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Preface

Winter finally loosens its grip on Malm� and signs of a much
longed for spring begin to show as I add the final elements to a
book that has much too long a history. A recurrent question in in-
terviews during the course of this project has been why I have
chosen to write about the AIDS epidemic rather than a more
common theme in international-relations scholarship. Why under-
take the investigation of what is currently one of the most divisive
topics in terms of both policy and scholarly discourse?

I still have no answer to this question, but a growing under-
standing of the severity of the HIV/AIDS pandemicÑand of the
human suffering associated with itÑhas added a human dimen-
sion to my international studies that has been stimulating.
Moreover, a consequence of studying and writing about HIV/AIDS
has been an increasingly felt need to contribute something useful,
however insignificant: that is, I wish to offer what I can to the
many people I have had the privilege to meet who have helped me
realize the relative insignificance of the problems with which I
must struggle in comparison with the ones linked to HIV/AIDS
that they must face every day. Thinking about the spirit with
which AIDS activists from all walks of life approach AIDS poli-
ticsÑalways seeing in terms of possibilities rather than
obstaclesÑcontinues to enrich me. Thus, on a personal note,
writing about AIDS has broadened my own perspectives, giving
me added strength to deal with the problems that I face myself.

This change in perspectives has been useful but has also cre-
ated certain problems. Scholarly production is inundated with
petty details and paraphernalia that sometimes seem counterpro-
ductive from the point of view of action. In other words, sometimes
form takes precedence over content. This study is an attempt to
accomplish two goals; both a scholarly product of high quality, and
a useful analysis from the perspectives of AIDS practitioners.
These goals are not evidently reconcilable at the same time, and
there is a latent risk that I have reached none of them.
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Numerous colleagues and friends have assisted me during the
project. My thoughts first go to the many people who have volun-
teered their time for interviews and talks. Without their firsthand
reflections on the global governance of AIDS, this type of study
would not have been possible. A list of their names is provided at
the end of this book. Moreover, my adviser, Christer J�nsson,
more than anyone else, has had the ability to see beyond my first
feeble attempts at scholarly work. His patience has encouraged
me to continue in spite of sometimes ample evidence of poor judg-
ment on my part. The opportunity to work together with Christer
on the International Cooperation in Response to AIDS project
broke new ground for me, providing an opportunity to work pro-
fessionally alongside established scholarsÑincluding Leon Gor-
denker and Roger Coate, who deserve sincere appreciation for
allowing me, as a fresh graduate student, the chance to work basi-
cally on an equal level during the AIDS project. The present thesis
should be seen as a continuation of that beneficial collaborative
relationship.

To Roger, again, goes my deep gratitude for his unselfish assis-
tance during my stay as a Fulbright fellow at the University of
South CarolinaÑassistance and encouragement that continues
today. Roger has helped me in ways too numerous to list here
completely, including providing welcome companionship to my en-
tire family. RogerÕs generosity and good spirits (he showed me
that research can also be fun!) during many research and confer-
ence trips was significant in encouraging my interests toward the
theme of global governance as a focus for research. I hope our
friendship will continue.

Annica Young Kronsell and I have worked together for five
years now, and I have enjoyed every minute of it. As a scholar she
has had the strength to break new ground that has served as in-
spiration for me, and, as a friend, she has put up with my frustra-
tions and complaints, as the arduous, and not always clear, re-
search process has continued. Magnus Jerneck and Kristian
Sj�vik took time to read a first version of the final product and
gave me not only valuable comments and criticisms but also the
energy to muster yet even more energy, which was indispensable
in taking the thesis across the finish line. For that, I am ex-
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tremely grateful. I also wish to thank Karin B�ckstrand, Patrik
Hall, and Tina J�nsson, who offered gentle and accurate advice,
which proved valuable in the final stages. In fact, the entire De-
partment of Political Science at Lund University has provided
valuable feedback during seminarsÑnot to mention many much-
appreciated laughs. Jolyon Helterman assisted with excellent
copy-editing of the final manuscript and Mikael Sundstr�m de-
signed the cover. Both added significantly toward making this
book a better product.

Lastly, and most importantly, Caroline, Alexander, and Rob-
ertÑmy familyÑare always at the center of my heart. Without
their love and affection, I would not have made it through this
process. I also want to thank my parents for encouragement and
support along the way.

Financial support has been forthcoming from several sources.
First, the Bank of Sweden Tercentenary Foundation has spon-
sored two research projects in which I have been involved. The
Swedish Institute and the Fulbright Commission enabled me to
spend a year at the Institute of International Studies at the Uni-
versity of South Carolina. Thanks also go to the Institute staff,
who made my stay their pleasant and productive. Moreover, travel
grants from the School of Social Sciences at Lund University, the
International Studies Association and the Foundation Lars Hierta
are also thankfully acknowledged.

Despite all of the gracious assistance given me over the course of
this project, I take full responsibility for any errors found within.

Peter S�derholm
Malm�, spring 1997
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Chapter One

Introduction

Is the present state of the global governance of AIDS indicative of
a postsovereignty global organization? The development of co-
operative relationships aimed at curing the world of the many
scourges plaguing it stands out as the principal challenge for the
twenty-first century. In that context, the Acquired Immuno-
deficiency Syndrome (AIDS) pandemic carries particular weight.
Predictions indicate that, by the year 2000, as many as 110 mil-
lion people may be infected with the Human Immunodeficiency
Virus (HIV), the virus causing AIDS (Mann et al. 1992: 3). This
study looks at the many and varying efforts by individuals and or-
ganizations to cope with the AIDS pandemic. In spite of the fact
that AIDS is occurring at a time of hitherto unreached heights of
scientific medical knowledge, of economic resources that surpass
those of any previous era, and of organizations well established for
the management of pressing problems, AIDS continues to run its
course. Failure to halt effectively the spread of AIDSÑa global
problem of considerable magnitudeÑconstitutes a genuine puzzle
that invites intriguing questions about the prospects for global
governance in the twenty-first century (cf. Rosenau & Durfee
1995: 188).

AIDS concerns everybody. The disease links life and death: the
same sexual act that contains the seeds of life, contains those of
death at the same time. With AIDS, the personal is in a very real
sense political. The most intimate of situations is what must be
problematized and become the focus for large-scale programs.
Current human organization, dominated by state governments,
has had serious problems in affecting the issue of AIDS in any
substantial wayÑa reality that indicates clearly the dire need for
organizational innovation.
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Of the countless attempts to formulate proactive responses to
this pressing issue, those that aim to establish stable partnerships
across the intergovernmental-nongovernmental divide are the fo-
cus of this study. Establishing durable institutions encompassing
intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) and nongovernmental or-
ganizations (NGOs) that reach from the global to the local has
been a central concern for decisionmakers on all levels. As of yet,
however, the forms this cooperation should assume remain elu-
sive. Indeed, the question of whether the AIDS epidemic is at all
affected by governance responses seems warranted. Are we wit-
nessing a Òglobal epidemic out of controlÓ (Mann et al. 1992:1)?

Following recognition in 1981, AIDS soon became the focus of
intense activity by a large number of individuals and organiza-
tions representing a vast spectrum of interests, values, and re-
sources (see Gordenker et al. 1995). In many respects, the factors
that obtain regarding the AIDS issue seem as valid and common
as in the processes for developing cooperative response to other is-
sue areas, including the protection of the earthÕs physical envi-
ronment, the alleviation of poverty, and so on. Thus, it is possible
that this case study may shed light on some possibilities for fur-
ther studies of other issues and problems that show a similar high
degree of interdependence between actors and that touch on sev-
eral historically pertinent structural configurations and power
practices (cf. Rosenau 1990: 106).

Judged specifically from the case of the AIDS issue, relation-
ships among and between NGOs, governments, and IGOs are
changing, possibly diminishing the domination of governments
and big international NGOs. Action-oriented networks, assembled
on ad hoc basis for the explicit purpose of a particular objective,
have evolved, and enduring contacts have been established that
warrant close investigation. Old, experienced NGOs exist side by
side with newly founded ones, and organizations with broad man-
dates coexist with more specialized and narrowly focused ones.
Methods differ considerably: some favor negotiations and struggle
for close connections with governments, while others stage high-
visibility demonstrations and encourage civil disobedience.

The Joint United Nations AIDS Programme (UNAIDS)Ñan
IGOÑhas included people with HIV/AIDS, along with NGOs, on
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its governing board and has routinely involved NGOs of various
sorts in all stages of policy development. Together, they contribute
an important voice in an increasingly global dialogue over who
gets what in terms of scarce resources, legitimacy and recognition
in AIDS governance, as well as when and how. The focus of this
study is on how these institutional developments have been gen-
erated. After a thorough analysis of the global governance of
AIDS, the intriguing question of whether the organizational inno-
vations spurred on by AIDS also indicates the birth of an entirely
new type of international organization is briefly addressed. Is
global governance of AIDS an instance of postsovereignty global
organization?

Global Governance, the UN, and NGOs

AIDS provides a singular opportunity for the study of evolving
partnerships between IGOs and NGOs. As will be elaborated in
the pages to follow, international cooperation in response to AIDS
has, in a relatively short period of timeÑten yearsÑinfluenced a
move of global governance in the direction of deepened and broad-
ened partnerships between IGOs and NGOs. AIDS, then, is some-
thing of a model case for studying this process. In a preface to a
book on the topic, the former UN secretary-general Boutros
Boutros-Ghali reflected on the dramatic change in the way the UN
conducted its business. In his view, NGOs have within the space
of a few years become Òfull participants in international lifeÓ
(Boutros-Ghali 1996: 7). Boutros-GhaliÕs reflection is readily cor-
roborated, and modified, by empirical observations. Willets, for in-
stance, concludes that the UN can Òbe characterized as being open
to influence not just by established NGOs but by diverse elements
from a whole social movementÓ (Willets 1996: 58). The number of
NGOs currently operating at or near UN headquarters in New
York and around the various specialized agency headquarters is
rising steadily, and NGO participation in the global conferences
arranged by the UN is also expanding. Indeed, to say that NGOs
form important actors in world politics will probably not cause any
raised eyebrows.
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The end of the Cold War has seen remarkable changes in the
opportunities for the UN to act in accordance with its charter but
also has triggered a legitimacy crisis as the increased expectations
have not been coupled with speedy delivery of peace, security, and
human well-being. The fiftieth anniversary of the UN pushed
authors and publicists to dwell on how to make the organization
more effective. SuggestionsÑgoing beyond the standard prescrip-
tions of administrative and fiscal reform, such as streamlining
budgetary processes and enlarging the Security Council to include
the major centers of state powerÑinvariably argued for the de-
mocratization and pluralization of the global policy process and
the involvement of NGOs more fully in the work of the organiza-
tion (e.g. The Commission on Global Governance 1996).

The issue for the UN concerns whether it will be able to trans-
form itself from a conduit for major statesÕ power and struggle for
domination (Schechter 1994) into an organization based on partic-
ipation and partnership that takes part in what Alger calls the ar-
ticulation of global values (Alger 1980). AIDS spearheaded devel-
opments currently underway at the UN more generally, but
UNAIDS moves ahead of even the last resolution on UN-NGO
consultative relations (ECOSOC Res. 1996/31), as it includes
NGOs as nonvoting members in its highest decisionmaking body.
Thus, with AIDS, the clear distinction between Òparticipation
without voteÓ accorded to nonmember states and specialized agen-
cies (UN Charter articles 69 and 70) and ÒconsultationÓ accorded
to selected NGOs (UN Charter article 71) has lost its relevance. To
be sure, member governments continue to sit in the driverÕs seat
constitutionally, but that position is challenged.

Some Problems with Partnerships

At first glance, the problem of partnerships may seem easy
enough to solve. A brief introduction of some of the problems asso-
ciated with this process gives a different picture. Perhaps the
most apparent paradox lies in the UNÕs constitutional base in
state sovereignty as expressed in article 2(7): ÒNothing contained
in the present charter shall authorize the United Nations to inter-
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vene in matters which are essentially within the domestic juris-
diction of any state.Ó The same dilemma applies to UNAIDS. Di-
rect contact with NGOs unauthorized by national governments is
banned legally. As those working against a particular govern-
ment, or merely critical of it, are oftentimes the ones most critical
to reach, this legal obstruction proves even more cumbersome.
Constitutionally, UN-NGO relations are still very much of a one-
way street. NGOs, to be eligible for accreditation, have to Òsupport
the work of the United Nations,Ó and the Òaims and purposes of
the organization [NGO] shall be in conformity with the spirit,
purposes and principles of the charter of the United NationsÓ
(E/1996/58: paras 2 & 3).

The need to cooperate under constitutionally awkward condi-
tions has plagued cooperation efforts for the entire era of the
UNÑbut also under the League of Nations. Murphy refers to
Mary Parker Follet, an early interorganization theorist who tested
her ideas on the Geneva specialized agencies in the 1930s, as
those were forced to devise cooperative structures between
autonomous agencies, equally autonomous national governments,
and NGOs such as the Red Cross in their efforts to rebuild war-
torn societies (Murphy 1996). The problem, therefore, is hardly
new. Sadly enough, though, knowledge about the processes in-
volved is still rudimentary.

Other problems are also salient. Donini (1996) refers to UN-
NGO relations as a structured bureaucracy colliding with the Òfree
spirits,Ó as the UN, forced to abide by strict procedural rules of ac-
countability, tries to cooperate with NGOs embodying the essence
of product orientation. A perceived need among civil servants not
to break any political sensitivitiesÑor to cut any cornersÑclashes
with the NGOsÕ desire to cut every corner in order to get projects
and programs off the ground. This contradiction poses a serious
dilemma: that is, there is no win/win solution to be found. Proce-
dural rules, consultations with concerned parties, and the like are
crucial in a bureaucratic process purporting to be democratic. De-
mocracy can get bogged down in seemingly endless discussion and
debates, thus clashing with demands of efficiency and effective-
ness. This also concerns NGO participation, since too many NGOs
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eager to deliver statements can transform every international fo-
rum into one purely of debate.

Furthermore, there is the perennial problem of whether those
that take up valuable space in deliberations are actually those
that are crucial in terms of power over outcomes, that hold issue-
specific knowledge and expertise, or that represent individuals
who are affected in the end. The sovereignty-based interpretation
of representativity in terms of government is, needless to say, fal-
tering. The UN welcomes many dictators with dubious methods
and track records of violating human rights, while effectively
shutting out a number of legitimate NGOs. That may be an easily
recognizable reality, but the question of what should replace that
principle remains open. NGOs, in some cases, are clearly just as
biased as governments. Criteria for distinguishing the profession-
als from the charlatans are lacking, and this reality is essential to
the question of what this transformative process is all about.

Lastly, NGO participation invites doubts as to the competence
of IGOs and governments. With WHO, for instance, NGOs chal-
lenge the allegedly apolitical nature of health work embodied by
the predominantly medically trained staff of the organization.
Many NGOs claim that AIDS cannot be treated as a purely scien-
tific problem and cured with traditional medical approaches. AIDS
is a political disease just as much as a medical disorder. The tech-
nical competence of staffÑoften brought up as a vital asset and a
considerable advantage of WHO in deliberations with donor gov-
ernmentsÑmay be questioned, and new forms of competence,
called for. The same doubts can be raised regarding other IGOs as
well.

The Academic Study of Global Governance

Academics focusing on international organization have also only
begun to study this process of transition. Falling in between tradi-
tional academic categoriesÑoutside international relations (IR)
scholarship through its inclusion of locally based actors, on the
one hand, and beyond classical sociology and political science
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given the global structures and processes under investigation, on
the otherÑglobal governance awaits appropriation.

The poor state of theory is particularly detrimental for under-
standing NGOs. The study of NGOs, as noted by John Farrington
and Anthony Bebbington, is of a fairly recent origin. The
Òconceptual tools (and empirical information) for understanding
them as sociological phenomena are still at an early stage of their
developmentÓ (Farrington & Bebbington: 29). Moreover, until re-
cently, what has been produced exists in anecdotal form outside of
the leading journals of IR, political science, and sociology
(Cooperrider & Passmore 1991). Even research explicitly targeting
international organization and organizations, frequently overlook
NGOs (cf. Willets 1996: n3-n5). The very term NGO, undoubtedly
a way out of a Òdefinitional quagmireÓ (Najam 1996: 5), may be an
unhappy solution, as it fails to acknowledge the enormous diver-
sity of the category and portray NGOs simply as that which they
are not; but, since it is the term used by the UN Charter, it will be
used here as well (cf. McCoy & Cully 1993: 12).

Even from the short discussion of AIDS above, it is clear that
the traditional ontology positing states as the only relevant actors
has been abandoned in favor of a worldview acknowledging a mul-
titude of different actors linked together in complex social, politi-
cal, and economic patterns and engaged in several different prac-
tices: an ontology of postsovereignty.

This does not imply that the material capabilities either of
states or controlled by states are all gone, that national identities
have become void, or that governmental and intergovernmental
political structures are negligibleÑworld revolution is not around
the corner! But, again, the current erosion of sovereignty is not
likely to go away either. NGOs are theoretically interesting foci
since they have an ability to influence social change processes
from the local to the global levels (Willets 1996). As governments
and IGOsÑand, for that matter, NGOsÑare incapable of single-
handedly mustering the resources necessary for designing and
implementing large-scale global programs, cooperative processes
aimed at the establishment of global rules, norms, procedures, and
policies are a proper and urgent focus of social scientific study.
The ambitious goals of the UN Charter and the many goals of
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governments, NGOs, and people around the world all require
some degree of cooperation. UN organizations offer a place where
cooperation can, and does, occur with relatively low transaction
costs, and constitute historically important loci of governance. The
continuing reassessment and reinterpretation of both the theory
and practice of sovereignty (cf. Camilleri and Falk 1992:199) that
these crises have spurned are far from completed. The point to be
made is that a thorough examination of sovereignty-based theory
is warranted, at least a start in the process of reassessment (cf.
Camilleri and Falk 1992: 236-257; Cox 1992).

The lack of postsovereignty-based theoretical traditions coin-
cides with heightened debate in IR scholarshipÑindeed, in social
science in generalÑon possibilities of postpositivist epistemolo-
gies. The dominating assumptions of positivism appear to be los-
ing their grip on scholars. Two recent textbooks convincingly ar-
gue the point. Steve Smith, Ken Booth, and Marysia ZalewskiÕs
International Theory: Positivism and Beyond and Scott Burchill
and Andrew LinklaterÕs Theories of International Relations, both
published in 1996, attempt to sketch a postpositivist research
agenda for international studies.

Although the term positivism is itself contested, I take posi-
tivism to rest on two interrelated fundamental assumptions, both
of which are challenged in this study (cf. Smith 1996: 16). First,
positivism entails a quest to ÒdiscoverÓ objectively existing laws
that cause the observed phenomena. Secondly, positivism rests on
the possibility of observing these phenomena from an uncontested
position outside the studied process. The researcher can thus be
removed from the studied subject. This is a dangerous assump-
tionÑone that is irreconcilable with the growing realization of the
necessarily sociocultural and context-determined conditions of the
researcher. It is therefore folly to believe that research can be an
ÒobjectiveÓ search for societal laws. Awareness of the political na-
ture of research and transient nature of knowledge is central to
the postpositivist epistemology held here.

This fundamental epistemological move carries two implica-
tions. First, theories cannot be conceived as politically neutral
tools that provide better or worse explanations of a process. In-
stead theories can only provide partial, aspectual understanding:
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by highlighting certain aspects and rendering others a place in the
darkness, theories display a limited reality. Second, removing the
assumptions of immutable and inevitable objective laws implies a
possibility of real change. Taken together, they imply that a dif-
ferent social, political, and economic order becomes conceivable
and that the researcher plays a part in this process (cf. Smith
1996).

A postsovereignty ontology and a postpositivist epistemology
form the metatheoretical backdrop of this study. Since I try to un-
derstand a specific process, concrete theoretical tools built on that
metatheoretical ground are necessary. Since the belief in the pos-
sibility of one undisputed operationalization has been discarded, a
multitheoretical approach has been chosen. Such an approach can
demonstrate practically the limited understandings offered by
single theories as well as avoid of sneaking in claims of having
found the Òbest explanation.Ó Rather, three separate stories will
be told, each from a different theoretical framework.

The Research Problem

From these brief introductory remarks can be derived a statement
of purpose. The main purpose of this study is to understand how
and why global governance of the AIDS epidemic has changed in
terms of the status and involvement of nonstate actors during the
last decade. Related to this empirical ambition is a theoretical
goal. The AIDS case will be analyzed using three different per-
spectivesÑin order to demonstrate the usefulness of a multitheo-
retical approach to global governance.

The discussion so far unfolds in two interrelated, but distinct,
parts. First, the ontological starting point needs backing. A brief
look at global governance as practiced regarding other issues will
be given here. The ambition is to give empirical support of the
usefulness of departing from a postsovereignty ontology for under-
standing AIDS. The empirical reason for this ontology will be fol-
lowed by theoretical reasons. The primary concern in the next
part is a discussion of a postpositivist epistemology. The lines of
inquiry are basically that research matters politically and, hence,
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cannot be seen as a neutral or objective mirror of reality. Instead,
theories highlight only limited parts of the real world, offering but
partial understandings. First, however, a short introduction to the
epidemiology and etiology of the HIV/AIDS epidemic is offered,
with the ambition of demonstrating the postsovereignty character
of the AIDS epidemic.

AIDS from a Medical Perspective

Although this is not a medical study, the etiologyÑthat is, the
causes of diseaseÑand the epidemiologyÑthe study of how and
where disease is transmittedÑare of primary importance when
trying to understand responses and efforts to stop it. The virus
limits the range of possible responses. AIDS, as commonly under-
stood, is a pathological state caused by the Human Immuno-
deficiency Virus (HIV). Infection with the virus can manifest itself
through a wide variety of clinical conditions. Although the term
syndrome may connote many different manifestations, it is now
clear that HIV infection does lead to AIDS. Hence, we are not
talking about a syndrome with different causative agents; AIDS is
just one disease.

Just like other diseases, AIDS is the result of an infection,
much as tuberculosis is caused by KochÕs bacillus (cf. Grmek 1990:
33). HIV belongs to a class of viruses called retroviruses, only dis-
covered some thirty years ago. These viruses linger within the
host organism, without destroying the cells at once; thus. HIV also
belongs to the category Òlenti-viruses.Ó Retroviruses contain an
enzyme, reverse transcriptase, that enables them to enter into
symbiosis with the host rather than killing it. Once on the inside,
HIV uses the host to multiply itself through the normal process of
cellular division. Only in 1976 did the intellectual underpinnings
evolve to allow discovery of such viruses (Grmek 1990). This coin-
cides in time with the silent spread of HIV, prior to its detection in
1981. Undoubtedly, the poor knowledge of this kind of viruses con-
tributed to the slowness of the response. Without knowledge of
what was causing the incidence of rare forms of skin cancer and
pneumoniaÑincluding whether they were even related to each
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other and whether the patients had anything in commonÑit is dif-
ficult to do anything to prevent it.

Thus, most viruses behave differently, putting themselves in
opposition to the hostÕs cells. With HIV, the only way of killing the
virus is to kill the cells that contain them. Once embedded, HIV
can hide for long periods of time, silently multiplying. HIV has a
particular preference for T4 lymphocytes, the backbone of the im-
mune system, but attacks all cells that have the CD4 molecule on
their membranesÑone that is common also in the central nervous
system and in the brain. HIV is apparently fatalÑno-one so far
has beaten the virusÑalthough the time an infected person can
live with AIDS can be considerable, particularly persons under
treatment with those life-prolonging drugs available.

The Process of Infection

The process of infection starts off much as with the common cold.
After initial exposure to HIV, the virus multiplies rampantly in
the body, causing flulike symptomsÑmuscle ache, diarrhea, mild
fever, and sore throat. Also, these symptoms, not particularly un-
usual or remarkable, disappear rather quickly. After this period of
viral activity, the infected person enters a period of chronic infec-
tion, during which the virus Òsleeps.Ó The only way of noticing the
virus during this Òlatency periodÓ is through biological tests. This
is also the case for the carriers themselves, who may thus trans-
mit the virus to others unknowingly. Only minor clinical signs,
such as swollen lymph nodes, indicate HIV infection, but there
need not be any visible sign of infection at all.

During this time, infected persons seem healthy and are able to
continue living as before. But, under certain conditions, the viral
agents start to kill T4 lymphocytes, paving the way for oppor-
tunistic infections, for natural defenses are no longer operative.
Advanced forms of infection can include the inability of the im-
mune system to provide any sort of balance between viral repro-
duction and ordinary cellular division. Not only is the immune
system destroyed by HIV, but the very process of immune re-
sponse actually speeds up the replication of viral agents as con-
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tained within the T4 lymphocytes. KaposiÕs sarcoma, Pneumocis-
tis cariini, neurological effects, cancer of the cervix, and a wide
range of other clinical manifestations follow, none of them fatal in
its own right. Yet they are life-threatening in the absence of effec-
tive immune response, and, ultimately, the person dies. Although
several different strains of the virus have now been isolatedÑ the
most common simply labeled HIV-1 and HIV-2Ñno significant dif-
ferences are extant regarding the modes of transmission or the
progression of the disease between the two.

The long latency period provides extraordinary challenges for
public health. Without the possibility of detecting infected indi-
viduals for targeted education campaigns or other public health
measures, broad campaigns directed at everyone are the only
method. With no trace of the disease, moreover, scapegoating and
blame have been directed at larger groupsÑthe so-called high-risk
groups. The scant knowledge of the epidemiology of HIV gave rea-
son to believe that the virus attacked only homosexual men, drug
users, Haitians, and hemophiliacsÑgiven the apparently high in-
cidence of cases within these particular groups. These groups were
often singled out and castigated before more accurate knowledge
of the true behavior of HIV was found.

HIV is communicable, but not contagious: that is, casual con-
tact does not transmit the virus from one person to another. The
virus travels by means of bodily fluids such as blood and semen.
Sexual intercourse is by far the most common mode of transmis-
sion, but receivers of both blood and products derived from blood
risk infection as well. Mother-to-child transmissionÑwhether in
utero, during birth, or through breast-feedingÑis also common.
The sharing of needles, common among injecting drug users, actu-
ally transmits the virus because of the tendency of an individualÕs
blood to draw back into the syringe before it is passed on to the
next person, but unclean needles themselves can also spread the
virus. Simple bleaching or heating of needles and other piercing
instruments, however, suffices to kill HIV. Direct contact between
infected bodily fluids and an individualÕs blood is the most effec-
tive means of transmission.

However, the virus can also enter the body through the mucous
membranes, making sexual intercourse the most common high-
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risk practice. Between 75 and 85 percent of all infections were
transmitted through unprotected sexual intercourseÑwhere het-
erosexual intercourse accounts for 70 percent. Five percent of
infections are from infected blood or blood products, and another 5
to 10 percent are from unclean injection equipment. Among chil-
dren, more than 90 percent were infected by their mother before
or during birth or through breast-feeding. Approximately 35 per-
cent of all infants born to infected mothers become infected
themselves (UNAIDS 1996).

The epidemiological patterns of HIV resemble those of sexually
transmitted diseases (STDs) in general. Historically STDs have
proven extremely cumbersome to prevent or control. Interventions
to control and prevent STDs rely to a large extent on curative
rather than preventive measures. Almost no society discusses sex
and sexual practices freely and without hesitation. The early con-
nection between homosexual sex and HIV further reinforced the
taboos on discussing transmission routes and educational cam-
paigns. Still, education coupled with condom distribution stands
out as the only viable AIDS-prevention strategy in the absence of
vaccines. Avoiding behavior that places oneself at risk of exposure
is, in truth, the only completely failsafe option. And even today,
ten years into the epidemic, sex education and condom availability
are disputed in many societies. Many people still find the embar-
rassment and costs associated with condom use too overwhelming,
opting instead to continue to put themselves as well as the other
members of the society at risk.

Global Predictions of HIV/AIDS

Tragically, all estimates indicate that we are in for a long and dif-
ficult road in terms of the AIDS issue. Official reports to UNAIDS
indicate the existence of 1,393,649 cases of AIDS in adults and
children worldwide as of 30 June 1996. And that figure is only the
tip of the iceberg: taking the extensive underreporting and under-
recognition into account, UNAIDS estimates more than 7.7 million
AIDS cases since the onset of the epidemic in 1981. HIV/AIDS is
now being transmitted in every corner of the world making it a
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truly global epidemicÑa pandemic. From the perspective of AIDS,
the world is one. So, a vaccine today, even if effectively distrib-
uted, does nothing to prevent the deaths of the already infected. It
would, of course, be a valuable tool in the efforts to prevent fur-
ther transmission. UNAIDS estimates that about eight-five
hundred new infections occur each day, amounting roughly to one
new infection every ten seconds.

It goes beyond saying that the virus itself exerts a profound in-
fluence on the kinds of responses and efforts made thus far to
check the pandemic as well as planned activities for the future,
butÑwithout downplaying the significance of the virological basis
for the diseaseÑequally pressing concerns have also arisen. Issues
of social and economic character have from the onset been trailing
the spread of HIV itself. ÒAIDS has catastrophically costly conse-
quences,Ó writes the World Bank (1993: 100). Not only is AIDS an
extremely costly disease in terms of medication and needs for
healthcare in hospitals. The main economic consequence lies in
the tendency of AIDS to hit people of productive and child-
producing ages. The majority of newly infected are between fifteen
and twenty-four years of age (UNAIDS 1996). Labor shortage and
loss of family breadwinners have severe consequences for the abil-
ity of households to support themselves.

Moreover, as do all epidemics, AIDS reveals societal prejudices
and brings to the fore discrimination and stigmatization. The ten-
dency to hit already marginalized groups the hardest has only
served to reinforce this historically so prevalent pattern. Quaran-
tine, open discrimination, evictions, termination of work contracts,
refusals at health centers, and so forth have proven equally pain-
ful experiences for People with AIDS (PWAs).

These etiological and epidemiological characteristics designate
HIV/AIDS as a formidable challenge. Like no other issue, AIDS
embodies the modern era. ÒWith its links to sex, drugs, blood, and
informatics, and with the sophistication of its evolution and its
strategy for spreading itself, AIDS expresses our era,Ó writes
Mirkko Grmek in an early history of the epidemic (Grmek 1990:
xii). Coping with the AIDS pandemic requires the highest levels of
transnational collaboration involving everyone affected, those
with control of needed resources, and everyone with technical
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knowledge pertaining to disease control and prevention. AIDS is a
global challenge.

Even this brief description of HIV is sufficient to make appar-
ent the problems of choosing any of the state-centered ontologies
as a starting point. Three aspects stand out as particularly cum-
bersome: AIDS connects people irrespective of state borders, and
the absence of ÒAIDS markersÓ makes detection and subsequent
interception at the borders practically useless; AIDS involves po-
litical sensitivities that governments have historically had
problems dealing with; and unless AIDS is stopped globally, it will
continue to spread. Hence, AIDS, epistemologically speaking, can
be seen as a postsovereignty epidemic.

Some involved in AIDS governance continue to see the world as
essentially comprised of states and state entities, while others
conceive of the world differently. At its most abstract level, global
governance of AIDS concerns a clash between competing ontolo-
gies. With the current organization partly based in sovereignty
and partly transgressing it, global governance of AIDS is bound to
encounter contradictions and paradoxes. For a scholar in such a
situation, it seems most useful to embark on a study of these is-
sues from an ontology that harbors both: one that does not privi-
lege states, but that does not exclude them either.

How, more concretely, can one conceptualize such an ontology?
The next chapter inquires directly into this issue.
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Chapter Two

Global Governance

Why does the global governance of AIDS present a problem for in-
ternational studies? One answer can be found in the disturbing
reliance on a constructed dichotomy between inside state borders
and outside state bordersÑparticularly with IR theories but, in
reality, with social theory generally (Walker 1995: 306). This dis-
tinction has reduced political study to either that which occurs
within states or that which occurs between them. The question of
ontology, therefore, is more difficult to resolve than by simply bor-
rowing from nearby disciplines, such as political science and
sociology.

The oddity of the current domination of state-centered theory is
its relatively late ascendancy. The worldÕs first IR chair in the
world, in 1919 at University College in Wales, was devoted to the
study of social relations in their widest extent (Scholte 1993: 13).
Perhaps the turn of the century, and a few decades after that, is
the zenith of state-dominated views, a reality supported by such
IGOs as the League of Nations and the UN. Theories reflecting
and legitimizing state centrality were created to facilitate and
stabilize state control. Walker sees sovereignty as a Òdiscourse of
limits,Ó marking the extremity of where political analysis may
venture, the kinds of questions researchers may ask, and so forth.
(Walker 1993: 34). Typical for state-centered IR theory is the ab-
sence of problematization of statehood: statesÕ borders are taken
for granted.

Understanding during formative moments is difficult. Particu-
larly tricky to handle are constitutive dichotomies (Bartelson
1993: 10), such as the inside/outside problem in the social sci-
encesÑthe territory-based separation of the global from the
domestic. The easiest way out, perhaps, is to maintain the realistsÕ
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insistence on the impossibility of international community but to
allow for the possibility of an international society (Bull & Watson
1984) of states, in spite of anarchy. This breaks the ever-
continuing balancing of power posited by (neo)realism in favor of
an anarchical society (Bull 1977). However, the English school
does nothing by way of explaining governance as conceptualized in
this study, and even less to avoid privileging states as the only
relevant and legitimate actor in world politics.

Another solution is to posit an interrelation between the global
and the domesticÑas proposed by Putnam (1988) with Òtwo-level
games,Ó and Rosenau (1990) in his ÒbifurcatedÓ global system ap-
proach. Although these approaches represent attempts to escape
the sovereignty straitjacket, adding levels seems merely to in-
crease confusion and, moreover, serves to reify the distinction. The
answer seems to be that (1) global relations should not be per-
ceived as different from other relations, (2) that global organi-
zations should not be seen as different from other forms of organi-
zation, and (3) that global institutionalized practices and ideas
should be treated similarly to other institutions.

In regard to sociology, it appears that, after leaving the univer-
salistic movement and the positive sociology of Comte, Marx, and
Saint-Simon, it, too, has proceeded as if societies were isolated
from one another. Classical sociologists such as Durkheim, Weber,
and T�nnies concentrated on national societies. Frequently, these
societies compared, in a quest for trajectories common to all soci-
eties. The question posed has been in regard to which configura-
tions of social, economic, and political forces make up the state at
a particular moment of interest (cf. Krasner 1988: 67). Relations
between societies should be dealt with by IR (Robertson 1992: 8Ð
31). Those sociologists who have ventured outside state-centered
sociology have frequently embraced a realist view of relations be-
tween states (e.g. Giddens 1985). Thus, the border between IR and
sociology has been maintained, and the state, taken for granted as
final arbiter of relations and processes.
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A Post-Westphalian Ontology

A term that denotes a post-Westphalian worldview and that has
taken on some notoriety in recent years is global governance. In
the combination of the two concepts ÒglobalÓ and Ògovernance,Ó
two implications are intended. First, Òglobal,Ó rather than the his-
torically more common Òinternational,Ó is meant to imply that ac-
tors and structures are more varied and inclusive than are states
and interstate relations. Second, Ògovernance,Ó rather than
Òrelations,Ó is intended to convey a picture in which a wide variety
of forms of actions, processes, and structures is includedÑnot only
guns and butter issues managed by diplomacy, legal treaties, and
high-level negotiations. The term global governance captures the
essentials of AIDS as well as transcends the inside/outside dichot-
omy.

The concept of global governance, then, is important, since it
challenges the subdiscipline of IR to include more than those ac-
tivities either performed or controlled by states. Old IR implies
that there is nothing important going on in the world outside of
the state system, that there is no space beyond sovereignty where
politics can happen (Jarvis & Paolini 1995: 4). IR has dealt with
transactions between states, whereas global governance refers to
multilevel interaction between various actors and groups, with
multiple forms of association both patterned and unpatterned
(Jarvis & Paolini 1995: 4). In the words of Christine Sylvester, the
field is concerned with Òthe myriad positions that groups assume
towards one another across the many boundaries and identities
that defy field-invented parametersÓ (Sylvester 1994: 219). The
term postinternational politics has been suggested for this confus-
ing time in which we do not have what we used to but do not yet
know how to characterize what we have (Rosenau 1990:3).

However, one additional Òpost-ism,ÓÑor, for that matter, an-
other Òneo-ismÓÑseems to add nothing particularly valuable to
understanding. On the other hand, the concept of global gover-
nance does. Global governance is to be understood in reference to
world orders, and it refers to the many different ways in which
those world orders are maintained, challenged, and changed. As
usual, several subtly different versions of the concept are extant
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in the literature (Finkelstein 1995), but the one offered by the
Commission on Global Governance (CGG) captures the sense in
which I use the term (The Commission on Global Governance
1995: 2): it is defined as

the sum of the many ways individuals and insti-
tutions, public and private, manage their common
affairs. It is a continuing process through which
conflicting and diverse interests may be accom-
modated and co-operative action may be taken. It
includes formal institutions and regimes empow-
ered to enforce compliance, as well as informal
arrangements that people and institutions either
have agreed to or perceive to be in their interest.

Global governance, therefore, is a potentially messy process that
involves a broad range of actors related to each other in a great
variety of ways, both conflictual and cooperative. Thus, global
governance, makes sense from the perspective of AIDS. In this in-
stance, it is quite obvious that states are unable to design and
execute global policies on their own. As pointed out by Michel
Foucault, states and governments are neither omniscient nor om-
nipotent (Gordon 1980: 122). Nor is any other entity capable of
assuming such a role and responsibility. What we have with AIDS
is an issue for which processes of cooperation and conflict occur
across porous and flexible boundaries. With AIDS, the world has
become Òa single placeÓ (Robertson 1992: 183). It is the first truly
global epidemic (Mann et al. 1992: 2).

IGO-NGO Partnerships

Building sustainable partnerships between IGOs and NGOs
stands out as central in the global politics of AIDS. An additional
reason for taking global governance as an ontological basis is that
a state-centered ontology inevitably biases understandings of
these partnerships. Governments and intergovernmental organi-
zations are the key actors in IR-style multilateralism. Ruggie, for
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instance, defines multilateralism as the practice of Òcoordinating
relations between three or more states in accordance with certain
principlesÓ (1993: 8). All in all, a vast and unwieldy family of in-
tergovernmental organizations is in place, and, to varying
degrees, they steer and structure global governance.

Although states are, formally, the members of these organiza-
tions, one particular entity or another cannot adequately account
for global governance. Within the system of governance now in
place around several issues of global political concern, it is not
only states and governments that play important roles. Although
governments are the centers of the putative international legal
order, the set of expectations and shared understandings among
and between actors in governance also includes other types of ac-
torsÑwhich remain hidden in an ontology such as RuggieÕs. As
suggested by Gordenker and Weiss (1996: 17), ÒNGOs and inter-
governmental organizations (IGOs) grope, sometimes coopera-
tively, sometimes competitively, sometimes in parallel towards a
modicum of Ôglobal governanceÕ.Ó A sovereignty-based ontology like
multilateralism has difficulties when it comes to understanding
the process leading to IGO-NGO partnerships, since partnerships
imply equality between IGOs and NGOs. If one takes multilater-
alism as a starting point, NGOs will inevitably be included only as
an epiphenomenon (Boli & Thomas 1995: 3)Ñas junior partners,
inferior to, or held hostage to, IGOs. A look at the existing ar-
rangements for NGO consultation reveals the shortcomings of
multilateralism as point of departure.

The UN Charter establishes NGO presence in article 71,
whereby the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) is autho-
rized to Òmake suitable arrangements for consultation with non-
governmental organizations which are concerned with matters
within its competence.Ó This opportunity was followed by an oper-
ational paragraph for ECOSOC in 1968Ñparagraph 1296, which
establishes the three kinds of NGOs as Òcategory 1,Ó Òcategory 2,Ó
and Òthe Roster.Ó As of 31 July 1995, 1,068 NGOs had become ac-
credited to ECOSOC and, thus, had been granted access to
ECOSOC meetings and the like (E/1995/INF/5). Consultative
status entails, in addition to a right to attend meetings and to be
consulted, certain opportunities to deliver statements from the
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floor as well as the right to circulate documents (Resolution
1996/31).

Based on the paragraph 1296 structure, NGOs have under-
taken many tasks and become indispensable for the UN in a num-
ber of ways. Characteristic for all of them, however, has been the
tendency to be located at the end of the cycle, at the imple-
mentation stage, or as expert advisers at the request of the UN.
Expertise, service delivery, and government contracts have been
the fundamentals of NGO involvement.

The knowledge and expertise possessed by local NGOs and
community-based organizations have made these entities useful in
the implementation stage, as minor adaptations in abstractly for-
mulated policies are always necessary. The list of NGO functions
also includes the monitoring of governmental activities and the
reporting of breaches of treaties or implementation failures
(Najam 1996). As NGOs have gained both wider acceptance and
notoriety, it has become more and more difficult for governments
and IGOs to ignore the nuisance potential of NGO monitoring and
reporting, leading to closer relations both between IGOs and
NGOs and between governments and NGOs.

The relevance of article 71 and paragraph 1296 is obvious, but,
to some extent, a focus on formal criteria and rules hides actual
developments and dynamics in UN-NGO relations. The Òrule
bookÓ may be in place in some sense, but do we even really know
who has heard of that book?

The sovereignty principle that excludes NGOs from formal ne-
gotiation processes is evidently eroding in practice (Ritchie 1996),
although it is still maintained in the text of the new 1996 resolu-
tion. NGOs are appropriating space in negotiation processes in
different ways. Many national delegations are now routinely in-
cluding representatives from NGOs. As negotiations are a long
and arduousÑand not always productiveÑexercise, it is not un-
common to find an NGO as the sole representative present in the
negotiation room. This indirect way of influencing has let the ge-
nie out of the bottle, so to speak, as, with the NGO representatives
actually in the building, ample opportunities have presented
themselves for informal contact with governmental delegates.
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NGOs, either in their own right or via their respective govern-
ments, have been instrumental in moving texts forward at many
world conferences. Both the action plans emanating from UNCED
and the UN Conference on Population and Development bear wit-
ness to considerable NGO impact (Enge & Malkenes 1993). Also
important as an event with enormous symbolic value is the prac-
tice ever since the United Nations Conference on the Human
Environment (UNCHE) in Stockholm in 1972, of arranging paral-
lel NGO conferences in conjunction with UN events (Willets 1996).

However, these parallel conferences only convey one part of the
story. Once allowed into the meeting arenas, NGOs have learned
how to attract the attention of governmental representatives as
well as to catch them in hallways and cafeterias. Moreover, al-
though not recognized as formal participants, NGOs can now be
seen in Ònon-meetingÓ meetings, a semiofficial UN standard oper-
ating procedure. Since NGO presence is still contested among gov-
ernments, innovative diplomacy has reacted with the practice of
Òinformal informal meetings,Ó which are still off-limits for NGOs
(Enge & Malkenes 1993). Nevertheless, although far from the tri-
partite structure of the International Labour Organization
(ILO)Ñthe only institutionalized IGO-NGO organizational struc-
ture in place as of yetÑNGOs have become deeply involved in the
actual negotiating process (Ritchie 1996: 185). Thus, although a
clear demarcation of member governments as members and NGOs
as observants is still in place, both governments and NGOs have
found ways to bypass that rule. Only an ontology of global gover-
nance can inquire into these trends.

A similar process occurs when treaties, covenants and action
plans are drafted and negotiated. The expert knowledge possessed
by NGOs has been valuable in many instances, including the for-
mulation of treaties in those areas lying outside the ECOSOC
mandate, like human rights and humanitarian law. The status
and expertise provided by the Red Cross in this context have, for
example, led to the unprecedented practice of consultation be-
tween the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) and
the president of the Security Council on a regular basis (Donini
1996). UN officials are frequently joining together in efforts to
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persuade governments to accept particular outcomes (Ritchie
1996: 181).

Yet another example is the NGO ability to offer a refuge away
from the highly politicized surroundings of headquartersÑas well
as from the crowded restaurants and coffee shops around them. In
New York, for instance, the Quakers have hosted many informal
get-togethers between political adversaries, allowing productive
discussions in a calm environment.

Also, the changing nature of UN-NGO relations can be seen on
the field level. Most development agencies now have direct con-
tacts with NGOs institutionalized in specific programs for
support, either in the form of partnerships or small grants and
seed money. This is new, as previously money was channeled
through national bureaucracies. Governments are still involved in
this processÑas clearance is always requiredÑbut funds are regu-
larly moved directly to the NGOs.

NGOs have also been brought into closer contact with the spe-
cialized agencies. Although these agencies are governed by their
own constitutions, the arrangements for NGO relations mirror
ECOSOC regulations. As the WHO constitution states in article
71, the organization Òmay make suitable arrangements for consul-
tation and cooperation with non-governmental organizations. . . .Ó
They have done so, and, as of April 1996, 181 NGOs were regis-
tered as having an Òofficial relationÓ to the agency (WHO 1996). In
a recent press release, Director General Nakajima stated that
ÒWHO must open itself up to all sectors of society, including non-
governmental organizations and the private sectorÓ (Press Release
WHO/3, 15 January 1996). According to the same press release,
establishing new partnerships for health is a high priority for
WHO.

Peter Uvin describes the current dynamic in social and eco-
nomic areas as being dominated by two processes: of Òscaling up,Ó
on the part of the grassroots organizations and local NGOs, and
Òscaling down,Ó in the case of big development cooperation organi-
zations, including government departments and ministries and
UN agencies (Uvin 1996: 159). What appears to be happening is
that the big international development organizations are trying to
acquire some of the traits normally associated with NGOs, such as
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community connection, flexibility, rapidity, and responsiveness to
local needs, whereas local NGOs are trying to grow both quan-
titatively, in terms of increasing funding and staff, and qualita-
tively, in terms of branching out into new areas of activity. Thus
the big are trying to become smaller at the same time as the small
are trying to become bigger. It appears as though NGOs and IGOs
frequently engage in the same battles and face similar problems.
NGOs, says one author, have played important roles during the
entire policy cycleÑthat is, from agenda setting via policy devel-
opment to implementationÑand have functioned as monitors, ad-
vocates, innovators, and service providers (Najam 1996).

The gradual realization that IGOs and NGOs often have more
commonalties than differences forms an important element in the
transition from multilateralism, in the state-centered fashion, to-
ward global governance.

An ontology assuming the preeminence of states and statesÕ
ability to control world affairsÑwhich thereby renders to influ-
ence and capacity of NGOs as secondary to that of statesÑthen,
must be replaced, or at least extensively modified, to contribute to
an understanding of governance. There is little to indicate that
states will regain the capacity to control world politics in the near
future. A more compelling interpretation instead indicates that
global politics is moving in a direction of more, rather than less,
complex and dynamic processes. Naturally, there is nothing inevi-
table about this trend, but for now it is a plausible assumption.
Global governance does not prejudge or bias the relative status
and abilities of either IGOs or NGOs and is therefore useful for
this study as well.

By way of summing up the foregoing discussion, the world of
global governance is constituted through multiple, intersecting,
and overlapping power centers, where no center has full control.
Interdependence is profound and power diffused. No organization
or individual possesses enough resources or commands enough
obedience to have the ability to steer world politics. That is to say,
global governance is open-ended, multicentric, and highly dy-
namic. This interrelatedness is deepening and spreading, giving
rise to an incipient global society. Moreover, in this global society,
state organizations, most notably governments and their corollar-
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ies embodying sovereignty, interact with civil-society organiza-
tions, including economic actors imbued with other values and
identities. This relation constitutes a primary dynamic force in
global governance. The ontology of global governance is appropri-
ate for this study because we are dealing with AIDS, a postsover-
eignty epidemic; because we want to address NGOs explicitly in
their own right and as equal partners with IGOs; and because
that ontology allows questions regarding the role of people in rela-
tion to global processes, including researchers. Global governance
stimulates awareness.

Global governance, therefore, allows and stimulates a wider set
of questions than does a state-centered ontology. Although it is a
first and necessary step, merely opening up the topic for interro-
gation does not suffice; we need concrete questions to ask. In that
regard, a discussion on which kind of questions would be appro-
priate, what kind of answers to expect, and how to use these is
useful. In other words, an epistemological discussion is warranted.

A Postpositivist Epistemology

From the literature referred to above, as well as from discussions
with practitioners, a rather clear consensus emerges as to both
what is happening and what problems are associated with it. The
description offered above regarding the changes in the ways in
which politics is carried out is not extreme; it appears in many
journal articles on the topic and is familiar terrain for numerous
scholars and practitioners alike.

Using Theory Critically

Agreement on what changes are happening is only one issue, how-
ever; the reasons why these changes occur is quite another. What
are the problems with the current state of increased collaboration?
Why do IGOs and NGOs strive toward increased cooperation? In
attempts to answer questions like these, the above-mentioned
consensus effectively becomes shattered, and the answers one
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finds adequate and the analyses judged as correct depend on fac-
tors aside from merely the material available and the
methodological rigor and skill of the researcher. As shown power-
fully by Graham Allison in his Essence of Decision, what stands
out as important depends on what the analyst brings to the situa-
tion (1971:2). A theoretical concern forming the epistemological
backdrop of this study has been the goal of using models belonging
to what Cox (1986) has called critical theory, rather than those of
problem-solving theory. Assuming a critical posture entails ques-
tioning the current order and patterns of thought, investigating
how that order came about, and asking if and how it may be pres-
ently involved in a process of changing. Rather than accepting the
world as one finds it, as problem-solving theory does, using theory
critically is Òdirected toward an appraisal of the very framework
for action, or problematic, which problem-solving theory takes for
grantedÓ (Cox 1986: 208).

By means of departing with the realization that research is po-
litical in natureÑ in addition to showing that theories are
underpinned by biases, which privilege and highlight certain as-
pects at the expense of othersÑthe analyst is forced to consider
the practical consequences of his or her work. Research always
expresses philosophical standpoints and values, more or less ex-
plicitly. As Robert Cox puts it, Ò[T]heory is always for someone
and for some purposeÓ (Cox 1986: 207). If these values are not
made explicit, the researcher may end up defending values or le-
gitimizing political processes unknowingly. Moreover, readers
have a right to know the underlying value premises of theories,
since interpretation of results and arguments is facilitated if basic
parameters are openly and clearly stated.

Critical approaches to global governance would necessarily in-
volve an exploration of the feasible orders into which such a
common manifestation of management could possibly transform
the current order. As collectivities shape future orders, the possi-
bilities of various alternative futures are constrained by the
nature of existing power arrangements and patterns of thought.
Purposefully used, theory is a strategic tool, but unreflexively
used, it may contribute to simply reproducing the status quo
(Devetak 1996: 147). It is the nature of critical approaches, conse-
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quently, to assume a critical stance toward the present holders of
influence, since capacity to act is dependent on an understanding
of the current situation and the mechanisms underlying it.

It is worth noting that many studies of world politics, global
governance, and international organization lack a discussion of
epistemology. It is as if scholars either believe, or want others to
believe, that everything important has been included in the anal-
ysisÑwhich obviously is not the case. Theory is always used to
structure and categorize empirical observation, and, thus, some
aspects and phenomena are included while others are sorted out
as irrelevant, or even made invisible. A theory distinguishes itself
from others by establishing what is to be considered meaningful
and relevant, and what is peripheral and irrelevant (cf. Bartelson
1993: 5ff).

This lack of awareness of the shortcomings inherent in any
single theory on behalf of much international organization schol-
arship may be caused partly by the relatively short existence of
the subdisciplines, although shortness of time hardly explains the
neglect fully. A second reason may be the dominance of positivist
epistemology, for reasons touched on in chapter 1. Whatever the
underlying reason for this absence, Walker singles out the distinc-
tion between inside and outside state boundaries as prohibiting
questions of justice, freedom, moral aspirationÑthat is, questions
about good governance. Outside state borders, goes the argument,
social theory is void. Anarchy provides no basis for questions of
social being, community, agency, structure, and forms of explana-
tions. The international is not open for peopleÕs relations to other
people or community. Inside states, to continue that line of rea-
soning, political theory is possible, meaningful, and even
necessary (Walker 1995).

A global governance ontology, on the other hand, does allow
these kinds of questionsÑthe importance of which can hardly be
exaggerated. The poverty of the state-centered approach has dam-
aged the credibility of IR scholarship in general and has served to
hide the connections between the everyday activities of people and
global relations. A state-centered ontology assumes a certain sta-
bility in world order and tends to interpret change as threats to
the extantstate-dominated order. The underlying task is usually
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to reconstruct the present multilateral order, without questioning
the basis or effects of this order (Cox 1992).

This certainly has implications, although it may appear simple
and self-evident. In fact, the practical dimension with which both
UN staff and NGO staffÑas well as theorists!Ñhave to struggle is
how to establish relations with the ÒgoodÓ NGOs and to avoid the
ÒbadÓ ones. For NGOs, with no demands to follow any other dic-
tates than those of their membersÑthat is, without the strings
attached, as with a world organization, of having to be sensitive to
all people irrespective of race, gender, class, or any other conceiv-
able conditionÑthis may be a rather minor consideration. For the
UN, however, this lies at the heart of the matter. Governments
have been treated as the legitimate representatives of people: in a
sense, Òwe the peopleÓ has, at least up until now, been opera-
tionalized as Òwe the government.Ó As this operationalization of
people becomes increasingly tenuous, the need to find a workable
formula becomes more and more urgent.

Global governance offers a better departure for asking ques-
tions than do other methods, since it approaches the subject mat-
ter more openly, which may be important for how we end up
organizing work, with whom we choose to cooperate and in what
manner, what processes to strengthen, and so forth. This thesis
investigates how GPA and later UNAIDS have worked out this
dilemma, but the implications of the study are potentially more
far-reaching than that.

The most immediate implication for me as a scholar has been a
deliberate attempt to avoid the sometimes overcomplicated theo-
retical fine-tuning characteristic of debates such as that concerned
either with agency and structure or with sovereignty. To some ex-
tent, this involves disregarding nuance and sophistication in favor
of accessibility. That is, practical usefulness requires that jargon
be balanced against language that is more readily accessible and
transferable into practice by people without prior social-science
training. There are potential new audiences for scholarly work on
global governance. Activists of various sorts, and in diverse fields,
are now consumers, joining the more traditional customersÑthat
is, diplomats and generals (cf. Coate & Murphy 1985: 124f).
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Theories as Conceptual Lenses

The second epistemological point to be raised here concerns the
approach from various perspectivesÑusing several competing
conceptual models rather than merely a single, albeit more elabo-
rated and comprehensive, oneÑalong with the reasons for doing
so. Theories as lenses through which to comprehend reality are
based on distinct assumptions about reality and possibilities of
knowing anything about that realityÑassumptions that differ
from those of positivism. Rather than nurturing an idea of theory
as a mirror ofÑand as a research method geared toward the dis-
covery of laws governingÑsociety and culture, the suggestion here
is that theories are perspectives bringing out different aspects of
the studied reality. ÒBy ordering what we look at, each lens en-
ables us to see some things in greater detail or more accurately or
in better relation to certain other thingsÓ (Peterson & Runyan
1993: 1).

The social world, which encompasses global governance, is
made visible through theory. Knowledge of this world is critically
dependent on a self-consciousness on the part of researchers,
rather than on possessing greater skills in manufacturing a thesis
according to the Òscientific method,Ó or on having discovered new
materials or sources of data. A theoretically possible way out of
such Òaspect-seeingÓ is advocated by Scholte (1993), in his pro-
posal of a Òfully-integrated world-historical-sociological enter-
prise,Ó a harmonious synthesis of IR, history, and sociology. Al-
though it is clear that his goal is to avoid the partial under-
standings offered by traditional disciplines, how this mixture
would actually operate in practice is not clear. First of all, Scholte
only wants to maintain certain yet-to-be-articulated idealized as-
sumptions from each tradition. Second, these traditions are reified
and homogenized. Finally, a synthesis would not escape the biases
and flaws of the respective partsÑeven if the synthesis would be
Òbetter equippedÓ in some respects to deal with the modern-day
predicament.

To some extent, the three theoretical frameworks employed in
the present study appear to be the sort of synthesis of which
Scholte speaks so optimistically. The Gramscian notion of global
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hegemonic orders bears traits from both history and IR, interor-
ganizational theory have strong roots in sociology, and interper-
sonal networks take up a historianÕs interest in individuals capa-
ble of radically changing historical development. I maintain, how-
ever, that a synthesis of the three would cause more trouble than
it would facilitate explanation and understanding. We simply
have to learn how to live with fragmented and temporary under-
standings, however unsatisfactory those might seem to some.

What Scholte attempts is to study Òhow world-systemic dynam-
ics produce transformations in local settings, in national contexts
and/or in cross-border situations through the continuous interplay
of these arenas, where each simultaneously shapes and is shaped
by the others.Ó (Scholte 1993: 25Ð26). I admit being sympathetic
toward this sort of endeavorÑat least from the vantage point of
moving away from disciplinary parochialism and static reason-
ingÑbut an analysis proceeding in a piecemeal fashion, with dif-
ferent approaches allowing several aspects at the forefront of each
cut, would also accomplish that task. Moreover, a three-pronged
approach highlights more forcefully that perspectives inevitably
hide some aspects while showing others. Scholte and others in the
tradition of theory building face problems in this regard.

Another theorist, Heikki Patom�ki, also has admirable inten-
tions toward comprehensive modeling and grand theories, as he
advocates constructing Òironic modelsÓ that are complex and nu-
anced (1996: 127). As of yet, Patom�ki has not, to my knowledge,
actually produced any of the IR stories for which he is interested
in paving the way. Thus, although it is easy for such theorists as
Scholte and Patom�ki to argue for comprehensive models, it is
quite another thing to conceptualize such models and theories and
actually to bring them finally to bear on empirical research.

Rival perspectives sharing basic underlying characteristics
would allow several answers to the same question. Social science,
then, can have the potential to exist as an ongoing process that
continues to be enriched. The search for ÒThe TheoryÓ that will
end further theoretical discussion, from this perspective, is a Si-
syphean enterprise.

The main objection to this approach stems from its antifounda-
tional character (Smith 1996). When rival perspectives are em-
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ployed, the question of how to make comparisons between rival
truth-claims is unavoidable. How, if at all, can the relativism in-
herent in this approach be avoided? Admittedly, treating theories
as lenses does not live up to the demands posited by positivist
dogmaÑi.e., universality and parsimony. Still, the view that eve-
rything that does not conform to this ideal is a Òdead endÓ or an
Òintellectual and moral disaster,Ó as suggested by Keohane in re-
lation to the same ideas expressed by feminists (1991: 46f), may
simply be unproductive. If diversity and complexity are the fun-
damental terms of life, they should be those of social science as
well. The ultimate test of a framework need not be whether it
faces up to a contested reality or correctly predicts future events.
A more humble attitude toward the possibilities of knowledge, the
tolerance of different perspectives, and the quest for consensus
rather than battles between universalistic projects may be more
valid criteria (cf. Murphy & Tooze 1991: 6). Keeping the debate
open and lively and avoiding premature closure may simply be
more relevant. It will also be the guiding principle of this study.

Allison has pointed out that increased understanding in the
case of the Cuban missile crisis was not primarily a case of await-
ing additional information or the release of classified materials.
Rather, what was needed was a greater awareness of the
Òconceptual lensesÓ used by the researcher. The lenses, as it were,
select a reality and highlight aspects of that reality. In more mod-
ern jargon, theory constructs reality, thereby opening only a
limited fragment of the totality available to be researched. The
primary issue, then, is not one of correctly adding one piece of the
jigsaw puzzle after another in order to discover gradually the ob-
jective reasons behind a process. Information and data exist in
overabundance, and what is most urgently needed is a way of
screening out irrelevant material and discovering the important
pieces.

This thesis is supportive of the gist of AllisonÕs argument and
adopts the same approach. What comes out as salient features in
an explanation of global governance depends on the theoretical
apparatus employed. As in AllisonÕs approach, three different con-
ceptual lenses are used here, each providing a different picture
and offering different answers to the question why these processes
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developed the way they didÑand what to make of it. It moves be-
yond Allison, however, in that it insists that theory be used crit-
ically. AllisonÕs goal was to show the limited explanations offered
by his three models, but he had no intention of using his analysis
as critique.

The goal, therefore, is to adopt a broadly critical attitude to-
ward the current order, with an aim to make the analyses
accessible for a broad set of concerned activists. Research can, if
carried out critically, contribute to better AIDS governance. It
would be erroneous, however, to presume that research can dis-
cover a Òmost appropriate way.Ó Theories can never provide total
coverage. Instead of seeing theory as mirroring an objective real-
ity, it should be seen as perspectives opening up limited aspects of
reality for debate. An infinite number of aspects is possible. As
discouraging as that may seem, to abstain from trying is worse.
Awareness of the limitations of knowledge and a humble attitude
toward alternative understandings among theoreticians, avoid
closing debates and offer some prospects for improvements in the
global governance of AIDS and of other issues. Now, it will be use-
ful to turn to some actual models.
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Chapter Three

Frameworks, Methods and Materials

The question of how to analyze global governance stems from the
fact that, since its reach and ambition are so far-reaching and
vast, it seems that no answer in a proper sense can be offered. The
avenue into this question that will be taken here has been pointed
out by Walker (1993: 81f), who has argued persuasively that ap-
proaches to world politics should be discussed with reference to
ontological assumptions. Chapter twoÑwhich set out to establish
such a basic ontologyÑsuggested three reasons for the appropri-
ateness of employing that of global governance. Thereafter, it elu-
cidated an epistemological position, wherein a broadly critical goal
was linked to an argumentation for a multitheoretical approach to
understanding global governance.

Problematizing Global Governance

Which theories are most worthwhile to employ? Although the gen-
eral argument so far has been an emphasis on a need for the
critical reexamination of extant ontological assumptions and epis-
temological positions, the unorderliness of the processes of global
governance should not be overemphasized. Long-standing pat-
terns of relationships exist, ordering and providing meaning to
practices in which these actors are engaged. Time-honored prac-
tices provide actors with meaningful activitiesÑas well as re-
searchers, with a field of study that can be described and under-
stood. Thus, even if there are a number of organizational forms in
existence that might constitute such profound departures from
conventional knowledge so as to represent a Òsocial invention,Ó in-
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spiration can be obtained from several research traditions in addi-
tion to the now-faltering traditions of IR.

Constructing Theory

As pointed out by Kratochwil, taking the problem of governance as
a basic ontology places high demands on theory. It becomes abso-
lutely necessary that theories be attentive to how the system of
governance and the units comprising the system are coconsti-
tutive of each other. The very units and the way they interact and
to create and re-create governance arrangements is the central fo-
cus of the approach (Kratochwil 1994: xi). With change as a
central focus and governance essentially perceived as active, a
crucial concern for this study becomes how actors have a capacity
to decide on, and form arrangements to further, their goals under
conditions that, on the contrary, are not of their own choosing.
Change is understood as a myriad of social choices and actions by
individuals and collectivitiesÑbut choices and actions based on
the material and institutional fabric at their disposal.

Unfortunately, structuration literature, which is the home of
KratochwilÕs comment, is less clear practically. Outlining the re-
quirements for a satisfactory contextual theory is as far as the
debate has moved. As of yet, the structuration principle offers no
more than a general guideline for studies of social change. Gid-
dens (1979: 80), in a very abstract manner, outlines the approach:

To examine the constitution of social systems as
strategic conduct is to study the mode in which
actors draw upon structural elementsÑrules and
resourcesÑin their social relations. ÒStructureÓ
here appears as actorsÕ mobilization of discursive
and practical consciousness in social encounters.
Institutional analysis, on the other hand, places
an epoch� upon strategic conduct, treating rules
and resources as chronically reproduced features
of social systems.
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How to conceptualize global governance theory more exactly based
on these notions, hence, is still a very open and contested ques-
tion. Structuration can be understood not as a substantive theory
but as an analytical one (Wendt 1987: 355). One could say that
structuration is more of a ÒmetatheoryÓ that forms the basis of a
wide range of empirical theories of social life, including global
governance (cf. Lundquist 1993: 77f).

The highly abstract level of the debate does not further the
cause for increasing the use of contextual models in the eyes of
many of the more empirically oriented researchers. One might,
along with Dessler (1989: 443), ask why, Ò[G]iven the reluctance of
these Ônew philosophers of scienceÕ to address the problems of sub-
stantive research . . . anyone other than philosophers should be
interested in their work?Ó Frequently, what are advertised as
breakthroughs are little more than new wine in old bottles, so to
speakÑmerely exercises in academic navel-gazing (cf. Mortensen
1991:42). Rothstein, similarly, accepts the claim for contextual
models but does not think that the debate has moved beyond the
level of repeated claims about the necessity of agency-structure
models (1988: 29).

In spite of the hitherto-intractable methodological rules follow-
ing from structuration, I think that the debate is an important
contribution to global-governance theory. The reason, it seems to
me, is that an unprejudiced discussion of actors, structures, and
processes¾the basic building blocs of social theories¾offers a
fruitful avenue by which to break away from state-centeredness.
Although it does not necessarily offer a solid and stable base, ad-
dressing the kinds of questions that arise from this debate is an
important first step. Contextual theories may be hard to grasp,
but as straightforwardly stated by Lundquist: ÒWhen must an ac-
tor-structure approach be applied? The answer is: alwaysÓ
Lundquist 1987: 192).

Regardless of which theories one uses, they have to depart from
the realization that structure is the result of human action and,
thus, possible to change. IndividualsÑand, logically, also organi-
zationsÑhave a fundamental capacity to reflect on and sometimes
to change the conditions that form them. However, old habits die
hard, in the sense that the notion of sovereignty dominates debate
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and multilateral practices carry weight by virtue of familiarity.
More important, though, are the vested interests of individuals
profiting from the current ways of multilateral organization, in-
cluding those researchers who purport to explain it. These
interests will obviously not give in without a struggle. Structural
analysis answers the central question Òcui bono?ÓÑwho benefitsÑ
which is an inescapable question in understanding global govern-
ance.

In the following, three frameworks will be elaborated that
problematize global governance in different ways. Each theory has
a central problematic, which can be seen as a structure of prac-
tices guiding contributions and sorting out the relevant from the
irrelevant research questionsÑthus establishing a central re-
search agenda. Each problematic consists of an Òintegrated
framework of concepts and propositions defining the concerns of
the field, that is, its primary intellectual problemsÓ (Benson 1982:
140). Moreover, each framework privileges different actors, em-
phasizes different structures and posits the processes linking
actors and structures in a different manner. By building theory
from general assumptions like these, the traps of much earlier
theorizing on global governance can be more effectively overcome.

Three Frameworks

Publications addressing IGO-NGO relations have been heavily in-
fluenced by the idea of a civil society existing between the state
and the economy. Thus, Lipschutz (1992) discusses the emergence
of a global civil society of voluntary, nonprofit, and nonstate orga-
nizations, and Paul Wapner (1996) dwells on civil-society organi-
zations engaged in world civic politics. The trend of using civil so-
ciety as a concept is reinforced by the rise of a neo-Gramscian
wave within international political economy scholarship. Scholars
such as Robert Cox, Stephen Gill, and Craig Murphy have persua-
sively interpreted global political economy in Gramscian terms.

It appears impossible to treat the subject of IGO-NGO relations
today without building on this literature to some extent. Gramsci
discussed civil society as the sphere of voluntary associations, as
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apart from the state in an organic sense; and NGOs, by and large,
come very close to this notion. The dynamic of the theory grows
out of a struggle between those interests dominating within the
state and those outside striving to establish a new order. NGOs of
various brands indeed have such ambitions and actively strive to
build coalitions around shared understandings of problems and
solutions. These shared understandings of meaningÑthat is, dis-
coursesÑform the basis for order and stability and establish what
is to be considered right and wrong, legitimate and illegitimate,
and so forth. One of the cuts I intend to make into this phenome-
non, then, is inspired by Gramscian scholarship and thus treats
IGO-NGO relations as cooperation and conflict between discur-
sively constituted alliancesÑwhereby the current intergov-
ernmental order, privileging IGOs and governments, is challenged
in various ways by coalitions of organizations striving to establish
alternative orders.

A different approach emphasizes that global governance is
dominated by small and large organizations cooperating and con-
flicting over desired goals in a context of scarce resources.
Interorganizational dependencies evolve where certain organiza-
tions manage to attain control over resource flows and establish a
specific way of defining problems and solutions. IGO-NGO rela-
tions in this cut would be understood primarily as a result of
changes in resource-allocation patterns. The logic of this model
lies in the ensuing bargaining, as organizations try to manage un-
certainties by securing a steady flow of necessary resources for
their activities.

The third cut finds its home in the jargon adopted by many
practitioners. ÒNetworksÓ and ÒnetworkingÓ appear to be part of
the language used to describe evolving processes that is preferred
by those actively engaged in these processes. Networks between
key organizational members and individuals, for certain, are the
stuff bargaining is really made ofÑthat is, only people can speak
and communicate. Boundary-role occupants transmit the outside
world into organizations, and frequent interaction among individ-
uals may stimulate the evolution of cross-cutting networks able to
dominate policy.
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ÒIn-and-outersÓÑor, individuals with experience and contacts
from both of these worldsÑare more common today, and NGOs in
many cases command more resources and attract staff otherwise
bound for government service, thus eradicating the hierarchical
relation that previously characterized the relation. In this context,
the activities of single individuals should also be included. The
persuasive skills of individuals in setting agendas and devising
acceptable solutions to seemingly intractable problems are cap-
tured in this individual-conscious model. The underlying assump-
tion is that people, as they interact, adapt and modify their think-
ing to each other and manage to develop shared understandings.
These common conceptualizations are then incorporated into their
respective organizations, which, subsequently, develop novel ap-
proaches that harmonize with those of other organizations.

To sum up the foregoing theoretical frameworks in a few sen-
tences, one could say that the first model emphasizes discursive
formations; the second, interorganizational relations; and the
third, the role of interaction between individuals and leadership in
processes of global governance. Each contributes aspects hidden
by the others; neither can be reduced to any other.

The three models employed single out different actors: Indi-
viduals are highlighted in the networks perspective; organiza-
tions, in the interorganizational one; and social forces, in the dis-
cursive approach. They highlight different structural forces as
well. Structures of domination and subordination are central in a
Gramscian framework, resource interdependencies are empha-
sized from an interorganizational framework, and shared under-
standings and mutual trust are important in a networks frame-
work. The three frameworks conceptualize the important linkages
between actors and structures in different manners, each focusing
on particular processes. Organizations discover, change, or pre-
serve interorganizational fields through processes of bargaining
and competition for scarce resources and recognition, whereas the
processes made visible in a discursive framework are those of so-
cial forcesÕ efforts to articulate counterhegemonic discourse.
Negotiations and mutual problem solving, lastly, cause individu-
als to encounter structural possibilities and obstacles.
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Significant aspects of the three alternative frameworks can be
presented usefully in chart form:

Although the chart may give rise to certain questions regarding
categories and overlaps, it does manage to convey that neither of
the theories can be reduced to the other: that is, each prescribes a
different way of grasping actors, privileges different structures,
and problematizes the crucial link between different actors and
between actors and structures in different ways. Each model will
be dealt with extensively in subsequent chapters. Before turning
to the empirical portion of this study, however, a general discus-
sion of materials and case studies as methodology is warranted.

Single-Case Studies

This study is a single-case study. Robert Yin argues that the case
study is a good method to employ when research aims to explain
ÒwhyÓ a certain event has taken place and ÒhowÓ the event hap-
pened. Moreover, when the topic concerns a contemporary
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phenomenon, case studies are a good choice (Yin 1984: 13). The
distinctive need for case studies, Yin continues, Òarises out of a
desire to understand complex social phenomenaÓ (Yin 1984: 14).
Case studies may be useful when the subject of study and context
are not easily distinguishable, when the subject of study is con-
temporary, and when multiple sources of information are used
(Yin 1984: 23). All of these conditions are present in this study.

Although based mainly on only one case, this study clearly in-
cludes strong comparative elements. With partnerships in AIDS a
common denominator, different theoretical frameworks create
three distinct case stories, which can be compared. RosenauÕs
(1995: 3) infamous question Òof what is this an instance?,Ó then,
receives three distinct answers. Methodologically one looks for dif-
ferent things use different techniques and sort observations into
different categories. Each case-story will be discussed regarding
procedure in conjunction to the theoretical elaborations.

Validity and Reliability

The important question regarding case studies obviously circles
around the case as identified by a researcher and the research
problem about which she or he intends to say something. The is-
sue here, then, is whether changes in global governance
arrangements are linked at all to what transpires concerning
AIDS. Naturally, I claim that, indeed, they do so; however, the de-
gree of generalizability of this study can be questioned from that
angle of approach.

What resurfaces in a discussion on the value of single-case
studies is the familiar positivist insistence on larger numbers and
on the search for empirical invariance independent, of context.
Single cases become useless from such a perspective and, thus,
cannot contribute to the cumulative search for Òtruth.Ó As has al-
ready been stated several times. this ideal may be especially
misplaced in social and political studies, where contextual knowl-
edge is of substantial value and use (cf. Flyvbjerg 1993: chap. 8).
From the metatheoretical discussion aboveÑregarding awareness
of political context and a critical posture aiming for actionÑcases



51

appear to be suitable: that is, the richness of description offered by
a detailed case study generates exactly the nuanced under-
standing such an epistemology seeks.

It is true, however, that when the extent to which a phe-
nomenon occursÑas, for instance, the extent to which sover-
eignty-based practices have receded and been replaced by more
participatory processesÑseveral case studies would increase the
ability to judge. Although a single case can give a false impres-
sionÑif it turns out to be a ÒdeviantÓ caseÑbut the general trend
toward more inclusive processes involving a broad range of actors
is not what is to be verified or falsified. Rather, the trend of glo-
balization has already been suggested and empirically demon-
strated in a number of studies and, thus, serves as the point of
departure for the study. The primary objective here is to see how
this process can be understood from various vantage pointsÑ
hence, a detailed analysis is needed. Such an analysis is only pos-
sible for one case, given the space and time available. Of course, a
single-case study cannot say, with confidence, very much beyond
the actual case. But because the level of interdependence between
actors is so large and the creation of cooperative structures rang-
ing from the global to the local is so necessary, AIDS typifies
globalization and, thus, can be seen as a Òparadigmatic caseÓÑone
that serves as a metaphor or pattern-case for this broader class of
problems (Flyvbjerg 1993: 150). Moreover, the range of interde-
pendence issues in global politics is overwhelming, further
increasing the relevance of the case.

The other standard question in scholarly work concerns relia-
bility. That is, would any other scholar come to the same conclu-
sions going down the same road? ReliabilityÑunderstood as the
possibility of replicationÑis dependent on a static environment.
But this is never the case, and, hence, replication is to some extent
a nonissue.

Both validity and reliability, conventionally understood, as-
sume the existence of a stable reality that is possible to be
experienced directly. In the absence of such an environment, the
judgment of coherence and plausibility of the argument has to be
grounded differently. The important methodological element is the
awareness of the researcher regarding the character of social sci-
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ence, the reflections and interpretations of a wide variety of data,
rather than the technical capacity to manipulate empirical data
according to models set out in the sacred texts of methods (cf.
Alvesson & Sk�ldberg 1994: 369). An important source for judging
the plausibility of interpretations and conclusions presented in
scholarly work of this kind is the consideration of the materials
used as the basis for analysis.

Materials and Sources

A multitheoretical approach demands the use of a wide variety of
sources. Yin (1984: 78) discusses six different types of data that
can be used in a research enterprise. These six, moreover, can be
conceived as falling essentially into three general categories: writ-
ten sources, interviews, and participation. Written materials in
the form of documents, letters, memoranda, notes from events,
journalistic reports, and other reflections both by participants and
by observers as well as archival records in the form of official
documents and negotiated agreements exist in abundance at the
UN, as do organizational charts, budgets, and the like. And the
documentation reaches far back in time. In many instances, these
records can now be accessed via the InternetÑotherwise, at UN
depositories and at the headquarters of UN agencies. The problem
in this regard concerns the NGOs, whose ways of doing business
normally do not require the same degree of documentation. This
study makes extensive use of accessible written sources.

As a necessary complement that adds nuance and depth to offi-
cial printed materials, interviews with staff form a substantial
basis for analysis. Interviews are important in at least two major
respects. The obvious one is that interviews reveal aspects not
mentioned in protocols, making it possible to trace a process and,
thus, to see conflict lines and problems that may have been
Òmasked overÓ because of the more rigid formats of official docu-
ments. That is, documents only show a picture of apparent con-
sensus, an Òafter the processÓ version. Interviews can fill in and
add ÒpoliticsÓ to texts. This is important in relation to both IGOs
and NGOs, be it for slightly different reasons. NGO files are often
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poor and incomplete and, therefore, unreliable; speaking with
people directly can help. For IGOs, the main reason for interviews
is the widespread presumptions of a certain sensitivity surround-
ing official affairs of governments. Interviews with staff, to the
extent that those staff members dare reveal certain aspects of
what they know, may be a means to break through some of the red
tape, so to speak.

Anonymity, although problematic from a scholarly perspective
since it opens up a possibility for fraud and fabrication, is helpful
in this respect. A list of interviews conducted is included among
my references. No direct citations from interviews have been at-
tempted. Moreover, in instances where concrete data have been
obtained in the interview situation as well as in official written
form, the latter has been referred to. In general, as few direct
links between interviewees and data as possible have been delin-
eated in the text.

A sometimes-neglected side effect of interviews involves the
ability to get access to documents not intended for public con-
sumption. All organizations, especially complex bureaucracies,
leave a trail of paperwork, as drafts and working papers are circu-
lated to various departments for comment and approval. During
the interview, the researcher and the interviewee have the oppor-
tunity to develop a more personal relationship, and residue of this
drafting process can be obtained. Disclosure of this kind of mate-
rial often necessitates a series of interviewsÑtrust takes time to
establishÑbut it is well worthwhile. Of course, as with the ano-
nymity of interviewees, abstention from citing these documents
must be respected.

Multiple interviews with key participants have been used in
this study for the purpose of establishing such a trust. But an-
other reason is that interviewees have been selected using a
snowball method: that is, each person was asked to identify other
persons to interview. A last step in the use of this method has
been to confront some of the interviewees with the final product
and allow for feedback and commentaryÑon the interviews them-
selves but also on the theoretical frameworks used for interpreta-
tion. This procedure has proved quite valuable and should serve to
increase both validity and reliability.
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Both written materials and interviews tend to present the
process in positive light from the perspective of the interviewee.
Interviews with many different persons to some extent help rem-
edy that problem, but another method has been employed as well:
observation at meetings and conferences. The possibility to ob-
serve what happens at meetings increases understanding
immensely, giving the researcher an invaluable Òfeel for the sub-
ject.Ó Without a firsthand experience of interaction and of actual
bargaining and negotiation, interpretation is, if not impossible, at
least extremely difficult. For instance, such factors as dress codes
and other differences in appearanceÑimportant elements of dis-
course analysisÑare completely lost both in written materials and
in interviews. Other examples include the demonstrations staged
by activists during conferences, aimed at alerting both other par-
ticipants and the media. The effects this practice has on the entire
atmosphere at the meetings can only be experienced firsthand. A
list of conferences and meetings attended by this author is in-
cluded in the references.

With the realization that data are always already infused with
value as well as interpreted once or twice by others, and then by
the researcher her- or himself as written material and interviews,
one begins to get a sense of the enormous difficulty one under-
takes when attempting to piece together a chain of events. Com-
paring different sources frequently reveals contradiction and
conflict as to the ÒproperÓ meaning of data. Assessing the relative
strength of various elements requires a continuous confrontation
between different sources and a process of exchange between the
different persons involved.

The methods used hereÑand I now refer back to the critical-
theory discussion aboveÑis a continuous confrontation of my in-
terpretations with those of others, including those who come to
the problem from differing perspectives. This particular study has
grown out of a larger research enterprise on international re-
sponses to the HIV/AIDS epidemic in which I participated. That
project involved four scholars, and the discussion and debate
within the project team naturally provided added depth to the
analysis. Moreover, interviews and participation have been con-
ducted individually with the ensuing possibility of sharing results
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and dataÑand as a group as well. The present study draws on
that project work, and I myself have benefited enormously from
the continuous exchange with the researchers.

The approach followed here is neither radical nor new. In all
important respects, it reflects the Òevolving research strategyÓ of
one pathbreaking scholar of global politics, Chadwick Alger.
Twenty years after his essay (1976) was published, the four con-
cerns Alger identified as particularly salient are still pertinent.
Alger wanted researchers to break away from the nation-state as
the unit of analysis, to engage scholars from other societies in
dialogue, to use observation as a data-gathering methodology, and
to connect more effectively with their own communities. At least
two of AlgerÕs admonitions are considered hereÑbreaking away
from the nation-state and using observation as methodÑand per-
haps even a third, to the extent that Americans can be said to be
from a different society than I.

This concludes the first, essentially theoretical, part of the
presentation. A postsovereignty ontology has been established, re-
ferred to as global governance, and an epistemological position has
been declared, moving beyond positivism. Lastly, the three
frameworks of this study have been summarily presented follow-
ing an agency-structure logic. The next three chapters include
analytical cuts into the global governance of AIDS. First follows
the Gramscian approach honing in on competing discourses.
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Chapter Four

Gramsci, and Competing Discourses

Can sovereignty-based ideas and practices maintain their hold
relative to ideas emphasizing alliances and partnerships com-
prised of a wide variety of social forces engaged in joint policy en-
deavors? A Gramscian perspective highlights tensions and forces
constituted as systems of thought enabling and preventing activi-
ties in which people are engaged and that they use to make sense
of the world around them. In the currently dominating discourse
states are real and, also, more important than any other type of
actor.

A Gramscian Perspective

A discursive conceptualization of global governance has gained in-
creased prominence during the last ten to fifteen years, and it
takes its starting point in the writings of Antonio Gramsci. The
key concept in GramsciÕs thinking is that of hegemony, and the
central dimension of hegemony highlighted by Gramsci is of a sys-
tem of thoughtÑa discourseÑshaping and constraining peopleÕs
perceptions of what is possible and legitimate. Gramsci empha-
sized the noncoercive side of power and analyzed how dominating
groups governed through a clever manipulation of ideasÑ
influencing both the categories and the very manner of thinking of
the oppressed. Status quo, hence, was seen as perfectly naturalÑ
and even necessary. During hegemonic times, argued Gramsci, re-
volt never even enters practical consciousness.

Gramsci wrote during the 1920s and 1930s in Italy, and his
work almost exclusively deals with Italian politics under Fascist
rule. So, it remains an open question whether Gramsci himself
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would have felt comfortable with the contemporary theory of IR
labeled ÒGramscian,Ó as outlined in the following. The develop-
ment of the concepts and subsequent application to IR has taken
GramsciÕs writings as a starting point and, based on them, devel-
oped a framework for analyzing current political events. A rele-
vant question that has to be raised in this context was posed by
Gramsci himself: ÒHow is it possible to represent the world with a
mode of thought that was elaborated for other quite separate
times, a past often remote and superseded?Ó Thus, Gramsci was
well aware of this difficulty. His opinion of social science neces-
sarily involved the criticism of past theories, and his view of those
who uncritically appropriated theories of the past was not lenient.
He argued that those who did so were fossils, Òanachronist[s] and
not living in the modern worldÓ (Gramsci 1971: 324). A principal
task here is to develop theory appropriate for this particular
study.

As a consequence of the lack of concrete theory, what has fol-
lowed in GramsciÕs footsteps has been necessarily impressionistic.
Indeed, as suggested above, it might not even be Gramscian, per
se. Anyhow, the task here is not to find ÒThe Gramscian Theory.Ó
The endeavor, rather, involves creating a sort of prototypical
Gramscian framework, building on the thinking of Gramsci as left
behind in his written works as well as on elaborations attempted
by others.

The applications of Gramsci to current international relations
phenomena, hitherto undertaken, have first and foremost em-
ployed international political economy as their basic ontological
entity. In this way, for instance, did Stephen Gill and David Law
(1989) theorize and explain global political economy, in their book
of the same name; Craig Murphy (1994) tried to explain how in-
ternational organizations have shaped the ways in which Òliberal
internationalismÓ has come to dominate discourse and practice in
the twentieth century; and Robert Cox (1987), in his research pro-
gram, has focused on world orders in the late capitalist era. A
slightly different body of literature, more explicitly targeting
NGOs, relates to the Gramscian notion of civil society and is asso-
ciated with scholars like David Korten (e.g. 1990), Ronnie
Lipschutz (e.g. 1992), and Paul Wapner (1996). It is also to these
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two bodies of literature that the present study owes most in terms
of the groundwork for a Gramscian framework.

Judging from studies departing in terms of GramsciÕs writings,
it would seem that the problematic proper of a Gramscian ap-
proach to global governance would be concerned with medium- to
long-term historical developments. Neither CoxÕs, MurphyÕs, nor
GillÕs ambition concerns the elaboration of theory directly applica-
ble to the fairly concrete issue analyzed here. All three are
predominantly associated with the much broader issues of inter-
national political economy and world orders. In BraudelÕs words,
they are engaged in explaining the long dur�e of historical devel-
opment, the second plane of BraudelÕs historical method: the his-
tory of Òperiods, phases, episodes or cycles.Ó It is an account
without Òsuperfluous detailÓ (Braudel 1994: 34). Thus, the focus of
this studyÑprocesses where actors try to change or maintain pat-
terns of interaction and thought guiding governance of AIDSÑ
appears to be hard to grasp with such a body of theory.

A focus on the long-term historical development implies that
more discrete events fall outside the purview of the analysis. It
means an emphasis on the processes leading up to the current
situation and the ways in which past activities limit the options
for current actors. A Gramscian approach would inquire into
which general forces are at play, influencing not only AIDS but
global governance of such issues in general.

Hegemony and Historical Structures

The logic introduced above, where the frameworks were presented
summarily according their positions on actors, structures, and
processes, will now guide the elaboration. First, a discussion of the
structural component will follow.

The basis for explanation is that of historical structures, ena-
bling and constraining activity and thought. These structures are
not to be understood as givens, as preexisting entities outside time
and space. As discussed in chapter 2, structures are remnants of
past human activities in the legal, political, economic, and social
spheres. The analyst, then, needs to Òdiscern the structures that
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give a framework for action and that form the actorsÓ (Cox 1987:
395). Important in this regard is to note that these structures are
both of a material and of an ideational character. Particular ways
of acting are dominant, as are prescribed ways of thinking. A guid-
ing question is of who is privileged and perceived as natural hold-
ers of power and influence, as well as of who controls resources
and directs their allocation. Of central concern is whether the con-
figuration of power these patterns constitute is stable and
uncontested and if the current order is perceived as legitimate and
natural.

In this study, hegemony needs to be confronted on two planes.
On the one hand, there is the hegemony of international coopera-
tion along Westphalian linesÑholding state actors in higher re-
gard than nonstate actors. On the other hand, there is the
hegemony of health cooperation chiefly along public-health con-
ceptualizations, with the ensuing disregard of other aspects of
health, such as those involving human-rights violations or pov-
erty. Both aspects of hegemony are important for the global
governance of AIDS.

Hegemonic Orders

Some social orders may be characterized as hegemonic, the most
central concept in this perspective. Structures covering various
spheres of human activityÑpolitical, social, economic, cultural,
etc.Ñmay correspond to each other to varying degrees. A situation
with harmony between structural elements of a given society, a
nice fit between the different structures, Gramsci called a hege-
monic situation. Hegemony, then, implies that all structures of
governance lean toward the same ends, pull in the same direction.
Hegemony is Òthe key concept in understanding the very unity
existing in a concrete social formationÓ (Laclau & Mouffe 1985: 7).

Intergovernmentalism as hegemony implies such a reinforcing
relation between ideas of good governance and multilateral prac-
tice. The extent to which marginalized groups also perceive multi-
lateralism as inevitable and appropriate is an indicator of hege-
mony. Global governance of health can be understood as a field of
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competing ways of conceptualizing good health work and the ways
in which these ideas are carried out practically.

Hegemonic times are characterized by harmony between the
material and technological base, on the one hand, and the ideolog-
ical and cultural superstructure, on the other. Important to note
in this regard is that Gramsci differs from many Marxist under-
standings of base and superstructure. Ideas and culture are not
simply perceived as derivatives of the material condition but have
a material dimension in their own right and assume an indepen-
dent function in the evolution of history: they are not simply re-
flections of a particular mode of production. GramsciÕs emphasis of
both ideas and shifts in ideas warrants attention. Whereas the
concept of hegemony has been used by scholars from differing tra-
ditions, the explicit focus on ideas, as influential in their own
right, has frequently been neglected in studies of global gover-
nance.

A celebrated approach to the study of international cooperation
has been to explore the possibilities of continued international co-
operation in the absence of hegemony. The proponents of this
approach typically have a restrictive material understanding of
hegemony, focusing mainly on economic or military capacity to in-
duce cooperative behavior from recalcitrant states. An essential
argument in this tradition is the necessity of a benevolent hege-
mon, bearing transaction costs and maintaining a modicum of or-
der among the otherwise defecting participants. The actor on
which this model has been modeled, the United States, allegedly
no longer has the economic strength to carry out these functions,
and multilateral cooperation will therefore flounder. The scholar
most commonly referred to in this tradition is probably Robert
Keohane (1984).

Little, if anything, connects the two usages of the term. The in-
clusion of ideas in the analysis would have led to very different
conclusions regarding hegemony, as it would have noted that a
discourse such as free tradeÑembodied, for instance, in GATT
and the World Trade Organization (WTO)Ñadds more to under-
standing the current global economic order than a single stateÕs
ability to manipulate incentive structures. Likewise, ideas under-
lying AIDS prevention and control programs, emanating from ide-
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ologies for public-health protection and promotion, are just as im-
portant to include in an analysis of AIDS governance as are who
has control over needed resources for global health programs. A
Gramscian approach makes the independent influence of ideas a
necessary component of the analysis. Subsequent elaborations of
GramsciÕs concept of hegemony have to a large degree focused on
this discursive dimension and will be treated below.

Competing Discourses

In GramsciÕs thought, then, the leading elitesÕ ability to govern
hinges to a great extent on their ability to gain Òcommon accep-
tance of a consensual normative order that binds ruler and ruled
and legitimates powerÓ (Ikenberry & Kupchan 1990: 283). This
kind of integration is maintained through ideas, or by way of es-
tablishing a certain discourse. If the discourse is accepted by
actors, it produces the desired behaviors and thoughts (Keeley
1990). Discourse can be understood as a systematic set of relations
between objects and meanings, socially constructed (Billing & Sti-
gendal 1994: 142Ð152). In the constant process of historical
change, discourses arrest the development and fix meanings for
longer or shorter periods of time.

Discourse should be understood as systematic sets of meanings
associated with subjects. Nevertheless, the limits of a discourse
are never absolutely fixed; they are in constant flux. Moreover, the
transformation of free-floating elements, not yet carrying a spe-
cific connotation, into ÒmomentsÓ with a fixed meaning can never
be complete (Laclau & Mouffe 1985: 106Ð107). Although discourse
theories have grown out of linguistics, they are not concerned with
language only. These so-called moments are also other types of
signs: they may be practices, ways of dressing, fashion, hairstyle,
music, art, etc., as well. Discourses, thus, are much more than
merely groupings of signs. For Laclau and Mouffe, discourses also
form subjects. Since subjects are constituted through discourse,
discourse, hence, can be understood as establishing identity. One
can say that, through discourse, it is established what exists and
what does notÑwho we are, what nature, society, men, and
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women are, and so forth. Furthermore, discourses establish what
is good, fair, and desirable. And, finally, discursive formations es-
tablish what is possible and what is not possible as well as
peopleÕs perceptions of the very nature of history, of change and
its consequences, of their aspirations and fears, of the very exis-
tence of people as people.

In the present context, particular ways of dressingÑ for in-
stance, a suit and tieÑand a particular diplomatic language
establish a person as a civil servant working for a governmental
agency, whereas, say, a white coat and a stethoscope would imply
a medical identity. Language as used in written documents and
appearances at meetings and conferences will be taken as evi-
dence of discursive power.

Moving Beyond Structuralism

A problem inherent in discourse theories is a risk of reducing eve-
rything to discourse. Human behavior becomes an endless
repetition of discursively given practices, and the very existence of
subjects is only visible through their enactment of discursive prac-
tices. In order to avoid this fallacy of structuralism, and open up
the possibility for real change, the assumption of a fully fixed sys-
tem of meaning has to be discarded. In the words of Laclau and
Mouffe (1985: 106Ð107), Òno discursive formation is a sutured to-
tality and the transformation of the elements into moments is
never complete.Ó The opposite is also impossible: in order to be
able to establish identity through discourse, there has to be a
meaning, a partial fixity. Every discourse, in fact, is an effort to
dominate the field of discourses, establish fixity, and, hence, instill
among people a particular set of meanings and relations.

In addition to structuralism, the prior assignment of economic
structures over other forms will have to be discarded as well.
Since Gramsci was writing from a basically Marxist orientation,
the concept of hegemony is frequently tied with a tendency to view
economic structures as prior to, and thus as that which enables,
any other structure. For Marx, the capitalist economic system
gave rise to classes, and the struggle between the classes was seen
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as the fundamental driving force in the evolution of history. In es-
sence, identities other than class were perceived as either
derivatives of class or simply false.

If a discursive element in an analysis cures the problem of how
to treat ideas and culture as material forces in their own right,
there is still the problem of how to relate various discursive for-
mations to each other. In one sense, this leaves us with two
choices: either we stick to the problematic designation of the econ-
omy as ontologically given, or we relax that assumption and use
the concept of hegemony as Òthe formation of a common struggle
by a plurality of social movements against a system of domination
that the groups face in commonÓ (Westlind 1996: 78). If the a pri-
ori designation of the economy as fundamental disappears, the
class as fundamental actor, the only actor with a real possibility of
changing society, also vanishes. One cannot claim beforehand that
the struggle over the economy is paramount to struggles over
other issues. This is an important step for this study, as NGOs,
social movements, and, indeed, secretariats of IGOs cannot be ex-
plained readily from economist logic.

Hegemony is the result of the presence of a Òhistoric bloc.Ó In
coherent, unified ordersÑduring times of hegemonyÑsocial forces
combine to produce a widely accepted and adhered to method of
carrying out governance. The historic bloc, then, embodies institu-
tions that stabilize the particular social order and is able to rule
both by discourse legitimizing that order and its hegemonic lead-
ership and by the control over material and organizational capa-
bilities. The historic bloc is thus to be conceived of as an implicit
alliance between the different social forces privileged by the cur-
rent order. The self-reinforcing nature of hegemonyÑthe current
order is seen as legitimate and desirableÑmakes coordination and
planning superfluous. Hegemony, hence, is not dependent on Òa
hegemonÓ steering and manipulating others. Instead, most of so-
cietal institutions pull in the same direction, and the suppressed
groups as well see little hope for alternative orders, ideas, or prac-
tices. A tight kernel administering hegemony is nevertheless
identifiable, embodying the very core of the historic bloc. This
leads over to the actor dimension of this perspective.
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States and Civil Societies

For Gramsci, control of the state was the goal of competing social
forces in the country. In this regard, an important distinction is
made between the state proper and the state in a more organic
sense. The state proper is the state as coercive and administrative
apparatus in a very restrictive sense. Gramsci, however, argued
that, alongside these coercive institutions, other essentially non-
coercive institutions worked to reinforce the politics of the state
proper. These other forces operate in the realm of what Gramsci
calls civil societyÑthe realm of voluntary associations, churches,
trade unions, and other collective institutions. During hegemonic
eras, the historic bloc not only controlled the state proper but had
managed to instill in the people, through the use of ideological ap-
paratuses such as education and church, a sense of legitimacy.
The state, thus, not only acts as Òthe practical and theoretical ac-
tivities with which the ruling class justifies and maintains its
dominance, but manages to win the active consent of those over
whom it rulesÓ (Gramsci 1971: 244). The state actively tries to es-
tablish and distill consensus. A Gramscian analysis, then, would
have to treat the state in a wide sense, including more than
merely the government, the state bureaucracies, and the coercive
apparatuses. ÒTo be meaningful, the notion of the state would also
have to include the underpinnings of the political structure in civil
societyÓ (Cox 1993: 51). In his thinking, a hegemonic world order
would have to be expressed in universalistic terms, that is

not [as] an order which directly exploits others
but an order which most other states (or at least
those within reach of the hegemony) could find
compatible with their interests. Such an order
would hardly be conceived in interstate terms
alone, for this would likely bring to the fore oppo-
sition of state interests. It would most likely give
prominence to opportunities for the forces of civil
society to operate on the world scale (Cox 1993:
61).



66

Understanding global hegemony involves exploring the tasks of
hegemonic regulation, the ever more encompassing means of con-
trol reaching larger number of individuals, and the sites of
regulation covering larger areas of the world commanded by the
dominating blocs of power (cf. Murphy 1994: 42). A question in
this regard is whether the existence of more participatory mecha-
nisms for global governance of AIDS is a sign of a felt need to
penetrate more fully civil society organizations in order to use
them as tools for a more efficient legitimation process. Those con-
trolling the intergovernmental hegemony are using NGOs as
vehicles for maintaining the status quo and may feel able to grant
some symbolic access and participation in the process. Simultane-
ously, by virtue of the relative openness in every situation and
contradictions in the present order, elements of civil society may
be engaged in activities challenging hegemony

Civil society on a global scale, then, is made up of all those en-
tities outside the purview of state organizations and organizations
controlled by governments. As easily noted in the citation, multi-
lateralism as a dominating organizing principle would have to
include opportunities for NGOs to participate as well as provide
some benefits for NGOs of cooperation with IGOs. The Global
AIDS Strategy, conceived as a hegemonic order of AIDS preven-
tion and control, was indeed presented as a strategy for everyone
interested in efficient AIDS prevention and control. Moreover,
GPA provided support to cooperating NGOs not only in the form of
modest financial resources, but also through their inclusion on
various boards and committees.

It is worth noting that a common problem with much of the
Òcivil societyÓ literature in IR scholarship in that it tends to view
civil society as somehow existing parallel to states, and not, as in
GramsciÕs understanding, as a sphere penetrated by states. Civil
society sometimes is equated with an untainted sphere of human
activity, without the corruption of the state and the greed and
ruthlessness of the economic sector (Korten 1991). In addition to
reifying Òcivil society,Ó such an understanding hardly appreciates
the variation of values, interests, and desires within this sphere.

In the field of IR, the notion of a dual system heralded by
James Rosenau comes easily to mind in this context. His
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Òbifurcated systemÓ of international politics resembles a civil soci-
ety coexisting with a state system. A sphere of voluntary asso-
ciation not following a sovereignty logic, a multicentric world
lacking an overall designÑderived from multiple sources and
marked by uncertainty (Rosenau 1990: 244)Ñcompetes for legiti-
macy and dominance with the state-centered world. Notable, how-
ever, is a weakness in RosenauÕs theorizing. As soon as this
multicentric world of organizations, movements, churches, busi-
ness groups, and individuals is to be more systematically treated,
it appears as if the only thing they have in common is their be-
longing to some world other than the state-centric oneÑthey are
Ònonstate.Ó A similar shortcoming can be found in Lipschutz, for
whom civil society is constituted by large-scale resistances to the
current dominating discursive formation of intergovernmentalism
(cf. Lipschutz 1992: 399). Both fail to see the basis for resistance.
How are these resistances constituted? What binds a counter-
hegemonic movement together? The constitution of coun-
terhegemonic identities and the loyalties of various resisting
groups, it will be argued here, are constituted by other discursive
formations that also compete with each other.

Processes of Articulation

So far, the Gramscian framework has been presented as a field of
discursive formations constituting states and civil societies com-
peting for hegemony. But how are these discourses created? From
where do they come?

It is one thing to claim that the ruling elites exercise control
over the majority of the people through their control of the organic
state, that is, including those elements of civil society working to
stabilize and legitimize the current order. Quite another is to
show how, with what means, through what media, and from
which places this hegemonic control is enacted (cf. Murphy 1994).

One element of this analysis has already been touched on and
concerns the fact that hegemons govern both through coercive
means and through consensual means. Here, Gramsci has bor-
rowed from another Italian philosopher, Niccol� Machiavelli, the
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notion of power as a centaurÑhalf beast and half human. The
first type of power is akin to the familiar realist understanding of
power based on superior strength and control over crucial re-
sourcesÑbrute force and the ability to change material capabili-
ties would be the corresponding power strategies.

For both Machiavelli and Gramsci, power operates in a more
subtle way, tooÑon the level of ideas and culture. Brute force
alone is a very cumbersome way of ruling a societyÑa very re-
source-demanding way. This holds true particularly for governing
globally. Instead, the ruling elites base their rule mainly on con-
sensus. Individuals are socialized to internalize the expectations
of the dominant groups and consequently to perceive the current
order as legitimate, even desirable. In CoxÕs words, hegemons try
to establish an order

based ideologically on a broad measure of con-
sent, functioning according to general principles
that in fact ensure the continuing supremacy of
the leading state or states and leading social
classes, but at the same time offer some measure
or prospect for satisfaction to the less powerful
(Cox 1987: 7).

Those who control the state apparatuses, pose as able to trans-
form the entire world society, assimilating everyone to the same
level of economy and culture. There is no need to show oneÕs own
strengths, since people do not question either the goals or the
means to reach those goals.

How is this socialization process managed, and the continued
hegemony, maintained? It is in this context international organi-
zations become relevant. Cox can see international organizations
expressing hegemony in several ways (Cox 1993: 62Ð63): they em-
body the rules; they are themselves products; they legitimate
ideologically; they co-opt the elites; and they absorb counterhege-
monic ideas.

In international organizations, participants may be engaged in
dialogue aimed at the reconciliation of opposing views with the ul-
timate goal of reaching a working agreement on policies and
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programs. International organizations, in this vein, would be
complements to more coercive means and a place where consen-
sus, and subsequently hegemony, can be established on a global
level. Furthermore, cooperation within international organiza-
tions could be seen as efforts by the hegemonic actors to help fal-
tering groups, be they state elites or nongovernmental groups, to
maintain their legitimacy vis-�-vis their constituenciesÑgroups
forming necessary partners for the continuation, or establishment,
of global hegemony (Murphy 1994: 214Ð218). Cooptation, in this
light, is an important strategy for those in power.

The opposite perspective is also possible, though. Hegemonic
systems are never fully closed, as discussed above in relation to
structuralism. In addition to relatively well established and par-
tially fixed systems of meaning, the discursive field contains free-
floating elements without exact discursive meaning. The term
used by Laclau and Mouffe (1985: 105Ð114) for the mechanism
that establishes the relation between a sign and an object is that
of articulation. Articulation involves fixing a meaning to elements,
transforming them into moments. This articulatory practice forms
the basis of Laclau and MouffeÕs social theory and will be used in
the following analysis. Once engaged in dialogue, critics have
overcome one obstacle to the formation of potent counter-
hegemonic alliances, as people in important positions within the
historic bloc can be reached by critical voices. This way, ever more
encompassing alliances can be formed.

Once critics are inside, however, the very participation itself
could exert considerable pressures for adaptation to norms of ap-
propriateness, pressures possibly difficult to withstand.
ÒHegemony is like a pillow: it absorbs blows and sooner the would-
be assailant will find it comfortable to rest uponÓ (Cox 1993: 63).
Insiders face a real risk of becoming instituted either as organic
intellectuals or as hostages of the ruling elites. In any event, the
status of those on the inside runs a risk of changing in the eyes of
those actors still on the outside, undermining their legitimacy and
credibility as forces for change.

To be sure, counterhegemonic movements and resistances to
some extent are always present. Even during situations of hege-
mony, relations are never fully fixed or constituted as a closed sys-
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tem; openings that allow for the articulation of counterhegemonic
ideas are always present. Every given situation, then, is pene-
trated by contradictions and ruptures, even though the space
available for articulation of alternative developments is some-
times very limited. Resistances always exist, but Òhegemony is
enough to ensure conformity of behavior in most people most of
the timeÓ (Cox 1993: 51).

Counterhegemonic activity is relatively easier during periods of
social, economic or political unrest. When no historic bloc is able to
establish hegemony, points of antagonism and conflict may prolif-
erate. This signifies that people no longer believe in what they
used to believe. In complex social situations, antagonisms can be
formulated focusing on a high number of issues. A question from
this perspective, hence, is whether the AIDS epidemic has created
tensions and made visible contradictions conducive to change?

Summary of the Competing Discourses Framework

By way of summing up the theoretical elaborations of a Gram-
scian approach, the central feature of this perspective is a
hegemonic struggle over discourse. Discourse frames thought and
thereby guides action. Through discursive formations, actorsÕ per-
ceptions of the possible are formed. Discourses are sets of
established relations and meanings between objects and signs,
which can be language, styles of dress, music, art, etc. Any dis-
course is an effort to arrest the development of history and instill
a particular order in societyÑan order, moreover, that works to
the advantage of some and serves certain purposes.

When discursive formations are framed in universalistic terms
and people perceive that order as legitimate, it is called hege-
monic. Hegemony is maintained by a historic bloc, comprised of
the actors necessary for the maintenance of hegemony. Although
hegemony appears solid, resistances are always present, since
permanent and total closure of discursive formations is impossi-
ble. Contradiction and conflict are inevitable features of any social
system. In order to maintain hegemony, control over coercive ap-
paratuses must be complemented by the use of consensual
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strategies. Institutions based in civil societyÑthe world of volun-
tary associations, NGOs, and social movements, but also of
church, school, and the mediaÑunderpin the state proper; coer-
cive functions are complemented by general acceptance of that
current as inevitable and desirable.

A universalistic, hegemonic order has to provide a modicum of
satisfaction to those groups in society that are vital for its main-
tenance. As participants, counterhegemonic forces may form alli-
ances with important groups in the historic bloc and lead the
system into crises and radical change, or, alternatively, the his-
toric bloc may be able to restore hegemony. The potential of
counterhegemonic alliances depends on their ability to articulate
in concordance with other groupings. Now, let us see how global
governance of AIDS appears from this perspective.
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Chapter Five

AIDS through the Discursive Lens

The first task here is to map the discursive field as it was before
AIDS, with the guiding task being to lay bare the structures and
deconstruct the discourses governing action and thought. The vi-
rus responsible for AIDSÑHIVÑhas been around for much longer
than knowledge about its existence. AIDS is a very specific dis-
ease, but the virus HIV has in addition spurned many complicated
subepidemics. A host of political, social and political ideas and
practices has arisen in the wake of the spread of HIV. AIDS,
stated differently, means different things to different people. Sev-
eral competing discursive formations have been, and continue to
be, articulated around HIV/AIDS, creating very different under-
standings of the pandemic as well as of what to do about it.

These different discourses establish different priorities, privi-
lege some actors over others and prescribe highly divergent
courses of action to cope with the virus and its derivative epidem-
ics. Furthermore, each discourse refers to broad forms of power
relations that have deep and disputed meanings. HIV/AIDS has
revealed the complex of attitudes, values, feelings, prejudices, and
myths historically so prevalent in conjunction with epidemics, but
so forgotten in our times of alleged mastery of nature and disease
by means of science and organization. The scapegoating, repres-
sion, isolation, and segregation associated with previous
outbreaks of epidemics have also characterized societal responses
to HIV/AIDS (Johannisson 1990: 198Ð199). Regardless of which
discursive formation is offered for understanding AIDS, it Òis
laden with historical references and assumptions which relate our
lived experience to particular historical institutions,Ó writes Cindy
Patton (1990: 2). What were the relevant discursive formations
governing the field of global health at the time of AIDS discovery,
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and how were these configured? Which social forces were privi-
leged and how did these manage to control dissenting groups?
When AIDS gradually came to be perceived as a problem of some
proportions and became the focus of activity for different actors,
the discursive field of health governance was already well estab-
lished.

A Hegemonic Intergovernmental Public-Health Order

Regardless of whether health is understood as medicine, as devel-
opment, or as human rights, different power and status are be-
stowed on actors depending on their association with states and
governments or communities and people. Forging partnerships be-
tween IGOs and NGOs in the health area has been, and continues
to be, confounded by the competing understandings of the mean-
ing and the challenge of disease.

The challenge for policymakers is complex and involves both
the articulation of a dominant definition of the problemÑ
medicine, human rights, development, or something elseÑand to
identification of those groups that are crucial for the continued
hegemony of this discourse and to find efficient methods of social-
ization to establish that order as hegemonic.

At the time of AIDS, the international health regime was situ-
ated somewhere at the intersection of three formations. The major
donor governments, the United States, Japan, and West-European
states tend to identify with medicine, which has pushed practice
in that direction. The relative preponderance of health-as-
medicine has been secured through staffing policies of the major
health organization, WHO. Lack of resources makes any attempt
at seriously tackling the root causes of poor health a futile task.
Moreover, concerns for human rights surface in numerous recom-
mendations and guidelines. The implications of serious advocacy
would risk aggravating many governments, including the U.S.,
preventing serious attempts at this, since public-health measures
sometimes infringe on human rights and the right to adequate
health care still is poorly guaranteed in many places, including
the United States.
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The means for establishing any hegemony, as discussed above,
may be both coercive and consensual and also provide a modicum
of satisfaction also for those groups that end up underserved or
suppressed. NGOs have been given the opportunity to participate
in the work of WHO by way of their Official Relations status. So
far, 181 have been granted accreditation, but, here also, the main
groups are medical in orientation. Some development NGOs are
included, however, as are womenÕs organizations and family-
planning associations (WHO 1996). A focus on primary-health-
care centers, furthermore, has given legitimacy to development
organizations at the local level. All in all, the dominant mode of
operation is governmental and intergovernmental: health author-
ities within states organized under governmental health minis-
tries that cooperate in intergovernmental health organizations are
those that dominate policy.

Each discursive formation provides part of the institutional
backdrop for articulation in the AIDS case, and together they form
the field of discourses with its ensuing power configurations. Ar-
ticulation of HIV/AIDS followed preexisting discursive formations,
as we shall see. First, however, I will discuss each formation.

Health-as-Medicine

Health-as-medicine centers on the body and understands health
as absence of disease or infirmity. The global character of health
and epidemic disease is an issue of long standing for various
groups. Disease does not carry a passport, and cooperation for
health is a practice dating back to the first International Sanitary
Conference in July 1851 (Siddiqi 1995: 14-20). The meeting, the
first in a series of eleven, had its origins in the increasing trade
and travel as a result of technical and social innovations in the
wake of the industrial revolution. Impotent efforts had been made
at stopping violent cholera epidemics overrunning Europe in 1830
and again in 1847. Popular demand for stricter rules of quaran-
tine had ensued. Tremendous growth in trade had, however, made
quarantine increasingly cumbersome to manage, and also expen-
sive. The great maritime trading nationsÑpredominantly Euro-
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peanÑhad much to lose from the often indiscriminate use of isola-
tion and quarantine of people and goods. Convening an inter-
national meeting was a solution found acceptable to the major
stake-holders. No other resort was readily available but to embark
upon a series of collaborative efforts aimed at curbing cholera and
other epidemic diseases, such as plague and yellow fever. The de-
cision to arrange an international meeting was also fashionable at
the time, adding yet another element toward that direction.

Already at this early point in history, collisions were apparent
between the discourses of medicine, on the one hand, and diplo-
mats acting in the Ònational interest,Ó this time in the disguise of
trade interests, on the other. All physicians were at one point even
excluded, and a couple of conferences saw only diplomats as par-
ticipants (Siddiqi 1995: 16). The major battle line concerned the
policing of borders, as quarantine increasingly clashed with trade.
At the same time, the efficiency of isolation of goods and people for
longer or shorter periods of time was rendered dubious, as scien-
tific progress discovered the real causes for many diseases,
including cholera. ÒNot only were these measures of quarantine
generally useless,Ó claims Neville Goodman, Òbut they were exas-
perating, obstructive, oppressive and often cruel to the point of
barbarityÓ (Goodman 1971: 34). Quarantine was abused, and the
burning of goods and ships, frequent; even executions occurred in
overzealous efforts to prevent disease from entering a country.

Gradually, the theory of contagion inside borders was chal-
lenged by medical research into the real causes of epidemics.
International cooperation took on new forms, based less on track-
ing and isolating allegedly infectious individuals or goods than on
epidemiological surveillance and information dissemination. The
setting-up of epidemic intelligence systems was an important task
for health organizations, such as the League Health Organization
from 1920 onwards.

Exchange of information and reporting, or rather facilitating
the creation of logistics for such exchange between governments,
continues to be the most favored activity within this discourse.
Governments are the key players, aided by medical experts to the
extent these same governments see justified. The institutional
outgrowth in the IGO system of this approach is the World Health
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Organization. Created in 1946, it supersedes previous health or-
ganizations, most notably those of the League and the Pan-
American Health Organization (although the latter exercises con-
siderable autonomy under the regionalized structure of WHO).
WHO, like all other IGOs, Òas a piper, has had to play the tunes
which its political masters in the Assembly [have been] prepared
to pay forÓ (Brockington 1975: 177). And in the Assembly, of
course, governments rule.

Although the medical governance of health is dominated by
governments, civil-society organizations have important functions
within that order. With WHOÕs emphasis on both treatment and
research, people knowledgeable in these areasÑwho can perform
these tasksÑare necessary. Modern research certainly is an in-
ternational endeavor, and it involves research exchange between
research centers and at international conferences as well as peer
review of results published in international journals. Both public
research institutes, like the National Institute for Health in the
United States, and private ones, like Institute Pasteur in France,
uphold this formation. The logic of scientific research itself does
not follow intergovernmentalism. Rather, validation of research
results follows criteria laid down in the tradition of science. The
use of the results, however, is left largely to the discretion of gov-
ernments.

What is the basis of this formation? That is, what are the
mechanisms by which the medical intergovernmental discourse is
maintained? First of all, the vocabulary is a boundary-
maintaining one. Scientific jargon is difficult to grasp without
prior training. Vocabulary serves to shut out those who do not
fully master scientific language. Harold Jacobson (1973) notes
that the exclusiveness with which WHO has been operating has
virtually allowed health to remain outside other issues as a sepa-
rate domain controlled by the doctors. To the extent that outsiders
have been allowed to participate, they have most commonly come
from the medical profession, as the list of organizations in official
relations with WHO reveals. Of the 181 NGOs currently affiliated,
the vast majorityÑ150Ñcomes from the medical sphere (WHO
1996).
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Furthermore, recruitment follows medical lines. The primary
players are scientists and doctors. WHOÕs Òstaff is predominantly
medical,Ó according to Fraser Brockington (1975: 150). Also, Har-
old Jacobson found that the majority of those dominating WHO
were medical doctors (1973: 195ff), including governmental repre-
sentatives in the World Health Assembly. This facilitates a steady
flow of resources from national governments, the main financial
contributors to the organization, and constitutes a crucial part of
the formation. Yet another indication of the medical professionÕs
hold is the fact that every one of the directors-general has been a
medical doctor (Gordenker 1994).

People willing to accept ÒpatienthoodÓ are a part of health-as-
medicine discourse and a prerequisite for its workings. In the
AIDS context, epidemiologists and public health authorities have
used the categorization of people into Òhigh-risk groupsÓ and Òthe
general population,Ó in order to denote the epidemiological pattern
associated with HIV infection. Moreover, there is a tendency to
submit patients to the care offered at clinics and hospitals and to
drugs manufactured by pharmaceutical companies without the ac-
tive participation and informed requests of the sick, and to treat
them as somehow incapable of taking care of themselves. The
unequal relation between the care seeker and the expert charac-
terizes the situation.

To sum up, the main elements of health-as-medicine are a fo-
cus on epidemiological surveillance and an exchange of biomedical
research results. The primary groups are scientists and doctors,
linked to government bodies that provide the necessary financial
resources. The emphasis is on large clinics staffed by professionals
trained in Western medicine. Civil society enters into this dis-
course mainly in the form of professional associations oriented
toward medicine. Patients are normally seen as a package of
symptoms and clinical manifestations rather than as informed
and knowledgeable individuals. As will be evident below, the la-
tent victimization of people infected with HIV and AIDS (PWA)
early on triggered resentment and counterarticulation. In fact,
AIDS may be the first disease to have its own organizations
formed by the patients. Many in these groups rejected the unequal
and patronizing relation between doctors and patients. Not much
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was known about treatment, and no drugs had proven efficient.
Health-as-medicine, hence, had difficulties accommodating and
adapting to HIV/AIDS. Similarly, from within, front-line public
health had started to connect poor results in public-health cam-
paigns with the sometimes repressive methods used in efforts to
prevent transmission of disease into society at large. Forced
treatment and isolation, coupled with stigmatization and discrim-
ination, frequently drove sick people away from authorities rather
than encouraged seeking professional assistance. A link between
health and human rights gradually emerged, which struck an im-
portant chord among PWAs.

Health-as-Human-Rights

Infringement of human rights is by no means a novelty in public
health practice. Already in the beginning of international coopera-
tion for health, physicians participated and provided scientific in-
formation used and abused in negotiations by public authorities.
Public health as idea and practice essentially concerns protecting
the health of societies against anything that may threaten it. As
such, it runs a risk of pitting the interests and well-being of people
infected or sick against those of the still uninfected. Quarantine
obviously can be viewed in such a perspective, as the main ration-
ale behind it indeed was that of making certain that nothing
infectious entered a particular territory.

In spite of the obvious connection, health and human rights
have rarely been explicitly linked (Mann et al. 1994: 7) and, as a
discourse, such a link still leads a somewhat marginal existence.
Although linking two powerful and modern concepts regarding the
nature and foundation of human well-being, methods of work, vo-
cabulary, and societal roles differ in health and law. Increasingly,
however, health workers and human-rights advocates have real-
ized the added value of each otherÕs perspectives and have
articulated a discourse that is important for the relationship be-
tween IGOs and NGOs regarding HIV/AIDS. One reason for this
trend is the strong status of participation in the protection of hu-
man rights in all areas.
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Already, the preamble to WHOÕs constitution invokes the no-
tion of human rights, stating that Ò[t]he enjoyment of the highest
attainable standard of health is one of the fundamental rights of
every human being.Ó This connection is most obvious in relation to
specific activities directly threatening a personÕs health: torture,
cruel and degrading punishment, disappearances, and living un-
der conditions where this happens to others, etc. History provides
a long list of examples of practices that threaten mental and
physical well-being.

Furthermore, the definition of health offered by WHO is ex-
traordinarily broad and points toward an understanding of health,
away from the pathology and biomedical absence of diseaseÑ
toward Òwell-being.Ó The definition implies that health work is
about securing peopleÕs control over, and improving, their
healthÑthus social and economic issues are brought under the
health umbrella. Perhaps more directly relevant for the third dis-
course in this field, health-as-development, this also has impli-
cations for the health-as-human-rights discourse. Health here is
seen as a prerequisite for the ability to take part in social and
economic life. The right to health, then, needs to be understood
broadly in terms of state responsibility to create opportunities for
people to shape their lives in healthy ways, with ensuing implica-
tions for participation. Moreover, an ability to create conditions
for health includes such issues as access to health-care facilities
and ability to purchase drugs and medicine.

A brief look at medical history, especially regarding epidemics,
quickly makes apparent the extent to which sickness has been as-
sociated with activities publicly deplored or said to reflect char-
acteristics not part of societal mythology and fabrics. Sickness as
punishment, sin, or deviance is a common theme in the history of
disease (Johannison 1990; Sontag 1988) and has frequently trig-
gered discrimination and/or neglect and marginalization. The
Òstigma modelÓ (Plummer 1988: 24) conceptualizes epidemics in
moral and political terms and explains their outbreaks mainly in
terms of sin and evil, sometimes of race and gender. The solutions
offered within this rhetoric are definitely questionable from the
human-rights viewpoint and include such measures as discrimi-
nation and exclusion in order to protect the general population.
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Enabling articulation of health-as-human-rights are first of all
the themes and practices of public health, which regulate rela-
tions between the individual and public authorities. The public-
health arsenal contains practices questionable from a human-
rights viewpoint. Mandatory testing, detention of individuals, and
isolation of infected persons are common in many communicable,
contagious, and sexually transmitted disease programs, and fig-
ured prominently in AIDS control efforts too. Also, misuse of
information obtained is widespread, as confidentiality is difficult
to maintain in many situations.

The right to health is stated in the WHO constitution and in a
number of paragraphs in human-rights documents. The Universal
Declaration of Human Rights specifically mentions health in one
paragraph (Article 25), where it is stated that it is a human right
to enjoy a Òstandard of living adequate for the health and well-
being of himself and of his family,Ó and the International Cove-
nant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights addresses statesÕ
responsibilities in the area of health (Article 12). At the same
time, public health programs sometimes infringe on other human
rights. Whether a threat to society is present that justifies such
measures, and whose security it is that is being threatened, are
fundamentally political decisionsÑand questions at the heart of
health-as-human-rights. Where to draw the fine line between re-
pression and prevention may be easy enough in theory, but it is
less clear in practice. Some guidance on appropriate measures can
be found in the guidelines and recommendations issued both by
the WHO and by the Council of Europe. The common theme in all
of these recommendations is that human rights should be re-
spected, since violating a personÕs rights risks driving the problem
underground, placing the very persons most important to reach
outside the control and care proffered by health authorities. Per-
sonal freedom is seen as the most basic foundation for health in
the discourse of health-as-human-rights.

It is quite clear that health-as-medicine is centered around
medical doctors and scientists in public authorities and research
institutions. It is less clear which are the main groups encom-
passed by health-as-human rights as well as for what these forces
are able to generate support. The vocabulary used is based on le-
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gal language and, hence, focuses on what can be deduced from le-
gal documents of various sorts rather than what might be good
medically or morally. The main groups encompassed by this dis-
course are new generations of public health doctors and human-
rights groups. The activities aim at monitoring authorities, re-
porting on violations, and changing the law whenever conflicts
arise between human-rights law and other legislation. As will be
elaborated more fully later, AIDS-specific organizations in the
United States and Western Europe connected AIDS, human
rights, and gay rights, as they saw health authorities neglect the
epidemic and attribute the causes to their sexual orientation.

Mainstream human-rights groups have had problems with the
right to healthÑgiven that no one can guarantee perfect health
and, hence, be held responsible for a personÕs ill health. The fact
that the U.S. government has been reluctant to implement a right
to health care, arguing that it leads to socialist medicine, may
have dissuaded some lawyers and doctors from embracing the
idea. The desire by WHO to Òkeep politics out of health,Ó (Siddiqi
1994) with subsequent hesitancy to strong advocacy, may also re-
flect this U.S. position. Nevertheless, guidelines on human-rights
aspects of health programs are issued by WHO, advocating re-
strictive use of coercive measures. Also, the Council of Europe,
notable for its human-rights work, has been highlighting risks for
human rights violations in connection with health programs. Ad-
vocacy has remained somewhat weak, though, and health-as-
human-rights only marginally challenges the main medical estab-
lishment in global health work.

In a global context, this unequal situation becomes even
clearerÑfor instance, in the meeting between poverty-related dis-
ease and Western medicine. The processes of global medicine are
also best characterized as patronizing. The expertise is firmly
lodged in Western medicine, which further increases the financial
ability to control the major institutional outcomes. Development-
oriented activities form a main concern for WHO: aiding societies
with vast health problems constitutes a chief task of the organi-
zation according to the publication Health for All by the Year 2000,
the organizationÕs main policy pronouncement.
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Health-as-Development

As conditions allowing people to live healthy lives involve a wide
range of issues associated with money and resources, health has
clear connections to the development agenda. The ambition of
health work, according to WHO, is to attain a Òcomplete state of
physical and mental well-being.Ó WHO, as IGO with a majority of
its members being developing countries, also reflects this link be-
tween the two issues. Health as inextricably linked to, and an
important goal of, social and economic politics constitutes a power-
ful discourse encompassing a vast set of actors.

The most coherent statement of health-as-development is the
powerful doctrine, formulated at a joint UNICEF-WHO conference
on Primary Health Care in Alma-Ata, U.S.S.R., in 1978, in the
form of Health for All by the Year 2000. The document is extraor-
dinarily broad in its ambition, attempting to cover a wide range of
health-related activities (JC22/UNICEF-WHO/79.2). One of the
primary objectives with immediate relevance for civil-society par-
ticipation is the explicit designation of the primary-health center
as the most important place for realizing the goal. Social and eco-
nomic development looms large throughout the document,
perhaps little surprising given the general upswing of
ÒdevelopmentÓ as a theme in global politics at the time of the con-
ference. Regardless, assistance of developing countries creating
the infrastructure for health remains an important element.

The main culprit behind ill health is ostensibly poverty. Re-
source scarcity, in terms of finances and knowledge, poor sanitary
conditions, malnutrition or starvation, lack of clean water, etc., is
a major obstacle on the road toward health for all. The building of
national capacities and infrastructure is a priority (cf. Goodman
1971), and, in this context, the main instrument has been gov-
ernmentally administered foreign assistance, both bilaterally and
through intergovernmental bodies like WHO.

The main partners are national ministries of health and na-
tional development-assistance administrations. More often than
not, securing national commitments for health has been hard won.
The focus on primary health care, however, has opened up the
possibility of circumventing national bureaucracies. In rural ar-
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eas, where government control is less strict, NGOs have been able
to establish health centers and clinics. Missionaries and other
church-based groups have proven invaluable partners both for
communities in need and for UN agencies. To create and sustain
local capacity and commitment is seen as the key to health.

Integration of health and general development activities such
as education and family planning has faltered considerably, how-
ever. Jacobson sees the reason for this in the inability of WHO
staff to see beyond health considerations and balance them with
other pressing concerns (1973: 203). WHO has favored a technical
approach and has had an Òobsession with mass-campaignsÓ
(Brockington 1975: 178). The clashes between poverty-related dis-
ease and Western medicine has not always been easy to resolve.
Doctors volunteering to work in developing countries continue to
be trained mainly in Western universities and are geared toward
clinics and hospitals, but they are often ill equipped to deal with
the realities of health work in poor rural. Moreover, traditional
medicineÕs more holistic orientation, coupled with religious and
mythological components, clashes with the rational and mono-
causal explanations offered for ill health by modern medicine.

Summing up the discourses yields the following table:
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As HIV/AIDS was discovered in the early 1980s, these three dis-
courses dominated the field and set the parameters for subsequent
efforts at claiming ownership of AIDS, creating space, and defin-
ing the meaning of the epidemic. In that sense, these discursive
formations both enabled an understanding of the new phenomena
and proffered meaningful activities in which to engage as a re-
sponse. The forms global governance, and in that context
partnerships between IGOs and civil society, would take as a re-
sult of this struggle will be elaborated in the next sections.

Recognition of AIDS

It is perhaps hardly surprising that communities, in moments of
fear, seek familiar frames of explanation and fall back on well-
established, and apparently logical, policies. AIDS was at first
recognized as a medical problem of concern to patients, their doc-
tors and public health authorities. Past success promises effi-
ciency, and established patterns of meaning place responsibilities
in particular centers of power and influence. As groups and com-
munities started to wake up and experience the novel situation,
however, discontent spread and contradictions in the prevailing
order gradually were exploited by disadvantaged people. New
frames of meaning were articulated among groups who were
slowly noticing common interests where previously there had been
none. Counterhegemonic ideas started to evolve that instead saw
AIDS as a problem of stigmatization and discrimination. Public
health authorities, then were seen as part of the problem, and
community organizations soon developed trying to assist PWAs
and lobby public authorities. Next follows an overview of the proc-
ess thus set in motion. Important to note is the double
movementÑalternative modes of understanding AIDS as well as a
move away from a focus on sovereignty-based actors.

In the early 1980s, epidemic disease was widely associated
with past times. In the event that disease did break out, poverty
and backwardness seemed necessary conditions for its spread;
modern medicine had seen to that. As gay men fell ill in New York
and California, the traditional response kicked in, and only
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grudgingly did acceptance of the reality of the epidemic situation
ensue, spreading from a few physicians and early activists (Shilts
1987). Well-established procedures are in place for communicating
epidemiological data across the North American continent, where
HIV/AIDS was first recognized, and globally. The Morbidity and
Mortality Weekly Reports, issued by the Atlanta-based Centers for
Disease Control (CDC), gather and disseminate medical informa-
tion between physicians and biomedical researchers. Their activi-
ties have international importance, since CDCs status and epide-
miological competence are readily accepted also outside the
United StatesÑfor instance, at WHO in Geneva.

Before the CDC came to grant the phenomenon any serious
consideration, activities had been undertaken to establish the
presence of a ÒnewÓ disease. ÒThe disease was felt to be not only
Ôstrange,Õ because of its singular clinical and epidemiological char-
acteristics, but also Ôforeign,Õ coming from strangers,Ó explains
Mirkko Grmek (1990: 3). He describes a process whereby physi-
cians treating homosexual men gradually began to discern the
similarities in the patterns of sudden immunosuppression among
previously healthy adults. In the course of the next months, the
information from physicians mostly in California and New York
was compiled and subsequently led to the establishment of a task
force at the CDC. Still, however, the extent of the situation was
hidden.

Many other diseases have provoked little resentment and an-
ger with a medical discourse on behalf of the Òpatients.Ó AIDS,
however, is different, in that people carrying HIV may lead per-
fectly healthy lives. AIDS will break out eventually, but in the
meantime nothing indicates that a person is carrying a fatal infec-
tion. Among the earliest groups to become affected, homosexual
men had already in the late 1960s and early 1970s begun to
struggle for social acceptance and an end to discrimination. Injec-
tion drug users, the other main group of people with behavior
increasing exposure to HIV, led an existence at the margins of
most societies and did not, and still do not, have the same ability
to articulate their concerns in concordance with other groups. The
third major category of people with high risk are hemophiliacs and
others who need large quantities of blood and blood products. He-
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mophiliacs felt discriminated against as well, because authorities
in the United States were thought to be downplaying the reality of
the situation, seemingly more concerned with the profits of blood-
products manufacturers than with the possibility that hemophili-
acs were becoming infected with HIV through their medically
examined blood transfusions. The victimization of the patient in-
herent in medical discourse and the sometimes repressive
methods used by authorities in the name of public health were ve-
hemently resisted by many, and alternatives began to be
articulated by some, with the gay communities in New York and
San Francisco at the forefront. At this time, however, their articu-
lation did not reach out or appeal to other communities.

On the intergovernmental side, WHO certainly noted the inci-
dence of the new disease. Responses followed the medical track,
and a first meeting was arranged in 1985 by the CDC in Atlanta,
where epidemiologists and biomedical researchers compared notes
and coordinated a collective response. The challenge, of course,
was to find a cure and a vaccine. Prior to WHO, however, another
event connected with the AIDS situation deserves mentioning. As
early as 1983, the Council of Europe, in a series of resolutions,
cautioned against what it perceived as threats to the human
rights of gay men in relation to the screening of blood donors,
urging member governments to Òconfront and, as far as possible,
resolve the wider ethical, social and medical issues raised by the
screening of donorsÓ (Council of Europe Res. 812). A series of
resolutions warned against discrimination as well as cautioned
against the use of unscreened blood and blood products. These
early activities were also a result of gay activism. AIDS risked be-
coming a pretext for campaigns against homosexuals, warned the
Council. According to the Dutch rapporteur J Voogd (Council of
Europe Doc. 4755), the resolutions had been called for by several
gay organizations, arguing for a study as early as 1981 (Council of
Europe Res. 756)Ñwhich, hence, was well under way as AIDS
awareness grew. AIDS-as-human-rights was thereby connected.
While probably noted by WHO, the Council of Europe resolutions
did not lead to immediate action, although the connection between
health and human rights, as well as the safety of blood, is cer-
tainly an important issue for the organization. Gay rights and
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human rights, however, are not always treated as identicalÑin
fact, that very difference is the reason behind the resolutions.
Thus, for instance, does the 1981 resolution against discrimina-
tion of homosexuals urge WHO to delete homosexuality from its
International Classification of Diseases, where it figured under the
rubric Òsexual deviations and disorders.Ó Not until 1988 did the
human-rights aspects of AIDS become a priority for WHO, as the
World Health Assembly (WHA) passed a resolution on the topic
(WHA 41.24).

AIDS-as-development can be said to have become articulated
internationally following a CDC project in ZaireÑProject SIDAÑ
comparing epidemiological and clinical differences between
HIV/AIDS in Zaire and in the United States and Europe. That
project later evolved into a continuous program involving ninety
persons from public health organizations from Belgium, the
United States, and Zaire. The main health organization was still
largely absent: WHO had still not identified AIDS as a major
threat; its role was limited to that of monitoring. Nonetheless,
WHO participated in a series of medical-scientific gatherings be-
ginning in 1983, first in Atlanta, followed by Aarhus in Denmark,
and, finally, a consultative meeting hosted in November 1983 by
WHO in Geneva. The global implications were slowly emerging,
but science still dominated. The first international AIDS confer-
ence, in Atlanta in 1985, although signaling a worldwide
mobilization, was in that respect not different.

WHO could not become involved until the rapid spread of AIDS
in the developing world began to become known. Project SIDA and
discussions and workshops between regional committees were eye
openers in this context. The first International Symposium on
AIDS in Africa was convened in 1985, for instance. AIDS simply
was not perceived as a WHO problem at this point. Health for All
dominated policies, and with that came a heavy developing-
country profile.

By the mid-1980s, AIDS had been claimed by all three dis-
courses, but at this point there was little overlap. WHO was
engaged in epidemiological surveillance, with increasing aware-
ness of AIDS in Africa. Science conducted a search for the causa-
tive agent and for drugs and vaccines, and PWA groups in North
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America and Western Europe set up self-help groups and lobbied
national authorities for support in the attainment of the human
rights for PWAs. AIDS was slowly growing into a global concernÑ
but largely along three parallel trajectories, with inter-
governmental public health attracting the widest support.

Efforts to Establish a Hegemonic AIDS Order

As the Control Programme in the years 1985Ð1987 managed to ar-
ticulate a vision and a strategy for an AIDS program, the neces-
sity of engaging civil society in radically new ways was not per-
ceived by the leading groups. Resources for international activities
carried out by IGOs come mainly from governments; hence, minis-
tries of health and development authorities in the rich donor
countries were the natural, and most urgent, partners. Paradoxi-
cally, the political sensitivities surrounding AIDS in many
countries facilitated international action, by way of offering
authorities a convenient way out of a political quandary. Funnel-
ing money through an international body need not alert domestic
constituenciesÑmoney spent on multilateral assistance, although
by no means totally uncontroversial, is generally more accepted
than money spent on a disease thought to affect only homosexu-
als, or on health-education or AIDS-awareness programs that
would bring up such topics as sex and drugs. Money for global ac-
tivities, hence, was forthcoming from a sufficient number of
governments.

NGOs already formed part of most national development
strategies prior to the discovery of AIDS. Local participation had
become a catchphrase in development-policy pronouncements, due
in part to the general ascendance of neoliberal ideasÑadvocating
less government and more marketsÑin the late 1970s, and in part
to the failure of almost everything else tried by development
authorities. AIDS, certainly, was to become no exception.

The Control Programme grew into a Special Programme and,
later, as an additional indicator of the global reach of the epi-
demic, was rechristened the Global Programme on AIDS (GPA) in
1987. More and more groups were becoming engaged, including
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IGOs, national governments, and NGOs. Some form of procedure
for liaison was clearly needed, as the early roller-coaster years
were maturing into what purported to be a truly global endeavor.
The question concerned who was to be in charge.

Quite early, it became clear that WHO, once sparked into ac-
tion, would assume a leading role. WHO was firmly established as
the main body privileged by the discourses of both health-as-
medicine and health-as-development. The UN General Assembly
endorsed the Global AIDS Strategy with resolution 42/8 late in
1987. Hopes were still high that a cure and a vaccine would
emerge and that, afterward, the usual mass campaigns directed
by WHO would ensue. Although admittedly a formidable chal-
lenge, went the general line of thinking, the task would be
manageable if it received enough support from others.

Hopes continued to be high for a medical solution, but, increas-
ingly, critical voices were raised by PWA groups. With the inten-
tion to create legitimacy for the centrality of the intergovern-
mental public-health approach, an international meeting among
ministers of health was convened in London 1988
(WHO/GPA/INF/88.6). The ensuing ÒDeclaration on AIDS Preven-
tionÓ includes references to cures and vaccines (paras. 3Ð4),
human rights (para. 6), and development (para. 11) as well as
states the necessity of involving Òall relevant governmental sec-
tors and non-governmental organizationsÓ in the efforts to
implement the Global AIDS Strategy. Further efforts to stave off
potential threats and broaden support for the approach included
the notion of AIDS as Three Epidemics (WHO Features 1987). The
first is the worldwide epidemic of infection with HIV, the second is
AIDS and its associated illnesses, and the third is the epidemic of
reaction and response to the first two: the social, political, and cul-
tural context within which the first two occur. Safeguarding
human rights and dignity is here seen as necessary for efficient
AIDS control. Only if all three epidemics are considered together
can the problem be controlled and AIDS be stopped. All three dis-
courses are brought together here, as the global nature of HIV, its
virological roots, and the social consequences are combined within
one package. The effort involved offering a little for everyoneÑa
necessity for establishing a hegemonic AIDS strategy, as dis-
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cussed above. That this was, in fact, the goal is clear from an in-
terview with the director of the Special Programme. It warrants
being quoted in its entirety (Mann 1987: 136).

The Special Programme, with its global leader-
ship capabilities, is open to collaboration with
every country in the world. We hope to be work-
ing with every country in the world by the end of
1988. In order to stop AIDS, a combination of
committed and comprehensive national AIDS
programmes is needed in every country, along
with strong international leadership, cooperation
and collaboration. With the combined efforts of
national governments, multilateral and bilateral
agencies, non-governmental organizations and
millions of concerned and creative people, and
with our current knowledge, political and social
will, AIDS can be stopped through a worldwide
effort.

The focus in the passage is clearly intergovernmentalÑcollabora-
tion with Òevery countryÓ and Ònational AIDS programmesÓÑbut
it offers new elements related to civil society an important part. A
first meeting with selected NGOs was convened in 1987. Accord-
ing to one observer, the main rationale was, on the one hand, to
avoid having the NGOs turn their attention in another directionÑ
thus depriving GPA of a necessary partnerÑand, on the other, to
formulate a distinct role for the heterogeneous group of NGOs.
Association with NGOs was deemed necessary in spite of the fact
that their activities were perceived to some extent as a nuisance,
disrupting traditional modes of operation (Will 1992: chap. 8).

Challenging Hegemony

Groups that were willing to compromise to some extent, although
far from wholeheartedly accepting GPA leadership, met regularly
during 1988 in order to work out a proposal for the terms of GPA-
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NGO collaboration. Hence, the ability of these new participants to
articulate a new discourse that would challenge the hegemony of
the intergovernmental public health order had increased. Now on
the inside, they could canvass support among people previously
working according to hegemonic ideas.

Challenging activities was also under way elsewhere in the UN
system, as well as in NGO circles. GPA, indeed, was not the only
possible focus for AIDS prevention and control. Strong rhetorical
support for NGOs in all important policy documents was certainly
not enough if loyalty to GPA was to be secured from NGOs. A
meeting in New York, arranged by the United Nations Depart-
ment of International, Economic, and Social Affairs (DIESA),
showed widespread ignorance of WHO and its activities among
the U.S. NGOs. Moreover, the UN in general was being accused of
treating NGOs in an exploitative way. NGOs felt they were being
used only as entry points to local levels or as information provid-
ers (WHO/LUN Memorandum 7 June 1988). NGOs wanted to be
treated with respect as well as to be seen as Òconsenting part-
nersÓÑa status previously only bestowed on the governmental
members of multilateral organs. Were this change to gain accep-
tance, it would constitute a serious threat for the continued he-
gemony of multilateralism.

By 1988, it seemed as though the contradictions within the
current order of international health work were beginning to
show. On the agenda were two interrelated paradoxes that de-
manded solutions. One was WHOÕs mandate to lead and coordi-
nate the global AIDS strategy. Member governments had assigned
primary responsibility to WHO for taking charge of the epidemic
and channeled resources for that purpose. AIDS, however, could
not be handled without relaxing intergovernmentalism, in order to
accommodate somehow the challenges being leveled against the
center of powerÑWHO member governmentsÑfrom NGOs.

Secondly, the competing understandings health, and conse-
quently also of AIDS, had to be reconciled. The absence of a cure
and vaccine necessitated a broad program, with many openings
for a multitude of aspects. Foremost among them was human
rights, articulated by progressive public-health groups, but mainly
by ASO organizations demanding an end to discrimination against
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PWAs. WHO was at a loss for a strategy but, eventually, came up
with the idea of viewing AIDS in terms of three epidemicsÑ
catering to public health, development, and human rights con-
cerns. Trying to bring everyone in under the global AIDS strategy
involved a considerable risk, of course, since none of the groups
was entirely satisfied. There was too little science for the scien-
tists, too little foreign assistance and development for the Third
Worlders, and too little advocacy for the human-rights groups.
Moreover, the basis in sovereignty prevented too much involve-
ment of NGOs because of the danger for outspoken criticism to
cause embarrassment to national governments. Bureaucratic tidi-
ness and manipulative diplomacy were called for but were
vehemently rejected by NGOs. The dilemma was formulated by
one staff member (Internal Memorandum 7 March 1988), who
noted that

many governments are still uncertain how to do
this [control AIDS] and also how to emphasize the
importance of these issues [ethical, legal, social,
and psychological] in public education pro-
grammes to counter pressure for discriminatory
measures against those persons suffering from
AIDS or infected with the virus. A number of in-
ter-governmental and non-governmental orga-
nizations are entering this complex field of AIDS,
health and social legislation, and human rights in
an effort to help governments with their dilemma.
However, such organizations, by and large, do not
possess an overall appreciation of the AIDS pan-
demic and all its manifestations and, moreover,
usually represent a specific interest group and
hence possess only a specific or limited orienta-
tion toward the dilemma as a whole. Moreover,
some of these organizations appear to believe
they have the right, out of a moral imperative, to
act for WHO in Ôtaking onÕ governments and oth-
ers who they perceive as acting in a
discriminatory fashion. Such action on their part,
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even in the form of a report to WHO, would likely
result in much ill will being generated towards
this organization by those so singled out and
compromise our ability to work with governments
and others.

Consequently there is a discernible need for
WHO to enter this field not only to preempt such
action by asserting its rightful role to interna-
tional leadership on this issue, but also to support
and coordinate the relevant activities of its mem-
ber states and assist any organization which
needs to develop a policy regarding persons suf-
fering from AIDS or HIV infection. This should be
viewed as WHO exercising the full scope of its
mandate on international health problems.

In order to establish itself as central player in the global AIDS he-
gemony and to preserve intergovernmentalism, WHO clearly tried
to control and steer critical groups into obedience to the rules of
multilateral health work, as carried out within the sovereignty-
based order. In this paragraph, NGOs are reduced to information
providersÑfor when IGOs request inputÑwho should not assume
a role of articulating critical ideas, since that might cause prob-
lems further down the line. WHO presented themselves as acting
in the interest of everyone and claimed to possess knowledge of
the epidemic in all its manifestationsÑsomething NGOs and
other interest groups, allegedly, did not. This control orientation
on the part of WHO caused much tension and friction in the
evolving relationship.

Counterhegemonic Articulation

Words like Òeffective,Ó Òpartnership,Ó and Òworking relationsÓ
carry with them positive connotations in any discursive formation
touching on HIV/AIDS. NGOs and AIDS Service Organizations
(ASOs) were on the agenda, and they were there to stay for the
foreseeable future: governments demanded it, NGO/ASOs them-
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selves demanded it, WHO ideology demanded it, and public health
demanded it. The discussion concerned in what way NGOs should
be employed as well as even which NGOs. What exactly do
phrases like Òeffective working relationsÓ (WHA 42.34) and
Òincrease cooperative effortsÓ (WHO/GPA/INF/89.9) entail? What
are the concrete contents of ambitions to Ò[a]ctively promote the
Ôconstructive engagementÕ of relevant international NGOs and
NGO umbrella organizationsÓ? (GPA, Draft Strategy: 1988). Was
GPA trying to increase places and sites of control, or were these
changes in discourse indicative of successful attempts at articulat-
ing counterhegemonic ideas that would facilitate gaining a foot-
hold inside GPA?

Intergovernmentalism demands that governments remain in
the driverÕs seat, with inviolable rights, while a participatory
process strives to engage as broad a spectrum and number of
stakeholders as possible. Both aspects were important for GPA.
Results required access to local communities and familiarity with
the needs and wishes of people with AIDSÑsomething only NGOs
could provideÑbut a global strategy also needed money and en-
dorsements from governments. Governments, furthermore, were
demanding both visible and quick results. For GPA to be able to
articulate a hegemonic AIDS strategy, each of these different in-
gredients needed to be included, at least minimally.

The challenge was to design a role for NGOs that would grant
them the necessary autonomy, or perception of autonomy, to be
able to perform in concordance with the global strategy, while si-
multaneously offering enough bureaucratic tidiness and appear-
ance of governmental control that intergovernmentalism required.
NGOs could be tolerated as long as they performed in concordance
with the global strategy and played according to the rules; they
were even vital in that regard. This tension could be exploited by
GPA, provided they could strike a balance between control and
autonomy.

In an effort to figure out the details of such a deal, a process
was embarked on whereby GPA picked up the initiative of ASOs
trying to influence the Global AIDS Strategy by calling together a
meeting of a small group of international NGOs with GPA. The
process led to the First International Meeting of AIDS Service Or-
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ganizations, which was held in Vienna from 28 February to 3
March 1989. The meeting was arranged under the auspices of
GPA but was organized by a small group of NGOsÑan important
move in preserving the impression that the meeting was convened
at the request of NGOs and on conditions formulated by the NGO
community. The objectives were to identify and define problems
facing ASOs in the areas of planning, organizational structure,
and communications and networking; to exchange experiences; to
provide technical information; and to identify steps for improving
coordination.

The document is rife with the dilemmas formulated above. For
instance, official recognition of ASOs and representation on offi-
cial bodies and funds are requested, while at the same time the
need for preserved autonomy is recognized (WHO/GPA/INF/89.9).
The main area targeted for collaboration, however, was removing
Òstructural impedimentsÓ facing ASOs in their work: for instance,
many countries offered little or no opportunities for ASOs to oper-
ate (WHO/GPA/INF/89.9). The main challenge identified by the
meeting, hence, was leveled against multilateralism itself.

An additional reinforcement of the sincerity of GPAÕs commit-
ment to NGOs was the initiation of a program of ÒPartnership
Grants for Nongovernmental ActivitiesÓ (GPA/DIR/89.13). The
program had a strong development orientation, necessary since
the Vienna meeting only saw ten non-Western NGOs among the
participants, and the resulting geographical bias risked alienating
many donors and governmentsÑeven WHO. The stated objective
was Òto fulfill a catalytic role by supporting innovative and repli-
cable HIV and AIDS prevention and care activities by local NGOs
in developing countries through partnerships with NGOs working
internationallyÓ (GPA/DIR/89.13).

In return for the moral and financial support proffered by GPA,
ASOs and NGOs needed to create a decisionmaking structure for
aggregating and regimenting the unwieldy crowd and enabling
them to speak with one voice. The name for this superstructureÑ
a network of networksÑwas the International Council of AIDS
Service Organizations (ICASO). The inauguration of the new or-
ganization was scheduled to occur in 1990. GPA also put up some
modest support for an international ASO conference to be held in
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Montreal prior to the Fifth International AIDS Conference, where
the issue of an international council was taken up again
(Opportunities for Solidarity 1989: 18ff). Support for networking
went also to other aspiring global structures, such as the Global
Network of People Living with AIDS (GNP+) (at that time called
International Steering Committee for People Living with
HIV/AIDS) (GPA/GMC(9)/93.6).

Co-optation always loomed large in these discussions, as any
efforts at control from GPAÕs side, or any perception of control,
would immediately destroy collaboration. As co-optation would
render NGOs useless as innovators and inefficient as advocates,
GPA was not too keen on incorporating them totally into a formal
systemÑa historic bloc with a hegemonic strategyÑas this would
necessitate new NGOs operating in civil society. Friendly and
forthcoming ÒoutsidersÓ were a preferred solution.

The conscious efforts toward integrating the ASOs into one co-
herent network were supposed to come to fruition in San
Francisco in 1990, at an NGO conference scheduled to precede the
Sixth International AIDS Conference. The cancellation of that
meeting, resulting from widespread discontent with U.S. immi-
gration laws for HIV-positive people (Gordenker et al. 1995: chap.
7) postponed the event. The Paris NGO conference arranged the
following year was instead chosen for inauguration. The San
Francisco boycott was the first major political action of NGOs
working with AIDS and, hence, sent the right message for an in-
ternational consortium (cf. Lucas 1991).

Several NGO spokespersons, however, voiced deep reservations
concerning both the general idea of an international body and the
risk that ICASO would take over and, in fact, constitute the entire
NGO participation. The African group, the most vociferous critic
of the proposal, eventually was persuaded to ratify in what ap-
pears to have been an Òif you canÕt beat Õem, join ÕemÓ strategy.
They felt it would be better to be part of ICASO, since, once
formed, ÒICASO would willy-nilly be consulted by bodies such as
the WHO and other UN agencies, and that therefore it was impor-
tant to ensure at least that there was some regional inputÓ (Lucas
1991: 98). The presence of a widely held feeling that a small group
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of North-American homosexuals was driving the entire operation
could be sensed at the meeting.

The question one must raise in this context concerns whether
GPA pushed the ICASO matter in an effort to acquire needed
NGO collaboration in the eyes of the donors, while effectively con-
trolling the process so as to make sure that those organizations
that confirmed the leading role of GPA also were in charge of
ICASO. Was ICASO an effort to instill in civil society a sense of
legitimacy for GPA as leader of a hegemonic strategy? The weak
regional base for the organization made it less useful for reaching
civil societies in developing countries. But, then again, developing-
country governments do not provide money for GPA. Some NGOs
demanded representation directly in the GPA Management Com-
mittee (GMC), the highest decisionmaking body of GPA. ICASO
was seen by some NGOs, and also by GPA, as a useful vehicle for
such a selection process. The GMC-membership issue serves to
some extent as a litmus test for the research problem here, since
giving NGOs and states equal status in decisionmaking at least
formally breaks the dominance of states.

A proposal was worked out that gave NGOs one seat in the
GMC, the intention of which was to have ICASO appoint this or-
ganization for a specified time (GPA/GMC/(2)/89.5). A deeper look,
however, brings up other issues that warrant consideration. Al-
lowing one seat in a committee of thirteen to an NGO resembles a
hostage situation, particularly since consensus is the preferred
method for making decisions. An NGO reservation easily gets lost
and suddenly civil society has become an official part of, and is
seen as condoning, the wishes of the majority.

Furthermore, as discussed above, the selection of the NGO can
also be steered to reflect the prevailing power structure. The
floundering of ICASO in Paris cautioned GPA, who backed off
from the proposal. Perhaps the perception of co-optation proved
too strong for the proposed representation to boost legitimacy
among the many NGOs feeling left out by ICASO. If that was the
case, ICASO would not provide the disciplinary mechanism for the
efficient socialization and legitimation envisioned.
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International AIDS Conferences

Important opportunities to make public the results of AIDS pro-
grams to people at large and to the media, and chances to meet
and make alliances for governments and civil-society organiza-
tions are offered at the large-scale AIDS conferences, drawing par-
ticipants in the tens of thousands from all kinds of AIDS-relevant
sectors. It is one thing to sponsor parallel NGO meetings and
stimulate NGOs to network and conference among themselves; it
is quite another to try to integrate governmental and nongovern-
mental meetings and conferences into one all-encompassing
structure.

As already mentioned, medicine and science, already prior to
HIV/AIDS, had a well-established system for maintaining their
discourse, including loyal donors for research grants, recognized
journals for dissemination of results, meetings and conferences of-
fering opportunities to meet, and recognized criteria for estab-
lishing truth and hierarchies. The first international AIDS confer-
ences also focused on scientific questions like classification, etiol-
ogy, and epidemiology. NGOs and new ASOs did not have these
same structures in place. The medical domination of the AIDS
conferences was undermining the ambition to bridge science, hu-
man rights, and developmentÑin order to deepen GPA-NGO
collaboration.

The international AIDS conferences have actually all been or-
ganized by an NGOÑthe International AIDS Society (IAS)Ñin
collaboration with a national host. WHO/GPA has been the co-
sponsor. IAS is scientific in orientation, has been chaired by scien-
tists and doctors, and has membership from medical circles. A
look at the international AIDS conferences from the perspective of
socialization and articulation is revealing. The first six were
heavily dominated by science, but the Seventh International AIDS
Conference, held in Florence, Italy, in 1991Ñalthough titled Sci-
ence Challenging AIDSÑincluded an NGO conference called
Communities Challenging AIDS. The proportions of time and
space devoted to the Communities conference relative the Science
one, however, reveal that science was the main event: Communi-
ties Challenging AIDS was added as an afterthought and only met
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for two hours on the second through the fourth days of the scien-
tific conference. That serves as a good indicator of the relationship
between science, human rights, and development.

The formal agenda reflected the views of the dominant scien-
tific NGOs like the IAS but, judged by participation at various
events, was less appreciated by most other NGOs. Separate
groups, running in parallel with their own agendas and priorities,
appeared at Florence, with GPA offering a bridge between the
competing formations, recognizable not only by language differ-
ences but also through appearance. One observer accurately in-
ventoried the competing groups as ÒWhite coats, gray suits, and T-
shirts,Ó typifying scientists, bureaucrats, and activists, respec-
tively (Gilmore 1992: n3). Although the Florence conference
brought together all three discourses were and forced to them to
interact, they still remained quite distinct.

The next yearÕs conference, however, showed signs of breaking
with the past, insofar as NGOs were given an important role in
planning the event. The Eighth International AIDS Conference,
held in Amsterdam in July 1992, was open to diverse and wide-
ranging concerns and approaches to AIDS prevention and control
and was more broadly representative of the variety of groups af-
fected and involved in AIDS. The planning committee for the
conference also mirrored the goal of creating a broad coalition: the
usual national host, in this case Dutch health officials, GPA, IAS,
and European Community representatives, represent little sur-
prise; but as many as nine members of the committee were drawn
from the ranks of ASOs and NGOs. Local activists, large interna-
tional federations, and PWAs were part of the Steering
Committee. A special Community Liaison Committee had also
been created to further the contacts with local Dutch groups (The
Eighth International Conference on AIDS 1992: 5).

In addition to the standard scientific panels, reduced in num-
ber to allow space for other topics, the conference included such
novelties as a mini-course series on hands-on techniques for mul-
tilateral, bilateral, and nongovernmental relations, which was
chaired by NGOs. Furthermore, plenariesÑglobal meetingsÑwere
held on the opening and closing nights, with the express motive of
bringing scientists, governmental representatives, and activists
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into closer contact with one another. The new positions were not
without their paradoxes, however, indicating that not everyone
was so pleased with the new format. Concurrently, activists from
the same organization managed both to overturn a commercial
booth and to deliver a speech at the opening ceremony! The coali-
tion was uneasy and weak, but NGO representation on planning
committees was also secured at the Ninth and Tenth Interna-
tional Conferences and, thus, may have become actually a
permanent mode of operation.

Amsterdam showed a considerable movement of the borders
between IGOs and NGOs, which appeared closer than ever. The
next twist in the evolving process, however, showed the impor-
tance of the controllers of the purse. Indeed, WHO itself was un-
der attack (e.g. Farrell & Le Fanu 1993). Donors were ill at ease
with how the director-general conducted his work. This criticism
also spilled over into the AIDS strategy, and GPAÕs performance
also became the focus of criticism. National governments saw rea-
sons to withdraw support from GPA, as did other UN agencies
(GPA, 1991 Progress Report 1992: 15). The momentum achieved so
far therefore came to a standstill during the establishment of a
new joint and co-sponsored UN program, UNAIDS. Although
NGOs were greatly involved in this process, collaboration very
much came to be understood as representation. Both the turbu-
lence characterizing the almost chaotic situation and the
desperation of GPA were echoed by former executive director
Jonathan Mann: Ò[T]he course of the pandemic within and
through global society is not being affectedÑin any serious man-
nerÑby the actions taken at the national or international levelÓ
(Mann et al. 1992: 1). Continued AIDS prevention under the
global strategy demanded new and even bolder steps in civil-
society integration. Legitimacy for the new program demanded in-
tensified collaboration to regain the dwindling financial support.

Reconstructed Sovereignty or AIDS Partnersips?

Inventing novel mechanisms to reach civil society essentially had
boiled down to advocating NGO and PWA participation in na-
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tional AIDS programs, providing resources earmarked for NGO
activities and stimulating networks and consortia with an eye to
the development of joint policy formulations among the heteroge-
neous NGOs and, lastly, representation on decision-making fora
at all levels by PWA and NGO representatives. Taken together,
these measures undoubtedly constitute profound departures from
intergovernmentalism. Does the newly created UNAIDS build on
and take further the progress made during the GPA era, or should
the new program be seen as governmentalism regaining its for-
merly privileged position?

In most instances the changes achieved under GPA have not
been taken further; that is, UNAIDS has not been able to accom-
plish what GPA failed to manage: to articulate a hegemonic global
AIDS strategy. The events of 1989 and the Vienna meeting articu-
lated a vision for global governance with governments, inter-
governmental organizations and civil society operating side by
side on an equal level, each contributing a part of a necessary
element in an historic bloc managing a global AIDS strategy. In
the final instance neither of the partners held out. Governments
ceased to fund, civil society was too diverse and intent on preserv-
ing their autonomy vis-�-vis both governments and IGOs as well
as each other to allow for a stable base. And the different IGOs
within the UN system could not agree on which discursive version
of the AIDS issue was the best on which to base the approach to
the disease.

Nor did a new order emerge. The three competing discourses
have not changed substantially enough, still privileging largely
the same actors. AIDS-as-medicine persistently treat the expertise
of ASOs with caution and of secondary importance. ASOs have not
replaced the professional medical associations as the primary civil
society element of health management. Likewise, PWAs remain
firmly lodged in patienthood, albeit patients represented on
boards and in committees.

Health-as-human-rights has not been severely damaged by the
challenges leveled against it by emerging civil-society ASOs.
Rather weak legal bases for litigation and very few documented
cases of discrimination have dissuaded established human-rights
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groups from joining ASOs as part of their strategies for attaining
an end to discrimination.

Also, in the development area, NGOs continue to play a role at
mainly the final stages of the process, as service deliverers and
contractors. ASO insistence to take part in the entire policy proc-
ess on every level has had its weakest impact on the national
levels (ICASO 1995 #5), where governments have been extremely
reluctant to allow joint decisionmaking. Co-decisionmaking re-
mains a distant goal.

Although too new to evaluate, UNAIDS nevertheless appears
to have evolved in two important respects, which may warrant a
guarded answer in the affirmative. The organization has placed
NGO representatives in the highest decisionmaking bodyÑthe
Programme Coordination BoardÑand, hence, has allowed civil so-
ciety a place at the symbolic center of AIDS governance (UNAIDS
Third Meeting 1996B; A Proposed Strategy 1997). Still, however,
sovereignty holds. NGOs have been granted a seat but are not
permitted a negotiating role, have no vote, and do not officially
participate in decisionmaking. How to maintain a difference be-
tween making statements and participating in decisionmaking in
practice, and what difference it makes not to have a vote in a body
dominated by consensus decisions, remains to be seen. Represen-
tatives claim there to be an equal role. Formally, NGOs come close
to the previous observer status, but a practical step has been
taken toward breaking up intergovernmentalism with NGOs in-
clusion in the nonvoting category of membership status.

Sovereignty, if not broken, has at least been modified. A foot-
hold has been established, possibly allowing more efficient
counterhegemonic articulation: Ò[N]ow we have the opportunity to
sit at the same table and participate in the discussions in a more
proactive way,Ó writes ICASO (ICASO 1995 #4). IGOs also come
from a broader set of understandings of AIDS. UNAIDS is co-
sponsored by six UN agencies: WHO, UNICEF, UNDP, UNFPA,
UNESCO, and the World Bank. This wider diversity may increase
the options for a more encompassing discourse that offers better
possibilities for satisfying dissenting groups than the old GMC
provided. Whether sitting on the board would be better inter-
preted as a form of co-optation is too early to judge. The fact that
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NGOs themselves appoint their representatives speaks against co-
optation on one level.

Another step in this broader articulatory effort, yet to become
clarified as to the exact content, is the GIPA principles from the
Paris AIDS Summit of 1994 (WHO Press Release 93, 1 December
1994). The meeting, with forty-two heads of government assem-
bled, reinforced goals first voiced in Vienna, butÑmore impor-
tantÑit carried more weight, since this time governments them-
selves were the signatories. The acronym GIPA stands for
ÒGreater Involvement of People Living with HIV/AIDS,Ó which
would perhaps be yet another empty slogan, devised to give the
impression of participation, were it not for the improved ability of
civil society to act together. International networks, building on
regional and local chapters, such as ICASO, now are better
equipped with resources to communicate globally via electronic
means. Ongoing consultations through Òvirtual communicationsÓ
have been added to the support of civil-society networking
(UNAIDS/PCB(3)/96.2).

Implications for Global Governance

That full and equal participation is far from achieved stands be-
yond doubt. No signatories to GIPA, in addition to the forty-two
participants in Paris, were added one year later (ICASO 1996 #6),
and several countries have cut or are in the process of cutting de-
velopment assistance (ICASO 1996 #6). Another observation,
however, suggests that it is mainly governments that are the focus
of criticism: ÒFifteen years into the pandemic, we are still waiting
for governments to mobilizeÓ (ICASO 1996 #6). The failing connec-
tion lies with governmentsÑfirst GPA and now UNAIDS had
abandoned the sovereignty-based order. Obstacles for a postsover-
eignty global AIDS order now, in 1997, reside mainly with
governments. Thus, the conclusion reached by ICASO on the effect
of the intergovernmental response echoes the conclusion made by
the Global AIDS Policy Coalition five years earlier. A study on the
direct effects of the Paris meeting claims that Òthe Declaration has
made no difference with respect to preventing discrimination
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against people living with HIV/AIDS; has not resulted in new
measures that address the vulnerability of women to HIV/AIDS;
has had no impact on the ability of countries to better integrate
HIV/AIDS into primary health care; and, has had no visible im-
pact on researchÓ (ICASO 1996). The summit, however, appears to
have increased the profile of NGOs and added emphasis to the
connections between IGOs and NGOs.

Thus, the executive director of UNAIDS Peter PiotÕs remark at
the opening session of the Eleventh International AIDS Confer-
enceÑÒ[W]hen it comes to the danger of AIDS, no one can deny
this is ÔOne WorldÕÓ (UNAIDS 1996)Ñshould be understood as di-
rected toward national governments. The theme of the
conferenceÑOne World, One HopeÑmay remain as elusive as
ever, but the process of creating partnerships between
GPA/UNAIDS and NGOs has shown that intergovernmentalism
can be extensively modified. The national governmental links in
the chain are still holding out, though. This, to be sure, is an im-
portant evolution, since the sovereignty discourse tends to reduce
IGOs to governmental tools for maintaining hegemony and points
for the global regulation of civil societies. GPA and UNAIDS show
that effective liaison between civil society and IGOs can and does
frequently occur beyond governments, which tend to get squeezed
in the middle. IGOs, then, cannot be understood simply as deriva-
tives of governments but are also partners in challenging the
privileged status of national governments. The aspired hegemonic
position of the global AIDS strategy is articulated by civil society
and GPA/UNAIDS together, and not by governments who try to
push and legitimize it in civil society. Sovereignty still holds, but
the balance seems to be shifting, as global organizations ally more
with civil society than with states.

Exactly how this shift is accomplished and by whom are diffi-
cult to disentangle from this perspective; suggestions become
speculative and often conspiratorial. The discursive approach is
better suited for explaining continued status quo than radical
change. To be sure, the trends toward a break of sovereignty could
well be interpreted as yet another smokescreen produced by the
current holders of power. Perhaps some of the other perspectives
employed in this study can shed some additional light on this
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process of change. Perhaps, for instance, the perspective of in-
terorganizational relations is better equipped to deal with the
question.
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Chapter Six

Interorganizational Relations

A model that appears to be well suited for explaining phenomena
in a world with matured welfare apparatuses and advanced politi-
cal systems is that positing the evolution of history as a result of
organized collectivities, pursuing joint and conflictual objectives in
relation to other collectivities. The latter half of the twentieth cen-
tury has witnessed an explosion of formal and informal
associations, to the extent that we now can characterize our socie-
ties as Òorganizational.Ó

According to Benson (1982: 141), the central problematic for or-
ganization and interorganization theory concerns the effective
management of complicated tasks. Theories seem to have sprung
from a concern with coordination, that is, efforts to avoid duplica-
tion of tasks and overlap of services. In BensonÕs words (1982:
143), the central question is how to manage and make efficient

a more smoothly operating division of labor bet-
ween agencies. The task of interorganization
analysis in this view is to discover the functional
relations of administrative structure (differenti-
ation and hierarchy) to effectiveness under spe-
cified conditions.

The preoccupation with service delivery has tended to push theory
in the direction of organizations predominantly active in a do-
mestic setting. Nothing per se prohibits interorganization theory
to be applied to an environment spanning the internatio-
nal/domestic divide, but most studies so far have dealt with public
administration within states. Two researchers of international or-
ganizations even concluded that Òthe gap between the study of in-
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ternational organizations and the sociology of organizations is
deep and persistentÓ (Ness & Brechin 1988: 245).

The existing research inspired by organization theory in the in-
ternational field is akin to public-administration research, to the
extent that what it frequently seeks to explain is the management
of global welfare issues, where joint management of economic and
social resources is both ideologically palatable and, based in the
science of organization, technologically possible. Examples of such
studies are Christer J�nssonÕs (1987) efforts at explaining regime
change in the Òsphere of flyingÓ and Roger CoateÕs comparative
case study of the law of the sea process and the population-
assistance regime (1982). The International Responses to AIDS
Project, whereof I was a part, studied international responses to
the AIDS epidemic from an interorganizational perspective
(Gordenker et al. 1995). Also, Peter Willets (1990) has advocated a
form of interorganizational modelÑthe global politics paradigmÑ
that essentially views the world as comprised of various forms of
collectivities bound together in resource-exchange networks sur-
rounding a particular issue. Organizations also figure prominently
in the writings of Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye (1977). Al-
though state-centered, their international organization model has
its roots in exchange theory, which is an important source of in-
spiration for the interorganizational perspective in this study as
well.

A broadening of both the normative underpinnings and the
type of issues studied is necessary, given the epistemological posi-
tion taken here. A critical posture implies a questioning of the
current multilateralism, seeing beyond UN-style practice. This
step can be taken within interorganization theory itself, since,
taken to its logical conclusion, interorganization theory provides a
solution to the problem of how to conceptualize states in analysis:
states can be understood well as conglomerates of organizations
with different preferences, interests, and goals. In order to do so,
then, I will go back to a generic version of interorganization theory
and build from basic notions of actors, structures and processes.
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Organizations as Open Systems

Most current interorganization theory springs from the funda-
mental insights of James Thompson. He argued, contrary to the
received wisdom of the time, that organizations do not exist as
self-contained units but have to be perceived in relation both to an
external environment and to other organizations (Thompson 1967:
3Ð38). Organizations are open systems, in constant interaction
with their environment and other organizations. The global envi-
ronment, with its absence of well-defined and undisputed
hierarchies, provides an excellent context for interorganizational
analysis. Furthermore, the focus is on relations between organiza-
tions rather than within single organizations (Emerson 1976). The
perspective is dynamic and depicts organizational life as a series
of interactionsÑbargaining and exchangesÑbetween collectivi-
ties. Interorganizational analysis is the study of Òthe reciprocal
flow of valued behavior between the participantsÓ (Emerson 1976:
347).

Because organizations are open systems, if there is consensus
on the permeability and contextual character of organizational
boundaries, conflict abounds on how concretely to understand
these implications. How is this environment to be conceptualized,
and what is an organization in the first place?

Interorganizational theory has evolved in two parallel trajecto-
ries: resource-exchange theory, emphasizing control over scarce
resources; and institutional theory, focusing on rules and conven-
tions. Both theories are insufficient on their own. In a recent
paper, institutionalists March and Olsen (1993) actually pose the
relation in a somewhat softer tone, indicating a breaking of the ice
between the two traditions. Institutional theories, they say, could
be seen as qualifying as pure exchange theories. Rationality is
embedded in an institutional context that enables and restrains
the value of resources organizations control as well as the prefer-
ences and strategic options considered by different organizations.
For interorganizational theory to be useful, these approaches have
to be reconciled.

Interorganizational relations involve both the exchange of val-
ued resources in order to achieve a desired goal and the



110

recognition of the institutional constitution of the value of various
resources, goals and ways of attaining them in the form of rules
and norms of appropriateness.

Organizations are routinized exchange processes providing
meaning beyond the requirements of the tasks. Relations, then,
evolve in order both to facilitate exchange and to provide a sense
of meaning and order.

Both traditions suffer from oversimplification. Perrow, for in-
stance, although generally appraisive of institutional research, is
highly critical of its failure to note that organizations are not sim-
ply stuck in an institutional context: they also try to change that
environment. That is, they engage in deliberate efforts to con-
struct reality in such a way as to place the organization in a
privileged position relative to other organizations (Perrow 1979).
Power and influence have been curiously absent from institutio-
nally inspired research. To some extent, resource exchange cures
that failure, as power and control are central elements of that the-
ory. The problem is how practically to go about combining the two
elements, and the next step will be to develop the structural side.
Here, too, the two traditions offer only partial understandings, al-
though both depart from a notion of a system of interrelated
organizations comprising a field. Resource-exchange theory suf-
fers from an unbalanced emphasis on material resources, the lack
of which inhibits goal fulfillment and, hence, fails to see the insti-
tutional processes as rendering some resources valuable and
others not. It also neglects the importance of historically derived
and agreed-on norms and rules of procedure.

As previously with the Gramscian approach, the construction of
theory uses as building blocks actors, structures, and processes.

Organizations: Goal-Directed, or Creatures of Habit?

Howard Aldrich in a typical exchange manner defines organiza-
tions as goal-directed, boundary-maintaining, activity systems
(1979: 4Ð18). Organizations are perceived as striving toward some
organizational goal. This goal, of course, may shift and be am-
biguous but, on the whole, organizations have a purpose with
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their activities. It should be noted that goals may or may not cor-
respond to the official goals expressed in statements and official
declarations. Boundary maintenance refers to the distinction be-
tween an organization and the environment. Somehow it has to be
established who and what belong to an organization and who and
what do not. Organizational boundaries are not fixed but, rather,
shift depending on the task at hand. Large organizations, in par-
ticular, with complex divisions of labor and many different units,
display different boundaries depending on which activity one
studies. Formal boundaries of an organization, moreover, may dif-
fer from informal ones. The term activity systems denotes the fact
that organizations possess a certain technology with which tasks
are accomplished. It may be a particular division of labor, with
roles and functions assigned to particular members, or a pre-
scribed procedure for handling organizational tasks.

It is important to bear in mind that these definitional parame-
ters should not be seen as absolutes in the sense that either they
are present, in which case there is an organization, or they are ab-
sent, indicating that there is something else. All social
collectivities show more or fewer of the criteria suggested by
Aldrich. Participation in global governance is not restricted to
highly organized entities like governmental departments or struc-
tured activity systems like secretariats of IGOs. Also less rigid
formations can, and do, play active roles. Completely random
groupings, with goals changing constantly at the whim of mem-
bers, with virtually no boundary maintenance and no prescribed
technology, clearly do not qualify, but the relevant parameters
should be perceived as continua with relatively unstructured asso-
ciations at one end and rigid hierarchies at the other.

The rationalist conceptualization of organizations, proffered by
exchange theory, should be contrasted to that of institutionalists.
If the roots of resource dependence can be traced to social ex-
change and microeconomic theory, the institutional perspective
owes intellectually more to the theory of Max Weber. His writings
on the evolution of the bureaucratic organizational model as a
consequence of capitalist requirements, with capitalism itself
sprung out of a peculiar religious/moral order, has led to an ap-
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preciation of the importance of social institutions for the form
taken by organizations and interorganizational relations.

Institutional theory rejects simple assumptions of goal maximi-
zation or satisfaction, and inquires into the processes of preference
and goal formation themselves. Where organizational goals come
from in the first place is here a highly relevant question. Also effi-
ciency calculations that govern relations in an organizational
landscape are problematized. Why do organizations simply keep
on engaging in practices that clearly do not fit the current situa-
tion and do not maximize the stated objectives? If the rationality
component was to be preserved, scholars clearly had to find out
what it was that was being maximized. But if organizations are
not goal-maximizing systems, what are they?

Institutional theory rests on totally different assumptions
about human existence. Rather than being based on calculi of
utility, actions are embedded in institutions, that is, structurally
governed. Processes such as internalizationÑthe extent to which
individuals have become so ingrained within the norms as to take
them for granted and as appropriateÑare central. Selznick ex-
plains that Ò[b]y long habituation . . . the individual absorbs a way
of perceiving and evaluating his experienceÓ (Selznick 1984a: 17).

Organizations are constituted by habitsÑor, standard operat-
ing procedures (SOPs). SOPs define what in the environment will
be selected for response as well as provide organizations with an
arsenal of responses with varying degrees of appropriateness.
When a definition of the problem has been madeÑa common con-
struction of what a phenomenon signifiesÑa standard response
follows. Habits, in this way, select some aspects for action, while
hiding others. Organization becomes a particular way of defining
the surrounding world, with shared meanings and shared values.
Organizations are particular ways of Òmaking-sense-of-the-world.Ó
(Morgan 1986: 131). Shared meanings, with associated routines
and habits, establish organizational agendas and, subsequently,
goals. Activities, hence, are directly related not to goal satisfaction
but to prior activities. Organizations are the result of peopleÕs
ways of coping with their daily life. Institutions provide alterna-
tives, scripts, rules, and classifications that both enable and
constrain action (DiMaggio & Powell 1991b: 15).
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The familiar is frequently chosen by organizations, since it re-
duces anxiety and uncertainty. Common-sense knowledge about
means and ends, shared routines, a common construction of real-
ity, and established norms of appropriateness regarding both
means and ends are the stuff organizations are made of.

The different traditions have been contrasted by James March
and Johan P. Olsen. Utility maximization follows a logic of antici-
pation, and action is the result of a choice between alternatives
whereby the alternative that yields the highest pay-off will be
pursued; in institutionalism, an act is the result of matching a
situation to a behavior that fits it. March and Olsen have pro-
posed an illustrative list of questions by which each perspective is
guided (1989: 23):

Economic action Social action
1. What are my 1. What kind of a
alternatives? situation is this?
2. What are my values? 2. Who am I?
3. What are the 3.How appropriate 
consequences? are different 

alternatives?
4. Choose the 4. Do what is                
alternative that has best most appropriate.
consequences.

In the table above, the logics appear as mutually exclusive. When
structuration ideas are taken into account, however, the false di-
chotomy between rational agency, on the one hand, and
institutional embeddedness, on the other, is immediately revealed.
Organizations do try to satisfy goals, but under conditions created
by previous activities, and, hence, analysis needs to include both
structureÑthe institutional fabricÑand agencyÑthe strategic in-
teraction. Goal satisfaction does not preclude the enabling and
restraining institutionsÑthey are two sides of the same coin.
With-out an understanding of the historical reasons for goals and
preferences, these hang in mid-air and make no sense. Similarly,
without the acknowledgment that organizations strive to satisfy
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goals and fulfill tasks, manipulation of meaning and symbolic
rituals are simply not furthering understanding and explanation.

Organizations are dependent on other organizations for needed
resources and are also linked to each other in complicated pat-
terns of division of labor. The term organizational field has been
proposed for this structural component of interorganization the-
ory.

The Organizational Field

A starting point for a structural discussion in interorganizational
theory is the notion of the interorganizational field. This field is
comprised of Òthe totality of relevant actorsÓ (DiMaggio & Powell
1991a: 63Ð82). Richard Scott and John Meyer seem also to have
this in mind, but they refer to this totality as a Òsocietal sectorÓ
(1991: 108Ð140). What they argue is the necessity of including in
the analysis all organizations operating in the same domain that
critically influence the performance of each other. Other concepts
used in this context include the Òorganizational set,Ó typically de-
noting relations around a particular focal organization (Evans,
1966), and Òorganizational populationÓ (Aldrich 1979), meaing all
organizations of a particular type. To some extent, it appears as
though all these different concepts are trying to come to grips with
the same phenomenon. The reason for this conceptual abundance
probably lies more in the peculiarities of academia than in any
crucial differences between these scholars. In this presentation,
organizational field and sector will be used interchangeably.

The fundamental starting point in resource-dependence theory
is that the organizations forming an organizational field are re-
lated to each other according to the relative distribution of valued
resources each controls. The perspective sees organizations as
arenas, where Òdifferentially valued resources are competed for by
differentially powerful agencies, exercising differential control of
these resources, in complex games with indeterminate rules which
each agency seeks to exploit to its advantageÓ (Clegg 1990: 85). In
its simplest form, dependence theory assumes that the organiza-
tion controlling resources also controls the field. Control implies



115

controlling access to other organizations, an ability to regulate the
flow of resources within a sector. Organizations, which have es-
tablished links with many other parts of the field and, hence,
occupy a central position have been called linking-pins. These are
the nodes through which resources flow between the different or-
ganizations (Aldrich & Whetten 1981: 390).

Many resources are scarce and frequently under the control of
other organizations. Rather than trying to secure the needed re-
sources in an open marketplace on a case-by-case basisÑshopping
around for the cheapest alternativeÑorganizations try to control
this uncertain situation by establishing stable relations with other
organizations. As many organizational tasks are highly special-
ized, quite complicated interorganizational fields may evolve. An
AIDS-control program is an illustrative example, as it requires the
coordinated efforts of global health organizations, medical exper-
tise, national health and development authorities, and local
community organizations.

Also institutional approaches emphasize uncertainty reduc-
tionÑ not to secure a steady flow of needed resources, however,
but to reduce anxiety and stress. The difference lies in the de-
pendency modelÕs tendency to treat the field as consciously
designed to deliver a task that each organization recognizes it
cannot deliver alone. In this sense, interorganizational fields are
seen as having been created in order to reduce transaction costs
and facilitate a steady flow of resources between the participants.
They can consequently also be changed and improved, should par-
ticipants find this called for. Interorganizational relations are
simply seen as a convenient solution.

Failures to identify bottlenecks and vested interests hardly suf-
fice as explanation for the current malfunctioning of much
interorganizational action, according to institutional ideas. Insti-
tutional theorists emphasize that institutions are the result of
human activity, past and present, and that these results may be
unintended and accidental. Past ideas and practices assume a life
of their own and continue to dominate. Organizational fields pene-
trate single organizations and create Òthe lenses through which
actors view the worldÓ (DiMaggio & Powell 1991a: 13). Partner-
ships between IGOs and NGOs, for instance, may be constrained
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by ingrained ideas regarding NGOs and mental hierarchies that
consider IGOs as above NGOs or even relegating them to different
institutional orders. Institutional change is as much a process of
manipulating meanings and symbols as it is about redirecting re-
source flows. Rather than different resources linking
organizations, institutionalism views the mutual recognition be-
tween organizations as determining the boundaries of a field.

Processes of Institutional Bargaining

Interdependencies are managed through formal and informal bar-
gaining, in which leverage both resides in control over scarce
resources, following resource-dependence ideas, and is embedded
in shared ideas concerning status, norms, and rules of appropri-
ateness concerning goals and procedures, following institutionalist
ideas. Typically, organizations are concerned with either securing
or achieving a steady flow of needed resources and preserving or
attaining a privileged position vis-�-vis other parts of the field.
The ability to control what others value is, in a very straightfor-
ward formulation, power in an interorganizational network. In
BensonÕs (1975: 234) words, Ò[T]he primary effects of interorgani-
zational power lie in the control of network resources, including
the flow of resources to other agencies.Ó In addition, power resides
in the ability to manipulate organizational symbols and to affect
institutionally embedded value systems.

Not only the availability of a given resource in a sector is im-
portant, however. Anticipating a situation where a given resource
is absolutely necessary for the survival of an organization shows
that the criticality of resources warrants attention as well. Those
who control vital resources have a great advantage. What seems
to be a conclusive finding in this body of literature is that the
amount of influence and control these resources can represent
hinges on both the alternative availability and the criticality of re-
sources (Emerson 1976: 335Ð363; Blau 1964; Pfeffer & Salancik
1978).

The last important aspect in the context of bargaining concerns
the centrality of linking-pins. It is assumed that the organization
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that is able both to reach and to be within reach from most other
parts controls the field. However, researchers have found that a
raw counting of ties to other organizations is an unsatisfactory in-
dicator (Mizruchi & Galaskiewicz 1994: 230Ð253). What these
scholars convincingly argue is that it matters to which other or-
ganizations these links go: that is, it may be more important to be
linked to only a few resourceful organizations than to many weak
ones.

Summary of the Interorganizational Framework

By way of summing up the discussion here, one can say that an
interorganizational analysis starts with the structural component
and a mapping of the interorganizational field from the perspec-
tive of both shared constructions of reality and resource
interdependence and exchange. An assumption in this regard is
that the relevant actors are indeed organizations with various de-
grees of coherence. The fields are constituted through repeated
interactions, giving rise to institutionalized norms and rules that
govern interaction between the participants. These conventions
and standard operating procedures pertain both to goals pursued
and to the means of achieving them. Moreover, these institution-
alized patterns establish the realm of the possible as well as
enable or constrain activities.

The various organizations possess different resources and have
different ideas as to what goals to further and what means are
appropriate for doing so. Normally, a process of mutual adjust-
ment and bargaining ensues. The dynamic nature of historical
evolution creates tensions, as activities with which to cope with
daily routines involve anticipated as well as unanticipated conse-
quences. Also, support structures and institutionalized positions
of authority are never permanent. Assumptions taken for granted
are challenged by new organizations and by resource-distribution
changes, bringing forth contradictions in current arrangements.
These processes occur simultaneously. New ways of thinking and
acting bring unanticipated consequences that necessitate further
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adaptation, manipulation, and so forth. Thus, the entire field is
continuously pushed in various directions.

In his study of the Tennessee Valley Authority, for instance,
Selznick describes how the central organizations co-opted ele-
ments in the external environment in order to go about their tasks
more efficiently. The consequences of this accommodation, how-
ever, were a clash between two different institutions, opening up
new Òavenues of activity and lines of policy enforced by the char-
acter of the co-opted elementsÓ (Selznick 1984b: 217). The
underlying assumption must be that, although organizations are
shaped by institutions, their ways of operating, of Òmaking-sense-
of-the-world,Ó can be altered but that the consequences of the
changes may not be fully understood. The new situation triggers
further efforts to reduce uncertainty and establish a secure flow of
resources, in order to create a favorable external environment
through new processes of institutional bargaining, and so forth, in
a never-ending process.

A Note on Method

The basic methodological problem with this approach is the as-
sessments of what should count as having an impact. Who is in
and who is out of a particular interorganizational field? ÒThe in-
clusion of all organizations and each of their major contacts would
result in ever-increasing circles of organizations which would not
stop until all organizations are includedÓ (Hall & Clark 1969:
117). There has to be a limit to how inclusive the researcher can
be. Some research techniques of network analysis, such as count-
ing telephone calls and tracing messages and mail, could be
misleading. Everything may be linked to everything else in some
way, but everything does not necessarily affect everything else.
Some links simply do not mean much. Quantitative data must be
coupled with qualitative materials (cf. Perrow 1979: 224Ð225).

In the following, the field of AIDS governance will be pictured
as hanging together through financial and information flows. Pre-
vailing patterns of multilateral health activities will be taken as a
starting point for the analysis. The primary objective is to trace a
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gradual change away from multilateralism toward global govern-
ance. Indicators of this process are, hence, changes in resource
flows and mutual recognition of competence between IGOs and
NGOs involved in AIDS work.

Next follows an analysis of the process of creating a stable and
efficient interorganizational field for the control and prevention of
the AIDS pandemic.
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Chapter Seven

The Organization of AIDS

AIDS offers many possibilities for interorganizational relations to
develop. As the global nature of the epidemic gradually became
part of organizational environments, some form of interorganiza-
tional cooperation was recognized as desirable by a few. No
current organization alone has the recognized authority, financial
resources, or other capacity to envision, plan, and execute global
policy in this area. Therefore, the new phenomenon could be ei-
ther an opportunity to expand an organizational task environment
or a novelty for which no organizational standard operating pro-
cedure (SOP) existed. Total avoidance, however, was difficult, as
AIDS gradually made the headlines.

The Interorganizational Field of Health

One set of organizations in which the occurrence of disease is part
of daily routines and practical consciousnesses is the medical in-
terorganizational field. Organizations embedded in the institution
of medicine were also the first to be confronted with people suf-
fering from a rare form of skin cancer and other unusual
malignancies and infections that tend only to develop in adults
who are immunodeficient. Only slowly did SOPs for reporting ir-
regular diseases and for epidemic control become activated. ÒBy
the Spring of 1981, with more and more men found to have these
unusual diseases, it became clear that a distinctive but nameless
disease had erupted out of the gay community in North AmericaÓ
(Gilmore 1991: 3).

The CDC in Atlanta, the linking-pin of American public-health
organizations, has the routine task of surveying and controlling
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epidemics and, if necessary, alerting public-health authorities.
Many other organizations depend on CDC to furnish epidemiologi-
cal information, just as CDC, to function well, has to receive input
from health centers and hospitals. Among the former, WHO can
be included. The Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report, issued by
CDC, constitutes an important element in WHOÕs interorganiza-
tional environment, since CDC has a recognized authority in the
area of epidemiological information.

With the medical organizations cranked into action, research,
verification, and publication of results gradually revealed the
global character of the epidemic. Had AIDS proceeded like most
other diseases, the standard response to epidemics most likely
would have kicked in as well. Warning, inspection, isolation, and
immunization have long been part of the public-health arsenal
and are embedded in international regulation. The ten years or so
of healthy life preceding the visible markers posed a novelty for
traditional disease control. Although an AIDS test was produced
relatively quickly, large-scale testing of everyone crossing borders
was rightly perceived as cumbersome and disruptive. Hence, there
was widespread uncertainty as to appropriate procedure.

The predominantly sexual routes of transmission further in-
creased uncertainty, as most organizations in most societies
approach sex and sexuality with considerable caution, even in
emergency situations. Further complicating AIDS control was the
absence of a cure or vaccineÑwhich pushed control efforts away
from public health toward behavior change. This expanded the
number of potential organizational participants considerably. The
broadening of the organizational field further aggravated the un-
certainty facing organizations.

The main organizations in the pre-AIDS interorganizational
field rotated around the World Health Organization (WHO), lo-
cated in Geneva. Their main financial resources were drawn from
national governments. The work of WHO, since the breakthrough
of the Health For All by the Year 2000 strategy in the early 1980s,
is geared toward aiding governments in providing basic health
care to their citizens. The local grounding, thus, is crucial, and an
important reason for the attention given to WHO from develop-
ment organizations. Still, it remains somewhat of a weak spot for
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the organization. Absence in the system of an actor with the same
technical capacity in the health area, however, provides WHO
with a relatively stable position in multilateral health affairs.

Within states, it is customary to assign health to a specific
ministry or department, and usually WHO is brought into na-
tional politics via health bureaucracies and, in the case of the
major donors, via national-development authorities responsible for
multilateral development assistance and cooperation. In this vein,
international health work is dominated by medical organizations.
The membership of WHO is biased toward developing countries,
but these provide only a small amount of the financial and techni-
cal resources of the regime. So, although formally able to control
the World Health Assembly by virtue of their combined voting
power, developing-country influence over policy is scant: control
over scarce resources resides firmly with Western governments.

Most development organizations, WHO not excepted, recognize
that the limited financial resources they have at their disposal
hardly suffice to aid the needy of the world. An important element
of the global health activities is the vast number of NGOs per-
forming indispensable delivery functions in the field. Development
organizations like the different CAREs around the world, the Ox-
fam, church based organizations like Caritas Internationalis,
emergency relief organizations like Medicins sans Frontiers, and
the Red Cross and Red Crescent associations of the world work to-
gether with governmental organizations. A complicated division of
labor is in place. Seldom do organizations engage in joint deci-
sionmaking; most organizations recognize each otherÕs turfs and
competence and fulfill tasks that are taken for granted and sel-
dom questioned. NGOs, to the extent that they participate in
governmental programs, tend to be located at the rear end of the
global policy process, as service contractors in the field. They de-
liver the goods.

AIDS Enters Organizational Agendas

It is fair to assume that the ÒstrangenessÓ of AIDS, and the mar-
ginalized groups originally thought to be the only victims, slowed
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the organizational response. Widespread discontent with the fact
that AIDS apparently fell between organizational agendas
spurned collective action among people affected, and these activi-
ties were gradually structured enough to qualify as organizations
as defined above. Communities had to come together and organize
themselves. The early history of AIDS concerns medicine, re-
search, and public health, on the one hand, and the establishment
of ASOs, on the other, struggling for scarce resources in order to
establish themselves as organizations, with budgets, staff, pro-
grams, and recognition from other established organsÑwhile at
the same time maintaining the differences between them.

Of all the newcomers on the scene, the homosexual communi-
ties in California and New York were best organized. Created
during the civil-rights era in the early 1970s, gays had campaign
organizations for civil-rights rallies, political representatives on
local and national bodies, and, also, newspapers and magazines.
They were used to fighting for their rights and freedom of expres-
sion. Moreover, gay neighborhoods had grown up around Castro
Street in San Francisco and New YorkÕs Greenwich VillageÑ
tightly knit communities with close ties between their members.
This facilitated organization, as did the relatively high level of re-
sources and skills among homosexual men. ÒThe epidemic AIDS
had, miraculously and ironically, brought us together like the
English at Dunkirk,Ó comments Larry Kramer (1989: 68) retro-
spectively. Most of these organizations were community-based and
had a community agenda: care, counseling, and the like. Very few
were national, and even fewer had a global outlook (cf. Kramer
1989: 63; 78Ð91). Even so, ASOs were forerunners in responding
to AIDS as well as the first to experience firsthand how compli-
cated a task AIDS care and prevention were. As always seems to
be the case, however, resources never seemed to cover expenses.
Ability to grow and scale up was severely limited.

Global Implications

At first, AIDS appeared to be restricted to specific groups in
wealthy countriesÑa disease of affluence and lifestyle. WHO was
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primed for the eradication of preventable disease and primary
health care in poverty-stricken parts of the world. The eradication
of smallpox had been declared successful just a couple of years
earlier, and a slow but steady decrease in child-mortality rates
and other indicators showed that international efforts for health
were on track. As one element of the health institution concerned
epidemiological intelligence and surveillanceÑinherited from pre-
vious health organizations like the Health Organization of the
League of NationsÑWHO did send staff to a CDC-sponsored
meeting on AIDS in Atlanta and to the European equivalent in
Copenhagen, both held in 1983. There was no felt threat to the or-
ganization from the new disease, however, nor did WHO feel any
immediate need to address it. AIDS was a problem for affluent
countriesÑthe United States, of course, and a few European coun-
triesÑand very well able to be taken care of by these governments
(Mann et al. 1992: 567). Besides, what could WHO do in such a
contextÑassist the United States in the construction of a basic in-
frastructure for health? It would amount to nothing less than
publicly embarrassing its largest donors, to suggest that U.S.
authorities were not able to take care of their own health prob-
lems. A further explanation of WHOÕs passivity at this stage is the
absence of any governmental requests for assistance. As an inter-
governmental organization, WHO has no right constitutionally to
intervene in the domestic affairs of a member.

GPA as Linking-Pin

Gradually, however, the extent of the epidemic was revealed, as
the total number of cases rose and reports came in from almost
every corner of the world. AIDS was definitely not confined to ho-
mosexuals, hemophiliacs, heroin addicts, and Haitians, as the
derogatory nickname ÒFour-H diseaseÓ suggested (Grmek: 1990:
31). WHO responded with a two-person unit in 1986 sent to track
the virus and compile information about its transmission. Within
the next year, it was transformed to the Global Programme on
AIDS (GPA). When the General Assembly in 1987 urged other or-
ganizations to submit to the control and guidance emanating from
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WHO, that signaled the UNÕs ambition to assign GPA a leadership
role for AIDS (Res. 42/8). Exactly how this task was to be accom-
plished, however, was left out of the resolution. No effective
means to coordinate were given to WHO, which consequently
found itself unable to coordinate the UN system effectively.

Once in motion, GPA grew exponentially, as more and more
governments chose to utilize it for multilateral assistance pro-
grams. Staff grew from two persons in November 1986 to twenty-
nine in March 1987, and resources were made available from
member governments. For various reasons, AIDS was difficult to
handle for national government organs. Going multilateral hid
AIDS as one among many issues for which development-
assistance money was provided (GPA/GMC(8)/92.4: 4). Financial
contributions also increased: $6.5 million in 1986 grew to $29.8
million in 1987. Foremost among donors was the U.S. govern-
ment, which, through the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID), provided $6.4 million, followed by the
United Kingdom and Sweden, each providing roughly $5 million
through their aid agencies Overseas Development Authorities
(ODA) and Swedish International Development Authorities
(SIDA). Also, the Netherlands, through the Netherlands Devel-
opment Agency, and Canada, through Canadian Aid Agency
(CIDA), contributed large sumsÑabout $4 million each. Denmark,
through The Danish International Development Agency
(DANIDA), and Norway, through the Norwegian Agency for De-
velopment Cooperation (NORAD), donated $2.2 and $1.8,
respectively (WHO/GPA 1992: Annex 8). These are easily recog-
nizable as the major donors for development assistance in other
areas as wellÑwhich shows that the multilateral approach was by
no means an unusual way of proceeding for the donors.

An interorganizational field around AIDS began to take shape,
with the participating organizations connected through resource
flows. On the supply side were the main donors, and on the recipi-
ent side were various National AIDS Programmes (NAPs)
stimulated by GPA in recipient countries. As of 15 April 1987, six-
teen countries had, with the assistance of GPA, developed short-
term plans (WHO/SPA/GEN/87.2). GPA was situated in-between
as linking-pin. From a pure resource-exchange perspective, GPA
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appears highly influential, with links to all other organizations in
the system. Naturally, donors are the main players, since they ef-
fectively control the amount of money made available to GPA.
Once money leaves donors, howeverÑor when donors have few al-
ternative organizations to engage in projects and the likeÑ
intermediaries like GPA and NAPs may have some leverage. So if
GPA was not able to use the money on NAPs or some other recog-
nized organization, the reason for moving money through them
would disappear for donors. NAPs, hence, needed to work
smoothlyÑthat is the reason for GPAsÕ efforts to make them work.

The number of links is not very important per se; more impor-
tant is to which other organizations the links go. GPA is
vulnerable both to NAP failure, since that would leave it without
meaningful activities, and to donors. If it can get NAPs off the
ground and persuade donors of the added value of multilateral
approaches, its linking-pin position is an advantage; otherwise, it
is more of a threat.
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The emerging interorganizational field was centered around GPA
mainly by virtue of the recognized capacity of WHO to run medical
programs and to collect and disseminate epidemiological informa-
tion. Biomedical-research exchange between WHO Collaborating
Centers also formed an important part of WHOÕs standard activi-
ties. Absence of a cure and a vaccine rendered WHOÕs standard
response, vertical mass campaigns, useless, however. Already un-
der fire from within the organization, vertical programming had
started to give way to horizontal approaches, emphasizing inte-
gration of health and other social and economic issues with the
primary-health-care focus advocated by the Health for All strat-
egy. This points in the direction of other organizations in the UN
family and elsewhere that are better equipped to deal with the
particulars and cultural differences encountered in the field.

The WHO-UNDP Alliance to Combat AIDS

If the interorganizational field of health has its geographical cen-
ter in Geneva, where both WHO and the Federation of Red Cross
and Red Crescent Societies have their headquarters, the epicenter
for multilateral development activities is New York City and the
UN headquarters. ECOSOC, which formally coordinates develop-
ment activities in the UN system, and the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) are located in New York, and so
are a vast number of international-development NGOs. Moreover,
those with no presence in New York have gotten used to the fact
that debates and deliberations with a direct impact on develop-
ment agendas take place in the General Assembly as well as in
the aforementioned ECOSOC, UNDP, and a host of other pro-
grams and funds with development interests and activities.

The poverty profile of AIDS gradually emerged during the
years 1986Ð1987. The emerging picture was that of Òa virus which
behaves like a misery-seeking missile, seeking out populations
made doubly vulnerable by their lack of information, and by their
health, behavioral and socio-economic statusÓ (Panos Institute
1988: ii). Development organizations began to question the compe-
tence of WHO in this area as well as to sense possibilities to
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expand organizational agendas. As coordinator of the Global AIDS
Strategy, WHO naturally perceived this as a threat.

Effective development programs were dependent on a strong
field presence for delivery. If GPA were not able to connect to
these groups, the multilateral approach might well be abandoned
for more bilateral programsÑor donors might decide to move re-
sources elsewhere in the UN system, for instance to UNDP. On
both accounts, WHO needed to ascertain that GPA became a
partners in that bargain. One tactic, hence, focused on allying
with UNDP, and ÒThe Alliance to Combat AIDSÓ was created in
March 1988. Three motives were given for this move, but this local
connection is pronounced in all three (GPA/GMC(1)/90.7: 2).

This unique undertaking seeks to ensure coordi-
nated, complementary, and harmonious actions
to combat HIV/AIDS by combining the strength
of WHO as the international leader in health,
UNDP as the leader in socioeconomic develop-
ment, and UNDP resident representatives as
resident coordinators of the United Nations sys-
temÕs Operational Activities for Development in
supporting coordinated action as the country
level.

The alliance with UNDP falls slightly outside the immediate scope
of this study, but it is interesting in that GPA tried to utilize the
good relation between NGOs and UNDP to get closer to the NGOs.
However, recruiting NGOs in order to carry out AIDS-prevention
and -control programs designed by GPA was not as easy a task as
perhaps envisioned. It was clear to GPA that it was crucial to en-
gage NGOs in the global strategy. As an IGO, WHO lacks
substantial credibility among, and access to, communities, as a
strategy paper explains (GPA 1988:1). But, on the other hand, one
incentive for NGOs to seek GPA liaison grows out of the fact that
ÒNGOs lack national authority and the ability, individually, to
raise considerable resources (although their cumulative command
of resources is substantial)Ó (GPA 1988: 1). Possibilities for coop-
eration were thus present, as the mutual dependencies could be
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explored. Access to local communities could be exchanged for fi-
nancial resources. Since GPA itself did not command these, the
connection with governments through the multi/bilateral ap-
proach needed to be secured. Further adding to the attractiveness
of GPA in the eyes of NGOs was the increased bargaining leverage
vis-�-vis governments that liaison with an IGO might offer. Al-
though GPAÕs primary motive may have been the necessity to
build capacity on local levels, the additional resources commanded
by NGOs could conceivably be put to work for the global strategy.
The problem was, of course, that other actors, too, saw NGOs as
attractive partners.

Expanding the Interorganizational Field

WHOÕs designation as the systemwide leader and coordinator of
the entire UN system intruded on the turf of the Department of
International Economic and Social Affairs (DIESA). In an effort
Òto examine how the United Nations system could contribute to a
better understanding of the socio-economic implications of
AIDSÓÑin practice to coordinate the activities of the UN systemÑ
a UN Steering Committee was created, which in turn created a
UN Standing Committee on AIDSÑthe Inter-agency Advisory
Group on AIDS (IAAG). The committee consisted of several spe-
cialized agencies and programs: the Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO), the World Bank, the International Labor Or-
ganization (ILO), UNDP, UNICEF, UNFPA, the United Nations
Office in Vienna, and WHO (IAAG: 1989). All of these organiza-
tions had an interest in participating in AIDS activities in the
larger context and perceived the designation of WHO as focal
point for these activities as premature and misdirected, given the
social and economic aspects of AIDS. On a general level, the entire
situation was surrounded with uncertainty about what was going
on in various parts of the UN system and among international
NGOs. Getting on top of the situation was a primary .

DIESA took on the task of achieving better coordination among
NGOs as well. For that purpose, a meeting with NGOs was ar-
ranged in May 1988. Participants were all the NGO committees



131

established in New York for various topics, such as the Committee
on Development, the Committee on Youth, and the Committee on
Population (DIESA 1988). Although claiming to be assisting GPA
and urging everyone to act in conformity with WHOÕs global strat-
egy, DIESA had the ambition to establish some kind of more
permanent structure for UN-NGO coordination on AIDS (DIESA
1988: para. 15). To be sure, DIESA already had an NGO Unit, and
several so-called liaison bodies were in existence in New York.
One of these was the Conference of NGOs in Consultative Status
(CONGO).

The DIESA meeting was perceived with hostility by WHOÑas
an effort to hijack AIDS from GPA. At the meeting, such issues as
appropriate organizational structures for NGO participation were
discussed, as was the general ignorance in New York of what
WHO was doing in relation to NGOs. With little knowledge of
GPA among NGOs, and with other UN organizations responding
to a heightened interest in AIDS from the media and the general
population, there was a risk of NGOs directing their attention in
some other direction than toward GPA. WHOÕs New York officer
concluded after the meeting (WHO/LUN memorandum 1988: 5):

It appears to this observer that if WHO is to
maintain for AIDS a de facto leadership role in
the UN, it would be appropriate to strengthen its
AIDS presence at the seat of UN powerÑin New
York.

Thus, NGOs became part of the struggle for the linking-pin posi-
tion within the UN for AIDS. Some kind of liaison arrangement
was neededÑthat was clearÑbut what? Moreover, although GPA
generally acknowledged that NGOs were vital partners, it was not
totally convinced of the need for going beyond the procedures al-
ready established in WHO for NGO relationsÑthose leading up to
ÒOfficial RelationsÓ status. The practice already in place, it was
thought, might suffice also for this program. Moreover, the newly
created ASOs were frequently perceived as arrogant and too out-
spoken for GPAÕs taste, even detrimental to the ability of GPA to
work with their natural counterpartsÑgovernments (Internal
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memorandum, 7 March 1988). Perhaps GPA had in mind the
AIDS Coalition To Unleash Power (ACT UP), founded in 1987
with the intention of publicly embarrassing decisionmakersÕ slow
responses. These Òangry young menÓ were definitely not polite
but, rather, were outspoken on every conceivable issue of rele-
vance to the AIDS epidemic and intent on publicly disclosing slow
and bureaucratic responses to AIDS wherever they were encoun-
tered (Kramer 1989: 137). Problems were foreseen in the prospects
of integrating a new, almost militant, way of doing business with
the established intergovernmental procedures and modes of op-
eration.

On the other hand, the risk of losing initiative to some other
putative linking-pin was apparent. Facing the upcoming CONGO
triennial meeting in September, GPA felt pressured to act
(Internal memorandum, 13 July 1988):

Given the likelihood of independent moves to or-
ganize NGO action at the international level, it
appears urgent that we take this opportunity to
assert WHOÕs coordinating role.

A proposal had therefore been sent to the Non-Governmental Li-
aison Service (NGLS) in Geneva to work out a liaison procedure
that could be operated jointly and that could start in August 1988
(NGLS/Geneva 1988). As noted in the proposal, Ò[C]omparatively
little specific activity has taken place since the launch of GPA to
develop a strategy for the involvement of voluntary agencies in the
overall AIDS effortÓ (NGLS/Geneva 1988: 3). The NGLS proposal
had a distinct development slantÑNGLSÕs mother organ is the
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
(UNCTAD)Ñand should, of course, be interpreted in the context of
competition over NGO control. The CONGO meeting provided
competitors with a good opportunity to create some UN-NGO
committee on AIDS. If a more concrete proposal could be pre-
sented by GPA, with itself as linking-pin, the CONGO meeting
would also provide an opportune moment to distribute materials
advertising GPAÕs work to a wider NGO audience.
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The situation began to clear for GPA, and the need to incorpo-
rate NGOs more fully was now obvious. Still, however, no efficient
system had been devised to further GPA-NGO collaboration. Yet
financial resources kept coming in from development agencies to
GPA in unprecedented amounts. For unspecified global activities,
$29.8 million in 1987 increased to $59.3 million in 1988 and to
$63.3 million in 1989 WHO/GPA Progress Report 1992). Most of
the resources went to NAP support, due to institutional con-
straints, but ministries of healthÑGPAÕs normal partners in
health cooperation and assistance effortsÑwere not ideal for sev-
eral reasons, as previously discussed. NGOs were seen as capable
of strengthening the capacity of GPA to reach those outside or
marginalized by present health-systems (Panos 1988: 79Ð85; 95Ð
98). These NGOs, however, were largely still unaware of GPA.
Three strategies were devised to remedy this situation: the Global
Partnership Programme, financial and moral support for NGO
meetings, and networking activities and information campaigns
making GPA and the Global Strategy known in wider circles
(WHO/GPA Support to NGOs, Draft November 1990).

The Partnership Programme

Under the Partnership Programme, seed money could be trans-
ferred directly to local NGOs working with international
counterparts (GPA/DIR/89.13). Projects still had to be authorized
by national authorities (GPA remained an IGO), but, once a proj-
ect was approved, money could be transferred to NGOs without
interference from authorities. Each individual project was to be
funded with fifty thousand dollars, and a total of $1 million was
initially allocated. Thus, catalyst effects were hoped for, whereby
other donors would come in and add resources. The main program
areas envisioned for this initiative were prevention and care for
Òhard-to-reachÓ groups, collaboration between NGOs and IGOs or
governments, and the establishment of NGO networks. The ambi-
tion to create a deep interorganizational field for AIDS prevention
and control, going all the way down to local communities, is easily
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recognizable. WHO explained in a press release (WHO, note for
the press, 12 January 1990):

With the non-governmental movement growing
in parallel with the actions of governments
around the world, and in accordance with the
Global AIDS Strategy, the impact of such a de-
velopment should not be underestimated.

With money going through international NGOs, working in tan-
dem with local NGOs, two birds could be killed with one stone, so
to speak. Through the engagement of both international and local
NGOs, GPA could engage a major competitor for government
funds to work for itself and, simultaneously could achieve recogni-
tion as an important and beneficial agency for local NGOs. A look
at the organizations that received awards provides some reasons
for such an interpretation. Among the successful applicants were
the American Red Cross, CARE Canada and CARE USA, World
Vision, Marie Stopes International, and the British Catholic Fund
for Overseas DevelopmentÑall large-scale renowned development
organizations that were already well entrenched in global devel-
opment activities (WHO/GPA 1990, Partnership Grants for
Nongovernmental Activities on AIDS, informal discussion paper
#1, November 1990). During the period 1990Ð1992, a wide variety
of organizations of increasing geographical scope was funded.

As a complement to the Partnership Programme, GPA issued a
recommendation that 15 percent of all money received from the
GPA Trust Fund be devoted to NGOs.

Support for Networking Activities

The multiplicity of NGOs needed to be addressed. Too many de-
mands and wishes were directed toward GPA, who had no
possibility of attending to NGOs on a case-by-case basis. GPA
needed stability and certainty, not chaos. Early on, GPA had
sought to stimulate the creation of consortia and umbrella organi-
zations, but there was clearly a need for networks of networks.
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Support was given to networking activities among organizations
and to meetings and conferences for regional gatherings as well as
those with global ambitionsÑbut also to key groups like women
and PWAs (GPA/GMC(2)/89.5).

ASOs, which previously had struggled to become established,
had now matured, had acquired the skills to attract attention
from politicians and the media, and were ready to take a more ac-
tive part in policy formulation. An international consortium of
ASOs could help establish GPA among the myriad of ASOs consti-
tuting the base of AIDS service, prevention, and control efforts in
different societies. With the assistance of GPA, they might be able
to unite and become efficient partners in a joint policy endeavor.
During the first years, support was directed toward establishing
an International Consortium of AIDS Service Organizations
(ICASO) and the Global Network of People with AIDS (GNP+),
but at least six fledgling networks received support in the form of
money and recognition in the form of GPA attendance
(GPA/GMC(9)/93.6).

Advertising GPA and the Global Strategy

In addition to financial-resource flows, information constitutes an
important resource, control over which enhances an organizationÕs
ability to steer. Simply knowing who does what is important for
organizational activity. In addition to channeling resources, the
Partnership Programmme automatically increased mutual
awareness between NGOs and GPA, input with implications be-
yond the immediate projects in question (WHO/GPA 1990,
Partnership Grants for Nongovernmental Activities, November
1990). In addition, GPA sought to stimulate the production and
circulation of several newsletters among NGOs. For instance, the
British organization Appropriate Health Resources & Technology
Action Group (AHRTAG) was funded to distribute a newsletter ti-
tled AIDS Action (GPA/GMC(2)/89.5: 18). The newsletter, which
was distributed to more than seventy-five thousand addresses,
also contained a small insert from GPAÑÒWHO News.Ó The
newsletter was also translated into Spanish and Portuguese. In
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this manner, GPA tried to advertise itself as a useful partner in
AIDS work for NGOs, to build a wider constituency, and to in-
crease awareness of the Global Strategy. A simple diagram well
illustrates GPAÕs position:

Breaking Out of Intergovernmentalism?

An external review of GPA had disclosed that NGOs frequently in-
terpreted coordination efforts as control-oriented, intended to
discipline rather than to assist local organizations
(GPA/GMC(8)/92.4: 35). The ability of NGOs to attract resources
had also increased, as their activities had become more focused
and specialized. Donors, hence, recognized the competence of
ASOs and found less need to move money through GPA. Moreover,
donors had begun to channel assistance money bilaterally both to
NAPs and to indigenous NGOs.

The Global Network of People Living with AIDS (GNP+)Ñ
formed by and for HIV-positive people, and perhaps the most
sought after partner for AIDS prevention and control programsÑ
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and ICASO were organizations with a solid grounding in commu-
nities. ICASO was gradually evolving into a regionalized structure
with five regions and a central secretariat, the latter located at
the Canadian AIDS Society, a pioneering AIDS activist organiza-
tion with extensive links to GPA (ICASO 1995: #5). The
International Community of Women living with HIV/AIDS (ICW),
founded in 1992, is the only international network run for and by
HIV-positive women, who are recognized as doubly vulnerable to
HIV because of gender oppression in many societies. Once the
connections with GPA gave these organizations both recognition
among donors for health activities and resources to become estab-
lished in the form of support for newsletters and conferences, their
dependence on GPA gradually waned.

For the first time, contributions to GPA for unspecified global
activities decreased in 1991 (1991 Progress Report: Annex 8).
GPAÕs linking-pin position was again threatened. The efforts to
generate and coordinate UN systemwide activities did not yield
the intended results either, giving an impetus to independent pro-
grams from different UN agencies. The reviewers suggested that
an entirely new structure be created (GPA/GMC(8)/92.4: 41). All
major bodies with AIDS activities were suggested as members of
this multi-agency alliance, which came into being on Januray 1
1996, but little was envisioned for NGOs.

UNAIDS and NGOs

The new joint program is a strong indicator of the interdepend-
ence among IGOs, NGOs, and governments. A bargaining process
involving all three kinds of organizations had made it clear that
observer status for NGOsÑthe rule previouslyÑwould not suffice
for the NGOs this time. And, indeed, the UNAIDS structure
places five NGOs next to governments and IGOs as nonvoting
members on the Programme Coordination Board (PCB), the high-
est decisionmaking body. In addition, a NGO/PWA Liaison
Committee (NLC), consisting of the five members and alternates
from each region, has been formed. Funds for PCB and NLC
meetings are provided by UNAIDS. The selection process included
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a Òcall for nominationsÓ and a selection committee Òtasked with
ensuring an appropriate mix of qualified individualsÓ (ICASO
1995: #3). Hence, NGO participation in UNAIDS is ensured, and
resources for that purpose are made available from the general
UNAIDS budget. Governments, then, sponsor NGOs to the same
degree that they sponsor other governments.

In terms of representation, it seems as though the interde-
pendence between UN agencies and NGOs has been acknowledged
in the form of joint decisionmaking. Of course, if they wanted,
governmentsÑthere are twenty-two government membersÑcould
simply run over the NGOs, but, again, the necessary involvement
of these NGOs later in the process would be enormously compli-
cated, should this become the pattern.

Following the Paris Summit (WHO Press Realease #93), where
forty-two governments confirmed their continued support of mul-
tilateral AIDS activities, the vital role of NGOs was confirmed.
NGOs and PWA are seen as Òvital partners of UNAIDSÓ and
Òtheir comparative advantage of proximity to, and understanding
of, communities,Ó as well as their important role in Òshaping world
opinion and policy,Ó are necessary ingredients if UNAIDS is to
convince governments to pay their dues and come up with extra-
budgetary funds to cover the program. Estimated expenses for
1996Ð97 are $120 millionÑthat is, considerably less than for
GPA, at least in its good old days (UNAIDS 1996Ð97 Proposed
Budget: 7; 33Ð34). Donors have obviously not been convinced of
the necessary inclusion of UNAIDS in their development and
AIDS activities.

UNAIDS suffers from their lack of funds for NGOs. Unlike
GPA, it is not a funding agency and, consequently, cannot offer
NGOs financial resources. What they do have to offer beyond a
convenient place for contacts with donors and other UN agencies
is limited. A proposed ÒAdvisory CommitteeÓ tries at least to offer
an opportunity for large networks to be present as advisers in
UNAIDS efforts to come up with Òbest practiceÓ of AIDS control
and prevention (UNAIDS, A Proposed Strategy for UNAIDS to
Work with Nongovernmental Organizations, February 1997). The
arrangement seems very similar to the old order. The members of
the committee, it is proposed, would serve as a Òsounding board
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for UNAIDS,Ó Òa source of information.Ó What UNAIDS has to of-
fer in return is more difficult to see. From an interorganizational
perspective, the chances that this committee will function as in-
tended are small. Instead, NGOsÕ needs have to met by National
AIDS Programmes.

The problem of placing the major burden of responsibility on
NAPs remains a consideration, since governments have frequently
chosen to marginalize community-based organizations at that
level (UNAIDS, A Proposed Strategy: 3). What UNAIDS can do to
push NAPs to include NGOs remains obscure. The Partnership
Programme of GPA was not extended beyond its three-year man-
date, but one element in the otherwise mysterious GIPA (Greater
Involvement of People living with HIV/AIDS) package is a small-
grants programÑvery limited funds for Òcatalytic and cutting-
edge opportunitiesÓ (UNAIDS, A Proposed Strategy: 13), which can
pick up where the Partnership Programme left off. At present,
however, no money has been contributed to this end. France has
announced a one-time contribution, but has so far not delivered
(ICASO 1995: # 4). Perhaps UNAIDS can serve as door openers for
NGOs, assisting their contacts with national authorities and other
donors.

One meeting has been held under the new program, in Paris,
on 10Ð13 January 1996. Present were the five PCB members and
their alternates, the networks GNP+, ICASO, and ICW, and a few
other organizationsÑthe same organizations that were part of the
interorganizational field during the GPA era. The meeting was
the first arranged under the new structure. It appears as though
GPA was moving ahead a little too quickly: the innovations of
1988Ð1989 did not materialize until 1996 at the expense ofÑand
herein lies the paradoxÑGPA itself.

Implications for Global Governance

From an interorganizational perspective, partnerships between
IGOs and NGOs grow out of resource interdependencies and mu-
tual recognition of competence. AIDS was pushed in WHOÕs
direction because of its reputation in multilateral health activi-
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tiesÑnot because of a recognized capacity as a development or-
ganization or after a thorough analysis of their capacity to solve
the AIDS crisis. NGOs were approached since GPA was at a loss
regarding appropriate interventions of AIDS control and preven-
tion efforts. NGOs were forerunners and possessed expertise badly
needed by GPA. Furthermore, WHOÕs weak delivery capacity in
the field necessitated a strengthening of local presence that only
NGOs could muster. NGOs had to be controlled, too, since their
nuisance potential was dangerously high for GPA and risked
damaging its possibility to work with IGOsÕ traditional govern-
mental partnersÑwho also provided the funds.

For fulfilling these functions, NGOs wanted something in re-
turn. NGOsÕ relatively limited ability to generate financial
resources offered one possibility. GPA had substantial discretion
of funds that could be used to attract NGOs. It could also add a
sense of competence and seriousness, given their intergovernmen-
tal statusÑwhich was something NGOs wanted in their
bargaining with other donors and national governments. That is,
this partnership worked fine as long as both sides had something
to gain. Gradually, however, NGOs increased their ability to gen-
erate funds from other sources and even started to compete with
GPA for bilateral funding. The necessary interdependencies be-
came less and less pronounced.

As UNAIDS has increasingly pushed responsibility for AIDS
programs down to national levels, it is unclear on what its attrac-
tion can be based. No money and scant possibilities of directly
influencing programsÑas well as increasing abilities of NGOs to
generate sources fromÑmake UNAIDS a less attractive partner.

To be sure, NGOs have been offered a seat at the center of
global governance with their five representatives at the PCB; and
the above-mentioned Advisory Committee has also been set up.
However, the PCB appears to have relatively minor opportunity to
influence the oftentimes radically autonomous specialized agen-
cies of the UN system, and advisory committees as such
frequently have rather nebulous mandates. From an interorgani-
zational perspective, the global governance of AIDS seems to have
moved back to a situation dominated by governmental organiza-
tions by virtue of their strong grip on the purse. Although GPA
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managed to loosen that grip for a brief period in time, it remains
an open question whether it can be loosened again by UNAIDS.

UNAIDSÕ strength lies in offering a place where open debates
can be held on equal terms with all the major stakeholders simul-
taneously. To the extent that NGOs feel they can influence policy
at those occasions, they will probably find the participation
worthwhile and assist UNAIDS with vital expertise that only peo-
ple with HIV/AIDS have.

An issue that any curious observer of this process wishes to see
discussed is the ways in which NGOs and GPA were consciously
developing relationships with each other. Lack of existing NGOs
ready to work with GPA, or ignorance of those that did, pushed
GPA to advertise itself and to seek partners who could mobilize
community-based NGOs useful in the strategy. But how were
these potential partners selected? What was the basis for ap-
proaching specific NGOs? Furthermore, one of the defining
elements of the respective IGO and NGO spheres has been to re-
main distant partners and only reluctantly work together. How
were these mutual animosities avoided, and prejudices, overcome?
What were the processes behind the common formula? These and
related questions need to be addressed from a different perspec-
tive, breaking up the perception of organizations as unitary actors
related to each other through common histories and resource scar-
cities. The next section takes us through the process of
establishing relations between IGOs and NGOs from the perspec-
tive of networks and leadership.
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Chapter Eight

Networks and Leadership

The previous section presented AIDS governance as interorgani-
zational dependencies managed through a process of institutional
bargaining, whereby Òorganizations seek to reduce environmental
uncertainty by creating ÔnegotiatedÕ environmentsÓ (Cook 1977:
67). Two of the principal architects of resource-dependence theory,
Pfeffer and Salancik, in their seminal work The External Control
of Organizations (1978), devoted extensive space to how the or-
ganizational environment could be known and understood by an
organization. They looked to constructivism for guidance, adopting
the concept of enactment, which they used to denote the process by
which organizations become aware of their external environment.
The problems they ran into become clear from the following pas-
sage (1978: 73):

The question of what the environment is, is
meaningless without regard to the focal organiza-
tion which enacts, or more precisely, the
individuals who enact it in planning the activities
of the organization.

The limits of the interorganizational relations model are clear in
this quotation, since what are constraints and/or possibilities be-
comes a result of interpretationÑrather than some objective
resource-dependence situation or a particular configuration of
norms and rules. In an ambiguous technical and institutional con-
text such as AIDS, several interpretative possibilities may be open
for the individual at any point in time. The structural configura-
tion may allow different equilibriums, but an interorganizational
framework has reached its analytical boundary when it comes to
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explaining why a particular way of acting or thinking was chosen
rather than another.

It is obvious that organizations consist of people. People en-
gaged in certain activities and performing certain tasks are, quite
literally, the flesh and blood of organizations. The importance of
these people is the logical inference from this observation and the
foundation of the network perspective. Individuals in organiza-
tions may or may not act in concordance with dominant discursive
practices or interorganizational power relations. Nor need they at
all times follow norms of appropriateness. The space open for hu-
man discretion is the subject to be considered theoretically in this
section.

The fact that the actual acts of governance are carried out by
individual human beings has led one scholar to claim that the
very framework for global governance is constituted by Ònetworks
of bureaucrats, coordinating their decisions . . .Ó (Hopkins 1978:
31). Hopkins claims that, in the issue he studied, Òmanagement
has resided to a large extent in the hands of informal interna-
tional management networks comprised of officials in government
and private industries" (Hopkins 1978: 31). The network perspec-
tive posits that this type of informal group, by way of off-the-
record meetings, informal coordination, and the like, manage to
break down prejudices and establish a shared vision that enables
them to steer international policy processes. The central issue,
hence, is the relation between these networks and their respective
constituenciesÑas well as the dominating ideas of these.

The following is an attempt to draw on two bodies of literature
that I have found valuable in this regard. The first is that of net-
work theory, which emphasizes the role of individuals operating
either in their own capacity or as boundary-role occupants. The
second is the literature of leadership studies, employing an even
narrower focus on individual performance and ability to influence
other people and generate followers. Both variants essentially im-
ply that creativity and persuasive skills determine the
interpretation of events and steer processes in desired directions
or, alternatively, manage to block or stall events and processes
that might otherwise have happened.
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A few general points, common to both ideas, are in order. A dis-
tinction frequently employed in both strands of theory is between
individual and collective usage of the terms. Whether it is the or-
ganizations in their entirety or the boundary-role occupants that
should be viewed as the basic unit of analysis is a dividing line be-
tween network theorists. Here, the term network has been
reserved for the interpersonal network, thus implying a focus on
the individual participants. The same distinction applies to the
concept of leadership. Here, leadership stands for individual, not
collective or organizational, leadership (cf. Marsh & Rhodes 1992).
The extensive IR literature dealing with leadership on behalf of
nation states for the solution of various global scourges, hence,
does not apply. In fact, the primary questions raised by both net-
work and leadership theory concern the relation between
individuals and the different collectivities for which they act. This
link would disappear if the terms were used in their collective
variations.

Methodologically, in order to understand why something hap-
pened, it becomes necessary to put oneself in the shoes of the
individual actor. One needs to re-create the situation and, based
on that information, try to comprehend the individual reasons and
considerations behind particular choices and the constraints and
possibilities available to the actor. There is a latent risk with this
perspective in that it emphasizes the role of the individual and
downplays the structural conditions enabling and constraining in-
dividual choice. It sees history as driven by individual choices and
gives a presentation of organizational choice as essentially the re-
sult of individual decisions. On the other hand, the role of the
individual actor is, in fact, what constitutes the focus of this the-
ory. The individual actor is an important factor that has
frequently been neglected within political science in general and
IR in particular. Many traditional fields of inquiry within political
science would benefit from a more explicit analysis of network and
leadership processes (cf. Lundquist 1989).

It is unusual for informal processes to leave much in terms of
written materials. Once written down, informality transforms into
formality. For a researcher to document informal processes, it be-
comes necessary to rely on interviews. Consequently, much of the
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account of global governance offered below lacks explicit refer-
ences, since many do not wish to be connected to specific
statements. I refer to the list of interviews provided at the end of
the book.

Interpersonal Networks

Several academic usages of the term network can be found, each
denoting somewhat different phenomena. Here, the term denotes
a loosely formed group of individuals who recognize their togeth-
erness. Typically, they share basic constructions of problems and
how they may be solved, and try to change or preserve a situation
accordingly. Surrounding individuals, it is further posited, act and
think differently from those inside the network. The concept of
Òepistemic communitiesÓ has gained some notoriety in the field of
IR and, therefore, warrants some attention. This Foucauldian con-
cept denotes a kind of network, bound together by a common view
of means/ends relations and shared principled beliefs (Haas 1992).
It has been popularized in governance studies, particularly those
on the creation of international regimes for the protection of natu-
ral resources and the environment, but also for security (Adler
1992). The principal advocate of the presence of epistemic com-
munities in successful regime creation is Peter Haas, who
proposes the presence of epistemic communities behind successful
regime creation. Epistemic communities could be accommodated
usefully within my framework, since networks necessarily have
something in common that is recognized by the participants.

The existence of communities and networks has to be inferred
not from the presence or absence of change, but from the presence
of groups with shared views of the world and common agendas.
Whether they are successful or not cannot be part of their exis-
tence. Regardless of whether the network rests on epistemic
factors or on something else, such as a common history or mutual
interests, this perspective grows out of a realization that organiza-
tional members may follow organizational scripts and standard
operating procedures more or less strictly. The possibility that in-
dividualsÕ interests, ambitions, and senses of being somehow
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divert from those of their home organization or constituency is not
hard to grasp, once the treatment of organizations as unitary is
relaxed. People are engaged in various activities outside their
formal organizational position that give rise to impulses and hab-
its other than those that organization rules prescribe. Moreover,
when persons engage in interaction with other individuals repre-
senting other organizations, the possibility that there may
gradually evolve a shared sense of meaning surpassing organiza-
tional boundaries seems natural. Giddens, for instance, suggests
that face-to-face encounters are crucial bearers of change (Giddens
1990: part 3).

Sociological scholars have elaborated advanced research tech-
niques for verifying the existence of network boundaries and
participationÑin many respects the same techniques discussed in
relation to interorganizational fields. Here, however, the term is
used in a more metaphorical manner, without the rigorous meth-
odology advocated by orthodox scholars of social networks (e.g. J.
Scott 1991). The method used here to investigate the presence of
networks has been participant observation at meetings and con-
ferences, interviews, and process tracing. A snowballing
procedureÑwhereby interviewees have been asked to identify sa-
lient persons with whom they work togetherÑhas been an
important aspect of this approach. As a complement, following the
paper trail has proven useful for tracking input in stages preced-
ing formal negotiations. My use of the term network, hence, is the
same as DowdingÕs Òmetaphorical usageÓ (Dowding 1995: 136).

A interpersonal network, then, signifies relations between or-
ganizationally different participants who nevertheless display a
common view of the world and a sense of shared commitment to
norms and rules. The boundaries of this kind of network are de-
termined by mutual recognition and shared meaning, and do not
follow organizational lines (Jordan & Schubert 1992: 7Ð27).

Boundary-Role Occupants

As has been stated at the outset, interaction from this perspective
has to be performed by individuals. The individuals forming in-
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formal interpersonal networks that cut across formal organiza-
tional boundaries have been called Òboundary-role occupantsÓ
(J�nsson 1994: 466; referring to Organ 1971: 80). As brokers be-
tween their organizations and the external environment, these
individuals in a sense create the environment to which the entire
organization subsequently relates. The interpretations of the out-
side are relayed to managers and others on the inside and,
consequently, to some extent reflect the ideas and values of the
person performing a boundary role. This individual establishes
what will be considered important and extraordinary, what war-
rants attention, and what is normal. The boundary-role occupant
must balance and weigh the competing interests of the constitu-
ency. As both bargainer and representative, the boundary-role
occupant attempts to build a package acceptable to both the other
side and to his or her own constituency.

Organizational members in other positions have to cope only
with their relation to peers and executives. Although this task
may be highly difficult, boundary positions are subjected to even
further pressures and demands. In the sort of issue analyzed in
this study, the number of organizations involved far exceeds the
number of members in an interpersonal network. Boundary-role
occupants forming networks here typically represent not only
their own organization but several others as well. This may be the
case formally, with various nongovernmental umbrella organiza-
tions and secretariats of IGOs, but also informally, where costs of
participation in conferences and meetings far exceed the ability of
many organizations. What we have is a multidimensional situa-
tion, where the complexity of the bargaining process both
restrains and opens possibilities for individual actors.

A particular kind of boundary-role occupant is the Òin-and-
outer,Ó who appears to have better possibilities of handling such
complex and dynamic situations than individuals with only lim-
ited organizational experience. A prominent in-and-outer himself,
Maurice Strong (1978) maintains that an in-and-outer Òprovides a
key-element in the functioning of these networks and systems.Ó
What he refers to are civil servants who over the years come to
serve on secretariats of various different organizations, including
national governmental agencies, IGOs, and NGOs as well as even
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business enterprises. Personal contacts from a large number of
concerned and involved organizations greatly facilitate connec-
tions and communication. Moreover, in-and-outers become
familiar with the particularities within single organizations.

Christer J�nsson (1991) has tried to break down the activities
of personal networks and leaders into three elements. Each fo-
cuses on cognitive process and the role of knowledge, and
particular ways of presenting and framing problems. He argues,
first, that in complex institutional bargaining situations, the use
of knowledge and information is crucial. Hence, cognitive proc-
esses form an important dynamic in such processes. Second,
informal interpersonal networks may aid bargaining parties to
overcome negative images and prejudices frequently plaguing in-
stitutional bargaining. Oftentimes, individuals in bargaining-
situations have based their position on stereotypes of adversaries
and on ill-grounded assumptions. Third, repeated interactions and
face-to-face contacts have been shown to increase trust and confi-
dence in other contexts, and J�nssonÕs studies seem to corroborate
those findings in issues of international cooperation as well.
Boundary-role occupants are instrumental in introducing at least
mutual respect and perhaps even trust (Giddens 1990: part 3).

Boundary-role occupants in a network may jointly further un-
derstandings of the parties in a more positive light. In the longer
run, negative images may be broken down and replaced with trust
and good faith. Giddens (1990: 90Ð91) further suggests that
Òattitudes of trust, or lack of trust, toward specific abstract sys-
tems are liable to be strongly influenced by experiences at access
points. . . .Ó The boundary-role occupant together with others in
similar positions can be seen as gatekeepers for organizations.
Their understanding of what is important and valuable greatly af-
fects the bargaining process.

The conclusion that networks of this kind always aid coopera-
tion or contribute to mutual problem solving cannot be drawn,
however. Several issues arise in this context. For instance, bound-
ary personnel may be presenting erroneous information, or
several different and conflicting interpretations may enter organi-
zations from various monitoring points. In a highly complex
environment, the risks of this occurrence should not be underes-



150

timated. Moreover, boundary staff select and screen, thus being
able to weed out anything that appears threatening or that may
undermine the position of the person or the network. Iron trian-
gles and Òold boysÓ networks are terms that try to capture this
conserving capacity of networks of centrally located individuals.

Moving the logic of network or group theory one step further
leads to a focus on the single individual. Networks consist of peo-
ple and, thus, can be broken down further. Since what is agreed
cannot be understood in objective terms but is socially negotiated,
personal bargaining skills of boundary-maintaining staff come to
the forefront. Whether active as parts of networks or on their own,
individuals sometimes manage to influence the course of events in
extraordinary ways. This phenomenon, as dryly pointed out by
Burns, Òis one of the most observed and least understood phenom-
ena on earthÓ (1978: 2). Nevertheless, an effort will be made to
draw some inferences from this vast and unwieldy body of litera-
ture, since leadership bears directly on the relevance of networks.

Leadership and Followership

Individual accomplishment may lead other people to change their
views and follow those of a leader. Within organizations as well as
outside, extraordinary performances sometimes gain the attention
of others who, for some reason, decide to forgo established ideas
and practices and instead follow new paths.

A major research project, directed by Oran Young, on regime
formation in the Arctic region concluded that Òleadership on the
part of individualsÑnot amorphous leadership exercised by gov-
ernments on behalf of statesÑplays a key role in regime
formationÓ (Young & Osherenko 1993: 234). There is no reason to
believe that this would not be the case for bargaining processes
regarding other types of issues as well. Much bargaining involves
highly technical and complicated issues not easily comprehensible
without profound knowledge. The amount of available information
is usually enormous. This situation appears ideal for persons with
an ability to Òcreate a structure out of a large mass of information
wherein it is possible to apply human witÓ (Winham 1977: 89).
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Leadership theorists seem to share that conclusion but diverge
into two separate traditions. One tradition focuses on leaders, per
se, and develops the psychological traits giving the skills that
serve to develop a leadership capacity. How leaders are mentally
equipped seems to be the guiding question for this line of re-
search, and many suggestions have been offered. Deserving of
mention for their explicit political focus are Harold LasswellÕs
(1960) Freudian analysis in ÒPolitical ManÓ and Alexander
GeorgeÕs (1986) application of the Lasswellian framework in his
study of Woodrow Wilson. The quest for power is here typically
seen as compensation for deprivation in other areas. The goal ap-
pears to be to come up with formulas for effective leadership.

Another way of proceeding is to focus less on what leaders are
and more on what they do. In what kinds of activities are they en-
gaged? This is the line followed here, as the purpose is not to dwell
on the psychological characteristics of leaders. A focus on activi-
ties directs attention instead to the functions of leadership. What
leaders do that give them followers is the focus, regardless of how
they may be categorized psychologically.

Raino Malnes (1996) has suggested that leaders always act to
satisfy collective goals rather than strictly egoistic ones. This ten-
dency is supported by psychological tests, showing that
individuals able to exercise effective leadership have scored high
both on Òpower needÓ and Òsocial orientation,Ó which implies that
leaders, when efficient, use their resources to satisfy collective
rather than purely personal goals (House, Spangler & Woycke
1991: 367). Realizing common goals is one element of leadership.
The methods for attaining these goals, in MalnesÕs understanding,
lie in problem-solving capabilities. Leaders have an ability to see
solutions to intractable bargaining situations where others only
see conflict. And, most important, they manage to present solu-
tions in such a way as to convince other parties of the virtues of
the proposed solution and persuade them to follow voluntarily.

The consensual element constitutes the second criterion for dis-
tinguishing leaders from others. Without followers' decision to
follow freely, leadership is not presentÑcoercion is not leadership.
This understanding of leadership is by no means unique for Mal-
nes. Several scholars adhere to such an understanding (e.g. Burns
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1978). Lundquist (1989: 152), too, in a minimalist fashion, defines
leaders as Òsomeone who has followers . . . not motivated exclu-
sively by violence, force, or threats from the leader.Ó Collective
goals and consensual means are central elements of leadership.

Selznick (1984a) sees a leader as someone who defines the ends
of group existenceÑa person who devises an enterprise suited for
this existence and, more important perhaps, sees to it that this
enterprise becomes a reality. Leaders are persons who intervene
in the course of events, who reinterpret these events in a manner
concordant with the values and aspirations of others, and who de-
cide to forgo their previous ways of seeing their existence and
become followers. The leader, then, chooses key values of a social
group and attempts to build or construct a different reality around
them. Leadership, hence, is not always present; rather, it is an ex-
traordinary event and highly dispensable. All situations do not
exhibit leadership (Selznick 1984a: 22). Not every bargaining
situation that ends with agreement, then, is the result of the ac-
tivities of a leader. After all, it is a standard requirement that
people in bargaining situations try to realize the potential for
agreement. Only when a agreement is reached contrary to most
participants' prior expectations can one speak of leadership.

Selznick seems to argue that what a potential leader does is to
argue persuasively the virtues of a different understanding of re-
ality, allowing and enabling other participants to arrive at a
shared understanding of the problem at hand. What leadership
entails, then, is a capacity to change preferences and create an
environment in which new goals stand a chance of being realized.
How, then, is this accomplished?

Means of Leadership

Intellectual capacity has been suggested as a key to leadership,
and, from the discussion above, superior intellectual ability ap-
pears important for creating an acceptable definition of the
problem and a solution with wide support. The most comprehen-
sive attempt to come up with a theory of leadership in
international cooperation processes is Oran YoungÕs (1991) three-
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fold categorization of leadership, based on the basis for the ability
to lead. He distinguishes between intellectual, entrepreneurial,
and structural leadership. Entrepreneurial leadership implies
leaders with a capacity to discover commonalities and devise
packages in negotiations. In some respects, however, this is ex-
pected by negotiators, and it is not clear that this ability
constitutes leadership in the sense discussed here. To the extent
that is does, it seems difficult to distinguish from intellectual
leadership. Entrepreneurs, furthermore, at least in economic the-
ory, do not have to realize common goals. They have the ability to
see business opportunities and come up with clever ideas to make
money, regardless of any more general ambition to realize com-
mon goals. This is also consonant with Malnes's (1996) distinction
between entrepreneurs and leaders. YoungÕs structural-leadership
category seems all but refuted by his later production, where the
personal qualities are emphasized regardless of institutional af-
filiation. That leaves us with leadership essentially based on
intellectual abilities.

Networks and leadership dynamics are very similar, as consid-
ered in this study. Both are based on individuals and emphasize
individual choices and accomplishments. Also, networks and lead-
ers alike base their strength on intellectual persuasion and
mutual problem-solving; coercion and conflict are downplayed.
Hence, the establishment of trust between participants and the
creation of a climate with shared assumptions of crucial factors
and joint definitions of problems are central. Moreover, leaders
and networks rely to a great extent on informal strategies and
tend to bypass prescribed routines and standard operating proce-
dures.

Summary of the Interpersonal Networks Framework

The understanding developed here sees leadership and networks
as belonging to the same type of explanation. In essence, the
model interprets global governance as founded on shared under-
standings of meaning between individuals in informal networks.
By way of frequent interactions, these individuals develop consen-
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sus on central aspects of the policy project. The relationship be-
tween the members is based on trust and mutual recognition.

Boundary-role occupants are central in the network approach.
These roles give unique opportunities to interpret the external en-
vironment to the home constituency. Informal networks of
boundary-role occupants, then, can introduce new ideas and prac-
tices into organizations, thereby stimulating change. The
intellectual skills of individuals may lead others to change their
minds and adopt their views. Individual leadership entails devis-
ing novel approaches to common problems in such a way as to
satisfy common goals. The possibility that what starts out as an
individual effort grows into a network and later becomes appro-
priated by organizations and formally accepted as policy, is close
at hand. What does the networks perspective contribute to the
AIDS process?
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Chapter Nine

AIDS Networks

Tell us what needs to be doneÑnot the way
things are usually done. It is not Ôbusiness as
usualÕ at the Global Programme on AIDS, and
has not been since the program was founded
(Mann, 1988. Quoted in Panos Institute 1988:
92).

These words by the then executive director of WHOÕs Global Pro-
gramme on AIDS (GPA), Jonathan Mann, clearly indicate an
ambition of breaking out of organizational routines and estab-
lished practicesÑa goal typical of persons with leadership
potential. In his mammoth history (1988) of the emergence of the
epidemic, Randy Shilts in the epilogue argued: ÒThe international
mobilization against the epidemic was the most significant single
development in the AIDS storyÓ (Shilts 1988: 613). According to
Shilts, Mann was a charismatic leader inspiring visionaries to
fight for a united humankind, laying aside race and political ide-
ology (Shilts 1988: 613).

A study of the global governance of AIDS from the perspective
of networks and leadership has to conclude that without Jonathan
Mann, the strategy would have followed other routes. During his
tenure, he challenged public-health orthodoxy by insisting on in-
cluding considerations of human rights, he challenged
intergovernmentalism through his emphasis of NGOs, and he
challenged the hierarchical bureaucracy of WHO. Seeing AIDS
through an individualist perspective very much becomes the story
of Jonathan Mann. Now, in 1997, although he himself has taken a
much less visible position, the ideas emphasized in UNAIDS re-
flect the priorities once set by Mann and his colleagues. But let us
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take it from the beginning, and see how it all started in 1985Ð
1986.

AIDS on the Global Agenda

AIDS was first diagnosed by physicians in New York, Los Angeles
and San Francisco. AIDS as such has probably been around for
considerable length of time; no one knows for sure when, where
and how the particular virus today known as HIV came into exis-
tence. Physicians in the above-mentioned cities became the first to
note to concurrence of similar symptoms in previously healthy
adults, and reported to the Center for Disease Control (CDC) in
Atlanta. CDC published a study on the cases on June 5, 1981 in
their Morbidity and Mortality Weekly ReportÑthe first report on
the AIDS epidemic. A Task Force was established, headed by
James Curran (Grmek 1990: 17), who, a couple of days later, went
to New York to see his first case of AIDS (Shilts: 70). Further sci-
entific articles appeared in the prestigious medical journal The
New England Journal of Medicine in the last month of 1981. As
CurranÕs investigations continued, the Task Force gradually
brought bits and pieces together, and the picture of a new and in-
fectious disease emerged among physicians. Those of us who do
not normally read MMWR , The Lancet, or The New England
Journal of Medicine, had yet to learn that this rare cancer Òwould
represent the malady of the late twentieth century or that this
esoteric subject would come to occupy millions of pages in the
newspapers of the worldÓ (Grmek 1990: 8). The New York Times
ran a small piece written by medical correspondent Larry Altman
on 3 July 1981Ñthe first opportunity for the general public to in-
form itself.

People in the gay communities of the United States were be-
ginning to act on this new and frightening information. Randy
Shilts, a journalist of the San Francisco Chronicle, spent more or
less full time covering the epidemic starting in 1982 (Shilts 1988),
and Larry Kramer, gay novelist in New York, wrote angry articles
in New York newspapers as the ÒNew York NativeÓ (Kramer
1989). Both fought battles to alert and activate Òtheir peopleÓ and
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tried to push action on behalf of city and national authorities. In
1981, Kramer was instrumental in starting the fund-raising ac-
tivities that later would grow globally and become the Gay MenÕs
Health Crisis (GMHC). KramerÕs message to the gay community
that something was probably being transmitted through their
sexual practices had ironically made Kramer persona non grata at
the very time AIDS was showing up in his community, due in
large part to the not well received novel, Faggots, which depicted
gay liberation as sexually fixated (Shilts, 1988: 27; Kramer 1989:
6Ð7). KramerÕs activities at this time did not compare well with
the gay civil-rights movement and its leitmotif of sexual libera-
tion. To break through the refusal to see AIDS as threatening and
dangerous, and to convince the gay movement of the seriousness
of the situation, became his first priority. With the gay organiza-
tions so divided, political action higher up in the city and national
hierarchies was difficult to accomplish. The sexual-abstinence¾or
at least safe-sex¾advocacy suggested by Kramer and Shilts as
well as by Curran and his fellow public-health officials was by
many decried as ÒalarmistÓ and homophobic.

As AIDS did not go away, GMHC grew, and one year later a
three-hundred-person volunteer core assisted ailing people with
practical matters (Shilts 1988: 179). This kind of Òbuddy programÓ
later became something of a model for an entirely new kind of so-
cial organizationÑthe AIDS Service Organization (ASO). Most of
these early activists came from the communities themselves; they
had seen close friends die and, naturally, were afraid. As ex-
plained by Kramer himself, Ò[T]his was long before any causative
virus had been posited. What if it was discovered that nothing in-
fectious was going around?Ó (Kramer 1989: 31).

KramerÕs insistence on public appearances, civil-disobedience
campaigns, and embarrassments of persons in political positions
he felt were not doing their best to prevent further spread, along
with promotion of research into causes and transmission modes
and drug development, proved too strong for the rest of the or-
ganization, and he was ousted from the board and the entire
organization in 1983 (Kramer 1989: 51). By then, however, he was
already in the process of setting up another type of organizationÑ
an activist organization for AIDS that employed aggressive tactics



158

of confrontation. Several years would pass, however, before the
AIDS Coalition to Unleash PowerÑACT UPÑwould become a re-
ality, in 1987. ÒI try to take a smidgen of satisfaction knowing that
the two main AIDS organizations in the world are there because
they were my idea,Ó Kramer later commented (1989: 291). The re-
alization of common goals in addition to personal satisfaction, as
discussed above, seems to have been relevant for Larry Kramer.

The two organizations GMHC and ACT UP transformed the
very climate in which AIDS politics was played out. The GMHC
showed that a community actually can begin to do what in most
societies is done by public authorities. ACT UP departed from
these kinds of activities and converted them into a much more
overtly political level, not confining itself to local or even national
arenas. ACT UP now has chapters in several cities of the world.
Interestingly enough, Kramer also left ACT UP early. Persons
useful in one stage of a process may become an obstacle later, or
be perceived by other members of the organization as more of a
hindrance than as an a asset. I will come back to the phenomenon
later in relation to Jonathan Mann, who experienced the same
evolution. From the perspective employed here, Kramer was a
leader, offering direction and a practical outlet for fear and frus-
tration among PWAs also outside his immediate constituency of
North American homosexuals.

A similar situation occurred in Uganda, where Noerine Ka-
leeba saw her husband die from AIDS in 1986. She, together with
sixteen others, twelve of whom were living with AIDS, set up The
AIDS Support Organization (TASO) in 1987 (Kaleeba 1991: 45),
with the support of Terrence Higgins Trust and Action Aid. She
also had the support of the AIDS Control Programme in Uganda,
established with the support of GPA. Before setting up TASO,
Kaleeba, after hearing about GPA, had traveled to Geneva and
been given a four-hour talk with Mann. He had convinced her
about the need of organizing her community herself. Like Kramer,
Kaleeba persisted in her activities to spread information about
HIV/AIDS, to put an end to discrimination of people with AIDS,
and to provide basic support for infected people. She, too, gained
many followers.
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ÒThe EpicenterÓÑThe Office of the Director of GPA

Jonathan Mann was a former CDC epidemiologist who had also
been a public-health officer in New Mexico. He had come to the
Control Programme on AIDS from Zaire and ÒProject SIDA,Ó
which was run by CDC together with Belgian public-health offi-
cials and Zairian authorities. From a Zairian vantage point, it was
obvious that AIDS was an epidemic of global proportion, by no
means restricted to American and Western European homosexu-
als. In a 1987 article, one among many instances of his persistent
efforts to raise awareness of AIDS, Mann lamented the ignorance
of the global character of the epidemic and the fact that many
were unaware of the risk factors associated with HIV infection
(Mann 1987: 136).

In spite of MannÕs opinion on slow responses and widespread
denial in the face of overwhelming evidence, he simultaneously
managed, within the course of a few years, to gain the trust of do-
nors, enabling him to run a unit that employed four hundred
persons and that had a budget of $100 million, to discuss the virus
both in the ECOSOC and in the UN General AssemblyÑthe first
time ever a specific disease had been brought up in that forumÑ
and to persuade governments to sign a declaration on AIDS pre-
vention in London (WHO/GPA/INF/88.6). Furthermore, he had
made GPA a household word in many countries of the worldÑ
among people in general but particularly among PWAs and ASOs.

By October 1988, visits had been made to 145 countries and
more than one hundred AIDS-control plans had been established.
The Trust Fund for GPA had increased to $60 million in the same
period (GPA/GMC(8)/92.4: 5Ð6). Equally surprising was the swift-
ness with which the WHO bureaucracy had been bypassed. Rather
than moving the money through the general budgetary process
and have the World Health Assembly debate the fate of the con-
tributions, Mann managed to channel GPA funds through an
extrabudgetary procedure and money was placed in the ÒWHO
Trust Fund for GPA.Ó Thus, he maintained considerable discretion
and control over funds. There is no question that Mann was in-
strumental in getting GPA off the ground. His persuasive skills
had been employed directly on individuals in governmental donor
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authorities and vis-�-vis WHO bureaucrats. In both instances, he
was successfulÑaid administrators had been swayed by his rheto-
ric, and Mahler, perhaps in an effort to make up for the slow start,
allowed Mann considerable autonomy to come up with novel ad-
ministrative routines.

Now, in 1997, the level of involvement of NGOs in formal deci-
sionmaking is remarkable. UNAIDS, with NGOs as nonvoting
members on the PCB, comes very close to breaking with intergov-
ernmentalism. These changes are the result both of conscious
efforts to invite ASOs, NGOs, and PWAs by Mann and a handful
of people around him ten years earlier, and, equally important,
these organizationsÕ insistence on participation. How did the net-
work around Mann evolve?

Integrating GPAÑNGO Networks

Initiatives to develop close working relationships between ASOs
and GPA came from Ken Morrison of the Canadian AIDS Society,
who requested GPA assistance to set up an international forum.
This request appears to have originated from NGO networking at
the Fourth International AIDS Conference in Stockholm in 1988.
Morrison remembers the subsequent activities explicitly targeting
GPA in the following way (Opportunities for Solidarity 1989: 6):

Richard Rector, Wandering American, was
working hard in and out of WHO lobbying for
such a forum. In Brazil, Walter Almeida behind
his computer, his telephone and his fax machine,
churned out ideas and proposals. The Canadian
Council for International Co-operation . . . also
put together a proposal for an international AIDS
project.

Another concrete outcome of the lobbying efforts by the Canadian
Council for International Co-operation was the hiring by GPA of
the councilÕs employee Jeffrey OÕMalley as a two-year consultant
in order Òto build a process of collaboration between GPA and
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NGOs involved in economic and social development in the North
and the South, to foster prevention and care in relation to AIDSÓ
(Terms of Reference: Consultancy on Building Cooperation among
GPA, NGOs and Governments, no date; Mann et al., 1992: 779).

An important step in the NGO liaison process had been taken
by GPA with the hiring of Robert Grose, seconded by the British
ODA as NGO liaison officer in 1989. Prior to Grose, NGOs had a
much harder time getting across to GPA. Toward the end of 1988,
Grose convened a small and largely informal planning group com-
prised of GPA and NGO/ASO representatives in Geneva. The
meeting of the group was preceded by considerable maneuvering
on behalf of GPA staff. They were not all seeing NGOs as Òequal
partners.Ó There were also legal matters to sort out, as GPA would
be expected to pay for these meetings and reimburse travel costs
for participants (Internal memorandum, 20 January 1989), and
representation, even as observer at decisionmaking bodies like the
GMC, required due consideration of format and procedure. Such
practical matters as finding a room large enough to host all differ-
ent organizations wanting to send representatives, establishing
priorities between organizations, and so forth had to be attended
to (Internal memorandum, 3 October 1988).

Gradually, a small network began to form around Grose,
OÕMalley, and Mann. Included were Bruce Dick and Barbara
Wallace of the International Committee of the Red Cross and Red
Crescent Societies (ICRC). Dick was the external-relations officer
at ICRC, with headquarters just a short distance down the hill in
Geneva. Wallace was recruited by ICRC to head their AIDS unit,
encouraged to apply for the position by Grose. While looking for a
place to live in Geneva, she stayed with the Groses, with whom
she was good friends. Another contact Grose had brought with
him from the United Kingdom was Sue Lucas, coordinator of the
U.K. NGO AIDS Consortium for the Third World, a British um-
brella of development NGOs with AIDS activities. Also in the
group of British charities was Christopher Castle and Hilary
Hughes from the Appropriate Health Technologies and Resources
Group. Chris Castle provided a useful connection with gay organi-
zations, as did Calle Almedal, head of the AIDS unit at the
Norwegian Red Cross. Almedal had been instrumental in getting
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the Norwegian Red Cross and NORAD committed to AIDS work.
The final components in the network was Norbert Gilmore and
Katarina Tomasevski from the McGill Center for Medicine and
Ethics, who provided an intellectual foundation for the connection
between AIDS and human rights.

The network shared the opinion that NGOs in many respects
were forerunners in AIDS-prevention and -control efforts and that
deepened collaboration between IGOs and NGOs was crucial if the
epidemic was to be stopped. The normal sentiments of bad faith
between NGOs and governmental organizations was absent in the
network, and mutual respect characterized discussionsÑthe
problems concerned how, not if, ASOs could be identified and en-
gaged. Secondly, their attitudes toward interventions were in
common and included concerns about discrimination and human-
rights violations of PWAs and Òhigh-risk groups.Ó Advocacy was
part of the strategy, as was a focus on developing countriesÕ ca-
pacity to deal with the growing problem. Assistance was needed.
Consensus was present on both a new process downplaying differ-
ences between IGOs and NGOs and emphasizing participation
instead and an orientation considerably broader than the stan-
dard public-health approach. This set the network apart from
other elements of the intergovernmental health order.

Discussions in the network formed the inner circle of global
governance of AIDS and prepared the ground for the First Inter-
national Meeting of ASOs in Vienna in FebruaryÐMarch 1989.
The first attempts at finding a common understanding beyond the
core participants were abortive, however, since the rest of GPA
felt ASOs were too demanding in their approach and lacking in
understanding of GPAÕs awkward situationÑformally only re-
sponsible to governments and without formal possibilities to break
bureaucratic rules of procedure at WHO. After the Vienna meet-
ing, however, a workable consensus on the basics was secured
within GPA and between GPA and large-scale, primarily Western
NGOs. The consensus statement established a basis for subse-
quent deliberations at GPA and formed the baseline for a World
Health Assembly resolution on NGO involvement (WHA 42/34).
NGO participation in the global AIDS strategy had been brought



163

to the highest level with the WHA resolution, and governments
now officially endorsed the new procedure.

Within the ASO movement, consensus was more difficult to
achieve. Discussions were carried forward at the Opportunities for
Solidarity ASO conference in Montreal in 1989. The most difficult
problem concerned the necessity of forming a reasonably coherent
NGO voice. The target of the AIDS network was some kind of um-
brella structure, capable of channeling NGO input into GPA in a
structured and coherent manner. In Montreal, the concrete or-
ganizational design, first envisioned in the small informal
network that met in Geneva in 1988, matured into a ÒOne Year
Task Force for ICASOÓ (Opportunities for Solidarity 1989: 21).
The task force was charged with the responsibility of streamlining
the NGO movementÑan almost hopeless task, since the very es-
sence of NGOs seems to be autonomy.

At the time of ratification, the small and informal nature of the
network backfired, however. Ignorance of ICASO was widespread
among many delegates, and fears were voiced by many smaller
ASOs from developing countries, which felt left out of the entire
process (Lucas 1991: 98). The African contingent, although part of
the Task Force for ICASO, claimed at the time of ratification to
have been largely ignored by the committee until the time of rati-
fication and to have been virtually without opportunities to
present their views. Jim Holm, the American in charge, was a
poor listener, who rushed things through, rather than a networker
intent on collecting a wide and varied input prior to decisions. The
time made available for the establishment of trust among the ex-
tremely varied and heterogeneous ASO family was very short, and
no shared understanding had evolved. The lack of leadership was
apparent.

Moreover, many were unhappy with the apparently haphazard
collection of individuals in small and informal groups and in task
forces of various kinds (Lucas 1991). Presence at GPA headquar-
ters in Geneva and participation in the Vienna and Montreal
meetings appeared to be the only chances to develop enough ac-
quaintances to warrant a seat on a committee. Task forces and
steering committees were formed in informal network processesÑ
of individuals, who knew of other persons, who in turn had heard
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of yet others, and so forth. ASOs in many cases were being started
as the liaison process proceeded, making comprehensive surveys
of existing organizations very cumbersome. Moreover, develop-
ment-oriented NGOs were much better organized than AIDS-
specific organizations. The dominance of gay men in the networks
served to hide these broader and already established structures.
The ICASO people were looking for ASOs in vain, since frequently
those organizations in the developing world that provided health
services were not AIDS-specific. Rather, they tended to be
churches, Red Cross Societies, and family-planning groups. Rep-
resentatives of these were not included in the initial informal
group, with the exception of Calle Almedal, a person with overlap-
ping membership in gay networks as an outspoken activist on gay-
rights issues and in development groups via the Red Cross net-
works (cf. Mann et al. 1992: 806). That combination was unusual,
however, and it has taken a long time for ICASO to set up the re-
gional structure in place today.

While the ICASO story was unfolding, the position of Mann
was becoming increasingly untenable within WHO. The incoming
director-general was not content with MannÕs vitalization of the
organization. The somewhat special relation Mann had developed
with Mahler, which allowed considerable autonomy for himself
and GPA, quickly eroded and led to the resignation of Mann in
1989. MannÕs situation resembled that of Larry Kramer. Relating
to two organizational contexts simultaneously appears to be quite
difficult. The continued violation by Mann of WHO administrative
routinesÑwhich were necessary for Mann to commit in order to
establish good relations with impatient ASOsÑjeopardized his
relations with other officials within WHO.

Exit MannÑEnter ÒBusiness as UsualÓ

With Michael Merson, the incoming executive director, GPA on
the whole took on a more reactive role. Although verbally commit-
ted to expanding the role and influence of NGOs beyond official
relations and service delivery, MersonÕs GPA did not evolve be-
yond what was achieved under Mann. What was worse, Mann
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brought with him several of his aidesÑexperienced hands in
WHOÑto his new home at Harvard University. Several years en-
sued without any visible changes in either program orientation or
process. Mann himself comments: ÒAs the winds of change within
WHO moved the organization back to status-quo ante thinking,
the GPAÐnon-governmental organization relationship sufferedÓ
(Mann & Kay 1991: 227). And, although Grose continued to work
for GPA, the frank and outspoken discussions between GPA and
ASOs suffered. Many also left. Both OÕMalley and Almedal, for dif-
ferent reasons, chose to leave discussions. Also, Lucas participated
less and less in informal consultations. Grose finished his work for
GPA in 1993. The network had been dissolved.

A New Network Structure

Merson was hired to bring GPA in line with protocol. Implied in
that task was an emphasis on working with the traditional part-
ners of WHO, the Regional Offices and national ministries. The
change in focus was immediately felt, for instance, at the Paris
NGO conference, where both Mann, now in his new role as Har-
vard professor, and Merson, in his new role as director of GPA,
delivered statements. MannÕs words are indicative of the almost
revolutionary task he had taken on (Second International Confer-
ence of AIDS-Related Non-Governmental and Community
Organizations, Final Program, 1992: 39):

The activity and activism of the community re-
sponse to AIDS has shaken the pre-existing
balance between community and national roles in
health. The primacy of the national government
in health has receded before the initiatives taken
at the community level. Curiously, in health as in
economies and perhaps also in political life, what
happens in the community and what happens at
the international and global level seems more
relevant to the real concerns of people than what
happens at a national level.
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MannÕs comments included references to a common good, shared
conceptualizations of the problems at hand, and were based on an
intellectual idea regarding relations between levels in global poli-
tics. MersonÕs response, on the other hand, was to bring to the fore
precisely the national-governmental level. ÒWHOÕs first and fore-
most priority is to strengthen national AIDS control programsÓ
and to Òstrengthen the technical basis of AIDS preventionÓÑ
traditional WHO procedure indeed (Second International Confer-
ence, Final Program, 1992: 42Ð43).

To be sure, not only lack of leadership capacity eroded MersonÕs
ability to accomplish his task of leading and coordinating the
global strategy. Hesitancy among ASOs and NGOs toward the
Ònew order,Ó as well as increasing difficulty in getting the needed
resources from donors due to uncertainties concerning the efficacy
of GPAÕs prevention efforts, also contributed to that end. GPAÕs
downfall appeared inevitable when criticism from other UN agen-
cies on the bossy attitude of GPA concerning systemwide
coordination mounted.

As criticism grew and GPA was faltering, a different kind of
leadership emerged. During an external-review process of GPA
and the global strategy, initiated in 1992, a desire emerged on the
part of donors to streamline AIDS activities and create an over-
arching systemwide body that could more effectively coordinate
the various arms of the UN system. GPA, it was felt, had largely
failed in that respect. Those instances of successful collaboration
in the field were due to personal qualities of the field personnel
rather than any built-in capacity to secure a coordinated response
(GPA/GMC(8)/92.4).

With the intention of facilitating the negotiation process, a
radically new method was devisedÑa GMC task force with the
equal participation of donor governments, recipient governments,
participating IGOs, and NGO representatives. On the task force,
NGOs could provide input to the same extent that governments
could, thus breaking out of sovereignty-bound practice. At the
Special Session of the GMC in November 1992, the attending
NGOs, after a rather short nominations procedure, selected three
NGOs to represent the NGO/ASO constituency. The representa-
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tives were Donald de Gagn� from the Global Network of People
Living with AIDS (GNP+), El Hadj As Sy from the ENDA Tiers
Monde, and Maria de Bruyn from the Royal Tropical Institute in
Amsterdam. The three ASO representatives reflected a broaden-
ing of the network and signaled a new emergent structure. The
chairman of the GMC Task Force, the Swede Nils-Arne Kastberg,
was an experienced UN staff member. Although he had not previ-
ously been involved with AIDS, his knowledge of the
particularities of UN affairs no doubt came in handy, as partici-
pating agencies were brought to a consensus.

Prior experience with emergency-relief operations had con-
vinced Kastberg of the vital energy and knowledge of NGOs
(GMC/TFC/(4)94.9). Well aware of the time needed for trust, mu-
tual respect, and understanding to evolve between IGOs and
NGOs, he maintained a firm belief in the achievements of part-
nerships. ÒThe sky is the limit where dialogue and understanding
can be nurtured and developed, and the mechanisms for this to
take place are fully developed,Ó he assured the rest of the task-
force participants (GMC/TFC/(4)94.9: 8).

Did the chosen NGOs have enough support among the rest of
the NGO constituency to allow them to negotiate? Much indicates
that they did. First of all, the people chosen were long-standing
participants in global AIDS activities. As Sy, for instance, was
heavily involved in the Amsterdam Conference and had good per-
sonal contacts with the African organizations, Maria de Bruyn
had already taken on an important role in Paris, and Don de
Gagn�, lastly, had been representing PWAs as early as at the
Montreal ASO conference in 1989. Following Montreal, Gagn� led
the planning of the PWA conference in London, in 1991.

As the negotiations continued and took on more concrete form
in targeting NGO representation in the Programme Coordination
Board (PCB) of UNAIDS, a more thorough canvassing took place,
involving also the by now entirely regionalized and organization-
ally matured ICASO. At the official takeover on 1 January 1996,
five NGOs had been elected, representing regions rather than spe-
cific organizations. Currently, however, four of the five seats have
been vacated. It seems that, still, formal representation is hard to
accomplish.
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Informally, it appears as though the currently largest interna-
tional networks have a somewhat privileged position vis-�-vis
UNAIDS. Burzinski of ICASO, de Gagn� of GNP+, and the Inter-
national Community of Women Living with HIV/AIDS (ICW)
appear to have access to the UNAIDS secretariat, and particularly
to Martina Clark, the NGO-liaison Officer. Additionally, Sue Lu-
cas, Jeffrey OÕMalleyÑwho has established a new organization
called International HIV/AIDS AllianceÑand Kaleeba, Commu-
nity Liaison Officer at UNAIDS are also part of this new network.
Incidentally, it is interesting to note that Burzinsky, de Gagn�,
and OÕMalley went to the same high school in Canada.

ICASO, GNP+, and ICW represent communities forming the
backbone of the ideas promoted by Peter Piot, the executive direc-
tor of UNAIDS. It is a guess that the incipient Advisory
Committee, once established, will be dominated by these indi-
viduals.

Implications for Global Governance

Partnerships between IGOs and NGOs form the perspective of
networks, and leadership is a result of a few personsÕ abilities to
see beyond prejudices and stereotypes, establish a common for-
mula, and introduce these new ideas into the respective
constituencies of the network members. Vision, persuasive skills,
and perseverance appear necessary ingredients in the repertoire
of leaders. The tension arises from the multiple pressures network
participants suffer given their boundary-role positions. They must
both represent their constituency in liaisons with other organiza-
tions and bargain in order to find a workable agreement among
the wider set of concerned parties. It is not uncommon for leaders
to face insurmountable obstacles that force them out of business.
The AIDS case has seen numerous examples of this kind of burn-
out. Here, I have only mentioned two very visible examplesÑ
Jonathan Mann and Larry Kramer. To be sure, there are many
other Òunsung heroesÓ in the global governance of AIDS.

The perspective is useful mainly in that it offers hope for
change. With its explicit focus on individuals and networks of like-
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minded individuals, it highlights the possibilities of applying hu-
man wit and ingenuity and actually swaying large bureaucracies
like WHO, and even social institutions like that of intergovern-
mental public health. When one sees global governance from the
perspective of daily activities, it is an imperative for action. As
with the previous two analytical cuts, there are, of course, limits.
Chapter ten, next, will compare the three perspectives.
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Chapter Ten

Comparing the Perspectives

This chapter is guided by two overarching concerns. I wish to con-
dense the three perspectives and compare the different realities
made visible by them. In doing so, I will bring up two aspects.
First, how do the perspectives interpret the reasons for partner-
ships and, more specifically, what events did they each highlight
in the process toward those between GPA/UNAIDS and NGOs?
What appears self-evident and normal from one vantage point
stands out as strange and in demand of explanation from others.
Second, with the different understandings of the reasons for part-
nerships comes a diverging view also on what the central
problems in this process are and how they can be approached.
Problems and solutions of the global governance of AIDS differ,
depending on which perspective the analyst takes.

The other main concern stems from the first. It may be signifi-
cant which particular perspective actors have used to guide their
interventions. In this context, one notices that the time frame of
each perspective differs considerablyÑwhich may have implica-
tions for the usefulness of each theory in terms of political action.
A Gramscian perspective places much of the understanding on
historical conditions beyond the immediate control of the actors
and, thus, may contribute comparably more toward understanding
the earlier phases of the studied process, whereas the leadership
perspective seems to lean more on events taking place after the
wider parameters are already set. Different phases of AIDS gov-
ernance seem to benefit relatively more from different
perspectives.
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Why Closer NGO-IGO Links?

From a discursive perspective, linking up to NGOs seems almost a
foregone conclusion now that AIDS has become part of the daily
activities and ideas of individuals as well as an item on organiza-
tional agendas. Globalization and internationalization imply
sovereignty-free thinking and activities disregarding national
borders. NGOs were already recognized as skillful and competent,
even vital, partners of UN affairs, although secondary in impor-
tance to national governments.

Moreover, competing health discourses were constituted as a
playing field for IGOs and NGOs alike, although their roles were
distinct and a division of labor was established, placing NGOs as
secondary to and dominated by IGOs. Civil society, as posited by
Gramsci, was penetrated and instilled a sense of legitimacy and
inevitability of the intergovernmental public-health order. NGOs
were indeed vital. There is an inherent tendency in a Gramscian
approach to understand collaboration chiefly as domination with
the intention of securing a broad support and legitimacy for the
current order, of which GPA was a dominant player as the pri-
mary tool for governmentsÕ ambition to steer the global AIDS
strategy in the desired sovereignty-based direction. GPA, hence,
had been set up as an international organization to facilitate con-
trol and should be seen primarily as a site of regulation.

The inability by GPA to function as intended spurred expand-
ing elements of ÒpartnershipsÓ with civil society, essentially to
increase and diversify sites of regulation. Other civil-society or-
ganizations than those already incorporated, it was thought, could
muster the necessary compliance to the strategy. Foremost among
them were the many ASOs emphasizing respect for human rights
as well as popular participation. In exchange, the co-opted organi-
zations were offered a seat at the intergovernmental table,
recognition in public statements, and modest financial resourcesÑ
not so much as to threaten the multilateral structure, but enough
to entice collaboration. In this manner, civil society essentially
would police itself, and hegemony would stand a chance of be-
coming realized. No brute coercive measures would become
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necessary, since the strategy would be promoted by selected NGOs
ÒrepresentingÓ civil society.

The primary dynamic has been a desire on behalf of the ruling
groups to co-opt NGOs and ASOs with important roles in civil so-
ciety. This ambition has stood in a dialectical relation to these
aspiring new elitesÕ desires to establish a different order for AIDS
prevention and control. AIDS questioned the competent handling
of epidemic disease by governments. Inability to find a cure was
followed by inadequate capacity to deal with discrimination and
care. New elements of civil society, poorly socialized in the virtues
of intergovernmental public health, reacted with articulation of al-
ternative discourses for AIDS prevention and control. As these
efforts met with initial success also among previous advocates of
intergovernmental public health within WHO, these ASOs where
targeted for co-optation. From a Gramscian perspective, the mag-
nitude of trying to articulate a counterhegemonic discourse is
obvious. The perspective also highlights the structural inequality
between state organizations and civil-society organizations.

From the perspective of more general global governance, the
importance of the AIDS epidemic lies with the precedent of new
participatory mechanisms that may gain both notoriety and le-
gitimacy. Had sovereignty been broken with AIDS, the spell of
intergovernmental multilateralism would have vanished, opening
up opportunities for more efficient attacks on sovereignty regard-
ing other issues as well.

The reason for approaching NGOs from an interorganizational
perspective is instead interpreted as a need for a more efficient
implementation structure of the global AIDS strategy. WHO ap-
peared the logical linking-pin for international health activities, a
position established long before the advent of AIDS, and conse-
quently was charged with setting up such a structure. Failure to
operate according to standard procedureÑabsence of cure or vac-
cine and reluctance of public-health authorities to deal with the
sensitivities of AIDSÑnecessitated innovation. As GPA was
poorly equipped for the local connectionÑdeemed necessary for
prevention and control of the epidemicÑthis was an early target
for improvement. A first step was to remain inside the multilat-
eral family and ally with UNDP, a standard operating procedure
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of the UN. This served two purposes, as UNDP also was a rival of
GPA for coordinating the strategy, thus allowing GPA to protect
its turf. To remain in the center provided certain benefits, as
AIDS gradually became a high-visibility issue with potentially
much money and prestige involved. UNDP could be brought under
GPA control with such an alliance.

Secondly, UNDPÕs strong field presence gave GPA needed ac-
cess to communities. The New York jockeying for coordinating
NGOs served to push the process further along. When NGOs
seemed on the verge of becoming tied to another UN unit, GPA
risked losing its linking-pin position and acted to counter that
threat. When extant procedure proved insufficient for connecting
the NGOs, they were then included directly in the creation of the
formal structure intended for this purpose. The primary means
invented to serve the purpose of organizing NGOs and ASOs were,
on the one hand, the channeling of resourcesÑmainly financial, in
the form of partnership grantsÑand, on the other, advocacy on
behalf of the ASOsÕ respective national governments. In this way,
interdependencies could be exploited from both sides: NGOs
needed money and recognition as being competent and responsi-
ble, and GPA needed field presence.

Conflicts within this perspective tend to be understood as ri-
valry between competing linking-pins. Once GPA had managed to
establish itself as linking-pin in 1989, primarily due to its ability
to attract vast amounts of financial resources, conflicts vanished
from this vantage point. Not until donors started around 1992 to
become unhappy with WHOÕs inability to involve other organiza-
tions within the UN system did conflict arise anew, once again
between competing potential linking-pins. In this sense, the
struggle is conceived of in much more limited terms than from a
Gramscian framework. GPA is here seen as fighting not for sover-
eignty as guiding principle but simply for the ability to maintain a
dominating position for WHO in the interorganizational field of
global health.

The networks approach, finally, understands the process
mainly as driven by growing consensus among a small group of
people deeply engaged in AIDS politics from previously different
standpoints. As these peopleÑcentered around MannÕs office at
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GPAÑcontinued to meet, they were gradually convinced of the ne-
cessity of a joint approach and coined the notion of the Òthree
epidemicsÓ to advertise it among their respective constituencies.

Different Problems and Different Solutions

The interorganizational approach singles out a host of practical
problems related to constitutional obstacles, established routines,
or lack of routinesÑa general lack of familiarity related to this
new type of organization, the AIDS service organizationÑas its
main area of concern. The threat to sovereignty as the basis for
the entire intergovernmental orderÑcentral from a Gramscian
approachÑis here interpreted as potential problems related to
WHOÕs ability to preserve its status and autonomy relative other
elements of the UN family and its governmental contributors. The
interdependencies of the interorganizational fieldÑcontrol over
financial resources and historically derived central functionsÑ
largely determined the outcome of conflict. Excellence in deliver-
ing AIDS-prevention and -control programs is singled out as the
solution to the problem, from this perspective. From a resource-
exchange perspective, the structural inequality between IGOs and
NGOsÑcentral from a discursive point of viewÑdoes not loom
large in the analysis.

The global AIDS strategy aimed for consensus among principal
stakeholders. Structural differences regarding the opportunities to
participate in these problem-solving exercises are poorly under-
stood from an interorganizational vantage point. The political
dynamic seems instead to propel actors toward fragmentationÑ
they have to devise their own solutions and be capable of autono-
mous action, but they are compelled to cooperate since they cannot
solve their tasks without established cooperative relations with
other actors.

The primary means in this joint policy endeavor is organiza-
tional bargaining among the principal stakeholders. An
interorganizational perspective loses the structural differences
among actors, which might prohibit consensus from emerging.
Sometimes, no basis exists for negotiations to take placeÑthere is
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not enough agreement even to start discussions. The most urgent
concern of AIDS NGOs was to have the structural impediments
preventing NGOs to work effectively removed. To this end, they
asked for GPA assistance. One has to go beyond resource depend-
ence to understand this facet of the issue, since it is not primarily
a resource problem in terms of lack of money, computers, office
space, trained staff, and the like. NGOs, to put it simply, had no
space in the multilateral management of AIDS. The resource-
exchange perspective fails to grasp the discursively constituted
relegation of NGOs to a different order and instead interprets the
dilemma as one of resource asymmetry, curable by resource trans-
fers. The events and processes highlighted in a discursive analysis
are not so much changes in resource flows or efforts at efficient
implementation as they are points at which the articulation of
new discursive formationsÑeradicating domination and subordi-
nation patterns between social groupsÑhas occurred.

The discursive perspective also brings out the competing un-
derstandings of AIDS, which the dominant groupsÑgray suits,
white coats, and T-shirtsÑare trying to promote in universalistic
terms. The basic problem is that the perspective leaves little room
for realizing that, in spite of being constituted through different
discursive formations, sufficient overlap between them may be
present to allow a process of accommodation to begin. Participa-
tion, hence, may evolve and over time become instituted as normal
and legitimate. The discursive perspective tends to interpret at-
tempts at participation as co-optation by current privileged groups
or as efforts to restore legitimacy for the current order through in-
corporating naive elements of civil society as hostages.
Counterhegemonic articulation from the inside remains rather
superficial, in spite of efforts to move beyond structuralism.
Granted that discourses are never fully fixed, that absolute clo-
sure is impossible, and that the possibility of breaks with Ònormal
developmentÓ is present, the theory fails to include a conceptuali-
zation of the creative articulator. Who manages to articulate
effectively and form alliances? There seems to be a risk of under-
estimating forces for change and, consequently, of overestimating
stability and status quo in a discursive approach.
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Neither a Gramscian nor an interorganizational comes to grips
with bargaining, however, since they do not show individuals in
actual bargaining situations. The basis for agreement in this par-
ticular case was a shared understanding of AIDS prevention and
control as hinging on equal partnerships between GPA, national
governments, and NGOs that was considerably broader than pub-
lic health. To be sure, the extent to which this cooperation should
be allowed to threaten prevailing power structures varied. The
distinction between intergovernmental and nongovernmental was
almost immediately paralleled by other equally divisive differ-
ences concerning appropriate focus for prevention and control
strategies. Had the fault lines reinforced each other so that inter-
governmentalism also implied a specific ideology regarding proper
AIDS-prevention methods, the establishment of an alternative
bloc might have been easier to accomplish. This was not the case,
however, since donor governments entrusted GPA with designing
the strategy, resting assured that they would never be threatened
by the resultsÑGPA is intergovernmental after all. The chances
that GPA recommendations would be turned against the domi-
nating governmentsÕ practices were assumed to be low.

This does not mean that everyone conformed totally. The
health sector is normally not treated as central, either intergov-
ernmentally or governmentally, and this has led everybody
concernedÑregardless of governmental or nongovernmental
statusÑto press for additional resources, irrespective of different
ideas on how to spend them. Hence, differences in detail tend to be
overcome, and a ÒmetadiscourseÓ of research/health/development
operates in instances of vying for the attention of the current
holders of status and resources.

As pointed out by Rosenau (1990: 272Ð273),

[B]oth sovereignty-bound and sovereignty-free ac-
tors know that the complexities of post
international politics are more than states can
handle, even as both also accept that historyÕs
legacy is a state-system with deep roots and du-
rable institutions. Hence, a mutual acceptance
has developed between them, and, with it, insti-
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tutions and procedures for conducting the inter-
actions through which the acceptance is
continuously reinforced.

Those segments within states that deal with health matters, in-
cluding AIDS, frequently see NGOs as legitimate and equal.
Together, they fight for more resources and status. Civil-society
groups are not merely pawns in the sovereignty game. Their skills
and high ability Òto employ, articulate, direct, and implementÓ
ideas and interests (Rosenau 1990: 334) are frequently utilized by
IGOs in their efforts to circumvent the constraints of sovereignty.
The fear of co-optation is perhaps more widespread than the ambi-
tion to co-opt, although co-optation remains a latent risk.
Discursive theory furthers such an almost conspiratorial under-
standing of partnerships.

Although different conceptualizations of global health are pres-
ent, no groups with radically opposing views emerged in AIDS.
ASOs, for instance, were unsuccessful in including human-rights
groups in their articulatory practices. They did try, and were
aided by GPA in these attempts, but none of the large human-
rights organizations was ready to join them. Reasons for this, of
course, have to do with opposing views in the relation between gay
rights and human rights from a discursive angle, as well as lack of
interorganizational dependencies on the other.

A Gramscian framework, by default, treats IGO-NGO partner-
ships as efforts to co-opt, an interorganizational framework
assumes efficiency gains, but neither of the two actually proble-
matizes the reasons for evolving participation; instead they
assume intentions and, alternatively, downplay radical breaks
with he past. A networks perspective raises questions of which
NGOs to connect to as well as brings out individual reasons and
intentions. GPA was first approached by Canadian and American
persons asking for support. These individualsÕ sexual orientation
steered GPA toward a human-rights perspective in the beginning.
The lack of support from established human-rights NGOs and the
awakening of southern NGOs gradually changed the composition
of the network. As communities and groups created the capacity to
organize and structure their needs and aspirations, they wanted a
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voice in the debate. Jonathan Mann, for his part, deliberately
sought to include new people when traveling and speaking at
various places around the world.

Mann was recruited to head the GPA mainly because he had
the backing of the CDC and the U.S. government, the primary
player in early AIDS activities. He had both epidemiological and
public-health training and also had participated in the first inter-
national AIDS projectÑProject SIDA. He had the full support of
Mahler, who gave him wide latitude to design GPA. His outspo-
kenness and willingness to travel gave him opportunities to speak
directly to those in control of money. Frequent trips to Stockholm,
Oslo, Washington, D.C., and so forth, gave results in the form of
extrabudgetary resources of notable proportions.

Furthermore, he did not hesitate to bend rules, and soon the
reputation spread among NGOs that the normal bureaucratic
process could be avoided through GPA. Discussions with NGO
representatives convinced Mann of the necessity to invite and in-
volve the new type of NGOs being formed around the world, and
staff were hired for that purpose. MannÕs readiness to break out of
multilateral discourse and WHOÕs standard operating procedures
cannot be comprehended unless an individualist approach such as
the network perspective is used. Both Gramscian and interorgani-
zational approaches are at too aggregated a level to capture such
processes. Change, therefore, becomes sudden and unexpected. A
leadership or network model picks up change earlier, in its gradu-
alness and as a result of conscious human efforts to do otherwise.

The network perspective highlights the informal processÑthe
initial contacts and small-group negotiationsÑthat always pre-
cede official meetings and conferences. That process, which from a
discursive perspective is seen as manipulation and from interor-
ganizational ideas is interpreted as efforts to create efficiency, is
here seen instead as problem-solving and trial-and-error proc-
esses. Ideas are generated, tested informally, and, then, either
discarded or introduced in a formal manner. The analysis finds a
relatively small number of people intent on realizing a common
agenda in whatever way possible.

It is somewhat surprising, perhaps, that so little appears to
have happened since 1989. The ideas had already been articulated
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and principal resolutions, already signed. From the networks per-
spective, one notices that MannÕs disappearance somehow halted
the process. He was the natural center. His followers carried on
for another two years, and his network reached a high point at the
Amsterdam conference in 1992. Since then, however, most have
decided to go on to other activities.

As Sy, Burzinsky, Clark, de Gagn�, and OÕMalley, however, all
were playing roles at Amsterdam but rose from then on to domi-
nate the NGO networks ENDA, ICASO, ICW, GNP+, and
International HIV/AIDS Alliance, respectively. What stands out
here is that it takes time to establish trust and confidenceÑmuch
time. ICASO started in 1989 but did not achieve its current status
until several years later. It appears to be crucial not to give up
early, to carry on in spite of little or no response in the beginning.
Perseverance and dedication are crucial assets of leaders. Sec-
ondly, people who break habits and challenge hierarchies seem
vulnerable. Larry Kramer, founder of the first ASO in New York,
was more or less forced out of both of his creations, GMHC and
ACT UP. Similarly, Mann could not continue his tenure at GPA.
Both became the victims of internal strife and aspirations. Lead-
ers, hence, cannot operate in isolation but need strong backing
from others. The networks they establish need to include people
from the home organization and the major donors. Likewise,
domination and control do not appear to drive the networks or the
leaders, and organizational growth and survival seem remote tar-
gets for their actions, just as do aspirations for power or personal
fortune.

The obvious weakness of this type of individualist explanation
is the tendency to glorify individual persons. What would have
happened if Kramer, Mann, Grose, Kaleeba, and others had not
been around? Would cooperation between GPA and NGOs not
have happened? There is a tendency to overestimate the impact of
one person. When Mann left GPA in 1989, the process was consid-
erably slowed down, but it by no means changed radically. Merson
carried on much in the same way as Mann had. Other events can
also account for the lost momentum. Money ceased to come into
GPA in the same way, for instance, making the extensive travel-
ing Mann and his colleagues had undertaken more difficult.
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Networking, hence, became more difficult. Leadership has to be
posited against a structural backdrop, invisible from within a
network vantage point. All three approaches, hence, are usefulÑ
and, indeed, necessaryÑfor a varied and nuanced explanation and
understanding of this process.

Time Frames and Strategic Action

When analyzing the efforts to create partnerships for the struggle
against AIDS, different events, problems, and solutions are made
visible depending on theoretical assumptions and perspectives.
Naturally, when using different perspectives as foundation for po-
litical action, this also leads to different strategies. Ultimately,
people, whether understood as social forces, organizations, or in-
dividuals and networks, will have to come up with their own
strategies adapted to their specific contextual situation. However,
a few general remarks will be offered here on the issue, from my
own perspective.

The different perspectives highlight different tensions and
forces at play in the global governance of AIDS. These forces and
tensions are present at all timesÑit is only the perspectives that
give the impression that some are more important than others or
that some exist and others do not.

Although these contradictions always play out to some extent,
processes at some points in time appear relatively more influenced
by some tensions and forces than by others. So, for instance, does
a discursive framework shed comparably more light on processes
early in the efforts at creating partnerships with civil society
against AIDS. A discursive analysis revealed that intergovern-
mental public health dominated policies and programs for
Òmedical issues,Ó and showed that this particular social construc-
tion of health was competing with other approachesÑseeing
health as depending more on social and economic levels in com-
munities, such as clean water, sanitation, and the like, than on
doctors and clinics. Once AIDS became understood as a medical
issue, the ensuing designation of WHO was unavoidable, given the
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privileged position of WHO in the intergovernmental health dis-
course.

Hence, dissent regarding whether AIDS should rightfully be
understood in medical terms would have to be expressed prior to
when WHO and GPA became establishedÑfor instance, through
involving the Council of Europe (which was done) or some other
center within the intergovernmental system of organizations. It
appears difficult to articulate a different understanding of health
with which WHO would feel comfortable, although to some extent
that did work out. The medical discourse, however, offered little
hospitality for competing understandings, and few, if any, com-
peting discourses could take on the consolidated resistance of
WHO. Only the combined action by ASOs, national governments,
and other IGOs managed to wrest AIDS away from WHO. Earlier
intervention, hence, based on a discursive analysis, was lacking at
that point. A discursive approach ushers strategic action in the di-
rection of actors with ability to influence categories of thinking,
such as media and television. The early designation of HIV/AIDS
as a gay issue was much driven by the pressÑand an important
reason for discrimination and stigmatization as well as slower re-
sponse than if HIV/AIDS had been approached as an epidemic
with severe consequences for everyone.

Accepting momentarily that HIV/AIDS ÒbelongsÓ to
WHO/GPAÑthat it can be approached as an intergovernmental
public health problemÑpresents actors with different points for
intervention. It may be too costly or too late to change the percep-
tion of influential actors of how AIDS should be understood. An
organizational field may be easier to influence than the much
more pervasive discursive formation governing understandings of
AIDS. Organizations need resources from their external environ-
ments in order to function. Intergovernmental public health, to be
sure, is a well-established field of activity with a division of labor
long ago established. Gaining control over a scarce and vital re-
source seems to be the key to influencing global governance once
issues have been established as particular problems.

AIDS prevention placed governments in a situation where they
can be pressured both from below and from above. Community-
based NGOs, reacting against recalcitrance and discrimination,
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challenged the position of governments as arbiters of who gets
what within states. Increasing skills in articulating visions
touched a chord with oftentimes global appeal and established al-
liances across previously disparate communities. Governments
have tried through various means to limit the opportunities for
NGOs to operate, but somehow new avenues for action seem to
open up quicker than governments manage to close themÑeven
when incarceration, harassment, and execution are included in
these governmental methods.

Noerine Kaleeba is instructive in this regard, as her methods
involved contacting directly those donors who she saw supported
ideas similar to those she wanted to promote. What she did, then,
was to identify those organizations in the field that controlled the
scarce resources, and bargained directly with themÑdisregarding
the standard operating procedure in intergovernmentalism of
working via home governments. The governmental control over
funds requires hooking up to governmentsÑbut not necessarily to
oneÕs own.

Also, Jonathan Mann used a resource-dependence analysis as
he tried to get GPA off the ground. He identified those with con-
trol over resources and tried to influence their resource
allocations. It seems that interventions of that sort will have to be
made when an issue has been established among a number of or-
ganizations, and the main problem concerns implementing a
policy. If one disagrees more fundamentally, it seems from this
analysis that the best option is to take the issue to a different
field, constituted by a different discursive understanding, and to
try to articulate a competing understanding and subsequently in-
troduce the problem in this alternative organizational field. Some
development-oriented ASOs tried to change the understanding of
AIDS as public health and assign a leading role to UNDP, but, as
we have seen, that move was pre-empted by GPA with the GPA-
UNDP Alliance toCombat AIDS. All in all, it appears as though an
interorganizational analysis is especially useful when a policy has
been established among a set of organizations entrusted with exe-
cution, at least in broad contours. The implementation seems to
large extent to follow resource-exchange patterns and standard
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operating procedures. Strategic action needs to pay heed to exist-
ing structural elements of this field and to target the linking pins.

Some scope for influencing more in detail what is to be done
and how, opens up in a network approach. Discursive formations
only broadly designate key actors and specific methods, such as
UN organizations and multilateralism. Within those limits, some
latitude may be present for creativity and broadly defined negotia-
tionsÑat least it was with AIDS. After AIDS had been assigned to
WHO, and GPA was in the process of being created, staff talked
about a Òroller-coasterÓ period. During this time, perhaps a rather
short one, both content and process of the global strategy seemed
relatively open. An analysis of which individuals take part in
these brainstorming sessions can lead to an identification of key
persons to engage in mutual problem-solving exercises. In this
manner, trust can gradually replace negative images and preju-
dices. In the longer run, it may even change entire
understandings of what a problem is. The notion of the Òthree epi-
demicsÓ erupted from such informal sessions and, today, is the
foundation of UNAIDS activities. Trust between ASOs and IGOs
also was established during this period. Individuals very much
based their strategies on networking and frank exchange, some-
thing that changed the entire climate for AIDS control and
prevention. It may even have dealt intergovernmentalism a hard
blow. The decisionmaking phase appears comparatively easier to
understand from a networks perspective than from either of the
other two.

A warning must be raised as an endnote to this discussion. Any
decisive conclusions on the relative merits on the perspectives has
to be very cautious. The idea of issue cycles itself can be validly
questioned, since issues do not in reality progress in a neat and
ordered manner. Initiation, decisions, and implementation to
some extent occur simultaneously, and processes move back and
forth between the stages. A qualified answer nevertheless seems
to be that a discursive approach carries more weight in the
agenda-setting phase since it sheds light on the very categories of
thinking and processes that underlie perceptions among people of
what warrants attention and who has responsibilities for tackling
societal problems.
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A networks and leadership framework seems to be especially
useful when the broad parameters of a policy project have been
defined. In this phase, both organizations and people within them
with boundary-role functions were selected and started to inter-
act. The discursively given parameters will have to be concretized
and converted into policy action. Leadership has a chance of being
realized here, as policies and programs need to be firmly estab-
lished, resources allocated, and a division of labor negotiated.
Boundary-role occupants may in this phase develop joint under-
standings that differ considerably from structurally prescribed
patterns, as new preferences are created in informal negotiations
in networks.

As a concrete policy was agreed on in the network, the focus
again seems to have moved, and now an interorganizational ap-
proach offers a comparatively better view. Carrying out a policy
involves a complex division of labor between formally autonomous
organizations linked together in resource-exchange fields and mu-
tually agreed on turfs of competence and mandates. In the
organizations, decisions may be stalled or neglected or adapted to
conform with standard operating procedure. This aspect is best
captured from the interorganizational perspective.

Does this discussion regarding AIDS have any bearing on
global governance more generally? To this, we now turn.
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Chapter Eleven

Foundations of Global Governance

Have multilateral arrangements changed into governance ar-
rangements involving several types of actors, rendering the
inside/outside distinction meaningless? Has sovereignty no longer
any value for understanding international relations? After having
reported on the findings of the research project through the lenses
of a discursive approach, an interorganizational resource-
exchange framework, and a social network model, this book could
have ended. The goal of the long-term project, however, is to use
these findings to shed some light on the current contradictions
and confusions in the theory and practice of global governance. So,
in addition to the questions of what happened, and why, in the ef-
forts to create productive partnerships between IGOs and NGOs
involved in HIV/AIDS activities, the issue remains as to what
trends one can sketch, if any, for global governance more gener-
ally from this case. Perhaps AIDS is a deviant caseÑunique and
particular, with no implications for world order. Some attempts at
critically evaluating the discussion on the faltering hegemony of
sovereignty in AIDS politics appears needed. The question, then,
concerns the reach of this case study.

The Significance of AIDS

The global governance of AIDS certainly shows a diverse set of ac-
tors engaged in a vast number of activities. Moreover, AIDS
proves the old saying that politics is about unexpected alliancesÑ
civil servants working together with NGO representatives to pres-
sure recalcitrant governments, outspoken gay activists from the
global cities cooperating with rural poor women for more resources
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for AIDS prevention, and human-rights lawyers working together
with biomedical researchers in efforts to increase accessibility for
yet to be acknowledged AIDS drugs, to mention just a few exam-
ples. Complexity is the rule. Still, governance does somehow occur,
and a global strategy has indeed been developing, with an ideol-
ogy (although contested), with resources (although limited), and
activities (although sometimes uncoordinated). The inevitable
question, of course, is whether this is an anomaly: something new,
strange, or simply the way global governance has always
workedÑsocial science seems unusually prone to Òexaggerate the
novelty of novelty,Ó as pointed out by Walker (1993: 2). And, to be
sure, global governance has never been static and repetitive but,
rather, a continuously evolving set of practices.

Sovereignty took over as the dominant ideology after the tur-
moil of the Thirty Years War in the mid-seventeenth century, as a
result of fledgling states challenging Christendom during the ref-
ormation starting in the fourteenth century (Held 1995: 34).
Diplomacy and international organization provided the mecha-
nisms for creating and re-creating sovereignty as the guiding
principle. The growing importance of states, hence, is concomitant
with the development of formalized ways of managing relations
between them. ÒThe gradual consolidation of the independent sov-
ereignty of each state was at the same time part of a process of the
development of the inter-state systemÓ (Held 1995: 36). Sover-
eignty, thus, is essentially a process whereby states grant each
other certain rights and responsibilitiesÑagreeing as to what is
inside and what is outside, to speak in WalkerÕs terms.

Thus, international organizations should not be seen as efforts
to control yet to be born national states. Rather, this early form of
international organization is inextricably linked to the consolida-
tion of the state system (Giddens 1985: 261). The modes of
reflexive regulation initiated with several different IOs, with the
League of Nations as an apex and information control center, were
essential for the system to function as a system. Murphy contrib-
utes further to this understanding, as he shows how IOs provided
private enterprise with control opportunities for communication
and trade (1994). Private enterpriseÑessential to states for reve-
nueÑwas tied to the state, and the international state system was
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thus further strengthened. Subsequently, sovereignty was spread
from the initial capitalist core countries to the rest of the world
(Murphy 1994). The universalism of sovereignty, then, goes hand
in hand with international organization.

Is the UN only to be understood as the monitoring mechanism
of the sovereign-state system? This study seeks to argue differ-
ently, but Giddens, for example, leaves little hope for those seeing
future participatory governance centered at the UN: Ò[T]he UN
has not and is not making substantial inroads into the sovereignty
of statesÓ (Giddens 1985: 283). Even more pessimistically, he sees
the UN as strengthening state sovereignty rather than weakening
it. Legally, the UN Charter is but a continuance of the West-
phalian system. Held concludes (1995: 88):

In sum, the UN charter model, despite its good
intentions, failed effectively to generate a new
principle of organization in the international or-
derÑa principle which might break
fundamentally with the logic of Westphalia and
generate new democratic mechanisms for political
coordination and change.

In a globalized economy, providing welfare and well-being to citi-
zens has proven a daunting challenge. As the currently
dominating politico-economic doctrine emphasizes export-led eco-
nomic development, free trade, and minimal state intervention,
little room is exists for autonomous governmental activity. Indeed,
proponents of a more efficient global division of labor strive to cre-
ate an economic system without the disruptions of geographical
bottlenecks. Globalization of financial markets, claims this doc-
trine, forces governments to accommodate; and today the
governmentsÕ primary task becomes one of creating favorable eco-
nomic and political conditions for highly mobile capital to settle
inside their territories for longer periods of time.

In the context of global political economy, NGOs in social areas
like AIDS may not be a main concernÑand neither are the UN
organizations dealing with various aspects of welfare and devel-
opment. Important instead are financial institutions and banks.
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Here, NGO participation is still quite restricted, although NGOs
are active on the outside looking at G-7 and Basel-group meetings
(cf. Nelson 1996). Participation by ASOs in the workings of IGOs
like UNAIDS becomes less of a problem for maintaining sover-
eignty, since intergovernmental agencies and NGOs are equally
unimportant for public policy relative to finance capital: and thus
are governmental bureaucracies dealing with social and welfare
issues. The core caretakers of sovereignty need not bother with
welfare, since finance capital is all that matters from that view. It
could very well be argued, then, that a study of sovereignty would
have to focus there rather than on an issue like AIDS. What we
now witness is not at all the end of sovereignty, but simply an-
other twist in the ideas and practices of its maintenance,
excluding not only the historically unimportant NGOs but the
majority of the UN organizations as wellÑmost notably those
dealing with health, environment, and other welfare issues. The
increased participation by previously marginalized groups in is-
sues like AIDS, hence, is not necessarily indicative of power
sharing or a recognition of the competence and skills of NGOs. It
may simply not matter to the major players what goes on in the
UN institutions any longer. What matters, according to this view,
is capital and institutions and actors central in global financial
capitalism.

Is there reason to believe that Giddens and Held, although cor-
rect from a 1945 perspective, are too pessimistic in 1997? Judging
from this study, they are both right and wrong. A participatory
principle for global governance is certainly not practiced on a gen-
eral level, but on the other hand, new principles have been
evolving that question the relevance of the Westphalian fiction of
state supremacy.

Frequently, highly relevant problems for a majority of people
are governed outside sovereignty-based structures and have
proven possible to influence through collective action. The case of
AIDS supports this view, as does, for instance, the Agenda 21
process concerning sustainable development. The agenda itself,
according to several participants, would hardly exist were it not
for the NGOs pressing, cajoling, embarrassing, and aiding nego-
tiators at the various Preparatory Meetings for the Rio
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Conference. Also, the Commission for Sustainable Development
has managed to create new mechanisms for inclusion of NGOs not
in consultative status with ECOSOC. Equipped with Agenda 21,
grassroots organizations, too, have exerted considerable impact on
national environment and development plans and policies. The
World Bank also seems gradually to include environmental con-
cerns voiced by local and international NGOs (Nelson 1996).

Evidence suggests that a more open interpretation such as this
is warranted. Outside the limelight and the major headlines, is-
sue-based networks comprising intergovernmental, governmental,
and nongovernmental members alike articulate more equal prin-
ciples as basis for action, renegotiate resource flows, and manage
to change global-governance patterns. All three perspectives ap-
plied in this study agree on that score.

There are also legal changes that indicate a crack in the he-
gemony of sovereignty. International law is increasingly
concerned with the well-being and welfare of people, and less with
statesÕ rights (Held 1995: 84). The Bosnia wartime tribunal points
toward the possibility of a wider global community. So, even if the
world appears to be Òfated to remain fragmented while longing for
reconciliation and integrationÓ (Walker 1993: 17), one has to re-
member that change takes time.

Democratizing the internationalÑcreating a truly Òglobal
neighborhoodÓÑwould render void the distinction between anar-
chy and order, between inside and outside. Creating rules and
policies with global reach through a democratic process would give
these rules and policies legitimacy and justification. As pointed
out by Held, Ò[D]emocracy bestows an aura of legitimacy on mod-
ern political life: laws, rules and policies appear justified when
they are democraticÓ (Held 1995:3). Former UN secretary-general
Boutros-GhaliÕs insistence (1996) on democratizing governance in
the context of the UN should be interpreted in this context. To be
sure, Boutros-Ghali has kept within intergovernmental dis-
courseÑhis version of democracy is the established UN rule of one
memberÐone voteÑbut, nevertheless, by invoking democracy, he
seeks to give to the UN badly needed legitimacy. Simply by in-
voking the concept of democracy in a global context, groups intent
on change can seize the day and use Boutros-GhaliÕs remarks in a
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more radically interpreted way. Sovereignty, as do other social in-
stitutions, will wither away if enough people start acting as if it
does not exist.

A Global Community?

Reform of political decisionmaking has traditionally strived to
make the system work better in terms of serving the bounded
group of people within the confines of the state. With the inter-
connectedness of people across taken-for-granted national borders,
ÒnationalÓ and Òinternational,Ó inside and outside, become nonsen-
sical. The spatial demarcation of the world into geographical
entities within which ÒcommunityÓÑand thus ethical standardsÑ
can exist is treated skeptically by IR scholars. A global community
with a universal ethics is rendered impossible. In the context of
sovereignty, the struggle of the UN and international NGOs for
global standards and ethics is displayed in its full despair.

Viewing global governance in terms of this case study, one finds
that global communities have arisen, although in a more limited
sense. Those engaged in AIDS have in various respects joined
each other and established a community of people living with
AIDS. The governance taking place is issue-based rather than ter-
ritorially based, frequently following historical patterns but
adapting and modifying SOPs according to new demandsÑwhich
are articulated by civil-society organizations together with secre-
tariats of IGOs and issue-specific segments of governments.
Frequently, these networks challenge dominant systems of power,
but they normally operate on very limited resources prohibiting
revolutionary changes. The motives need not be to change or gov-
ern the entire world, but more limitedÑfor instance, to stop the
AIDS epidemic and ease the burden of those suffering from it.

From a theoretical standpoint such as WalkerÕs, a global com-
munity is an impossibility. And, even though the forms global
governance takes today are different from yesterdayÕs in the num-
ber and scope of participants, those who actually take part form a
rather small group. International conferences on AIDS may enlist
participation over and above ten thousand, but most NGOs in the
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world still never attempt to influence intergovernmental organiza-
tions like the UN or WHO (cf. Nelson, 1996). The actual
participants are a few apex NGOs, often located at or near IGO
headquarters and with budgets allowing extensive traveling.
Relatively few individuals have any direct contact with IGO staff.
Nevertheless, AIDS shows that, given time, these organizations
may evolve into more participatory structures, which can develop
relations with communities other their own immediate ones. They
need not hi-jack issues and monopolize dialogue with IGOs. The
impossibility of a truly universal discourse cannot be taken as a
disqualification of the entire struggle.

The UN continues to be the only place where global dialogue
can, and does, take place concerning global issues. Reform of the
UN, hence, should focus on this articulatory aspect of global gov-
ernance. Operational activities centrally managedÑhow ever
effectivelyÑwill always, I am afraid, malfunction. IGOs and
NGOs have different capabilities, and field activities appear to be
a strength of local actors. In the context of AIDS, this trend
showed as well. GPA tried to set itself up as leader of a global
strategyÑincluding all phases from initiation to implementa-
tionÑbut was unable to deliver in the end. NGOs let themselves
be fooled by this, leading to totally unrealistic demands in the be-
ginning.

If the UN wants to remain a central actor in global governance,
the role of facilitating articulation of values appears to be its pri-
mary strength. AIDS, or any other highly complex issue, can
never be the responsibility of an IGO: it has to lie with communi-
ties. In the creation and execution of global policy in transparent
networks of NGOs and other elements of civil society, govern-
ments, and secretariats of IGOs may constitute viable partners.
Such coalitions may act with legitimacy, may have the capacity to
muster required resources, may have access to needed technical
expertise, and may be sensitive to local variation. Of course, issue-
based participatory networks offer no guarantee for good govern-
ance. Guarantees are impossible to give: Good governance is a
constant struggle.
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Epilogue

At the outset, this presentation was guided by two broad research
questions. The main purpose was to explain how and why the gov-
ernance practices of the AIDS epidemic have changed regarding
the involvement of NGOs during the last decade. Related to that
empirical ambition was the second, theoretical goal. Three differ-
ent analytical ÒcutsÓ into the same case were put to work in order,
first, to present a broader understanding of the processes of cre-
ating partnerships between GPA, UNAIDS and ASOs, and NGOs
and, second, to demonstrate the usefulness of a multitheoretical
approach for understanding and explaining global governance. To
what extent were these goals fulfilled through the pages of this
book? And what directions for future research can be pointed out?

The questions of what, how, and why regarding AIDS partner-
ships were explained differently depending on the perspective
chosen. The Gramscian approach understood the process as one of
competition between discursively constituted forces. Intergovern-
mental public health was challenged by groups who felt AIDS
necessitated both broader understandings of health, including
considerations of human rights and poverty, and an approach en-
compassing governmental as well as nongovernmental actors.
AIDS made visible contradictions in the sovereignty-based han-
dling of health, providing counterhegemonic groups with an
opportunity to articulate new frames of meaning for AIDS govern-
ance.

The interorganizational framework offered another interpreta-
tion. The interorganizational field of health was disrupted as
AIDSÑcommonly understood as a medical issueÑwas too difficult
to handle with the standard public-health measures. The GPA
was entrusted with the global strategy but was compelled to seek
new routes as AIDS threatened its linking-pin position in global
health governance. GPA focused on the ASOs, which commanded
resources needed by GPA by means of their local grounding.
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Lastly, the leadership and networks perspective enabled a
problematization of the details of decisions to involve NGOs. In in-
formal discussions with participants from different
organizationsÑgovernmental as well as nongovernmentalÑ
consensus emerged around the role of NGOs in the global strat-
egy. In the network, prevailing prejudices between the two
different types of organization could be overcome. A common
agenda and a joint policy could be established.

All three perspectives contribute a different piece to the under-
standing of the studied process. Admittedly, it has been very
tempting throughout this book to put everything together into one
neat package in the end. A small and guarded effort was made to
speculate on the relative merits of the three approaches as a basis
for action, which centered on stages in the policy process. It was
argued that a Gramscian approach may be relatively better for
understanding agenda setting, whereas a networks perspective
sheds comparably more light on decisionmaking. The interorgani-
zational framework, lastly, was most useful in an implementation
phase. Ultimately, the choice of perspective will have to be guided
by the analystsÕ ambitions and tasks. No general conclusion can be
drawn.

It is so easy to believe that one ÒknowsÓ: all oneÕs questions
have been answered, have they not? To admit that one does not
have the capacity even to ask all of the right questions is difficult
indeed. Frequently, completely different explanations are offered
to the same phenomenonÑbut that goes with the territory, so to
speak. One has to learn to cope with this reality, however uncom-
fortable it may seem. Social science is particularly vulnerable to
antagonisms ensuing from this multitude of explanations and un-
derstandings. Dialogue between scholars from different origins,
working from competing assumptions, and researching different
fields appears to be confounded by antagonism. If overcome, in the
sense of an agreement to disagree, an arrival at a Òworking dis-
sensusÓ founded on compatibilities and incompatibilities, the field
of global-governance studies would have much to gain (cf.
Bourdieu 1991: 384). This book has been one effort to show that
although based in different assumptions about global governance
and how that works, explanations do have similarities as well as
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differences. It appears to be important for the legitimacy of social
science that dialogue and communication be resurrected as a vir-
tueÑthe perceived vested interest in this endeavor of everybody
engaged in it. This would necessitate recognition of the variety of
types of work, fields of study, and origins of scholars that is cur-
rently lacking. It would imply the kind of dialogue suggested by
SylvesterÕs notion of Òempathetic cooperations across odd and
seemingly incommensurable positions and statusesÓ (Sylvester
1994: 2). I feel there would be much to gain from such an evolu-
tion.

Future Uncertain

What appear to be interesting avenues for research judged from
this study? Hopefully, the preceding pages have provoked a few
questions. For myself, the gaining momentum of the debate on re-
forming the UNÑpossibly s a result of the heightened interest in
the organization following the fiftieth anniversaryÑhas stimu-
lated a continuation of the ideas basing this study. AIDS in many
respects is indicative of the larger UN debate; perhaps UNAIDS
even signals the advent of a new programmatic focus in reform ef-
forts. Current suggestions regarding what to do with the UN,
however, seem curiously similar to those voiced twenty or even
thirty years ago. Maurice BertrandÕs testimony on leaving the or-
ganziation (1985), the UNA-USA series of reports (e.g. Fromuth
1986), Childers and UrquhartÕs studies (e.g. 1997), and even the
latest commission, that of global governance (1995), seem to come
up with a relatively limited set of proposals for reform (cf. Gor-
denker 1996).

Why is this so? One interpretation that seems worthwhile ex-
ploring is that organizations lack memory (cf. Lundquist 1996:
377). The same ideas can be voiced again and again with ten years
intervals or every incoming generation. Learning does not seem to
happen in organizations. Learning to learn, as suggested by the
Haases (1995), can not occur, since organizations per se cannot
learn: only individuals can. From a perspective of social change,
then, networks of individuals seem more interesting foci of re-
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search than do formal organizations. The network surrounding
Mann, Grose, OÕMalley, and others managed to create a vision of
AIDS governance transgressing IGOs and NGOs and earlier ideas
about public health. Of course, formal organizations are important
as well, since they command resources and have legal functions
that networks will have to confront at one point or another.

For global governance, the articulatory efforts by networks
with the possible discursive changes those endeavors may gener-
ate offer intriguing research prospects, and may inject much-
needed vitamins into the tired global bodies of the UN. Beginning
to understand the process from articulation of new ideas emanat-
ing in issue-specific and boundary-spanning networks, their
introduction into broader discursive formations with ensuing
struggles with established interests leading to rejection, adapta-
tion or revolution of global governance, will be my challenge for
the twenty-first century.
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