which both broadens the scope
for understanding authority while requiring that the context of authority claims be

specifically explained.

How is neutrality established in a multi-stakeholder context? Much as the United
Nations is funded by its member-states, the WEF is funded by member companies,
and is thus said to represent the interests of the international private sector. Yet one of
the WEF’s slogans is to stimulate “entrepreneurship in the global public interest.” To
assess whether the WEF has moved towards a less business-driven and more neutral

orientation among stakeholders we must evaluate not only its shifting mission



statements but also its broadening funding base, diversified participation in events and

initiatives, and evaluate initiative outcomes against predicted results.

e How do we measure influence in the diffuse, heterarchical world society domain?
Because bodies such as the WEF seek not only to influence existing inter-state
diplomacy but also to supply new, parallel multi-stakeholder processes altogether, it is
more difficult to point to shifts in legislative outcomes or official declarations as
indications of impact. We might still compare the outcomes of WEF processes to
official diplomatic mechanisms on similar issues. However, the WEF increasingly
seeks to create hybrid public-private processes which augment the “official” track,
thereby blending away some part of the dichotomy between official and non-official
processes. Indeed, the promotion of multi-stakeholderism itself is now a primary
WEF objective. Furthermore, WEF initiatives are often spun-off soon after creation,

thus credit for successes and failures is often difficult to trace and ascribe.

These are among the puzzles confronting research into new global policy mechanisms and
instruments. It is important to remain mindful of these dilemmas in the course of analyzing

bodies such as the WEF.

Evaluating the WEF’s evolving efforts to mediate among the diverse actors of world society
lends itself to a qualitative methodology for several reasons. First, there is no definitive data-
set of transnational non-state actors or quantitative study of their influence in the global
policy domain. Indeed, the universe of non-state actors in this regard has likely grown too
large for such an effort to be undertaken. As such, case studies and structured comparisons

are most prominent in this field.

This dissertation therefore takes the form of a detailed case study with a structured, focused
analysis (George and Bennett 2005). It employs a process-tracing approach to answer
questions such as: Under what conditions did the WEF emerge? What drove the changes to
its organizational structure and mission over time? What impact have its activities and

programs had? What role does it play among other institutional arrangements?



A variety of cases have been selected in order to adequately explore these questions. These
cases are subdivided according to their reflection of the WEF’s convening, facilitation, and

norm entrepreneurship functions.

With respect to convening, the WEF’s flagship Annual Meeting at Davos, the original and
oldest WEF activity, will be considered. The Annual Meeting presents an opportunity to
examine to what extent WEF participation has broadened beyond the corporate sphere,
whether the WEF has successfully fostered a multi-actor epistemic community of leaders,
whether it has been able to shape the content and direction of the “global agenda” among
those leaders, and whether it has influenced official international political and institutional

outcomes. !

In examining the WEF’s role as a facilitator of public-private partnerships and other multi-
stakeholder projects, cases have been selected which speak to the WEF’s efforts to (a) shape
policy frameworks and (b) stimulate action in global public goods areas. These are the
Partnering Against Corruption Initiative (PACI), Global Health Initiative (GHI) and the
Climate Change Initiative (CCI). Each of these has existed for over five years and thus
generated a track-record of activity on a worldwide scale whose effectiveness can be
measured and compared to other efforts. The key test of such efforts is whether they have
shifted legal or other norms in their functional areas, and what tangible results they have
themselves achieved versus other comparable processes. The cases chosen represent not
narrow fields where the WEF is a first-mover, but rather fairly dense areas of activity across
the public and private sectors, thus effecting substantial change can be said to be more

difficult and require substantial innovation and influence.

In the arena of norm entrepreneurship, this study focuses on the WEF’s “Global Redesign
Initiative” (GRI). While GRI is not the first internally conceived and self-directed initiative
(the Global Competitiveness Report series launched in 1979 came three decades earlier), in
terms of scope of issues, number of individual experts involved, and expenditure of
resources, the GRI ranks as the most ambitious global governance reform effort ever

undertaken. It is therefore an ideal proxy for whether the WEF is able to shape both process

' Though the WEF has created a parallel roster of frequent regional summits, the convening dynamics within
them are simply a smaller scale version of the Davos Annual Meeting, hence regional summits will not be
thoroughly analyzed.
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norms through its promotion of multistakeholderism but also substantive norms across the

several dozen issue areas covered by the initiative.

What are the main sources which will be used to conduct this study of various aspects of the
WEF?

The first set of sources is comprised by primary and secondary literatures. Primary
documents include WEF annual reports, WEF project publications and white papers, and
WETF surveys of its member companies and meeting participants. These sources provide an
official record of WEF history, membership, and revenues. Surveys in particular also reveal
to what extent the WEF has undertaken activities in response to the demands of its member
companies versus other constituents. Secondary documents include academic books and
analysis papers about the WEF, as well as journalistic articles and commentaries published
about the WEF. These help to place the WEF in historical and comparative context and
provide an external analysis of the WEF’s successes and failures with respect to specific

meetings, agendas, and initiatives.

The second set of sources is qualitative but structured interviews with WEF management and
staff, representatives of member companies, and participants in WEF programs and projects.
Interviewees were selected on the basis of their relevance to aspects of the WEF central to
this dissertation, specifically: WEF leadership and governance, WEF relations with national
governments and inter-governmental organizations, member company representation to the

WETF, and partners/participants in WEF projects and initiatives.

The structure of interviews was flexible as required by the subject, whether an administrative
or management figure within WEF, substantive project manager at the WEF, or non-WEF
participant in WEF events/activities. Interviews were conducted at the WEF’s headquarters in
Geneva and largest satellite office in New York, as well as at WEF events such as its Annual

Meeting and regional meetings.

Interviews with WEF leadership will focus on:
- How institutional policies and priorities are determined,
- Whether the WEF increasingly shapes its own agenda or whether it remains

externally directed by its members; and

11



- The evolution of its relations with principal global actors such as governments.

Interviews with WEF project managers will specifically investigate:
- Whether initiatives are driven by internal priority setting and expertise or by
member and constituent priorities; .
- If the WEF is more a hub of multi-stakeholder initiatives or also a driver and
participant in them; and
- Whether the outcomes of initiatives match the expectations set by members and

constituents.

Interviews with WEF corporate members and non-business participants will assess:
- Whether the WEF is seen as a vehicle for promoting corporate branding and internal
programs or a partner in shaping corporate citizenship policies;
- To what extent the WEF is perceived as a driver of norm and behavioral change
among other stakeholder groups;
- Whether it increasingly serves as a venue of choice for forming cross-stakeholder
partnerships; and

- If the outcomes of WEF initiatives are deemed successful and influential.

In qualitative research, the case study is important in its own right in addition to revealing
broader trends pertinent to theory-building (King, Keohane, Verba 1994: 5). While the usage
of a single case study can limit the generalizability of findings, this research design is
intended to generate descriptive inferences which can be applicable to and shed light on other
entities (George and Bennett 2005, Reus-Smit and Snidal 2008: 53). While the WEF is a sui
generis organization, the findings of this investigation can reveal the conditions under which

other organizations might serve to anchor global policy processes within world society.

1.3. LITERATURE REVIEW

There exists a prominent literature on transnational actors which discusses social movements,
non-governmental organizations, and private corporations and their impact on international
norms and institutions (Keck and Sikkink 1998; Khagram, Riker and Sikkink 2002; Florini

2003; Avant et al 2010). Additionally, some scholars have examined how private authorities

12



operating on a transnational scale can establish authoritative functional zones of self-
governance and regulation (Haufler et al 1999, Rosenau 1999, Beck 2005). To a large degree,
however, this literature focuses on the how transnational actors relate to existing normative

structures and processes rather than their role in creating new ones, even on a global scale.

Yet over the past four decades, the WEF has expanded from convening public and private
leaders to facilitating networks and partnerships among them to promoting new norms for
global policy-making processes. It sees itself an anchor for global multi-stakeholder
diplomacy. Existing accounts of the WEF have neither been unable to keep up with these
evolving roles nor provide an adequate framework for understanding how the WEF relates to

global policy processes.

To date, only three substantial texts center on the WEF. Lundberg’s (2004) Harvard Kennedy
School case study was the first lengthy treatment of the WEF. Titled “Convener or Player?” it
provides an overview of the organization’s first thirty years, including biographical insights
on its founder Klaus Schwab, the WEF corporate membership structure, and a review of its
role in important diplomatic events of the 1970s and 1980s. In terms of WEF activities,
Lundberg focuses only on the Annual Meeting at Davos and the Global Competitiveness
Report series, neglecting its ever-widening scope of multi-stakeholder projects and initiatives.
The study’s title thus raises but does not resolve fundamental questions about the WEF which
are central to this dissertation: Is the WEF’s role as a convener itself a form of agency? Does
the WEF only mirror the “global agenda” or does it shape it? Lundberg neglects the founding
multi-stakeholder principle which is central to understanding the WEF’s potential role within
global policy processes. Empirically, this also means the study does not address the issue of
the WEF’s relations with other actors such as international organizations, governments, and
civil society groups. In sum, Lundberg brings the WEF to the broader attention of the public
policy research community, but does not provide insights necessary to contextualize the WEF

in the evolving literature on global governance.

Pigman (2007) presents a monograph-length treatment of the WEF. In the volume’s
foreword, two leading political scientists” describe the WEF as one of only a few institutions

that “can obviously claim to have a significant hand in global affairs,” placing it alongside the

2 Thomas G. Weiss and Rorden Wilkinson.
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UN, NATO, International Monetary Fund, World Bank, World Trade Organization, and G7.
They further claim that the WEF “has consistently influenced both global security [the Arab-
Israeli peace process] and economic [the GATT Uruguay Round] matters.” Interestingly,
they observe that: “What'makes the Forum’s performance so startling is that it has done so by
seemingly little more than facilitating dialogue among political, corporate, academic, and
civil society elites. Moreover, the Forum has been able to retain its relevance through a
continual process of reform and regeneration that has kept it at the forefront of world affairs
for the past thirty years” (Pigman 2007: xi-xii). Building on Lundberg, these scholars seem to
imply that the WEEF is a player because of its success in convening, and that it is an

organization which is itself in constant evolution.

Pigman’s own purpose, however, is to use the WEF as a proxy for juxtaposing two narratives
of the international political economy: That of a vehicle for shifting corporate priorities to
include the global public interest versus that of a “cabal of wealthy elites in business and
government that has been meeting for several decades to facilitate an agenda of integration of
the global economy intended to benefit large transnational firms and governments of
industrialized nation-states at the expense of consumers, the environment, the poor, and local
or non-global culture” (2007: 3). Though he attempts to present sufficient evidence to sustain
both narratives, he does not consider the WEF as an increasingly neutral platform among
corporate interests, governments, and non-governmental organizations capable of shifting

corporate priorities rather than just reflecting them.

At the same time, Pigman (2007) is the first volume to explicitly mention the WEF as a new
site of global governance. He calls the WEF a “self-conscious diplomatic actor,” and
considers it a postmodern institution that is “part of a broader project of mapping the
topography of contemporary global institutions and emerging instrumentalities of global
governance in a post-Westphalian age” (2007: 2). However, he only implies but does not
spell out how the WEF’s convening of elites to “think, talk and make a few deals” translates
into “shaping both the norms and decisions among elites” (2007: 2). Ultimately, the strength
of Pigman’s work is the recognition of the broadening of diplomacy to include non-state
actors and highlighting multi-stakeholder dialogue as a mode of global governance, yet his
treatment of the WEF’s actual role, like Lundberg (2004), remains largely focused on the
Annual Meeting at Davos.

14



Behrendt (2008), the third text devoted explicitly to the WEF, presents a range of first-hand
reflections from leading international figures from the private sector, intergovernmental
institutions, national statesmen, and academic communities on their experiences with the
WETF over its first three decades. The volume is an important archival source in terms of
providing explicit claims about the WEF as an institutional change agent, its specific role in
important diplomatic-historical milestones, and its relations with important states such as
China and India. While these contributions are important because they are written by
authoritative figures across global leadership, they do not provide a framework for

understanding the WEF’s structural significance.

Other scholars have increasingly made explicit mention of the WEF. Cooper (2007: 75)
highlights the WEF as evidence of “diplomatic adjustment” and a “multi-faceted site of
diplomatic theater” because of the new mix of state ministers, private sector networks, NGOs
and celebrities it captures. Langhorne (2008: 58) cites the WEF as evidence that, “Once again
there is beginning to be little or no restriction on entities taking part in diplomatic activities,
whether very formally as additions to the traditional state-based system or with the least
possible formality,” adding that the WEF is a “new kind of platform on which diplomacy is
increasingly required to speak.” Scholte (2005: 99) sees the WEF as a private body which has
sufficient resources to generate greater accountability over public actors. Barnett and Duvall
(2005: 20) depict it as an international forum which adds legitimacy to the process of
economic globalization. Rupert (2005: 224) argues that the WEF is self-contradictory in that
is portrays itself as “at once a private club and also a kind of global public sphere.” Saner and
Yiu (2008: 89) refer to the WEF as a “business-related NGO that is part of global economic
governance because it “organizes dialogue space” between governments, businesses, and

NGO:s.

These and other examples begin to make the case that the WEF is a relevant component of
the complex landscape of global governance. However, none of these authors deliver
substantial clarity as to how and why the WEF has become a prominent and authoritative
actor within the emerging landscape of global policy processes. This study therefore aims to
add to the very limited literature on the WEF as a non-traditional actor by locating its
activities and roles within a typology of global policy functions and carefully tracing its

channels of influence in the increasingly complex context of a multi-actor world society.
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1.4. THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Khagram (2006: 97) laments the lack of “creative scholarship on broad, future global
governance architectures.” What can this study of the WEF contribute to the development of

theories of world politics and global governance?
First, what are the weaknesses of existing paradigms and approaches in the field?

When it comes to non-state actors’ role in global governance, Avant (2007: 2) claims that,
“International relations scholars are poorly equipped to investigate or understand this
kaleidoscope of activity by such a wide range of agents.” Furthermore, the ways in which the
public, private, and public-private regimes intersect and overlap also has little grounding in

conventional international relations scholarship.

The tenets of classical realism include an assumption of anarchy and emphasis on power and
the security dilemma. E.H. Carr (1946), for example, derided the utopian diplomacy of the
League of Nations and its futile attempt to curb power politics. Morgenthau, however,
stressed that although the balance of power was the most dominant process shaping
international relations, there also existed a “silent compact” within the “complex system” that
facilitates international society to emerge and mitigate anarchy (1973: 219). From a realist
perspective, what global governance exist outside of the balance of power would emerge
from this self-interested compact to establish rules for mitigating anarchy. In neorealism,
however, the logic of anarchy and material distribution of capabilities are the principle
drivers of system structure, leaving no room for classical realism’s concern for human
agency, structurally differentiated actors, or for a constitutive role for institutions like
diplomacy or interational law (Ruggie 1983: 263). Gilpin (1981, 2002) insists that only
governments have legitimate power and alternative approaches provide no answer to the
“problem of power.” Yet he also notes that the emergence of the world market economy
complicates the neorealist model and predictability of hegemonic stability, and thus called on
late 20™ century statesmen to capitalize on forces of interdependence to create a new and
more stable world order (1981: 244).

16



Regime theory and neoliberal institutionélism differ from neorealism in their conceptions of
the nature and consequences of anarchy, and the role of international institutions in world
politics (Krasner 1983, Keohane 1986, Baldwin 1993, Ruggie 1998). By emphasizing norms,
institutions, and the emergence of collective decision-making in international relations, this
school opens the door to institutional processes capable of shaping international structure
(Ruggie 1998: 2). Specifically, a number of scholars in this tradition have focused on
international organizations which serve to reproduce procedural and substantive norms and
practices of cooperation (Kratochwil and Ruggie 1986, Barnett and Finnemore 2004). An
important lesson from this literature is that instruments of global governance such as

multilateral institutions can develop increasingly autonomous momentum and influence.

With its roots in sociology, constructivism emphasizes the role of identity preferences, values
and norms, which through the socialization process among agents are spread through the
system while also modifying it (Giddens 1984, Onuf 1998, Wendt 1999). For constructivists,
agents and structures are co-constituted on material and ideational levels forming a malleable
social arrangement (Onuf 1998: 62, Wendt 1987). Constructivist theory opens avenues for
change agents such as epistemic communities of knowledge-sharing professionals who
collectively alter the preferences of the states/actors they represent (Haas 1992). Furthermore,
in a manner more open than neoliberal institutionalism, constructivism’s emphasis on inter-
subjectivity allows for consideration of instruments of socialization in shaping the culture of

international society.

Still, these dominant theoretical traditions in international relations continue to take states as
the primary actors and assume that states act in a unitary fashion in response to material
conditions in the international system. Constructivism takes ideas, culture and values more
seriously, but has difficulty explaining under what conditions they matter. Even though social
networks and norm entrepreneurs are active areas of constructivist analysis, constructivism
still does not provide an over-arching theory that systematically addresses non-state,

transnational actors and the diverse contexts in which they operate to shape world politics.

In the global governance field, several major approaches can be discerned which address
transnational, non-state actors. A functionalist literature derived from Rosenau and Czempiel
(1992) argues that various public and private modes of global governance are possible but

only arise in response to the need to provide “public goods.” Even the foremost scholars of
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public-private network theory such as Reinicke (2000) sées such networks as “filling gaps”
between territorial states and trans-border problems, between the need for efficient action
versus the reality of slow bureaucracies, between complex inter-related issues and the limited
knowledge capacity and silo structure of inter-governmental organizations, and between
growing social expectations and global market expansion. An instrumentalist literature
focuses on means-ends calculations, environmental constraints, and bounded rationality in
institutional decision-making (March and Olson 1998). Finally, a normative literature
assumes that all global governance is about cooperation and is therefore “a good thing”
without considering the unintended consequences and externalities of particular global
governance arrangements (Commission on Global Governance 1995). O’Brien (et al 2000)
speaks of a “complex multilateralism” which emerges from the interactions of multilateral
economic institutions and global social movements. This too reflects an expansion of the
formal interstate diplomatic process to include non-state actors, but not the ability of such
actors to themselves anchor global policy processes. With their biases towards official, state-
based inter-governmental organizations or “filling gaps” in the provision of public goods by
such actors, this scholarship misses an opportunity to address and explain standing, non-state

bodies such as the WEF which serve to supply new or parallel processes altogether.

Another prominent lens within the global governance field is that of private authority, private
regimes and corporate/industry self-regulation. (This is often the sole category in which the
WEF is located.) This literature speaks to how companies generate codes among themselves,
or form transnational elite groupings that form regulations outside the scope of democratic
politics. Private actors do not substitute for state authority, but offer alternatives to it. Their
rule-making and standard-setting activities aren’t anomalous or illegitimate or temporary, but
speak to broader shifts in the acquisition of capacity by non-state actors (Cutler, Haufler, and
Porter 1999). Cutler et al (1999: 5, 18) argue that “authority exists when an individual or
organization has decision-making power over a particular issue area and is regarded as
exercising that power legitimately.” Government involvement is not a pre-requisite for such
authority, since an actor can be an authority without being in authority. Private authority can
thus emerge even where actors don’t have coercive “power” as such. Instead, authority is
seen as a social relationship of deference created by recognition (even if tacit or informal)
(Barnett and Finnemore 2004). NGOs, for example, are increasingly involved in later stages
of diplomatic agreements because their expertise is required to determine the feasibility of

issues such as implementation (Betsill and Corell 2007: 196). Types of authority can
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therefore include institutional, delegated, expert, moral, and efficacious (based on
competence) (Avant et al 2007: 13). Such private regimes act as self-contained and self-
legitimized spheres of authority that operate within but also form new nodes of global

governance (Rosenau 1999).

Yet the private authority approach alone falls short in explaining the WEF in several respects.
Most fundamentally, the WEF’s multi-stakeholder dialogue activities are not captured by the
emphasis on corporate self-regulation rather than broad deliberation. Furthermore, the sphere
of WEF activities is not limited to the domain of corporate citizenship initiatives; there are
many non-corporate endeavors such as government/ministerial and inter-faith dialogues
which fall outside of symmetry with its member companies’ interests. Lastly, the utility of
private authority can be to assemble coalitions of non-state actors for purposes other than
lobbying official inter-governmental processes. The case of the WEF thus demonstrates that
global policy is more than a typology of distinct governance modes, but rather is a space in

which these approaches can overlap, intersect, and merge.

Perhaps the greatest weakness of the traditional global governance focus on inter-
governmental processes, even those involving non-state actors, is the failure to capture
private-private interactions as a new type of dyad among agents, one that does not depend or
refer to the inter-governmental system (Risse 2004: 7, Khagram and Ali 2008: 213-4). These
sets of relations represent a growing array of activities such as corporate-NGO partnerships
aimed at improving corporate reporting and accounting. The International Standards
Organization (ISO) and Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), Forestry Stewardship Council
(FSC), and Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) are examples of such voluntary/non-binding
private-private mechanisms which have emerged in recent year. Saner and Yiu (2008: 89)
locate the WEF in this space as well, calling it a “business-related NGO” that “organizes
dialogue space” in a multi-stakeholder format. This set of actors and activities must be part of
any typology and synthesis of global governance processes in order to adequately capture

organizations such as the WEF.

Cooper et al (2002) refer to the “new diplomacy” as the increasing linkage of NGOs to the
UN multilateral system, but the WEF’s approach goes beyond this to link NGOs, companies,
UN agencies, government ministries, and academic experts all to each other in a common

diplomatic context. While some scholars argue that such networks are really just a
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manifestation of underlying power asymmetries and structural realities (Simmons and de
Jonge Oudraat 2001), this criticism does not address the fact that many such networks do not
include states at all and thus generate processes and policies outside the purely inter-state

structure with their own internal power dynamics (Hafner-Burton et al 2009).

By contrast, Rittberger (1995) makes an important case that inter-governmental organizations
need to be treated as part of a deeper fabric of institutional arrangements that comprise a
broader world society/system as well. Not only IGOs, but also the notion of regimes—or
“sets of implicit and explicit principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures around
which actor-expectations converge in a given issue area”—which takes governmental actors
as the only ones that count, needs to be embedded in global governance networks that include
such regimes but also “novel transnational social fields” which constitute a partially

structured world society (Khagram and Ali 2008: 211).

It is the co-existence of networks which aim to “fill gaps” in the inter-state order and those
which operate in parallel which demands that a meta-framework be generated which
encompasses them both. Avant (et al, 2010: 2) emphasize the range of actors who have
acquired the requisite authority to act as governance agents. They define “global governors”
as “authorities who exercise power across borders for purposes of affecting policy. Governors
thus create issues, set agendas, establish and implement rules or programs, and evaluate
and/or adjudicate outcomes.” What is significant about this approach, beyond the relaxation
of the assumption of state-centricity, is that authority is defined not merely in regulatory
terms, but rather as the ability to induce deference in others on the basis of a variety of factors
such as moral standing, financial power, and other types of recognition. It creates room for
“generative agents” to demonstrate leadership and creativity in asserting themselves as
authorities and thus in the role of governors (Avant et al 2010: 9). The weakness of the
“governors” approach, however, is that it does not provide a sufficient account of the means

by which agents pursue and acquire authoritative roles in global governance architectures.

With these shortcomings of existing approaches and scholarly work to date in mind, the WEF
case can help us develop generalizations about the emerging global policy domain in several

respects.

3 Krasner 1983: 3-4. Some examples include the non-proliferation regime, world trade order, climate change
control mechanisms, and human rights treaties.
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First, it can clarify and add to our understanding of convening, facilitation and norm
entrepreneurship functions and how these translate into global governance outcomes. In the
-existing academic literature, each of these functions is widely grounded in the inter-state
diplomatic and institutional arena. Where non-state actors’ roles are addressed, they are most
frequently linked to impact on inter-state/multilateral deliberations. Particularly the role of
convening is neglected in academic literature outside of the role played by multilateral
institutions that convene nation-states. But a neutral meta-framework would clearly delineate
roles which any such “governor” can assume among other agents. While recently some
scholars have contributed to an overall typology of global policy modes (Khagram 2008,
Waddell 2006), none have comprehensively linked the functions such as convening,
facilitation, and norm entrepreneurship to new “governors.” The WEF’s ability to adopt these
functions in the context of a multi-actor world society has enabled it to plausibly claim an
independent global policy role. As this study will seek to demonstrate, the WEF’s purpose in
adapting to these global policy functions is not inherently or primarily to shape multilateral
policy-making. The stakeholder principle which it espouses derives from corporate strategy
insights and was primarily applied to its member companies before expanding to regularly
include ministers from G-20 countries with direct dialogue on official inter-governmental

agendas.

Second, the WEF offers a potential anchor point for the notion of a multi-actor world system.
Within the English School tradition, “world society” denotes the sphere of individuals and
non-state, transnational actors. Though Bull (1977: 276-81) wrote of a “world political
system” comprising the totality of state and non-state interactions, he did not pursue this to
the extent of reconstituting global political structure without a bias towards the state. This
task was taken up by Vincent (1987) and Brown (2001), who innovated on Bull by asking
whether world society interactions must take place inside the international society of states
instead of the reverse. In other words, the state system has become one part of the global
political system (Neumann 2008: 23). Still, the main criticism of the world society approach
within the English School tradition of international relations has been that it lacks a concrete
“world system” counterpart (Buzan 2004: 27-30). Yet because of its standing nature and role
in generating continuous interactions between international and world societies, the WEF
potentially provides a fruitful venue within which to study dynamics within an emergent

multi-actor world system. Much as international organizations do for states (Keohane 1989),
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the WEF can play an important informational role and lower transaction costs among the

plurality of agents in a multi-actor world society.

"Third, the WEF helps us to construct a multi-stakeholder approach to global policy. Research
in the field of multi-stakeholder processes is quite limited and largely focuses on
epiphenomenal dialogues on specific issues. Furthermore, the majority of such studies
.emphasize those dialogues tied to United Nations bodies such as UNAIDS (Altman 1999) or
the World Bank (Asmal 2000). Efforts to situate the locus of multi-stakeholder processes
-outside the official inter-governmental architecture are rare. Indeed, while there are many
studies of non-state norm entrepreneurs shaping inter-governmental policies (Khagram, Riker
and Sikkink 2002), there remains a gap in the literature on organizations such as the WEF
which seek to regularly incubate new multi-stakeholder policy processes across a range of

issues.

The WEF is a revealing case because rather than an epiphenomenal multi-stakeholder
dialogue or single-issue coalition or policy network, it is permanent, standing multi-
stakeholder body. It attempts to do for world society what inter-governmental bodies such as
the United Nations do for international society: convene a representative (if not universal) set
of polities and/or authorities to deliberate, formulate, and implement policies on the global or
transnational levels. In a related vein, this study can contribute to the literature on the spread
of process norms. If the norm of multi-stakeholder deliberation in global policy is in the
phase of emergence or even cascading but not yet internalization (Finnemore and Sikkink

1998: 256), what has been the WEF’s contribution to the spread of that norm?

Taken together, these propositions add up to a potentially important addition to the nascent
literature on global policy which seeks to develop a meta-concept for global governance
which is neutral among diverse agents. By investigating the WEF’s evolving structure,
mandate, and functions, we can understand how a neutral, standing multi-stakeholder body
can potentially hold a place among the official inter-governmental organizations which have

historically defined the global governance landscape.

1.5. CHAPTER SUMMARIES
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After this introduction chapter, this dissertation contains six substantive chapters followed by

a conclusion.

Chapter 2 formulates a multi-stakeholder approach to global policy. It draws and builds on
existing paradigms and typologies to synthesize an approach that captures the heterarchical
world society context within which multi-stakeholder processes operate. It further clarifies
the meaning and role of the global policy functions of convening, facilitation and norm
entrepreneurship, and how these allow non-traditional actors such as the WEF to claim
independent authority. Finally, it discusses means of theorizing and measuring the WEF’s
efforts at neutrality among stakeholders, its representativeness of world society, and its power

and influence.

Chapter 3 provides an overview of the WEF’s origins and founding. What were its original
motivations and how did it position itself with respect to existing multilateral institutions?
The WEF’s organizational structure, governance, and funding are then explained. How has its
mission evolved over the past four decades? Is there a tension between its roles as a
forum/venue and an actor in its own right? The chapter concludes by placing the WEF’s

evolution in the context of outstanding debates about its nature and role.

Chapter 4 focuses on the WEF Annual Meeting at Davos and its panoply of similar regional
summits as examples of its convening role. What are the unique aspects of this multi-
stakeholder gathering? Do they live up to the claim of shaping the “global agenda”? In what
ways are WEF summits an “active venue,” that is, making the WEF both a forum and an
actor? This chapter also explores ways in which the WEF’s convening has overlapped and/or

competed with official inter-state diplomatic activities.

Chapter 5 highlights a little known but growing set of activities within the WEF portfolio,
namely the facilitation of public-private partnerships in a range of areas of global policy. The
initiatives whiéh will be invesﬁgated include ones intended both to shape policy frameworks
and stimulate action on gldbal public goods issues: The Partnering Against Corruption
Initiative (PACI), the Global Health Initiative (GHI), and the Climate Change Initiative
(CCD). These will be examined in terms of their membership structure, operating model,
comparison and value-added to other similar processes, and outcomes/impact. What

determines whether the WEF acts as an agent within initiatives versus simply serving as a

23



hub? Do these initiatives demonstrate any clear advantages to multi-stakeholder global policy

processes?

Chapter 6 examines the WEF’s efforts to become a norm entrepreneur in the global policy
space. It focuses on the Global Redesign Initiative (GRI), the WEF’s major self-directed
effort to shape process norms towards multistakeholderism and substantive norms across a
range of thematic issues addressed within the GRI. Does the existence of GRI demonstrate
that the WEF is gaining autonomy from its main constituents in a manner similar to the
relationship between international organizations and their member-states? Has the WEF
succeeded in shifting procedural and substantive norms and structures at the global level?

What indications does the GRI exercise give about the future orientation of the WEF?

Chapter 7 evaluates the extent to which the WEF is representative of the broader shifts in
global policy processes underway today. It discusses factors contributing to the rise of
plurilateralism such as the co-dependence of IGOs and NGOs, the growing volume of non-
state/private sector coalitions, and the blurring of boundaries between public and private
sector representatives. It them examines major cases of specific stakeholder groups serving as
hubs of multi-stakeholder policy instruments, specifically the G-20, the UN Global Compact,
the International Chamber of Commerce, the Clinton Global Initiative, and the Global
Reporting Initiative. The chapter concludes with a discussion of multiple equilibria in a

complex global policy environment.

Chapter 8 presents concluding discussions about the WEF. It begins by summarizing the key
findings of the dissertation, and aésessing future scenarios for the WEF. It then provides a set
of counter-arguments regarding the WEF’s role and relevance, including potential rebuttals
based on this study. This chapter then discusses the extent to which the WEF is symptomatic
of systems evolution and the widening and deepening multi-stakeholder global policy arena.
Lastly, it offers recommendations for further academic research into the WEF and multi-

stakeholder global governance mechanisms.
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CHAPTER 2

MULTI-STAKEHOLDER GLOBAL POLICY

2.1. INTRODUCTION

How does this study of the WEF fit into existing IR theory paradigms, serve as a bridge
among diverse approaches, and deepen new theoretical avenues? The previous chapter began
to make the case that an analysis of the WEF can advance global policy theory in the
following ways: By demonstrating how non-state actors claim authority in global governance,
by offering a potential anchor point for the notion of a multi-actor world system, by
developing a multi-stakeholder approach to global policy, and by clarifying our
understanding of convening, facilitation and norm entrepreneurship functions and how these

translate into global governance outcomes.

This chapter attempts to construct this multi-stakeholder approach to global policy. The first
section seeks to identify the right context for theory-building. It differentiates the dominant
IR theory traditions from the more recent emergence of global governance and the newer,
more open-ended notion of global policy which synthesizes diverse typologies into a
heterarchical framework within which to locate the WEF. The second section then focuses on
the theory and practice of multi-stakeholder processes as a mode of that goes beyond
juxtaposing diverse global governance approaches into creating venues for their intersection.
It compares the experience of the United Nations and newer multi-stakeholder initiatives. The
third section clarifies the convening, facilitation, and norm entrepreneurship functions within
global policy, discussing their purposes and complementarities, and emphasizing how these
functions allow these allow non-traditional actors such as the WEF to claim independent
roles. Finally, it discusses means of theorizing and measuring the WEF’s efforts at neutrality

among stakeholders, its representativeness of world society, and its power and influence.

2.2. GLOBAL POLICY: GLOBAL GOVERNANCE AS PROCESS
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"This section unpacks the notion of “global policy” as a theoretical frame within which to
locate the WEF. Global governance has been described as a “practice in search of a theory”.
‘This means that there is not one definitive entry point into the scholarship but rather a
plurality of approaches. Indeed, the panoply of governance modalities operating on a
transnational scale now includes: inter-state regimes, inter-governmental organizations,
private authorities and self-regulation bodies and networks, public-private partnerships,
global action networks, and “soft law” or “global administrative law” codes. What theoretical
approach is best able to capture these distinct modes under the common umbrella and provide

the appropriate context for understanding the WEF?

In substantial yet under-appreciated ways, the global governance field builds on the “society”
approach to IR theory represented by the English School. Bull (1977: 279) makes an early
approach to insert a role for the human realm into macro-sociology of international relations
by looking beyond the “international society” of states to also define “world society” as a
domain “linking all parts of the human community.” The combined “world political system”
(Bull 1977: 276-81) comprising the totality of state and non-state interactions paves the way
for a reconstituting global political structure without a bias towards the state. As Neumann
argues, the state system should be seen as part of the global political system (Neumann 2008:
23). This strand of English School thinking therefore provides a theoretical context for
subsequent writing on plurilateral or poly-centric conditions in the world system. Indeed, the
English School notion of and international society of states and a world society of individuals
and transnational actors provides an important contextual foundation for multi-actor
approaches to global governance while serving as a bridge between traditional IR theory and
the emergent field of global policy. One can see traces of English School influence in the
selection of terminology to refer to the present multi-actor eco-system, which Keohane
(2002: 28) calls the “world system” and Higgott and Ougaard (2002: 1) call the “world
polity.”

It is not coincidental that Bull and other scholars in the English School tradition, particularly
Watson (1984), advanced the study of the co-existing and over-lapping roles of non-state
actors during the onset of the present globalization wave. The shifting background conditions
engendered by globalization which became the contextual foundations for the global

governance field include:
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- The advance of information and communications technologies and global capitalism
and the resulting deterritorialized international political economy (Keohane and Nye
1977, Stopford and Strange 1991);

- The trans-territorial governance regimes created in response to it (Held and McGrew
1999, Risse 1995);

- The weakening of the unitary state model through processes of privatization (Cerny
1995)

- The growing salience of supra-territorial issues and agendas such as the environment
and human rights (Held 1999, Scholte 2000);

- The impact of the end of the Cold War on changing notions of sovereignty and
authority (Gilpin 1987, Kahler and Lake 2003, Ruggie 1983, Cerny 1993);

- The de-privileging state sovereignty in favor of a “post-international politics” which
includes “sovereignty-free” actors in a poly-centric universe of potentially hundreds
of thousands of autonomous actors whose individual orientations and actions can
shape collective outcomes (Rosenau 1990); and

- The need for a relational understanding of power in order to accurately assess
dynamics in these new contexts (Ankerson 2002, Lake 2004).

Globalization’s advance has enabled the creation of a permanent transnational global
governance space that is multi-layered, multi-dimensional and multi-actor in nature (Held
2004: 79). As Ruggie (2004: 2) elaborates, “The very system of states is becoming embedded
within an increasingly mobilized and institutionalized ‘global public domain’ that includes
not only states but also non-state actors involved in the promotion and production of global
public goods.” But this system is a complex and “unstructured plurality” featuring new forms
of organization and the increasing involvement of non-state actors in decision-making (Beck
and Lau 2004).

It was two decades after Bull’s discussion of the multi-actor “world political system” that
global governance took on its most prominent early definition, namely “the sum of the many
ways individuals and institutions, public and private, manage their common affairs”

(Commission on Global Governance 1995: 2).* The Commission’s definition clearly allows

* More academic definitions of global governance appearing after the Commission’s report include “the process
and institutions, both formal and informal, that guide and restrain the collective activities of a group” (Keohane
2002: 15), and “all the ways in which groups of people collectively make choices” (Florini 2003: 5).
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for informal inclusivity and pluralism rather than formal exclusivity among states alone, and
the inclusion of non-state actors and informal (i.e. non-legal or non-official) relations are
crucial reasons for the emergence of global governance as a field of research distinct from

traditional international relations theory.

The global govemance literature has since become a distinct approach to world politics which
disputes mainstream IR theory on matters such as the role of the state, importance of norms,
and constitution of world order (Cooper et al 2008: 1-3) Among existing IR approaches, the
postmodern school comes closest to global governance in its emphasis on neo-medievalism
and a hetero-polar matrix of actors, agendas, and interactive formats (Der Derian 2007).
However, it is within the global governance tradition that a crucial distinction has emerged:

between process and outcome.

The term global governance implies the existence of certain outcomes, whether of one
particular mode (e.g. multilateralism) or the sum of diverse modes. The Commission, for
example, speaks of the “management of common affairs” through a variety of “structures.”
What it fails to clarify, however, is the process by which global governance outcomes are
achieved. As such, it is the more nascent field of “global policy” which has emerged to

emphasize global governance as a process or set of processes.

Global policy, then, is about how global governance created amidst a diverse array of actors
and issues. Unlike global governance, global policy is open-ended and implies no end state. It
appreciates the constantly shifting dynamics of collective action efforts and new policy
regimes, the complex and indeterminate role of rising powers and regional organizations, and
the geopolitical transition underway towards multipolarity. It does not sub-divide among
these efforts the way global governance typologies do, but attempts to integrate them in a
common framework. Rather than make general claims about the role of sovereignty and

power, it views these as operating differentially in a perpetual negotiation space.’

In global policy terms, global governance is generated through inter-authority interactions
whose dynamics are functional and situational, varying according to arena and context. The

relationships among the authorities themselves, and between each and its constituents, are the

5 Editorial Statement, Global Policy, London School of Economics, 2009.
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key variables that determine governance processes and outcomes. The type of actor thus
matters less than the character of inter-authority relations. Rather than presume any
teleological equilibrium to global governance, this approach assumes a constantly unfolding
political process shaped by power, leadership, mobilization, and other factors (Avant et al
2010: 4-5, 8).

The global policy view concurrently addresses and seeks to contain and balance within it
traditionally distinct approaches ranging from multilateralism to private authority to public-
private policy networks—a holistic approach essential to understanding the WEF. Each of the
leading perspectives on global governance as presently articulated captures at best only part
of the WEF’s activities and functionality. Keohane and Nye (2003) provided an early sketch
of a five-part typology of potential global governance architectures: (1) a state-centric model
(2) an intergovernmental organization model (3) a transnational private actors model (4) a
global governance networks model (5) a world state model. Khagram (2006: 98-101)
incorporates this typology into his own framework containing six distinct “normative-analytic
images” of world order, all of which he notes are “competing for institutional dominance and
even ideological hegemony: (1) inter-state multilateralism® (2) grassroots globalism’ (3)
multiple regionalisms (4) world statism (5) networked governance® (6) and institutional
heterarchy. Together, these possible architectures and futures represent the “forest” rather
than individual “trees,” and enable us to make choices among normative-analytic models in

pursuit of a world preferable to the current world (dis)order (Khagram 2006: 112-3).

Note Khagram’s addition of: “grassroots globalism,” which falls within the new sphere of
private-private or intra-civil society relations identified by Risse (2004); “multiple
regionalisms,” which remains state-centric yet allows for diverse architectures of varying
degrees of hierarchy and coherence as well as inter-regional cooperation; and “institutional
heterarchy,” which involves a world of multiple types, forms, and levels of authoritative
political organizations and units (e.g. communities, religions, interest associations, epistemic

communities, companies, states, inter-state organizations, social movements, regional bodies,

¢ Multilateralism, the most long-standing model beyond inter-state anarchy, includes regimes (Krasner 1983) as
well as an understanding of international institutions as bureaucratic bargaining systems.

7 Grassroots globalism implies radical decentralization towards self-governing local communities, with systemic
dynamism achieved through social movements.

8 Networked governance can be trans-governmental, meaning vertical and horizontal networks of disaggregated
states and ministries such as courts and central banks (Slaughter 2004), or multi-stakeholder, which assumes a
mix of public, private, and civil society actors (Waddell 2003, Benner, Reinicke, and Witte 2000).
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and transnational or global networks of variéus kinds) and various types and levels of
governance among them. Institutional heterarchy emphasizes a multi-layered and poly-centric
eco-system and allows for a diversity of functional and territorial governance arrangements.
Equally importantly, it allows for shifting boundaries and actors, making it perpetually
incomplete as a reality and thus better understood as a process in the context of the constantly
unfolding global policy. The institutional heterarchy approach is evidence that these various
modes need not be mutually exclusive, but operate simultaneously within a common meta-

framework.’

Just as with the private authority approach, the WEEF is often mis-identified as a network
falling within Khagram’s fifth category in the typology above. But the WEF is not a network,
epiphenomenal or otherwise. It has a legal, independent, and permanent status. It is best

thought of as a site of institutional heterarchical interactions, especially as:

- its membership roster grows beyond private corporations to include state ministries
and para-statal bodies;

- the range and scope of its stakeholder and community groups broadens and
formalizes;

- the number of diverse initiatives which embody multi-actor interactions under WEF

auspices multiplies.

Khagram and Ali (2008: 251) capture the milieu in which actors such as the WEF thrive:
“Rather complex processes of conflict and negotiation among wider set of (usually) trans-
territorial actors, growing cognitive and normative beliefs in cross-sectoral and multi-level
multi-stakeholder models as appropriate organizational forms, broader contextual political
and economic factors contributed to their genesis and even idiosyncratic events. Contested
meanings of globalization, development, sustainability, and even governance (for example
voluntary versus mandatory approaches) are part of the genesis and constitution of these
arrangements, as well as their evolving dynamics and effects.” This passage provides an

accurate technical description of the WEF—cross-sectoral and multi-level multi-stakeholder.

® Furthermore, an emerging literature on “soft law” or “global administrative law” discusses how multi-actor
and multi-level processes, described as “deliberative polyarchy,” generate expectations and in many cases set
the future course of international law through pre-regulatory public-private deliberations. See Abbot and Snidal
2000, Cohen and Sabel 2005.
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In its present form as a multi-sector, multi-level, multi-stakéholder organization, the WEF
can be seen as a microcosm of the confluence of the varied global policy processes underway.
As each of these modalities can be partially witnessed operating under the WEF’s auspices, it
is a unique vehicle for examining the mediation among authorities in the global policy space
today. What is needed then is an approach which appreciates non-state actors’ (both
corporations and civil society groups) authority but embeds notions of divided authority in a

broader multi-actor framework of collective action (Underhill et al 2002).

Cerny (2010) presents a comprehensive underpinning to the realm of global policy which he
calls “transnational neopluralism.” Under conditions of neopluralism, outcomes are not.
determined by the a priori existence of cohesive, vertically unified nation-states but rather
involve a range of individual and collective (group) actors below, outside, surrounding, and
populating states. These actors are defined by constraints and opportunities, not by political
geography alone. Functional differentiation thus becomes the key variable in determining
which actors are involved in collective action (40). A neoplural system features a multi-nodal
structure with diverse interaction effects among the international, transnational, and local
levels; these levels make for a three-level game of domestic, international and transnational
flows rather than the two-level model in mainstream IR scholarship (85). Neopluralism is the
pattern of politics that emerged from such changes not only in the constellation of actors
(transnational public sector, transnational private sector, and transnational civic sector) but
also from growing complexity in the structured field of action (112). Cerny’s mapping of that
field of action includes an ideational matrix (goals, interests values), a political-sociological
matrix (networks, coalitions), and an institutional matrix (coordination and organization of

strategic action).

The neopluralist paradigm particularly challenges prevailing conceptions of power.
Traditional views on power locate it as deriving from a vacuum of international authority,
assert a de facto legitimacy of state power, assume unitary organization of power under the
state, and measure power as a quantifiable stock of resources (Cerny 2010: 67-72). Such
approaches overlook economic and ideational factors such as transnational interest groups
and their impact on preferences. Yet if power is defined as the ability to achieve interests,
then it is affected by changing perceptions of what interests are, even among powerful actors.
Rather than view power, therefore, as residing in static entities such as the state, Cerny shifts

the locus of power arbitration to the “issue area.” Power dynamics among actors are more
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accurately viewed through the horizontally stratified lens of issue areas rather than the de

facto acceptance of “control and centralization through the state” (79, 105).

Keohane and Victor (2010: 2) take a similarly functionalist approach in sketching a “regime
complex” model in which there is not one single, universal, authoritative, integrated
governance regime but rather a “loosely coupled set of specific regimes.” Within this regime
complex, there is a continuum ranging from comprehensive international regulatory
institutions to highly fragmented arrangements. They argue that such a diverse landscape of
regimes will likely persist in arenas such as climate change precisely because a single,
comprehensive adaptable and legitimate global framework is unlikely to appear. Whether or
not a regime complex is superior to a single institutional focal point depends on whether it
meets the tests of coherence (mutually reinforcing), effectiveness (compliance and
measurable benefits), determinacy (clear long-term normative content), sustainability
(reduces uncertainty and can withstand shocks), accountability (to multiple relevant
audiences), and epistemic quality (consistency between rules and knowledge) (18-19). As no
single existing policy architecture today can claim universal adherence or authority, the
fragmented regime complex model is likely to continue to characterize world politics,
opening the door to actors such as the WEF to lead the construction of or participate in new

and potentially competitive regimes.

With these neopluralist assumptions about the global system in mind, global policy aspires to
neutrality among actor-types in theory much as the WEF aspir;:s to such neutrality in
practice. While much literature on global governance implicitly hinges on state or inter-state
actors, global policy thus moves furthest away from “seeing like a state,” i.e. privileging the

script of states and governments (Scott 1998).

The global policy approach increasingly influences global governance scholarship. Avant (et
al 2007: 2) recently defined global governance as the “management of global processes in the
absence of global government.” This emphasis on process also suggests a global policy
approach rather than viewing global governance as a particular end-state that favors one
outcome over another. The poly-centric scope of global policy is also increasingly prominent
as an analytic lens. By this logic, the world polity consists of inter-connected authorities

(Ferguson and Mansbach 2004), and these authorities can cleave across state borders in the
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form of sub-state networks, private actors, or multi-sector coalitions (Koenig-Archibugi
2010: 21-22).

How do these interactions yield macro shifts towards one or the other of Khagram’s
“normative-analytic images™? With a renewed focus on agents as autonomous governors
rather than formal structures, global policy opens the door wider to understanding how
“leadership and creativity” can alter global governance dynamics beyond coercive
explanations (Avant et al 2010: 9) Yet while both Avant (et al 2010) and Khagram (2006)
focus on agents, leadership, and particular functions which can shape the very architecture of
global governance, there is insufficient attention to how one particular model expands as a
meme of global policy-making. Khagram (2006: 112) claims that multi-stakeholder groups in
particular “wield enormous power and authority often invisible to most.” Transnationally
allied forces that “strongly espouse and promote these images may be quite important in
determining the directions of global governance toward one of the other more likely
candidates” because they are “the most creative producers of novel governance architectures
in recent times, even if their models might not become instantiated in total.” As a standing
multi-stakeholder body, the WEF can be an instrumental case in assessing how this particular
governance mode spreads through the world system. Unlike single-issue coalitions/networks,

its aim is to change global policy processes by promoting multi-stakeholderism itself.

2.3. MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESSES: THEORY AND HISTORY

A global policy process can only claim to be neutral among actor-types if it is inclusive of
them. The particular type of process of interest here, therefore, is multi-stakeholder processes
(MSPs), which are defined trans-territorial, tri-sectoral initiatives that bring together actors
from the public, private and non-for-profit sectors in the form of loose issue-based inter-
organizational networks (Reinicke 2000, Waddell 2003). MSPs are mechanisms for bringing
together stakeholders in a new form of communication, decision-making, and structure
(Hemmati 2002: 19). They transcend traditional governance based on hierarchies of wealth
and enforcement power and instead shift towards the right to be engaged based on each

stakeholder’s unique perspective and expertise (Hemmati 2002: 7, Rukato and Osborn 2001).

33



Stakeholder théory itself originates with Freeman’s (1984) management treatise which urges
corporations to take into account groups or individuals who can affect or are affected by an
organization’s plans, objectives, or operations. It is appropriate then that the subject of this
study, the WEF, has its origins as a business organization with a multi-stakeholder

orientation.

One advantage of the multi-stakeholder frame is that it allows for the particular modalities of
global governance identified with the broader global policy framework not only to co-exist
but to directly intersect. MSPs also close the gap identified by Risse (2004), namely the
inadequacy of mainstream global governance approaches in accounting for “private-private”
relations among corporate and civil society actors. Examples of these relationships and
alliances abound such as the Gates Foundation’s partnership with pharmaceutical company
Merck, the World Business Council for Sustainable Development’s (WBCSD) relations with
Greenpeace, and the WEF’s joint production of its Competitiveness Report series with

Harvard University.

Whether in international or multi-stakeholder relations, dialogue is the foundation for finding
consensus (Risse 2000). Scholars in the multi-stakeholder field emphasize not only the
participation of and mutual recognition among diverse types of actors but also that MSPs
enhance the legitimacy of decisions and outcomes. Why would MSPs be considered more
legitimate than other approaches to global governance? Adler and Bernstein (2004: 294)
argue that the genuine authority of global governance as a whole rests on institutions being
devised in a legitimate manner, with broad participation being a major criterion. Inclusive
decision-making thus results in more legitimate global governance (Khagram, Riker and
Sikkink 2002; Smith and Brassett 2008: 72-4). Legitimacy is less about self-perception than
membership, acceptance, and compliance with the rules of a given social system (Hurrell
2007: 77-8). Once actors’ claims to authority are recognized by others, they become
legitimate members of a collective discourse (Clark 2005, 2007). Mutual legal recognition
among sovereign states is just one variant of recognizing actors’ legitimacy, as is the notion
of formal or legal equality. But a process of social agreement can generate many codes of
legitimacy among un-equal, un-like, and non-sovereign actors. This social process entails
actors engaging in “endless strategies of legitimation in order to present certain activities or
actions as legitimate” (Clark 2005: 2). Legitimacy is thus not static, but indeterminate, and

multi-stakeholder environments become the sites where “practices of legitimacy” are
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exhibited among by diverse authorities engaged in a common dialogue (Clark 2005: 3).
Without this inclusive participation by which legitimacy can be co-determined, global policy
processes and global governance outcomes would be less legitimate. According to Hemmati
(2002: 19), MSPs should also involve equitable representation of stakeholders, equity and

accountability among stakeholders, and reflect democratic principles of transparency.

The empirical record on MSPs is shallow and under-developed. Owing to factors such as the
lack of funding for NGOs and unwillingness of many governments and corporations to
participate in a binding fashion, most MSPs are ad hoc rather than systematic (Hemmati
2002: 4, Reinicke 2000). The United Nations’ experience with MSPs has evolved in a
sporadic and ad hoc manner. The International Labor Organization (ILO), which was founded
in 1919 and made a specialized agency of the UN in 1946, was the first multi-stakeholder
international organization. Its 28 member board was comprised of 14 countries representing
employers and 14 countries representing workers, while each national delegation has four
members: two from the government, and one each representing employers and labor. The
UN’s current phase of experience with MSPs began with the 1992 “Earth Summit” in Rio de
Janeiro, after which the Commission on Sustainable Development (CSD) held annual multi-
stakeholder dialogues as part of its follow-up process (Hemmati 2002: 4). At the time, only
900 NGOs were accredited to the UN’s Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), a number
which grew to 1900 by 2000 (Willets 1999: 250). The CSD then launched a new MSP
devoted to monitoring the voluntary sustainability initiatives undertaken by industry. Within
the UN system, however, NGOs have “consultative status”: though they have the right to
address the Council, they do not meet Hemmati’s criterion of equality. The United Nations

remains very much an organization of, by, and for states.

Yet it was at the WEF Annual Meeting at Davos in 1999 that UN Secretary-General Kofi
Annan formally launched the Global Compact to advance business respect for norms on
human rights, labor rights, environmental sustainability, and anti-corruption. The WEF was
chosen both as a business venue but also as a multi-stakeholder venue.'® Annan declared:
“The United Nations once dealt only with governments. By now we know that peace and
prosperity cannot be achieved without partners involving governments, international

organizations, the business community, and civil society. In today’s world, we depend on

19 Interview with Georg Kell, Executive Director, United Nations Global Compact, New York, May 17, 2009.
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each other.” The UN’s 2000 Millennium report further claims that, “The international public
domain — including the United Nations — must be opened up further to the participation of the
many actors whose contributions are essential to managing the path of globalization.” And
paragraph 29 of the UN Secretary-General’s 2001 report to the General Assembly highlights
the need for a regular process which incorporates “Major Groups” in “governance structures
at multiple levels.” To this end, proposals have been floated within the UN system such as the
notion of a People’s Assembly created as an advisory body to the General Assembly,
something the Assembly can itself create using Article 22 of the UN charter which allows it
to create auxiliary bodies to itself. However, this has never come to fruition due to concerns
about the selection of individuals or groups and lack of accountability of some NGOs
(Hemmati 2002: 30).

In the past decade, the UN has become a site for negotiation of new multi-stakeholder entities
such as the Global Compact and Global Fund Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria.
While the Global Compact retains the UN as its hub, the Global Fund is a completely
independent agency with a special legal status (in Switzerland), and as of 2009 has severed its
administrative services agreement with the World Health Organization (WHO). UN agencies
hold only two of over two dozen seats on the Global Fund board alongside national health
ministries, donor agencies, NGOs, private foundations, and multinational corporations. At the
same time, the creation of UNAIDS marked the first time that NGOs took seats on the
governing board of a UN agency (Altman 1999: 20-2). The Global Fund and UNAIDS, then,
are reflective of the growing trend towards multi-stakeholder organizations partially or fully

located outside the inter-governmental arena.

As with the UN, the World Bank increasingly looks to what it calls “collaborative models of
governance” as platforms for multi-stakeholder participation in policy- and decision-making
processes. Its own literature contrasts these with “top-down institutions based primarily on
formal mechanisms that impose rules, legislative mandates, and punitive restraints on agent
behavior.”"! Kadar Asmal (2000), a World Bank official and chair of the World Commission
on Dams, described MSPs as “never a neat, tidy, organized concerto. More often, the process
becomes a messy, loose-knit, exasperating cacophony. Like pluralist democracy, it is the

absolute worst form of consensus-building except for all the others.”

" “Global Multistakeholder Engagement,” Public Sector & Governance Division, World Bank;
www.worldbank.org.
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The Internet has become a major subject of research on multi-stakeholderism. One study
(Antonova 2008) centers on the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers
(ICANN), arguing that it has developed into a powerful site of private authority despite its
multi-stakeholder origins. She argues that ICANN, despite the pretensions of “shared power”
among relevant stakeholders, has become a lightening-rod for criticism by both civil society
and governments who claim it has become too powerful. The main lesson from this analysis
is that even within a multi-stakeholder framework, power asymmetries and competitive
strategies are at play whose outcomes affect all stakeholders. A related study on the Internet
Governance Forum (IGF) (Malcolm 2008) argues that the UN-hosted, non-binding IGF can
only be legitimate and effective if all stakeholders are assured full participation on equal
footing with governments. In this regard, the decision to mandate that reviews of the IGF be
conducted by the Commission on Science and Technology for Development (CSTD) within
the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), where NGOs have accreditation, as opposed to
the UN General Assembly (where they do not), is a crucial step in maintaining the multi-
stakeholder nature of the IGF itself. Bringing together the various deliberations over Internet
governance since the creation of ICANN and the first World Summit on the Information
Society, Levinson and Smith (2009) take an “eco-system” approach to multi-stakeholderism,
tracing specific proposals through the manifold linkages among people and organizations to

show how they ultimately shaped contemporary Internet governance.

Khagram and Ali (2008: 214) identify four current multi-stakeholder networks with
substantial track records: World Commission on Dams (WCD); Minerals, Mining and
Sustainable Development Initiative (MMSDI); Global Reporting Initiative (GRI); and Global
Compact. But even these four must be sub-divided in order for their internal dynamics to be
usefully compared. The WCD, for example, serves as a very strong example of a multi-
stakeholder enterprise, but it was convened at the invitation of the World Bank. Though its
twelve commissioners came from NGOs such as the International Union for the Conservation
of Nature (IUCN), the construction firm ABB, national water ministries, and representatives
of indigenous people’s movements, its mandate was strictly limited and it had no independent
existence outside of the World Bank-IUCN agreement that created it. Similarly, the Global
Compact has its hub within the United Nations system and its mandate is limited to serving as
a learning network among business and NGO members. The MMSDI is quite different.

Lacking a single institutional hub, it is more of a consultative forum or network among
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actors. It is an important venue for norm diffusion among participating members of the
network, but does not have any independent capacity of its own. The GRI is quite unique
from the above. Like the WEF, it is a standing non-governmental body funded by a mix of
corporations and foundations, but it retains a tight focus on the accounting of supply chain

standards for firms rather than generating new global governance processes.

Khagram and Ali (2008) do not sufficiently distinguish the structural differences among these
various multi-stakeholder bodies. At a minimum, we should differentiate between multi-
stakeholder entities which are attached to formal inter-governmental organizations and thus
have tightly controlled mandates, those that are loose networks without capacity for
independent agency, and those which are standing/permanent bodies. The WEF and GRI fall
into this latter category. Without appreciating the internal freedom to set its own agenda that
a free-standing legal status affords, we cannot explain how the WEF’s activities have
expanded in a self-directed fashion. The WEF was created independently of its members and
then recruited those members, thus has always had a standing secretariat. This permanent
status also allowed it to grow and change over time in ways not dictated or directed by its

members, but rather by its own leadership, particularly its Managing Board (see Chapter 3).

Khagram and Ali (2008: 223) identify only two other global multi-sectoral business
organizations involved in world politics: The International Chamber of Commerce (ICC) and
the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD). The ICC, while older
than the WEF, remains a transnational private sector lobbying organization with an adjunct
court of arbitration for the resolution of disputes among businesses. It is therefore more
appropriately treated as a site of private authority than a multi-sectoral body. The WBCSD,
by contrast, also has businesses and business associations as its members and convenes multi-
stakeholder dialogues, but focuses exclusively on issues and policies related to ecological
sustainability.'? Neither the ICC nor the WBCSD has assumed a mandate as broad as the

WEF or declared the ambition to be a permanent non-state anchor of global governance.

Risse (2004: 7-17) identifies problems with MSPs such as the uneven process of determining

participants, the difficulty in instigating a reflexive process among them, and the uncertain

12 Supported by the WBCSD, sector and industry specific multi-stakeholder networks have emerged such as the
Forestry Stewardship Council (FSC) and Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) which are active in corporate
monitoring and certification.
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trade-offs between transparency and achieving reasoned consensus (which might be easier
outside of public sphere and in secret). Still, he argues that non-hierarchical governance
modes such as MSPs better allow for communicative action to play a role in their steering.
The degree of openness to argument allowed in MSPs relates directly to the legitimacy of the
process itself. But Risse fails to specify a particular threshold required to achieve such
legitimacy, rather claiming that a sense of moral persuasion arises when sufficient legitimacy
of process and participation has been achieved. Despite these obstacles, Khagram and Ali
(2008: 252) argue that MSPs are likely to be the main source of new “organizational scripts”
for the reconstruction of global governance, specifically “the possibility that multi-
stakeholder networks as opposed to multilateralism will or could be the future of world

affairs.”

2.4. CORE FUNCTIONS OF GLOBAL POLICY: CONVENING, FACILITATION,
AND NORM ENTREPRENEURSHIP

A theory of multi-stakeholder processes must be built around elemental functions which any
participating agent can fulfill. Global governance scholarship often presumes a continuum of
activities in which agents participate including agenda-setting, negotiation, policy-
formulation, implementation, compliance and verification/monitoring (Simmons and Oudraat
2001: 11-14). The existing multilateral order, particularly the United Nations, provides useful
guidance in discening key functions which carry over into the broader global policy domain.
Formally, the UN has been a convener of the world’s states, a facilitator (and repository) of
agreements and treaties among them, a norm entrepreneur advancing agendas of human
rights, over-population, and food supply, and a monitor of compliance with agreements
(Emmerij et al 2001, Rajagopal 2003). Three particular functions help us to understand how
global policy emerges: convening, facilitation, and norm entrepreneurship. This section
describes and analyzes these functions, how they relate to each other, and how they
contribute to global policy-making. What has been the relationship between these global

policy functions and multi-stakeholderism?

The convening aspect of global policy processes has not received as much attention as other
global policy functions such as norm entrepreneurship. This is likely because it has been

taken for granted that state or inter-state institutions were the only actors legitimate and
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capable to convene relevant stakeholders. As is argued here, however, this is no longer the
case, hence both new conveners and the significance of convening itself merit closer attention

in a heterarchical context.

With the assumption that convening takes place for a certain purpose, it relates directly to the
- notion of agenda-setting. Keck and Sikkink (1998) highlight the role of issue-based networks
in setting inter-governmental diplomatic agendas, and Florini (2000) writes of “framers” who
shape views about causes of issues and problems, their consequences, the roles of affected
parties, and potential solutions. Gatekeepers are also an important role within the context of
convening and agenda-setting. Carpenter (2007: 3-6) claims that gate-keeping is itself a
powerful form of global governance in that it reflects an agent’s ability to determine which
issues are discussed across relevant transnational/global networks: “Issue adoption by
gatekeepers is a defining moment for new issues on the global stage...the prerequisite for a
development of a campaign that might result in new international norms.” Epistemic
communities are also related to convening in that convened groups have the potential to be
socialized in a manner that “creates collective interpretation and choice” (Adler and Haas
1992: 368; see also: Finnemore 1996, Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). These epistemic
communities are instrumental in shaping the interests of those within them and creating space
for policy coordination across actors and issues (Rochester 1986, Stone 2002). Thus while
there is no specific theory of convening and global governance, the convening function
relates to these existing roles of agenda-setting, gate-keeping, and forming epistemic
communities. The WEF’s role as a convener and how this role relates to agenda-setting, gate-

keeping, and epistemic communities is discussed in Chapter 4.

The facilitation function in global policy is more fully developed in scholarly literature.
“Global governance networks™ are considered the most neutral operational category to
analyze multi-sectoral collaborative alliances which pull diverse groups and resources
together to address problems that no one group can solve alone (Reinicke 2000). A broad
range of actors, both state and non-state, can play a facilitation role in the establishment of
such networks. Multi-stakeholder networks are often called “Global Action Networks”
(GANs) (Waddell 2003) or Global Policy Networks (GPNs) (Benner, Reinicke and Witte
2000). Such networks do not require that states or inter-governmental institutions serve as
hubs of these arrangements in order to be legitimate, but instead can consist of arrangements

among any set of actors and at different levels of governance (Khagram and Ali 2008: 207).
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But what are thé specific dynamics within these multi-stakeholder initiatives? Do they feature
relationships of delegation and contracting (Avant 2007) or dialogue and network formation
(Reinicke 2000) or both? Chapter 5 examines the WEF’s facilitation of such multi-level,
multi-stakeholder networks.

Management scholars have also attempted to generate a theory of “constructive partnerships”
to explain when multi-stakeholder alliances might arise. Using the example of Merck’s call
for a public-private partnership with DeBeers, other extractive companies, and the
government of Botswana to address the country’s HIV/AIDS crisis, Rangan et al (2002)
argue that “constructive partnerships” arise when “the realization of economic opportunity (i)
is shrouded by high market uncertainty (on the demand or supply side); (ii) calls for the
creation of industry-specific public goods; and (iii) necessitates high governance costs for
coordination and enforcement, then public-private alliances—constructive partnerships—will
be necessary for realizing the economic potential.” While this theory addresses issues of
uncertainty, public goods, resource costs, and governance gaps, it does not utilize the
literature on norm entrepreneurship which can help to explain how and when such

partnerships are initiated.

There exists a robust literature on norm entrepreneurship. Florini (1996: 375) defines a norm
entrepreneur as “an individual or organization that sets out to change the behavior of others.”
Norm entrepreneurs have of the past century include Henri Dunant, founder of the Red Cross,
Jody Williams, head of the International Campaign to Ban Landmines (ICBL) which was
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1997, and the Canadian government, which has pushed the
“human security” agenda amongst the world’s governments (Florini 2000). Using the
examples of environmental and women’s rights movements, Kick and Sikkink (1998)
highlight how values-motivated transnational advocacy networks (TANs) can impact on
inter-governmental treaties and national-level policy-making. Their typology of actors which
have been involved in TANSs includes labor unions, the scientific community, local
governments, media, and foundations. “Political entrepreneurs” are crucial to the success of
TANSs as they can use information, symbolic, leverage, and accountability forms of politics to
have de facto influence over agenda-setting and institutional procedures even where they lack
de jure authority. This was the case with the coalition that successfully urged passage of the
Ottawa Convention banning the use of anti-personnel land mines (Price 1998) and the Jubilee

2000 movement urging debt relief for the world’s poorest nations (Busby 2007).
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Legro (2005) argues that the abandonment of dysfunctional ideas creates space for new ideas
for restructuring international interactions to be introduced. Two types of norms are of direct
relevance to this study: substantive norms and procedural norms. The ICBL and “human
security” cases are examples of shifts in substantive norms, often implying a shift in
international law. Such norms are often advanced by entrepreneurs who “call attention to
issues or even ‘create’ issues by using language that names, interprets and dramaticizes them”
(Sikkink and Finnemore 1998: 897). The WEF’s Global Redesign Initiative (GRI) represents
precisely this type of effort to dramatically frame a crisis state which requires its multi-

stakeholder “redesign” process to address.

By the same token, GRI is also an example of an attempted shift of process norms because it
aspires to change the manner in which global policy is made, specifically by promoting
multi-stakeholderism as a mode of deliberation. Indeed, the WEF provides a venue for TANS,
sub-state bodies, and other actors Keck and Sikkink (1998) identify to form new networks.
The WEF is thus not an ad hoc multi-stakeholder dialogue or network, but rather what
Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) refer to as an “organizational platform” from and through
which norm entrepreneurs (including the WEF itself) promote behavioral change. Goddard
(2009) further argues that agents who act as “brokers” of relations (as the WEF does) are best
placed to promote new norms which can alter the “rules of the game.” Taken together, this
means that as the WEF’s own network expands, so too does its ability to reorient global

policy structures by promoting its own preferred multi-stakeholderism.

As the subsequent chapters will seek to demonstrate, understanding the WEF’s evolving role
as a convener, facilitator, and norm entrepreneur are essential to understanding how it has
gradually established itself as an authoritative anchor of global policy processes in the multi-
actor world system. The growing recognition of its knowledge authority, growing
participation in its events and initiatives, broadening perception of its neutrality among
stakeholders, and expanding agenda to encompass the “global public interest” have all been
important ingredients in this process. At the same time, there remain pertinent questions
(which should be applied to any authority) as to how the WEF’s neutrality,

representativeness, and power are assessed.
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2.5. NEUTRALITY, REPRESENTATIVENESS AND POWER

This chapter has claimed that existing accounts of global governance fail to capture entities
like the WEF because they create strict typologies which the WEF bridges, and do not
account for global policy anchors falling outside the inter-governmental domain. Instead, a
multi-stakeholder approach to global policy best captures the ways in which the WEF enables
interaction among diverse “global governors” in a heterarchical context. Additionally, this
chapter has assembled a functional understanding of multi-stakeholder processes which

allows for non-traditional actors can claim independent authority in global policy-making.

A number of questions remain in understanding the WEF’s position and role in global policy.
First, how can the multi-stakeholder neutrality to which it aspires be demonstrated and
proven? Some of the means by which the degree of neutrality can be judged are: financial
autonomy, independent decision-making capacity, diversity of participant share, and whether
statements or policies are made which seem to contradict the interests of the core business
constituency. Has its agenda broadened sufficiently away from core business themes to claim
external balance, and has the non-business share of it management structures and allocation
of funds to support non-business programming expanded sufficiently to claim internal
balance? Chapters 4-6 will explore the notion that though the WEF began as a niche actor
centered exclusively on enhancing the interests of its business membership, it has expanded
its agenda and re-invented its identity towards claiming neutrality among its own

stakeholders and a vast range of global stakeholders more broadly.

Related to this, the question must be raised as to whether strong multi-stakeholder processes
rooted in a particular institution can achieve the criteria of equality without some bias
towards their own main constituency: governments in the case of the United Nations and
businesses in the case of the WEF. UNAIDS represents an important success in that it has
NGOs on its managing board. Is the same is true of the WEF? Has it achieved a relatively
equal balance of stakeholder representation as measured by participation in its activities?
Importantly, just as the reform of such bodies as the UNSC or IMF can allow for the
appearance of greater democracy even if such reforms do not reflect underlying changes (or
lack thereof) in the distribution of power, the WEF’s evolution in multiple directions may
appear to reflect a more democratic “equilibrium” among stakeholder groups, yet determining

the power relations among them might be better viewed as internal to their specific contextual
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interactions (such as through initiatives) rather than external asr an overall property of the
WEEF. Another way to approach the question of equality is through the criterion of mutual
accountability (Avant et al 2007: 21). If stakeholders within an MSP can be equally held to
account by each other along the metrics of performance, transparency, and value of
participation, and meeting promises of funding, then an adequate degree of equality has been
achieved. Chapters 4-5 will explore whether WEF meeting and initiatives achieve this level

of balance and equality.

There is also the issue of power relationships between public and private actors in WEF
processes. How can we measure the influence of the outcomes of multi-stakeholder
processes? Because the attribution of power within multi-stakeholder activities is difficult, it
necessitates a relational approach to power in which influence is assessed in situational
contexts (Lake 2004: 2, Ankerson 2002: 16, Barnett and Duval 2005). In the fast-moving and
dense environment of WEF multi-stakeholder activities, tracing proposals through the range
of deliberative formats the WEF offers towards decisions and outcomes is the only way to
determine relations of power and influence. External to the multi-stakeholder initiatives, one
way is to examine whether the standards created by a particular process have been adopted by
other entities and mechanisms in that issue area. These questions are taken up further in

Chapters 6-7.

This chapter has sought to lay out the key ingredients for formulating an actor-neutral,
functional account of global policy dynamics, focused particularly on how multi-stakeholder
processes allow for the intersection of diverse global governance modes. The understanding
of multi-stakeholderism as an eco-system of various actors interacting at various levels is
useful in understanding the WEF, which seeks to position itself as a neutral site of such
processes as well as a promoter of them. The next four chapters will, in turn, provide an
account of the WEF’s history, structure, management and funding; its role as a convener
focused on its Annual Meeting at Davos; its role as a facilitator of multi-stakeholder
initiatives; and its role as a norm entrepreneur in advancing multi-stakeholder global policy

processes.



CHAPTER 3

THE WEF’S FOUNDING AND EARLY YEARS

3.1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides a chronological description of the WEF’s founding and early years. It
gives an account of its management structure, financing, and principal activities. It asks
critical questions about the WEF: Is the WEF merely a venue, or does it have actor qualities
of its own? Does its membership model confer upon it the status of a knowledge authority, or
is it mainly a tool of corporate interests? Is the WEF’s definition and understanding of
stakeholders and constituents original and do they make a contribution towards understanding
relations within a multi-actor world society? How can we assess the claimed neutrality of the
WEF?

The main sources for this chapter are primary documents such as WEF annual reports, its
unofficial narrated historical book (Behrendt 2008), existing secondary analyses of the WEF
(Lundberg 2004, Pigman 2007), and interviews with WEF Founder and Executive Chairman
Klaus Schwab and senior members of the managing board who have served with the WEF for
at least a decade each. Together, these sources provide an accurate context for understanding

the WEF’s early evolution and subsequent orientation.

3.2. BIRTH OF AN IDEA

In 1969, Klaus Schwab, the Swiss-German son of a wealthy industrialist, was appointed to
the junior faculty of the Centre d Etudes Industrielles (CEI) in Geneva, at the time one of Europe’s
four major management training centers. Schwab held a doctorate in economics from the University
of Freiburg, a doctorate in engineering from the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology, and had
completed a master’s degree in public administration from the John F. Kennedy School of .
Government at Harvard University. Schwab had co-authored a book titled Modern Enterprise
Management in the Machine-Building Industry which laid out a strategy for corporate leaders

by which successful business management required executives to take into account all parties
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(die Interessenten) relevant to or affected by their activities: not just shareholders, but also
clients, employees, customers, suppliers, government, society, other collaborators, and the
broader communities in which firms are situated. The WEF’s official history claims that this
“Stakeholder Theory” anticipated (1) distributed power systems, (2) rising complexity of
issues and time compression, (3) the co-existence of hard and soft forms of power, and (4) the
emergence of multiple identities—all of which created the need for network forms of
management.'> While this thinking emerged from the field of corporate strategy, it dovetailed
with the logic that solving domestic and transnational governance problems required public
and private dialogue and cooperation. Though enterprises, trade unions, environmental
activists, local municipalities, and universities are all different kinds of entities, they may
have common stakes in certain issues, hence they need some common space to talk and listen
to each other. Schwab’s goal was to devise such a venue to make such communication both

possible and productive (Pigman 2007: 9-10).

There is substantial significance in the time period during which the WEF was founded. The
late 1960s were the turning point at which capitalism transitioned from an international to a
global economy, opening up space for consideration of new structural approaches (Cox 1996:
524-36). Western multinational corporations increasingly took advantage of cross-border
investment and production opportunities, disintermediating the traditional inter-state
diplomatic order as companies increasingly exercised power and represented their own
interests directly (Stopford and Strange 1991: 2). The changing agendas and purposes of
diplomacy towards a greater emphasis on economic affairs helps explain how new actors
became included in global processes. In other words, the why of diplomacy affected the who
of diplomacy. Secondly, the Club of Rome’s forecasts concerning global natural resource
limitations thrust businesses into the spotlight through demands for conservation and
regulatory compliance. This later came to be seen as the first of several waves in the
evolution of corporate citizenship.'* Together, the combination of the multi-actor
international political economy, European agitation to counter American financial hegemony,
and emergence of corporate citizenship pressures formed the backdrop for the founding of the
WEF and explain how it could intuitively see itself as an organization devoted to facilitating

relations among public and private authorities.

13 hitp://www.weforum.org/site/homepublic.nsf/Content/Our_History.
' SustainAbility and The Global Compact, Gearing Up: From Corporate Responsibility to Good Governance
and Scalable Solutions. London: SustainAbility, 2004.
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CEl placed Schwab in charge of organizing its 25™ anniversary celebrations scheduled for
1971. Seeking a base from which to launch a multi-stakeholder venue, he convinced CEI to
hold its anniversary event not in Geneva, but in the Alpine village of Davos in eastern
Switzerland. Furthermore, the event would be organized as a strategic retreat, and Klaus
Schwab would manage all planning and logistics through a non-profit entity he had created
called International Educational Services (IES) (Graz 2003: 329). Given its association with
and mandate from CE]I, the first meeting of the European Management Forum (EMF), as the
WEF was known at its founding, had as its main purpose to help European business leaders
adopt American management techniques.'® Indeed, the timing of the Forum, late J anuary, was
selected to coincide with Harvard University’s mid-winter holiday in order to secure the

attendance of faculty with whom Schwab had become acquainted during his studies there.

Schwab also appealed to then president of the EU Commission Jean Rey to send delegates to
the meeting, pledge public support for the nascent organization, and recognize its status as a
non-profit institution. According to Peter Sutherland, the first director-general of the WTO,
Schwab’s note to Rey convinced him that the EMF would provide a non-institutionalized
location for “the kind of dialogue, intellectual input and generalized debate amongst a broad
series of constituencies that could not be provided by any Council of Ministers in the EEC or
at any other inter-governmental gathering” (Behrendt 2008: 37-8). Even as a non-state, non-
profit entity that did not enjoy legal equality in the prevailing inter-state order, the WEF
designed a value proposition to attract figures as diverse as state and intergovernmental
officials, noted academics, and CEO-level businessmen. The invitation to first European
Management Symposium (EMS) announced the theme of “Developing a European Corporate
Strategy” and that the symposium was being held “Under the patronage of” Mr. Altiero
Spinelli, Member of the European Commission, and was to be chaired by Dr. Hermann J.
Abs, Chairman of Deutsche Bank (WEF 2009a: 13). As the EMF was certainly not held
under the official auspices of the Commission, this might have meant that the gathering had

the Commission’s “blessing.”

Schwab’s intended constituency was diversely conceived as being representatives of not only

corporations, but also governments, academia, and other actors. Without this inclusive

15 http://www.weforum.org/site/homepublic.nsf/Content/Our _History.
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presence, multi-stakeholder dialogue could not take place, and the EMF would be unable to
deliver value-added above and beyond industry associations. He also sought to tie political,
security, social and business concerns into the gathering as well. Schwab’s approach to
stakeholder theory is reminiscent of the understanding of global governance employed here,
namely that diverse types of authorities are contributors to global governance, and that
legitimacy derives from inclusion of these actors. His intention, however, was not to devise a
new global governance architecture. Indeed, Schwab asserts that the earliest WEF statute
refers to its ‘complementarity’ with international organizations. As he elaborates: “We never
saw ourselves as even as the harbinger of an order that would replace the existing one. There
simply was no standing mechanism for creating public-private partnerships. The original goal
of Davos was to be such a multi-stakeholder platform under the broader WEF agenda to

create dialogue among communities in ways that had not taken place.”"®

The WEF’s main function was indeed different from formal international organizations.
While non-state actor inclusion in diplomacy became increasingly widespread over the
course of the 20™ century and with respect to the United Nations system, the WEF became a
prominent instance of a non-state actor itself being the anchor of multi-stakeholder diplomatic
interactions. As such it represented a break from the modern era’s assumed dependency of
diplomacy on states/governments, enabling diplomatic dialogue among any set of mutually
recognized authorities. As Langhome (2008: 58) observes, non-state actors are entering
diplomacy both through formal relationships to the state-based system as well as through
their own informal activities. Given that diplomacy is rooted in practices of recognition rather
than being dependent on one actor type, the WEF represents an important instance of
diplomacy convened by non-state (and in this case non-profit) actors, and taking place in
non-state/non-official sites such as the WEF Annual Meeting in Davos. WEF meetings thus
provide a space manifesting the English School notion of a non-exclusive world society or
world political system encompassing non-state actors, and embodied the transcendence of the
traditional/modern state-centric diplomatic paradigm in favor of a postmodern, multi-actor
milieu. At the same time, much as international organizations do for states (Keohane 1989),
the WEF lowers transaction costs and plays an informational role with respect to this broader

set of actors who see common interest its sustenance.

16 Interview with Klaus Schwab, Executive Chairman, WEF, Washington, October 7, 2009.
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What principles govern interactions among such unlike actors in the context of the WEF? Are
they placed on equal footing in terms of their rights and roles? Historically, legal treaties such
as the Vienna Convention set binding reciprocal obligations on states in matters of
recognition as embodied in ranks of diplomats exchanged and protocols of recording and
codifying their agreements. Amongst actors in WEF events, however, mutual recognition is
not formal, nor equal in a legal sense, but rather informal and related to shared participation
in the process created by the WEF. The preservation of rank is maintained only in that top-
level executives and officials interacted on a peer-to-peer level, but no legal formality
underpins this dialogue. The preservation of rank is maintained only in that top-level
executives and officials interacted on a peer-to-peer level, but no legal formality underpinned
this dialogue. The informality of this arrangement is not unique in that, for example, the G-
8/20 is not a legally founded body but rather an informal network with shifting membership
as countries are invited to join various summits based on the individual relationships of the
host nation. By serving as a multi-actor platform, the WEF thus increased the opportunities

for both informal diplomacy and informal recognition practices.

Does the presence of public and private authorities at the WEF’s meetings legitimize the
WEF itself? As discussed in Chapter 2, late 20" century globalization enabled private actors
to challenge the state’s strict jurisdiction over diplomacy (Saner and Michalun 2009). Recall
Clark’s (2005: 2-3) claim that legitimacy is indeterminate and emerges through constantly
shifting practices of legitimation that bring authorities into dialogue and mutual recognition
of one another. Whereas inter-governmental processes are legitimate on the basis of their
legal underpinnings, the WEF’s claim to legitimacy lies in establishing the first standing

multi-stakeholder diplomatic process inclusive of diverse actor-types.

Consistent with the WEF’s multi-stakeholder vision and the broadening scope of the business
| agenda at the time, the first EMF of 1971 concluded with Schwab’s pronouncement to the
444 participants that the managers of the future must be ‘social architects,” meaning they
should shape their environment rather than merely responding to it.'” The EMF continued its
Annual Meetings under Schwab’s auspices, who negotiated its complete legal independence
from CEI The second Davos symposium in 1972 was attended by a sitting head of state,

Pierre Werner of Luxembourg, who presented a proposal which became known as the

17 «Erstes Europaeisches Management Symposium,” Neue Berner Zeitung, 17 February 1971 (emphasis in
original).
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“Werner Plan” for a European Monetary Union (EMU) and a single currency. The EMF’s
initial endowment was only CHF 25,000, but the first EMS profited CHF 25,000 as well,
which was used to further endow the EMF (WEF 2009a: 5).

The 1973 symposium was unique in the WEF’s history in issuing a concluding declaration
unanimously endorsed by participants. The “Davos Manifesto” was something of a code of
ethics. Principle (A) reads: “The purpose of professional management is to serve clients,
shareholders, workers and employees, as well as societies, and to harmonize the different
interests of the stakeholders.” This represents the only instance of the WEF taking an official
position; otherwise it has “adhered to the principle that it should neither act as an advocacy
group nor express any opinions on behalf of members or participants” (WEF 2009a: 15-16).
This episode is crucial in understanding the WEF’s approach to neutrality. To the extent that
it took a position, its position was to assert (multi-)stakeholderism as the path to neutrality

and the greater good. (The issue of neutrality will be discussed further later in this chapter.)

The seminal events of 1973—namely the collapse of the Bretton Woods fixed exchange rate
mechanism and the Arab-Israeli War—sparked an expansion of the Davos agenda in 1974 to
include both more political leaders and commensurately greater discussion of political and
social issues at the Annual Meeting, making the EMF an ever stronger venue for multi-
faceted diplomatic conversation. During its early years the WEF also began its non-Davos
regional and country summits. By 1975, 14 country meetings had been held, each convening
business executives with political leaders and heads of trade unions. In 1976, the WEF
brought together 1000 Arab and 1000 European business and political leaders in a special
Euro-Arab Summit held in Montreux, Switzerland, kicking off the WEF’s continuous

engagement or insertion in EU relations with the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC).

Despite its global expansion (including a U.S. country meeting in Washington), it was in
1977 that Schwab paradoxically opened the symposium with the acknowledgment that, “The
term ‘Davos Club’ has become a very legitimate claim.” This club included 71 regular
business leaders and an ever-growing number of additional participants. That same year, the
inter-governmental OECD became an “official sponsor” of the WEF, a status similar to that
arranged with the EU. The first years of the WEF therefore saw its rapid <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>