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ABSTRACT
Recent decades have seen dramatic changes in the ways activists cooperate
with and challenge other global actors. Here, we argue that activist
organizations’ aims and timing of founding influence their connections to the
interstate arena. Drawing from a new dataset, we examine patterns of
transnational organizing around women’s rights and environmentalism in
2013. We classify activist groups into three categories based on their inter-
organizational connections: (1) multilateralists are linked to a wide array of
international agencies; (2) pragmatists are more selective in their ties; and (3)
rejectionists operate outside the formal inter-state arena. We find that more
recently established women’s groups are more likely to be rejectionists,
operating outside inter-state organizations, whereas many younger
environmental groups maintained ties to treaties and monitoring bodies. We
interpret these changes in this population in light of the shifting geopolitical,
institutional, and social movement context.
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In recent decades, growing numbers of activist groups have transgressed national boundaries to
affect change. Over time, transnational social movement organizations (TSMOs) have grown in
numbers and reach (Boli & Thomas, 1999; Smith et al., 2018; Willetts, 2011). From just around
100 organizations in 1953, today TSMOs number more than 2000, reach all corners of the
globe, and report ties to thousands of international bodies. Two of the largest and growing trans-
national activist movements are those that organize around women’s rights and the environment.
Transnational networks of women’s organizations have helped to construct and spread global
norms and standards of gender equality, recast women’s rights as human rights, mainstream gen-
der into governments and organizations, and exert pressure on a variety of actors to promote social
change on women’s behalf.1 Transnational environmental networks have helped integrate environ-
mental concerns into international agendas and programmes; challenge corporate practices and
influence; reconcile North–South differences in the framing of environmental and development
concerns; challenge World Bank projects that damage the environment and communities; and
prioritize attention to climate change in international forums, among other impacts on global
environmental politics.2

Both of these movements have also seen serious conversations, struggles, and learning around the
intersections of race, gender, and environmental inequalities. This is due to the efforts they make to
address inequities between the global North and South and to mobilize participation from
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marginalized communities (Falcón, 2016; Hughes et al., 2018; West, 1999). Because these two move-
ments challenge fundamental pillars of the global economic order – namely patriarchy and the
unpaid women’s labour it enables, anthropocentrism and the extractive economy, and the racialized
hierarchies that perpetuate global power inequities – they figure prominently in global politics today.
This reality is reflected in the salience of today’s #metoo and Black Lives Matter movements and in
the growing array of climate justice and anti-pipeline actions around the world.

One key site of mobilization for women’s and environmental transnational activists has been
international governmental organizations (IGOs). Since the 1950s, IGOs have been rapidly expand-
ing the access they provide to non-state actors (Tallberg et al., 2013). United Nations (UN) global
conferences have served as a catalyst for both women’s and environmental movements, fueling
growth in transnational organizing, fostering new connections among organizations, and helping
these movements deepen their critiques of the global economic and political order and its effects
on intersecting issues such as the environment and human rights (e.g. Friedman et al., 2005; Mor-
phet, 1996; Reitan & Gibson, 2012). Women’s and environmental organizations have also mobilized
to shape significant inter-governmental agreements – such as the Convention on the Elimination of
all Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW, 1979), the United Nations Framework Con-
vention on Climate Change (UNCCC, 1992), and the United Nations Convention to Combat Deser-
tification (UNCCD, 1994) – and to monitor states’ compliance with their stated commitments
(Clapp, 1994; Clark, 2003; Friedman et al., 2005).

Yet, not all IGOs are equally committed to openness, transparency and democracy. IGO openness
to non-state actors varies by issue area, and relations are often selective and shallow. IGOs’ relations
are also shaped by their membership: their members are states, and the most powerful states often
have little interest in altering the status quo (Beckfield, 2010; Bond, 2012). Member states often work
to limit agendas and block proposals for addressing global problems that counter their perceived
interests. Feminist and environmental activist groups are among the most threatening social move-
ments, since demands for gender equity and environmental protection threaten the hierarchical and
anthropocentric foundations of both states and the global capitalist system (Patel & Moore, 2018).
Addressing demands of these movements ultimately requires significant reallocations of resources
and power. In addition, by the 1990s corporate actors became more involved in UN conferences,
both directly and through their influence on member states, reinforcing the interests of capitalists
and other elites while alienating activists (Bruno & Karliner, 2002; Karliner, 1997; Sklair, 2001;
Smith, 2008). Increasingly, women’s and environmental movements faced both elite opposition
and efforts at co-optation (Smith et al., 2017). Thus, although there may be greater access to
IGOs over time, the attractiveness of this access to strategically-minded activists is likely to vary
across institutions and activist organizations.

In response to such obstacles in the inter-state system as well as to shifting geopolitical align-
ments, new technologies, and enhanced activist experience engaging across geographical and
other divides, activists have changed the ways they mobilize across borders. In the 1990s and
2000s, transnational activists used collective action to target IGOs with increasing frequency and
intensity (e.g. Bennett, 2005; Hadden, 2015; Sikkink, 2005). TSMOs have also found new allies in
each other and in other activist organizations and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). Taking
advantage of civil society spaces such as the World Social Forums, where activists and organizations
meet independently of inter-state arenas, less powerful groups have become better able to develop
their critiques of capitalist globalization and international policies while building movements for
alternatives (Bond, 2012; Goodman & Salleh, 2013; Smith, 2014).
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Because organizations are shaped in fundamental ways by the larger environments in which they
operate, the set of groups founded during specific historical moments are likely to reflect particular
opportunities and constraints in the organizational environment of the time. We therefore expect
that organizations founded before 1990 are more likely to be optimistic about the prospects for mul-
tilateral cooperation and to see IGOs as partners for change. These ‘multilateralists’ will, therefore,
tend to report more numerous ties to IGOs. Alternatively, we anticipate that organizations founded
in 1990 and later to be more skeptical of multilateral prospects, and therefore more strategic and
selective in their connections to IGOs. We call such groups ‘pragmatists.’ A third group – the ‘rejec-
tionists’3 – do not engage with IGOs, either due to strategic commitments to prioritizing civil society
work or to pressuring authorities from the outside rather than working in concert with them. Con-
sidering the escalation of conflicts between activists and government authorities over recent decades,
we expect that younger organizations working to advance women’s rights and environmental justice
will more frequently be rejectionists.

We test our expectations using 2013 data from the Inter-Organizational Network Database
(IOND), a newly constructed dataset containing information about women’s and environmental
activist networks coded from the Yearbook of International Organizations (2012/2013). We find
that, indeed, younger women’s and environmental TSMOs are less likely to align with IGOs – reflect-
ing increasingly antagonistic relationships between social movements and the inter-state political
arena. However, differences are not consistent across all areas of international engagement. Environ-
mental TSMOs founded in more recent years are just as likely as older groups to report ties to inter-
national conventions and treaty monitoring bodies. Where we see large cohort differences is in ties to
UN agencies and programmes.

The remaining sections of our paper are organized as follows. We begin by introducing the basics
of international organizations and how they work. Then, we theorize three different approaches that
TSMOs may take in relating to IGOs: multilateralist, pragmatist, and rejectionist. We explain how
and why these approaches are changing over time, and why we expect these differences to be linked
to an organization’s founding cohort. Then, we introduce our data and methods and present our
results. In the final sections of our paper, we push our argument further, delving more deeply
into the question of what these changes suggest about social movement narratives on the critical
question of ‘how to change the world.’

Organizing across borders: a primer on international organizations & movement
strategies

As introduced above, recent decades have seen a rapid proliferation of transnational activism, seen in
both the rise of formal transnational organizations with members in multiple countries and in grow-
ing transnational connections among national and sub-national organizations. Transnational activist
collaboration and communication has been encouraged by the increasing globalization of national
policies, especially in the areas of trade and environmental regulation, but also in the development
of human rights norms and practices.4 More and more communities and individuals are finding that
to affect the policies that most impact their lives, they need to look beyond local and national politics
and increasingly focus on agreements in international forums like the United Nations, regional trade
agreements, and the World Trade Organization. Transnational organizations and networks assist
local and national groups in learning about international decisions that impact national and local
policies, and they help such groups exert political pressure beyond their own country or locale
(Keck & Sikkink, 1998; Smith, 2008; Willetts, 1996).

GLOBALIZATIONS 3



Growth in transnational networks and organizations has been enabled not only by changes in the
global political environment, but also by the development of technologies that reduce the costs of
transnational organizing and allow more people from remote locales and lower-income countries
to connect across geographic boundaries. These actors can interact more frequently and through
both written and audio-visual formats, facilitating cross-cultural learning and the gradual develop-
ment of new understandings and perspectives as well as strong inter-personal and inter-organiz-
ational bonds (Conway, 2008; Dufour & Giraud, 2007; Hertel, 2006; McMichael, 2008;
Moghadam, 2020; Pudrovska & Ferree, 2004; Staggenborg & Lecomte, 2009). The growing partici-
pation of locally-based activist groups in global politics has helped radicalize activist networks in
these arenas; grassroots participants help centre the direct experiences of people facing threats
from global problems like climate change, displacement, and corporate power, thereby challenging
the abstract techno-rational discourses of elite global actors (see, e.g. Ford, 2003; Suárez, 2013).

Our observations of changes in the field of transnational organizations highlight not only the pro-
liferation of formal transnational associations, but the related expansion and deepening of transna-
tional networks. These networks are now far more extensive and substantively relevant for their
ability to help foster collective action among activists working at different scales (from local to
national to regional or global) and in different parts of the world. Transnational networks support
different forms of interorganizational cooperation, from simple or one-off exchanges of information,
to periodic collaboration around particular events or campaigns (such as international meetings or,
e.g. anti-sweatshop mobilizations), to more intensive and long-term movement-building around
particular claims or projects – such as Via Campesina’s work to advance food sovereignty within
movements for climate justice.

In this paper, we examine how the global political environments in which social movements
develop shape their relationships to the inter-governmental arena. We focus specifically on relation-
ships between women’s and environmental transnational social movement organizations (TSMOs)5

and inter-governmental organizations (IGOs) and explore how TSMOs founded before and after the
end of the Cold War compare in the number and type of IGOs to which they connect. TSMOs are a
subset of international nongovernmental organizations (INGOs) defined by their explicit efforts to
alter some aspect of the status quo. Members of TSMOs can be individuals or organizations, and they
may include professionals and even public officials. TSMOs can be either progressive or conservative,
although in the empirical records, progressive groups are far more numerous (Smith et al., 2018).
Compared to IGOs and less-contentious INGOs, TSMOs have little access to material and social/pol-
itical resources. Nevertheless, TSMOs are able to draw on the democratic principles that structure
global authority to pressure states and transnational actors to uphold universal norms and standards,
such as gender equality, environmentally sustainable development, and human rights (Boli & Tho-
mas, 1999; Keck & Sikkink, 1998; Markoff, 2013; True & Mintrom, 2001).

As national governments increasingly delegate authority to international organizations, they have
created a growing web of formal international institutions and treaties that both define and limit
national governments’ policy-making space. IGOs are formal organizations created by agreements
among states to achieve some formal purpose. The United Nations (UN) is an IGO, along with
its multiple agencies and treaty bodies such as UNAIDS, the UN High Commissioner for Refugees,
and the Conference on Disarmament. The World Bank and World Trade Organization are also
IGOs, operating in the realm of global development and trade policy, and in recent decades we’ve
seen a proliferation of regional IGOs such as the African Union and Mercosur. IGOs give birth to
more IGOs, as more deliberative bodies like the UN’s Security Council respond to crises or emerging
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problems and generate decisions that advance more concerted international coordination or action
(Babb, 2003; Barnett & Finnemore, 1999; Boli & Thomas, 1999; Slaughter, 2004).

We distinguish between operational and deliberative IGOs. Operational IGOs include inter-
national conventions and treaty monitoring bodies, which reflect specific legal commitments of
states, and may involve routinized mechanisms for monitoring government compliance with inter-
national agreements. Deliberative IGOs include UN agencies and programmes, which operate with
more generalized mandates, and do not require specific policy commitments from members.6 Such
bodies are primarily designed to help governments understand, assess, and respond to emerging
challenges such as climate change, health emergencies, and refugee movements. They also help
build international consensus around global norms and their implementation. Deliberative bodies
are also where more formal agreements and conventions are designed and authorized. For instance,
many treaties begin with a UN General Assembly resolution authorizing the UN Secretariat to begin
a process of drafting a treaty text and convening member governments to negotiate a convention.
The UN High Commissioner for Human Rights might recommend adaptations to a treaty in
response to its ongoing work to monitor a wide array of human rights.

Extensive documentation of transnational activism illustrates how social change advocates have
developed working relationships with international agencies and treaty bodies (e.g. Smith, 2008;
Tallberg et al., 2013; Willetts, 1996). TSMOs have drawn international attention to problems such
as the impact of landmines on civilians (Price, 1998); helped bring the concerns and perspectives
of women into international policy arenas and generated formal treaties such as the Convention
on the Elimination of all forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW) and IGO bodies
such as UNWomen (Ewig & Ferree, 2013; Snyder, 2006); and worked to monitor government com-
pliance with international treaty commitments (Alger, 2002; Clark, 2003; Clapp, 1994). This work
has helped strengthen multilateral cooperation and enhanced the ability of the UN system and
other regional IGOs to be effective in promoting governance beyond the level of states. For instance,
one persistent problem in global governance is the absence of a transnational state that is authorized
and equipped to monitor government compliance with international law. TSMOs have helped fill
this gap by documenting and publicizing governments’ treaty violations, often through formal moni-
toring processes established under the treaty frameworks or the Human Rights Council’s Universal
Periodic Review process. This strengthened accountability improves existing treaty mechanisms and
shapes new international agreements.

As social movements have become more involved in international arenas, and as their effective-
ness in these arenas has increased, powerful states and corporations have pushed back by limiting
NGO access to IGOs. First, the rules of access have been made more restrictive, particularly in
the more contentious areas such as trade and the environment. To gain access to international con-
ferences and negotiating spaces, non-state entities must go through a more elaborate vetting and
registration process, and their participation has become increasingly politicized and constrained.
Second, states have put more restrictions on civil society participation in UN meetings and
moved civil society parallel meetings to locations distant from the official venue in order to prevent
participants from engaging in both civil society and official activities (Charnovitz, 1997; Paul, 1999).
In addition, corporations have become more involved in global negotiations and have worked to
shape negotiating frameworks and language, using their far more expansive resources to frame
debates, influence governments’ positions, and to otherwise manipulate the inter-state negotiating
context (Bruno & Karliner, 2002; World Health Organization [WHO], 2000). For instance, corpor-
ate-backed alliances have sponsored receptions at international conferences, supplied video confer-
encing equipment to facilitate their own communications with the UN Secretariat, secured positions
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for corporate representatives on national delegations, and distorted media portrayals of the issues
and debates. Such practices have contributed both to neutralizing and coopting social movements
and to the development of new forms of resistance by social movements (Smith et al., 2017).

Documenting TSMO-IGO relationships. Accounts of particular campaigns and organizational
initiatives within the international system have helped us understand the various ways social move-
ment entities might engage with IGOs. However, our research has revealed empirical challenges to
systematically documenting these relationships over time. First, not every IGO has a formal mech-
anism for engaging with non-state actors, and only a few allow TSMOs and other nongovernmental
actors to apply for what is called consultative status. The UN’s Economic and Social Council (ECO-
SOC), for instance, enables NGOs to apply for consultative status, which allows them to get access to
UN meeting spaces and selected documentation. To receive consultative status, groups must meet
certain organizational requirements such as having international membership, a formal charter
with democratic decision making, and a purpose consistent with the UN mission. They must also
apply on a regular basis and be approved by a committee of government representatives. Applicants
can be rejected because of their opposition to the practices of one or more governments.

While formal consultative status is more limited, many IGOs establish informal connections with
TSMOs and other NGOs to enhance their access to information, assist them in shaping govern-
ments’ positions and practices, improve understandings of problems affecting people and commu-
nities, and otherwise improve their ability to achieve their organizational missions. These kinds of
relationships are often based on interpersonal connections between activists and IGO officials that
have developed in international negotiating and policy arenas. IGO officials may have come from
the ranks of NGO staff, and both are actively involved in international ‘epistemic communities’
that form around major global problems and in relationship to international processes like treaty
development and global conferences (Haas, 1992).

The main source for our dataset, the Yearbook of International Organizations, documents organ-
izations’ reported ties to IGOs, and distinguishes between formal (consultative) and informal
relationships. Beyond this distinction, however, the Yearbook does not document the content or sub-
stance of ties; Yearbook entries do not reveal whether the tie implies that the TSMO simply receives
regular documentation of financial support from an IGO or the TSMO is providing information on
government compliance or consulting with IGO officials over draft texts or policy guidelines. We
also do not know the frequency of communications that are reflected in a given tie. We expect
that many groups neglect to report all of their ties, and that some records may include reports of
ties that are no longer active. Thus, we also draw from our knowledge of qualitative evidence
about these relationships to interpret the data.

Activist connections to inter-governmental organizations: three approaches

Over time, transnational activist groups have been forming fewer ties to inter-state organizations but
have been increasingly engaged in more autonomous, movement-centered spaces such as the World
Social Forum process (Smith, 2014; Smith et al., 2017; Smith & Wiest, 2012). We interpret this shift
as an indication that activists have fundamentally re-assessed their theories and visions of global
change and adapted assessments of the possibilities for advancing change through inter-state insti-
tutions. At the same time, states and corporations have responded to social movement challengers,
often seeking to ‘tame’ or co-opt them (see, e.g. Smith et al., 2017). Changes in transnational orga-
nizing patterns thus result from ongoing interactions in the global political sphere. Thus, while we
categorize groups according to their associational tendencies, we see these categories as fluid, and we
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should understand groups as positioned along a continuum rather than into mutually exclusive
groupings.

In the early post-WWII period, many transnational activist groups were hopeful that intergovern-
mental arenas would be responsive to their demands for more inclusive, equitable, and responsive
global policies. The horrific carnage of WWII and the period of decolonization that followed gener-
ated an appreciation for the importance of global norms and governance and some optimism that
states would commit to building effective multilateral institutions to – in the words of the UN Char-
ter – ‘end the scourge of war.’ Over time, however, whatever optimism existed diminished as the
Cold War rivalry grew and as it proved more difficult to convince recalcitrant states to limit military
escalation and strengthen human rights protections. Social movements thus had to generate new
social change narratives to account for the ways transnational organizing and advocacy could pro-
duce the changes they were seeking. As the UN system and other inter-state arenas proved disap-
pointing, many activists emphasized the importance of autonomous movement spaces and
‘outsider’ political strategies (e.g. Sikkink, 2005; Smith & Wiest, 2012). Such shifts come at a time
of growing uncertainty generated by environmental and financial instabilities, declining institutional
legitimacy linked to a growing ‘democratic deficit,’ and declining U.S. hegemony (Chase-Dunn et al.,
2011).

Drawing from case study research and our analyses of documented ties between TSMOs and
IGOs, we suggest that TSMOs vary systematically in the degree to which they connect to the inter-
state arena. We classify TSMOs into three groups: multilateralists, pragmatists, and rejectionists.
Table 1 summarizes the three groups, along with example organizations that we reference below.

Multilateralists are TSMOs that are most connected to the intergovernmental arena. They seek to
support and promote formal international cooperation as a response to global problems. While they
may critique the current global order and policies, they tend to see the existing institutional frame-
work as a pathway to a more just and secure world. We believe that this perspective will most likely
be found among larger, more established organizations that emerged in the 19th and much of the
20th centuries, including groups such as International Council of Women, International Planned
Parenthood Federation, World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), and Greenpeace International.
Such established TSMOs may be more likely to subscribe to an international order based on inter-
national law and cooperation. Because they support the creation of an effective multilateral insti-
tutional framework, multilateralists are likely to connect with a wide range of IGOs to stay
informed and to promote public awareness and engagement in multilateralist projects. For instance,
the International Council of Women, one of the first global women’s organizations, reports ties to 21
IGOs, including UN agencies that focus on the environment (UNEP), food and agriculture (FAO),
and health (WHO). Similarly, the World Wide Fund for Nature reports relations to 19 IGOs,

Table 1. Characteristics and examples of multilateralist, pragmatist, and rejectionist TSMOs.
Type Key Characteristics Examples of Women’s TSMOs Examples of Environmental TSMOs

Multilateralists Highly connected to IGOs International Alliance of Women, 1904 World Wide Fund for Nature, 1961
International Planned Parenthood
Federation, 1952

Greenpeace International, 1971

Pragmatists Selective ties, often to
operational IGOs

Equality Now, 1992 Climate Action Network, 1989
Asian-Pacific Resource & Research Centre for
Women, 1993

World Council of Whalers, 1997

Rejectionists No ties to IGOs World March of Women, 2000 African Biodiversity Network, 2002
Articulación Feminista Mercosur, 2000 People’s Movement on Climate

Change, 2009
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including with UN agencies that focus on trade (UNCTAD), development (UNDP), peace
(UNESCO), along with numerous environmental treaty monitoring bodies.

Pragmatists emerged in response to immense changes in the international order around the end of
the Cold War, which opened space for greater discussions of policy areas outside disarmament and
for discourse that linked economic and political rights. New technologies enabled greater inter-
national communication, supported the democratization of global politics, and enabled more pop-
ular discussion about global policies and concerns. This was a time of the series of UN conferences
addressing key challenges of environment, development, and human rights, which demonstrated a
growing influence of activists from the Global South and further stimulated Southern organizing,
especially among women (Antrobus, 2004; Desai, 2005; Dutt, 2000). Many of the conferences gen-
erated formal treaty processes and other institutional innovations to enhance governments’ ability to
manage global problems.7 Faced with new demands to monitor state practices and enforce inter-
national treaties, IGOs have increasingly relied on nonstate actors to help carry out their basic func-
tions (Tallberg et al., 2013). Pragmatists, especially in the environmental sector, often engage with
multilateral treaty processes and other operational IGOs as part of their work for social change.
Unlike multilateralists, pragmatists focus their limited capacities on a single or at least a small num-
ber of IGOs whose work relates directly to their main organizational focus. Pragmatists are also likely
to focus on technical work over general public awareness and outreach, such as monitoring treaty
compliance and advocating around regular treaty review conferences. Thus, these groups are likely
to be more formal and professional and to have relatively greater access to financial and other
resources.

Examples of TSMOs that arguably fit the pragmatist pattern include Climate Action Network,
World Council of Whalers, Equality Now, and the Asian-Pacific Resource and Research Centre
for Women (ARROW). Climate Action Network, founded in 1989 to promote action to limit
human-induced climate change, reports ties to numerous national, regional, and transnational
organizations but just those IGOs close to its mission: the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) and the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC).
The World Council of Whalers, founded in 1997 to protect the rights of indigenous peoples who
hunt whales, is similarly focused in its IGO relations, reporting a single tie to the International Whal-
ing Commission. Although women’s organizations are less likely to engage in treaty monitoring than
their environmental counterparts, women’s pragmatist organizations often have a legal, professional,
or technical focus. For example, Equality Now was founded in 1992 by lawyers to put pressure on
governments to enforce and enact good laws that defend women’s rights. Or consider ARROW,
established in 1993 to improve women’s sexual health and advance their rights, engages in monitor-
ing, disseminates evidence-based research, and seeks to improve organizational systems. Both organ-
izations connect to the UN system only through consultative status with ECOSOC.

Our third group, rejectionists, is more skeptical about the prospects for advancing change in the
existing multilateral order, a skepticism that emerged from a diversification of actors taking part in
transnational activities. Over time, reductions in the cost of international travel and improvements in
communications technologies enabled less elite and more localized activists to participate in global
policy debates, and this had a radicalizing effect on activist groups (Smith, 2014; Smith et al., 2017).
More activists from the global South became active in transnational advocacy work, as did more low-
income and working class activists in the global North. The experiences of subaltern groups encour-
aged more radical analyses and critiques of global structures and power relations, including the UN
system. The exclusion of indigenous peoples and leaders from much of the colonized global South in
the UN Charter negotiations contributed to highly unequal and exclusive institutional arrangements,
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which some see as impervious to reforms. Their critique of the multilateral system leads them to
reject existing arrangements and to focus on building ‘decolonizing’ alternatives outside the inter-
state arena. We call these groups rejectionists because of their relative lack of engagement with
the inter-state arena and use of ‘outsider’ strategies (see Ford, 2003).

Although they lack formal ties to IGOs, rejectionists are often deeply engaged in transnational
activist networks and in the work to build cooperation and networking. Through their networks,
they may be engaged in activism both inside as well as outside the inter-state arena. Thus, analysts
must be careful to remain sensitive to the fluid and changing contexts in which activists operate and
adapt their tactics. Some groups may embrace the rejectionist strategy out of a sense that, to use the
World Social Forum slogan, ‘Another World is Possible,’ but that such a world can only be built by
networks of people and groups rather than by governments. Others respond to the history of disap-
pointing and limited outcomes from earlier engagements in the global conferences and treaty nego-
tiations of the 1990s (Alvarez, 2009; Smith et al., 2017). However, given recent social movement
successes in creating more spaces – such as the World Social Forums – where subaltern populations
can engage in transnational activism, we expect younger TSMOs to be more frequently rejectionist
compared to more established organizations.8

Examples of rejectionist TSMO include African Biodiversity Network (ABN), founded in 1999
and headquartered in Kenya. ABN amplifies the voices of Africans on issues such as food and
seed sovereignty, centering their approaches on indigenous knowledge. People’s Movement on Cli-
mate Change (PMCC) emerged in 2009 to advance strategies and responses to climate change com-
ing from peoples in the Global South. Both organizations are active in transnational spaces like the
World Social Forum but do not report formal ties to IGOs or treaty monitoring bodies. The World
March of Women (WMW) and Articulación Feminista Mercosur (AFM) are two women’s TSMO
that fit the rejectionist pattern. Both are feminist organizations founded in 2000 in South America,
and both have built strong networks with other international organizations while opting out of for-
mal associations with IGOs.

Data and methods

To understand relationships between TSMOs and the intergovernmental sector, we begin with the
most recent data from a newly collected dataset, the Inter-Organizational Network Database
(IOND).9 The database collected information on organizational connections from the Yearbook of
International Organizations (Union of International Associations, Multiple). TSMOs are identified
in the Yearbook using the organization’s name, aims, and activities, which demonstrate the organ-
ization is attempting to alter some aspect of the status quo. From the population of TSMOs, we
selected two subsets: women’s and environmental. We define these groups in the broadest possible
terms; we code an organization as ‘women’s,’ and/or ‘environmental’ if its aims and/or name men-
tions women’s and/or environmental issues. The twenty TSMOs that reported work on both
environmental and women’s issues were included in our analyses of each movement network.10

We divide the TSMOs into two cohorts based on their founding year: before 1990 (pre-1990) and
after 1989 (1990–2013).

We coded IGO connections using sections of Yearbook entries on ‘Consultative Status’ and ‘IGO
Relations,’ which list names of IGOs. We use these data to construct binary TSMO-IGO matrices,
where ‘1’ indicates that the TSMO reported some connection to the IGO, and ‘0’ indicates no
such connection was listed. Using the network data, we code TSMOs into three categories based
on their number of reported ties to IGOs: rejectionists (0 ties); pragmatists (1–2 ties); and
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multilateralists (3 or more ties). Using information in the Yearbook and secondary sources, we
classified IGOs into three categories: Operational (international convention or treaty monitoring
body); Deliberative (UN agency or programme); and Other IGO. We focus on the first two of
these categories, but auxiliary analyses on the third category are available from the authors upon
request.

Our approach to coding TSMO-IGO relations faces a significant methodological challenge. It is
difficult to interpret the absence of information in the ‘Consultative Status’ and ‘IGO Relations’ sec-
tions of an organization’s Yearbook entry. An organization may in fact have no ties to IGOs or it may
have failed to report its ties. Two kinds of organizations may be especially likely to not report or
underreport ties to IGOs: groups with limited resources that rush through the survey and groups
with extensive resources that rely less on ties to IGOs for legitimacy. We manage this challenge
by including in our networks only those TSMOs that report at least one tie to an NGO (under a sep-
arate ‘NGO Relations’ field in the Yearbook entry). Groups that report ties to NGOs are likely to
report ties to IGOs if they have them, so if an organization reports being tied to at least one
NGO but no IGOs we can be confident that its absence of IGO ties is not an artefact of the data col-
lection process. Our ‘rejectionist’ TSMOs are rejectionist from IGOs only; they must report at least
one connection to an NGO to appear in our networks. Although this approach decreases the chance
that we are treating a TSMO with missing data as having no ties to IGOs, our analysis likely under-
estimates the share of TSMOs without any ties to IGOs.11

Our empirical analysis takes place in two parts. We begin with a cohort analysis of women’s and
environmental TSMO-IGO networks. We investigate the extent to which TSMOs connect to IGOs
and how patterns of TSMO-IGO connections vary by cohorts. Second, we disaggregate the environ-
mental networks by IGO type. In both parts of our analysis, we use a combination of descriptive stat-
istics and social network visualization. Network pictures show organizations’ positions relative to
one another, the overall density or level of fragmentation in the network, and overall patterns of con-
nections over time. Our visualizations display what network analysts refer to as ‘two-mode’ or bipar-
tite networks because we treat TSMOs and IGOs as two distinct types or nodes. Because our data are
affiliation data, they do not describe ties between TSMOs nor ties between IGOs. The matrices cap-
ture the ways that TSMOs connect to IGOs, rather than TSMO-TSMO or IGO-IGO ties. We use the
spring-embedding layout in the network analysis software NetDraw to generate pictures of the net-
works (Borgatti, 2002).

Results

Table 2 presents the share of TSMOs that are rejectionists (0 IGO ties), pragmatists (1–2 IGO ties),
and multilateralists (3 or more ties). Roughly a third of women’s TSMOs fit into each of these

Table 2. Women’s and environmental TSMO connections to IGOs by founding cohort.
Women’s Environmental

Before 1990 1990-on All Women’s Before 1990 1990-on All Environmental

Isolationists 20.2% 50.0% 34.7% 28.7% 41.5% 35.7%
(0 IGO ties) (22) (52) (74) (45) (78) (123)
Pragmatists 29.4% 40.4% 34.7% 34.4% 36.2% 35.4%
(1–2 IGO ties) (32) (42) (74) (54) (68) (122)
Multilateralists 50.5% 9.6% 30.5% 36.9% 22.3% 29.0%
(3+ IGO ties) (55) (10) (65) (58) (42) (100)
All 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
(> 0 INGO tie) (109) (104) (213) (157) (188) (345)
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categories. However, organizational age shifts how the share of women’s organizations are distrib-
uted. Looking first at women’s TSMOs formed prior to 1990, we can see that 20% are rejectionists,
29% are pragmatists, and 51% are multilateralists. As expected, the pattern reverses for women’s
TSMOs formed in 1990 and thereafter: 50% are rejectionists, 40% are pragmatists, and a scarce
10% are multilateralists. The difference is statistically significant (χ2 = 44.57, df = 5, p < .001).
Environmental TSMOs follow a similar pattern but the difference between the cohorts is less
stark: the modal category in the older cohort is multilateralist (37%), whereas the modal category
in the younger cohort is rejectionist (42%). Overall, we can see that younger TSMOs report fewer
ties to IGOs. The difference falls just shy of statistical significance (χ2 = 10.32, df = 5, p = .067).

To learn more about differences in these networks, we turn to network visualizations. Figure 1
visualizes networks of women’s (top panel) and environmental (bottom panel) TSMO connections
to IGOs by founding cohort, comparing TSMOs formed prior to 1990 (left panel) to TSMOs formed
1990 and thereafter (right panel). We already know from Table 2 that TSMOs formed in 1990 and
after are more likely to report no ties to any IGO. But, we can also see evidence of differences in the
patterns of ties among those organizations with at least one IGO connection. Younger cohorts
appear more fragmented and decentralized.12 Looking at network density is also telling: 9% of all
possible ties between women’s TSMOs and IGOs are observed in the pre-1990 network, more
than twice the possible ties observed in the 1990-on network at just 4%.

Next, we return to the environmental networks, which showed fewer cohort differences than the
women’s networks. But, the picture shifts somewhat when we disaggregate IGOs by type. Table 3
presents descriptive statistics, comparing TSMO-treaty and TSMO-UN networks by cohort. On

Figure 1. Women’s and environmental TSMO connections to IGOs by founding cohort.
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the one hand, when we look at environmental TSMOs’ connections to treaties and monitoring
bodies, we see minimal differences between older and younger groups. The majority of organizations
in both cohorts report no ties to treaties or monitoring bodies, and of those that do connect to at least
one treaty, they typically connect to just 1 or 2 groups. A handful of environmental organizations
report more ties to treaties – a maximum of 9 in the pre-1990 cohort and 7 in the 1990-on cohort
(see Appendix Table A1 for a list of the most connected environmental TSMOs).

On the other hand, when we look at environmental TSMOs’ connections to UN agencies and pro-
grammes, cohort differences again emerge. Although older organizations are not significantly more
likely to report any connections to UN Agencies, older organizations report ties to 1 more organiz-
ation, on average, than younger organizations. The environmental TSMOs that report the greatest
number of ties to UN programmes and agencies were formed before 1990 (see Appendix Table
A1). Overall, then, we are able to see that the age of an environmental TSMO does not significantly
affect whether it connects to treaties or the UN, or the number of treaties it monitors, but it does
influence the type of IGO to which it connects. These differences in Table 2 are reflected in Figure 2,

Table 3. Environmental TSMO connections to IGOs by founding cohort.
Treaties and Monitoring Bodies UN Agencies and Programs

Before 1990 1990-on Difference Before 1990 1990-on Difference
% Isolates 67% 76% 9% ns 47% 62% 15% ns

Ties to IGOs
Mean with Zeros 0.60 0.40 0.21 ns 1.52 0.77 0.75 ***
Mean without Zeros 1.81 1.64 0.16 ns 2.86 2.03 0.83 ***
Median with Zeros 0 0 0 1 0 0
Median without Zeros 1 1 0 3 2 0
Maximum 9 7 2 16 8 8
nsp≥0.05; *p < 0.05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

Figure 2. Environmental TSMO connections to IGOs by founding cohort and IGO type.
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which visualizes the TSMO-treaty and TSMO-UN networks. Although the networks in the top half
of Figure 2 look fairly similar, there are clearer differences in the lower half of the figure, where the
network of organizations formed in 1990 or after appears more decentralized and fragmented.

Discussion and conclusion

Our analysis has provided support for our contention that women’s and environmental TSMOs have
developed distinctive responses to a changing geopolitical order. Established organizations are more
likely to connect to both deliberative and operational IGOs as they advance a ‘multilateralist’ strategy
of social change. By supporting international law and institutions, such groups believe that their
advocacy can eventually advance greater support for women’s rights and the environment than
would otherwise be possible. In more recent years, we see new strategies emerging as more groups
are choosing to organize outside inter-state politics, with some advocating far more radical changes
than those being put forward by states and international institutions. A smaller set of groups, the
pragmatists, is engaged in work with a more limited and selective set of IGOs. Environmental prag-
matists connect overwhelmingly to operational IGOs, often aiming to help strengthen international
law and its enforcement. We interpret these differences as the result of a changing geopolitical
environment as well as learning and adaptation in the transnational social movement arena itself.

We found some differences in the IGO-engagement strategies of women’s and environmental
TSMOs; the latter were more likely than the former to connect to operational IGOs. In future
work, we will compare women’s and environmental TSMOs to groups focused on other social pro-
blems and examine their connections to other kinds of UN agencies and treaty bodies. These ana-
lyses will help us test some of our explanations for the broader patterns we trace here.

We have pointed out some of the important limitations of our study, which emerge from the data
source upon which we draw. Comprehensive longitudinal records of transnational activism are non-
existent, and the best available source of such records, the Yearbook of International Organizations
has some significant limitations, especially in its earlier editions. Knowing these limitations, we have
tried to be as thorough and careful in our compilation of the Yearbook records as possible, and we
have made use of extensive secondary information about transnational advocacy to develop our ana-
lyses and interpret our results. The findings here should thus be further tested in light of qualitative
analyses and more close-up examination of particular sets of IGO-TSMO relations.

What do these differences suggest about social movement narratives on the critical question of
‘how to change the world’? Drawing from a wealth of research that includes our own analyses of
the changing population of TSMOs (Smith et al., 2018; Smith & Wiest, 2012) and extensive case
study research,13 we argue that they suggest a radicalization of transnational social movements in
terms of their engagement with the inter-state system. More recently established TSMOs, and par-
ticularly women’s and climate justice TSMOs, are more likely to operate outside the inter-state sys-
tem (rejectionists), and we interpret this as their assessment that existing global political and
economic arrangements are inadequate for addressing systemic problems of climate change, poverty,
and inequality (see Alvarez, 2009; Bond, 2012). Among the younger, post-Cold-War cohort of
groups, some groups continue to engage in inter-state politics, but they tend to support particular
types of multilateralism – specifically treaties – that have the potential to hold powerful groups in
check. Analysts have referred to this as ‘legalism from below,’ illustrating the important role that
movements can play in institutional transformation (see Desai, 2015; Rajagopal, 2003). Such groups
have become more common alongside a proliferation of new and strengthened international treaty
arrangements, and indeed they are contributing to this process through their advocacy for stronger

GLOBALIZATIONS 13



treaties. This ‘pragmatist’ approach sees strengthened agreements and monitoring of compliance as
an effective method – at least in the near term – for protecting vulnerable groups and reducing
potential and actual threats.

What this study demonstrates is that we need to understand the actions of organized elements of
civil society within the larger, evolving world-system. The conflicts reflected in social movements are
grounded in social structures that are global and contested. Changes in power relations among states,
such as rising or declining influence of leading states, and the institutional arrangements that affect
the distribution and use of power in the world-system affect and are affected by contention among
states and other global actors – including social movements and other elements of civil society.

The end of the Cold War fundamentally altered transnational activism in the international sys-
tem, as it opened spaces for new and stronger international treaty commitments on a wider range
of issues. Alongside efforts to advance global economic integration was the expansion of political glo-
balization and a growing array of institutions supporting varied global priorities and norms. Cri-
tiques that linked economic and political human rights thus became more possible in official
spaces, and the global conference process and proliferation of TSMOs helped alter discourses and
mobilize more diverse networks of transnational activists. Radical global feminist and environmental
networks – many animated by growing ranks of rural, indigenous, and local activists representing
populations most oppressed and marginalized by global capitalism – became increasingly influential
in global movements.

Feminist activist networks have articulated transnational feminist identities that challenge hier-
archical notions of the state and economy, building alliances to shift global priorities to remedy gen-
der exclusions and violence (e.g. Desai, 2015; Ewig & Ferree, 2013; Tripp, 2006). Environmental
movements have helped make visible the high human and ecological costs of fossil-fuel based devel-
opment, making conflicts over land and resources more prominent factors in global policy as well as
public debates around, for instance, human rights, indigenous peoples, economic development, food,
and public health. Activists in both of these movements have drawn critical attention to the racial
dimensions of the conflicts they address. The experiences of transnational activists in inter-state poli-
tics and the cross-cultural learning they promote have mobilized more activists and groups into the
realm of what Tsutsui (2018) calls ‘global actorhood.’ Rather than merely joining the state-led pro-
jects defined by the major IGOs of the post-WWII global order, these new actors are crossing borders
to redefine basic assumptions, principles, and organizational arrangements that define that order and
make it an increasingly urgent threat to growing numbers of people and our environment.

Notes

1. See, e.g., Berkovitch (1999); Boyle et al. (2002); Ferree and Tripp (2006); Friedman (2003); Hughes et al.
(2015); Moghadam (2000, 2005); Naples and Desai (2002); Paxton et al. (2006); Ricciutelli et al. (2004);
Towns (2010); True and Mintrom (2001); Wilson et al. (2006).

2. See, e.g., Bond (2012); Clapp (1994); Conca (1995); Desai (2015); Finger (1994); Ford (2003); Goldman
(2005); Goodman (2009); Khagram (2004); Hadden (2015); Rothman and Oliver (2002); Smith (2008);
Willetts (1996).

3. Our use of the term ‘rejectionists’ draws from Ford (2003), who observed a trend of environmental
NGOs, ‘taking a rejectionist stance against the totality of global capitalist hegemony.’ With Ford, we
recognize the fluidity of the boundaries of our categories: ‘Rather than juxtaposing them as insiders ver-
sus outsiders, however,… they may be seen more broadly as located on a spectrum’ (2003, p. 132).

4. In addition to the proliferation of international forums, national governments and international agencies
have also provided resources to support transnational citizen organizing. For instance, increasing
amounts of government aid have flowed through nongovernmental organizations, and the UN and
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European Union provide financial and other resources to help mobilize civil society around relevant
conferences and programmes (Edwards, 2008; Ferguson, 1990; Hammack & Heydemann, 2009; Lang,
2013).

5. Social movements are, by definition, fluid and responsive to their changing environments. As largely
voluntary associations, the collective entities that make up social movements are often not formally
structured or organized according to professionalized organizational criteria. Compared with organiz-
ations, networks are particularly fluid, as participants devote varying degrees of attention and energy
and adapt their participation over time to suit their interests and capacities. Because they seek to chal-
lenge the status quo, many activists groups refuse to formally register their organizations with auth-
orities. Thus, we point out that any effort to formally document and track social movement
organizing will necessarily underreport such activity. This is likely to be especially true at the transna-
tional scale. Nevertheless, we believe that our effort to document the formal traces of transnational orga-
nizing networks and compare them across time, issue, and place can inform our understandings of how
changes in the global political realm impact social movements and the larger trajectories of global social
change.

6. Deliberative bodies may, however, issue agreements that require commitments of resources from mem-
ber governments. They cannot require changes in national policies.

7. For instance, the UN Conference on Environment and Development in 1992 created the Commission on
Sustainable Development to help convene governments on a regular basis to discuss environmental con-
cerns and to move forward the UNCED Agenda 21, which established treaty processes on climate
change, biodiversity, and desertification. The 1993 Conference on Human Rights led to the establish-
ment of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights, whose mandate is to consolidate and better
coordinate human rights practices and policies throughout the UN system.

8. It is also important to note that many groups may simply lack the resources or capacity to sustain ties to
IGOs, regardless of their strategic motivations, and we are not able to distinguish such groups based on
the data we have.

9. Because our data are cross-sectional, they do not account for the ways that organizations can evolve over
time. Consider the example of La Via Campesina, which was founded in 1999 and advanced the concept
of food sovereignty through a bottom-up process of transnational organizing outside of the inter-gov-
ernmental arena, a classic example of a rejectionist TSMO. Indeed, until recently, La Via Campesina had
no formal relations with the inter-governmental system, instead linking to human rights discussions at
the United Nations through another TSMO that had consultative status, FoodFirst Information Network
(Dunford, 2017). In 2012, however, after engaging with the FAO over responses to the 2008 financial and
food crises, La Via Campesina formalized relations with the United Nations in order to help draft a
declaration for peasants’ rights, then becoming a pragmatist TSMO.

10. Half of such groups were founded before 1990 and half afterwards. Examples include the Women and
Development Unit, Latin American and Caribbean Committee for the Defense of Women’s Rights,
Women’s Environment and Development Organization, International Network on Gender and Sustain-
able Energy, and the Gender and Water Alliance.

11. It is also important to note that a lack of reported relations does not mean that TSMOs are not working
with IGOs whatsoever. We know, for instance, that many groups are part of larger networks where a
central organization serves as a liaison, providing information from relevant IGOs and articulating
the networks’ preferences in those official spaces. For instance, the European Environmental Bureau
plays such a role for European environmental groups. However, we suggest that the lack of a direct
tie between a group and an IGO is meaningful, and has consequences for inter-organizational relations
that are worth exploring.

12. One potential limitation of Figure 1 is that each of the networks has a different number of TSMOs.
Specifically, although the women’s networks have roughly the same number of TSMOs overall (104-
109), the larger number of isolates in the younger cohort may be causing the greater degree of fragmen-
tation. To account for this possibility, we drew a random subset of 52 older organizations with at least
one tie to an IGO and recreated the figure (see Appendix Figure A1). The network on the left, the older
cohort, now has the same number of TSMOs as the network on the right, which is repeated from Figure
1. The difference between the cohorts remains: the younger TSMO-IGO network appears more decen-
tralized and fragmented than the older network.
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13. See e.g. Carroll (2016); Desai (2015); Snipstal (2015); Sargent (2012); Bond (2012); Reitan and Gibson
(2012); Nelson and Dorsey (2008).

Acknowledgements

We thank the editor and anonymous reviewers at Globalizations for their helpful suggestions on earlier drafts
of this article. We presented a previous version of this article at the annual meeting of the American Sociologi-
cal Association in Montreal Canada, August 12–15, 2017.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

Financial support for this research has been provided by the National Science Foundation (SES Award
#1323130), the Global Studies Center, the World History Center, and the Dietrich School of Arts and Sciences
at the University of Pittsburgh.

Notes on contributors

Jackie Smith is Professor of Sociology at the University of Pittsburgh and editor of the Journal of World-Sys-
tems Research.

Melanie M. Hughes is Professor of Sociology and Co-Director of the Gender Inequality Research Lab (GIRL) at
the University of Pittsburgh.

Samantha Plummer is Postdoctoral Research Scholar at the Columbia Justice Lab of the Institute for Social and
Economic Research and Policy at Columbia University.

Brittany Duncan is a PhD candidate in sociology at the University of Pittsburgh.

ORCID

Jackie Smith http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4808-0391
Melanie M. Hughes http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8724-5355
Samantha Plummer http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0331-0349

References

Alger, C. (2002). The emerging roles of NGOs in the UN system: From Article 71 to a Millennium People’s
Assembly. Global Governance, 8, 93–117.

Alvarez, S. E. (2009). Beyond NGO-ization? Reflections from Latin America. Development, 52(2), 175–184.
https://doi.org/10.1057/dev.2009.23

Antrobus, P. (2004). The global women’s movement: Origins, issues and strategies. Zed.
Babb, S. (2003). The IMF in sociological perspective: A tale of organizational slippage. Studies in Comparative

International Development, 38(2), 3–27. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02686266
Barnett, M., & Finnemore, M. (1999). The politics, power, and pathologies of international organizations.

International Organization, 53(4), 699–732. https://doi.org/10.1162/002081899551048
Beckfield, J. (2010). The social structure of the world polity. American Journal of Sociology, 115(4), 1018–1068.

https://doi.org/10.1086/649577

16 J. SMITH ET AL.

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4808-0391
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8724-5355
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0331-0349
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1057/dev.2009.23
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02686266
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1162/002081899551048
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1086/649577


Bennett, W. L. (2005). Social movements beyond borders: Understanding two eras of transnational activism. In
D. della Porta & S. Tarrow (Eds.), Transnational protest and global activism (pp. 203–226). Rowman &
Littlefield.

Berkovitch, N. (1999). From motherhood to citizenship: Women’s rights and international organizations. The
Johns Hopkins University Press.

Boli, J., & Thomas, G. M. (Eds.). (1999). Constructing world culture: International nongovernmental organiz-
ations since 1875. Stanford University Press.

Bond, P. (2012). Politics of climate justice: Paralysis above, movement below. University of Kwazulu-Natal Press.
Borgatti, S. (2002). Netdraw software for network visualization. Analytic Technologies.
Boyle, E. H., McMorris, B. J., & Gómez, M. (2002). Local conformity to international norms: The case of female

genital cutting. International Sociology, 17(1), 5–33. https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580902017001001
Bruno, K., & Karliner, J. (2002). Earthsummit.biz: The corporate takeover of sustainable development. Food

First Books.
Carroll, W. (2016). Expose, oppose, propose: Alternative policy groups and the struggle for global justice. Zed.
Charnovitz, S. (1997). Two centuries of participation: Ngos and international governance.Michigan Journal of

International Law, 18(Winter), 183–286. https://repository.law.umich.edu/mjil/vol18/iss2/1
Chase-Dunn, C., Kwon, R., Lawrence, K., & Inoue, H. (2011). Last of the hegemons?: U.S. decline and global

governance. International Review of Modern Sociology, 37(1), 1–29. www.jstor.org/stable/41421398
Clapp, J. (1994). The toxic waste trade with less-industrialised countries: Economic linkages and political alli-

ances. Third World Quarterly, 15(3), 505–518. https://doi.org/10.1080/01436599408420393
Clark, A. M. (2003). Diplomacy of conscience: Amnesty international and changing human rights norms.

Princeton University Press.
Conca, K. (1995). Greening the United Nations: Environmental Organisations and the UN system. Third

World Quarterly, 16(3), 441–457. https://doi.org/10.1080/01436599550035997
Conway, J. M. (2008). Reading Nairobi: Place, space, and difference at the 2007 world social forum. In J. Blau, &

M. Karides (Eds.), The world and the US social forums: A better world is possible and necessary (pp. 93–116).
Brill.

Desai, M. (2005). Transnationalism: The face of feminist politics post-Beijing. International Social Science
Journal, 57(184), 319–330. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2451.2005.553.x

Desai, M. (2015). Subaltern movements in India: Gendered geographies of struggle against neoliberal develop-
ment. Routledge.

Dufour, P., & Giraud, I. (2007). The continuity of transnational solidarities in the world March for women,
2000 and 2005: A collective Identity-building approach. Mobilization: An International Quarterly, 12(3),
307–322. https://doi.org/10.17813/maiq.12.3.tv24474575l71807

Dunford, R. (2017). Peasant activism and the rise of food sovereignty: Decolonising and democratising norm
diffusion? European Journal of International Relations, 23(1), 145–167. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1354066115614382

Dutt, M. (2000). Some reflections on United States women of color and the United Nations fourth world con-
ference on women and Ngo forum in Beijing, China. In B. G. Smith (Ed.), Global Feminisms since 1945 (pp.
305–313). Routledge.

Edwards, M. (2008). Just another emperor? The rise of philanthrocapitalism. Demos: A Network for Ideas and
Action.

Ewig, C., & Ferree, M. M. (2013). Feminist organizing: What’s old, what’s new? History, trends and issues. In G.
Waylen, K. Celis, J. Kantola, & S. L. Weldon (Eds.), Oxford handbook on gender and politics (pp. 437–443).
Oxford University Press.

Falcón, S. (2016). Power interrupted: Antiracist and feminist activists inside the United Nations. University of
Washington Press.

Ferguson, J. (1990). The anti-politics machine: ‘Development’. Depoliticization, and bureaucratic power in
Lesotho. Cambridge University Press.

Ferree, M. M., & Tripp, A. M. (Eds.). (2006). Global feminism: Transnational women’s activism, organizing and
human rights. NYU Press.

Finger, M. (1994). Ngos and transformation: Beyond social movement theory. In T. Princen & M. Finger
(Eds.), Environmental Ngos in world politics (pp. 48–67). Routledge.

GLOBALIZATIONS 17

https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580902017001001
https://repository.law.umich.edu/mjil/vol18/iss2/1
http://www.jstor.org/stable/41421398
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436599408420393
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436599550035997
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2451.2005.553.x
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.17813/maiq.12.3.tv24474575l71807
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066115614382
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066115614382


Ford, L. (2003). Challenging global environmental governance: Social movement agency and global civil
society. Global Environmental Politics, 3(2), 120–134. https://doi.org/10.1162/152638003322068254

Friedman, E. J. (2003). Gendering the agenda: The impact of the transnational women’s rights movement at the
UN conferences of the 1990s. Women’s Studies International Forum, 26(4), 313–331. https://doi.org/10.
1016/S0277-5395(03)00077-3

Friedman, E. J., Clark, A. M., & Hochstetler, K. (2005). Sovereignty, democracy, and global civil society: State-
society relations at the UN world conferences. State University of New York Press.

Goldman, M. (2005). Imperial nature: The World Bank and struggles for social justice in the age of globalization.
Yale University Press.

Goodman, J. (2009). From global justice to climate justice? Justice ecologism in an era of global warming. New
Political Science, 31(4), 499–514. https://doi.org/10.1080/07393140903322570

Goodman, J., & Salleh, A. (2013). The ‘green economy’: Class hegemony and counter-hegemony.
Globalizations, 10(3), 411–424. https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2013.787770

Haas, P. (1992). Introduction: Epistemic communities and international policy coordination. International
Organization, 46(1), 1–35. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300001442

Hadden, J. (2015). Networks in contention: Global civil society and the divisive politics of climate change.
Cambridge University Press.

Hammack, D. C., & Heydemann, S. (Eds.). (2009). Globalization, philanthropy, and civil society. Indiana
University Press.

Hertel, S. (2006). Unexpected power: Conflict and change among transnational activists. Cornell University
Press.

Hughes, M. M., Krook, M. L., & Paxton, P. (2015). Transnational women’s activism and the global diffusion of
gender quotas. International Studies Quarterly, 59(2), 357–372. https://doi.org/10.1111/isqu.12190

Hughes, M. M., Paxton, P., Quinsaat, S., & Reith, N. (2018). Does the global north still dominate the inter-
national women’s movement? A network analysis of women’s international nongovernmental organiz-
ations, 1978–2008. Mobilization: An International Quarterly, 23(1), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.17813/1086-
671X-23-1-1

Karliner, J. (1997). The corporate planet: Ecology and politics in the age of globalization. Sierra Club.
Keck, M., & Sikkink, K. (1998). Activists beyond borders. Cornell University Press.
Khagram, S. (2004). Dams and development: Transnational struggles for water and power. Cornell University

Press.
Lang, S. (2013). NGOs, civil society, and the public sphere. Cambridge University Press.
Markoff, J. (2013). Democracy’s past transformations, present challenges, and future prospects. International

Journal of Sociology, 43(2), 13–40. https://doi.org/10.2753/IJS0020-7659430201
McMichael, P. (2008). Peasants make their own history, but not just as they please. In S. M. Borras Jr., M.

Edelman, & C. Kay (Eds.), Transnational agrarian movements: Confronting globalization (pp. 37–60).
Wiley-Blackwell.

Moghadam, V. (2020). Globalization and social movements: The populist challenge and democratic alternatives
(3rd ed.). Rowman & Littlefield.

Moghadam, V. M. (2000). Transnational feminist networks: Collective action in the era of globalization.
International Sociology, 15(1), 57–85. https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580900015001004

Moghadam, V. M. (2005). Globalizing women: Transnational feminist networks. Johns Hopkins University
Press.

Morphet, S. (1996). NGOs and the environment. In P. Willetts (Ed.), The conscience of the world: The influence
of NGOs in the United Nations system (pp. 116–146). The Brookings Institution.

Naples, N., & Desai, M. (Eds.). (2002). Women’s activism and globalization: Linking local struggles and trans-
national politics. Routledge.

Nelson, P., & Dorsey, E. (2008). New rights advocacy: Changing strategies of development and human rights
NGOs. Georgetown University Press.

Patel, R., & Moore, J. (2018). A history of the world in seven cheap things. University of California Press.
Paul, J. (1999). NGO access at the UN: Comments for the report of the Secretary-General. Global Policy Forum.

Retrieved June 10, 2020, from https://www.globalpolicy.org/component/content/article/176-general/31440-
ngos-and-the-united-nations.html

18 J. SMITH ET AL.

https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1162/152638003322068254
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-5395(03)00077-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-5395(03)00077-3
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/07393140903322570
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2013.787770
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300001442
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/isqu.12190
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.17813/1086-671X-23-1-1
https://doi.org/10.17813/1086-671X-23-1-1
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.2753/IJS0020-7659430201
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580900015001004
https://www.globalpolicy.org/component/content/article/176-general/31440-ngos-and-the-united-nations.html
https://www.globalpolicy.org/component/content/article/176-general/31440-ngos-and-the-united-nations.html


Paxton, P., Hughes, M., & Green, J. (2006). The international women’s movement and women’s political rep-
resentation, 1893–2003. American Sociological Review, 71(6), 898–920. https://doi.org/10.1177/
000312240607100602

Price, R. (1998). Reversing the gun sights: Transnational civil society targets land mines. International
Organization, 52(3), 613–644. https://doi.org/10.1162/002081898550671

Pudrovska, T., & Ferree, M. M. (2004). Global activism in “virtual space”: The European women’s lobby in the
network of transnational women’s NGOs on the web. Social Politics: International Studies in Gender, State &
Society, 11(1), 117–143. https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxh028

Rajagopal, B. (2003). International law from below: Development, social movements, and third world resistance.
Cambridge University Press.

Reitan, R., & Gibson, S. (2012). Climate change or social change? Environmental and Leftist Praxis and parti-
cipatory action research. Globalizations, 9(3), 395–410. https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2012.680735

Ricciutelli, L., Miles, A., & McFadden, M. (Eds.). (2004). Feminist politics, activism, and vision: Local and global
challenges. Inanna Education.

Rothman, F. D., & Oliver, P. E. (2002). From local to global: The anti-Dammovement in Southern Brazil 1979–
1992. In J. Smith, & H. Johnston (Eds.), Globalization and resistance: Transnational dimensions of social
movements (pp. 115–131). Rowman & Littlefield.

Sargent, S. (2012). Transnational networks and United Nations human rights structural change: The future of
indigenous and minority rights. International Journal of Human Rights, 16(1), 123–151. https://doi.org/10.
1080/13642987.2011.622126

Sikkink, K. (2005). Patterns of dynamic multilevel governance and the insider-outsider coalition. In D. della
Porta & S. Tarrow (Eds.), Transnational protest and global activism (pp. 151–173). Rowman & Littlefield.

Sklair, L. (2001). The transnational capitalist class. Blackwell.
Slaughter, A.-M. (2004). A new world order. Princeton University Press.
Smith, J. (2008). Social movements for global democracy. Johns Hopkins University Press.
Smith, J. (2014). Counter-hegemonic networks and the transformation of global climate politics: Rethinking

movement-state relations. Global Discourse: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Current Affairs and Applied
Contemporary Thought, 4(1), 1–19. https://doi.org/10.1080/23269995.2013.874111

Smith, J., Gemici, B., Plummer, S., & Hughes, M. M. (2018). Transnational social movement organizations and
counter-hegemonic struggles today. Journal of World-Systems Research, 24(2), 372–403. https://doi.org/10.
5195/jwsr.2018.850

Smith, J., Plummer, S., & Hughes, M. M. (2017). Transnational contention and changing organizational Fields
in the Late-20th and early-21st centuries. Global Networks, 17(1), 3–22. https://doi.org/10.1111/glob.12152

Smith, J., & Wiest, D. (2012). Social movements in the world-system: The politics of crisis and transformation.
Russell Sage Foundation.

Snipstal, B. (2015). Repeasantization, agroecology, and the tactics of food sovereignty. Canadian Food Studies,
2(2), 164–173. https://doi.org/10.15353/cfs-rcea.v2i2.132

Snyder, M. (2006). Unlikely godmother: The UN and the global women’s movement. In M. M. Ferree & A. M.
Tripp (Eds.), Global feminism: Transnational women’s activism, organizing, and human rights (pp. 24–50).
NewYork University Press.

Staggenborg, S., & Lecomte, J. (2009). Social movement campaigns: Mobilization and outcomes in the
Montreal women’s movement community. Mobilization: An International Quarterly, 14(2), 163–180.
https://doi.org/10.17813/maiq.14.2.04l4240734477801

Suárez, S. M. (2013). Grassroots voices: The human rights framework in contemporary Agrarian struggles.
Journal of Peasant Studies, 40(1), 239–290. https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2011.652950

Tallberg, J., Sommerer, T., Squatrito, T., & Jönsson, C. (2013). The opening up of international organizations:
Transnational access in global governance. Cambridge University Press.

Towns, A. (2010). Women and states: Norms and hierarchies in international society. Cambridge University
Press.

Tripp, A. M. (2006). The evolution of transnational feminisms: Consensus, conflict, and new dynamics. In M.
M. Ferree & A. M. Tripp (Eds.), Global feminism: Transnational women’s activism, organizing, and human
rights (pp. 51–78). NewYork University Press.

True, J., & Mintrom, M. (2001). Transnational networks and policy diffusion: The case of gender mainstream-
ing. International Studies Quarterly, 45(1), 27–57. https://doi.org/10.1111/0020-8833.00181

GLOBALIZATIONS 19

https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240607100602
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240607100602
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1162/002081898550671
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxh028
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2012.680735
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13642987.2011.622126
https://doi.org/10.1080/13642987.2011.622126
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/23269995.2013.874111
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.5195/jwsr.2018.850
https://doi.org/10.5195/jwsr.2018.850
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/glob.12152
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.15353/cfs-rcea.v2i2.132
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.17813/maiq.14.2.04l4240734477801
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2011.652950
https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/0020-8833.00181


Tsutsui, K. (2018). Rights make might: Global human rights and minority social movements in Japan. Oxford
University Press.

Union of International Associations. [Multiple]. Yearbook of international organizations. Union of
International Associations.

West, L. A. (1999). The United Nations women’s conferences and feminist politics. In M. K. Meyer & E. Prügl
(Eds.), Gender politics in global governance (pp. 177–195). Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.

Willetts, P. (1996). From Stockholm to Rio and beyond: The impact of the environmental movement on the
United Nations consultative arrangements for NGOs. Review of International Studies, 22(1), 57–80. https://
doi.org/10.1017/S0260210500118455

Willetts, P. (2011). Non-governmental organizations in world politics: The construction of global governance.
Routledge.

Wilson, S., Sengupta, A., & Evans, K. (Eds.). (2006). Defending our dreams: Global feminist voices for a new
generation. Zed Books.

World Health Organization. 2000. Tobacco company strategies to undermine tobacco control activities at the
World Health Organisation. Committee of Experts on Tobacco Industry Documents, World Health
Organization. https://www.who.int/tobacco/resources/publications/general/who_inquiry/en/

Appendix

Table A1. Most Connected Environmental TSMOs in IGO Networks.
TSMO Ties to Treaty and Monitoring Bodies
TSMOs founded before 1990 TSMOs founded 1990 on
Greenpeace International (9) Birdlife International (7)
Friends of the Earth International (7) Wetlands International (6)
World Wide Fund for Nature (6) International Centre for Trade and Development (5)
International Council for Game and Wildlife Conservation (3) Mediterranean Information Office for Environment Culture

and Sustainable Development (4)
European Environmental Bureau (3) Eastern Caribbean Coalition for Environmental Awareness (3)
World Resources Institute (3) Climate Alliance (2)
International Union for Conservation of Nature and
Natural Resources (2)

Local Governments for Sustainability (2)

International Juridical Organization (2) Network on Environment and Sustainable Development in Africa (2)
Environmental Development Action in the Third World (2) Earth Action Network (2)
Worldwatch Institute (2) Green Cross International (2)

TSMO Ties to United Nations Agencies and Programmes
TSMOs founded before 1990 TSMOs founded 1990 on
International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural
Resources (16)

Global Vision Corporation (8)

Society for International Development (13) Mountain Forum (7)
Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom (10) International Centre for Trade and Development (6)
World Wide Fund for Nature (9) Arab NGO Network for Environment (5)
Friends of the Earth International (9) Local Governments for Sustainability (5)
Greenpeace International (9) Mediterranean Information Office for Environment Culture and

Sustainable Development (5)
International Federation of Organic Agriculture
Movements (6)

Green Cross International (5)

Population Action International (5) Global Alliance for Eco Mobility (5)
Environmental Development Action (5) International Coral Reef Action (4)
International Food Policy Research Institute (5) International Institute for Sustainable Development (4)
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Figure A2. Environmental TSMO Connections to IGOs by IGO Type.

Figure A1. Women’s TSMO Connections to IGOs by Founding Cohort, with Random Subset of TSMOs Founded
before 1990.
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