
Vol.:(0123456789)

Interest Groups & Advocacy (2019) 8:255–269
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41309-019-00068-7

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Advocacy group effects in global governance: populations, 
strategies, and political opportunity structures

Lisa M. Dellmuth1 · Elizabeth A. Bloodgood2

 
© The Author(s) 2019

Abstract
Global governance is no longer a matter of state cooperation or bureaucratic poli-
tics. Since the end of the cold war, advocacy groups have proliferated and enjoyed 
increasing access to global governance institutions such as the European Union, 
World Trade Organization, and the United Nations climate conferences. This spe-
cial issue seeks to push theories of interest groups and international non-govern-
mental organizations forward. We argue that the advocacy group effects on global 
governance institutions are best understood by examining how groups use and shape 
domestic and global political opportunity structures. The individual articles exam-
ine how, when, and why domestic and global political opportunity structures shape 
advocacy group effects in global governance, across global institutions, levels of 
government, advocacy organizations, issue areas, and over time. As special interests 
are becoming increasingly involved in global governance, we need to better under-
stand how advocacy organizations may impact global public goods provision.

Keywords Advocacy · Global governance institutions · Interest groups · 
International non-governmental organizations · Political opportunity structures · 
Salience · Complexity · Venue shopping · Population ecology

Introduction

Biodiversity losses, epidemics, financial crises, hunger, illegal fishing, migration, 
and violent conflict—these are only a few examples of the complex and trans-bound-
ary policy challenges that states are facing in today’s global world. To address such 
challenges, states have over the past three decades delegated increasing power to 
global governance institutions (GGIs) such as the climate conferences of the United 
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Nations (UN), the European Union (EU), or the World Trade Organization (WTO). 
As multilateral institutions that establish authoritative rules, GGIs affect domestic 
and global governance through mechanisms such as economic coercion, information 
provision, norm socialization, and social shaming (Barnett and Finnemore 2004; 
Buchanan and Keohane 2006).

Given their importance for solving policy problems, GGIs have increasingly 
become the target of advocacy organizations (Reimann 2006; Bloodgood 2010; 
Dellmuth and Tallberg 2017). Almost 5000 international non-governmental organi-
zations (INGOs) have consultative status in the United Nations (UN) (2016); close 
to 8000 INGOs are now listed in the interest group register of the European Union 
(EU) (2018); and hundreds of INGOs attend the ministerial meetings and confer-
ences of the WTO (Hanegraaff et al. 2011), UN climate summits (Hanegraaff 2015), 
regional fisheries management organizations (Petersson et  al. 2018), and World 
Bank (2018). Yet, despite the proliferation of advocacy organizations in global gov-
ernance, their effects on GGIs have been insufficiently recognized, conceptualized, 
and examined (see also Stevenson 2016; Tallberg et al. 2018).

This special issue seeks to increase our understanding of the aims, strategies, and 
effects of advocacy groups on GGIs’ policy and implementation. Articles address 
questions: Is advocacy best targeted nationally or globally, and what determines 
which venue is selected? Do domestic institutions and resource levels drive advo-
cacy group lobbying success in GGIs? Do advocacy groups build strategic coali-
tions to impact GGIs? When and why do transnational partnerships shape the imple-
mentation of GGI policymaking? How do advocacy groups use global opportunity 
structures to shape domestic and global public goods provision? To what extent can 
globally active advocacy groups shape their national political opportunity structures, 
if at all? Establishing answers to these questions will push interest group and INGO 
theories forward at the same time enhancing our empirical understanding of the 
nature of advocacy group populations, the GGIs they choose to target, the strategies 
they use for advocacy, and their effects on GGIs policymaking and the implementa-
tion of global norms and rules domestically.

We conceptualize advocacy groups as nonprofit or profit interest organizations 
that may pursue domestic or global strategies, or adopt a mix of domestic and global 
strategies, to achieve their goals. We thus focus on advocacy not only with the aim 
to affect government policy (Baumgartner and Leech 1998) but also to influence 
the public good more generally (Skjelsbaek 1971; Feld 1972; Stroup 2012). Indeed, 
INGOs do often but not always seek to influence public policy, but still have politi-
cal aims (Hadden 2015; Heiss and Johnson 2016; Dellmuth and Tallberg 2017; 
Stroup and Wong 2017).

The targets of all groups examined in this special issue, albeit potentially indi-
rectly via the national level, are GGIs. GGIs are multilateral entities, including inter-
governmental organizations (IGOs), such as the EU and WTO, standard setting bod-
ies, such as the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision (BCBS) and International 
Standards Organization (ISO), and multi-stakeholder institutions, such as the Forest 
Stewardship Council (FSC), UN Sustainable Development Goals, and Marine Stew-
ardship Council (MSC), which formally include non-governmental actors as well as 
state representatives.
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In this special issue, we examine advocacy group effects on various outcomes. 
First, advocacy groups have effects on organizational populations at the global level. 
Second, we focus on advocacy groups’ strategies, which determine how groups seek 
influence in GGIs, including advocacy toward a GGI directly or via national govern-
ment representation in a GGI. Third, we investigate advocacy group effects on the 
implementation of GGI norms and rules at the national level.

This introduction develops a theoretical framework on the conditions under 
which advocacy groups, constrained or enabled by domestic and global political 
opportunity structures, can affect GGIs and their policymaking and implementation. 
In today’s complex and polycentric institutional architecture in global governance, 
opportunity structures are central in shaping outcomes. Our framework draws on 
interest group theory in comparative (and American) politics (see Dür and de Bièvre 
2007; Hojnacki et al. 2012, for overviews) and INGO theory as developed in Inter-
national Relations (see Risse 2012 for an overview). The articles in the special issue 
demonstrate how our framework can be used to advance key claims in interest group 
and INGO theories. Here, we focus on how INGO theories of institutional complex-
ity and outside strategies can advance on interest group research, and how inter-
est group theories of venue shopping and information-access exchange can develop 
INGO research. Through ambitious research designs in multiple policy areas, 
including development, diplomacy, environmental governance, economic govern-
ance, internet governance, and social justice, articles engage with their research 
questions by examining advocacy group politics across global institutions, levels of 
government, types of advocacy organizations, issue areas, and over time. Two con-
cluding articles discuss our contribution critically in light of the nature of interest 
representation beyond the nation-state and the implications of special interest effects 
for the quality of global governance.

Contrasting accounts of advocacy group effects

To date, interest group and INGO research have made only sporadic contact, despite 
a strong potential for highly productive cross-fertilization. This section examines 
differences in these two literatures in order to identify several missed opportunities.

Theories of interest groups and INGOs

In terms of the goals of advocacy groups, while interest groups are defined as 
formally organized groups outside of the government system yet seeking to exert 
influence on the function or composition of government and its outputs (e.g., 
Beyers et  al. 2008; Berry and Wilcox 2005, p. 5; Baroni et  al. 2014), INGO 
are typically defined as voluntarily organized actors with members, funding, and 
activities from multiple countries acting in the interest of public benefit (e.g., 
Skjelsbaek 1971; Feld 1972; Keck and Sikkink 1998; Martens 2002; Heiss and 
Johnson 2016). The category INGO is generally not seen to include industry or 
business groups or labor unions (Martens 2002; Stroup and Wong 2017), while 
these are fair game to be viewed as interest groups (Baroni et al. 2014). Some 
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INGOs are organizations that only provide services (Murdie and Davis 2012), 
while definitions of interest groups generally require explicitly political behavior 
(Beyers et al. 2008). However, recent years have seen increasing recognition of 
INGOs’ advocacy orientation, practical motivations, and organizational impera-
tives for survival (e.g., Cooley and Ron 2002; Sell and Prakash 2004; Bob 2005; 
Bloodgood 2010; Prakash and Gugerty 2010; Mitchell and Schmitz 2014; Stroup 
and Wong 2017; Dellmuth and Tallberg 2017; Tallberg et al. 2018).

With respect to strategies, INGOs are traditionally seen as limited in their 
behavior by their lack of economic or coercive power to the use of strategies of 
normative pressure and information monitoring intended to shift state behavior 
via issue framing, agenda setting, and norm diffusion (Keck and Sikkink 1998; 
Brysk 2002; Clark 2001; Risse et al. 2015; Heiss and Johnson 2016; Stroup and 
Wong 2017). By contrast, interest group scholars typically focus on different 
types of inside and outside strategies of lobbying according to whichever is per-
ceived most effective at putting pressure on government actors to shift their pol-
icy (Chalmers 2013; Binderkrantz et al. 2015; Hanegraaff et al. 2016; Dellmuth 
and Tallberg 2017; Dür and Mateo 2013).

Moreover, INGO and interest group scholars expect their respective organiza-
tions to exert effects on policy and practice at different phases of the policymak-
ing cycle. INGO scholarship tends to focus on the earliest and latest stages of 
the process, namely agenda setting and monitoring compliance (Carpenter 2007; 
Hendrix and Wong 2012; Risse 2012). Interest group scholars have examined 
the full range from agenda setting to enforcement, but tend to concentrate on 
specific phases of the process in which lobbying is most present (decision mak-
ing itself) (Halpin 2002; Lowery et al. 2008; Hanegraaff et al. 2016).

Last, the extent to which advocacy groups are expected to adapt their strate-
gies based on political opportunity structures varies significantly. Institutional 
context is crucial within the interest group literature, as the choice between 
inside versus outside lobbying depends on the interaction between institutions 
in which the organization finds itself, and thus its access and available strate-
gies (Mahoney and Baumgartner 2008; Hanegraaff et  al. 2016; Dellmuth and 
Tallberg 2017). INGO research tends to focus on the ability of organizations to 
shape preferences according to norms internalized into individual and govern-
ment practice (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Risse et  al. 2015) in which com-
pliance is largely voluntary (according to self-interest or a sense of appropriate 
behavior) to standards set by non-state and state actors together (Green and Auld 
2017; Prakash and Potoski 2014). The INGO literature has traditionally assumed 
a confrontational relationship between INGOs and states (Stroup and Wong 
2017), and thus, the institutional context in which INGOs operate is typically 
seen as thinner and less important (Heiss and Johnson 2016). This is largely due 
to the prominence of the boomerang model within INGO research, as INGOs 
can use their networks to boomerang around institutional obstacles (Clark 1995; 
Keck and Sikkink 1998; Florini 2000; Brysk 2002; Risse et al. 2015).
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Missed opportunities for theoretical exchange

The gaps between the interest group and INGO literatures have resulted in several 
missed opportunities for theoretical and empirical advancements that this special 
issue seeks to exploit. Here, we outline how the theories could inform each other. In 
the ensuing section, we will develop ideas for the conditions under which advocacy 
groups’ effects on GGIs occur by drawing on the exchange between these literatures.

First, interest group theories can benefit from INGO scholars work on governance 
beyond the state (c.f. Avant et al. 2010; Scholte 2017). In particular, venue shopping 
theory could be developed by greater engagement with IR literatures on polycen-
tric governance and regime complexity. States often take a backseat in polycentric 
regimes and benefit from advocacy groups who provide information and policy 
ideas (Scholte 2017), while institutional complexity provides interest groups with a 
greater variety of strategies in the design of their advocacy campaigns (Keohane and 
Victor 2011; Green and Auld 2017; Allan and Hadden 2017). Overlapping regimes 
create the potential for new issue linkages that may enable a new range of bargain-
ing solutions (Davis 2004), and fragmented governance architectures open up new 
modes of policy contestation (Zelli 2011; Orsini 2013) and bring together interest-
ing new coalitions and partnerships of advocacy groups (Yanacopulos 2005; Chal-
mers 2013; Beyers and Hanegraaff 2017). Thus, not only are the available options 
for venue shopping greater when global polycentric arenas for policymaking are 
explored (Pralle 2006; Joachim 2007; Chalmers 2013; Pallas and Uhlin 2014), but 
also political contestation, state interests, political opportunity structures, and thus 
the nature of advocacy group strategies and influence are likely to differ.

Second, the inclusion of theories from INGO scholarship introduces a broader 
set of strategies that advocacy groups might adopt, in particular alternative forms 
of outside advocacy such as networking, mass demonstration, protest actions, and 
litigation (c.f. Dalton 1994; Betsill and Corell 2008; Murdie and Davis 2012). Advo-
cacy groups pursuing global strategies have different constellations of interests that 
may enable new types of and broader coalitions for successfully applying pressure 
in national and global arenas, which are often overlooked by interest group scholars 
(Carpenter 2007, 2011; Busby 2007; Bob 2012; Hadden 2015). Larger networks of 
advocacy groups may be able to apply pressure to multiple national and GGI deci-
sion makers simultaneously across venues and issue frames for greater effect. While 
inside strategies are similar across the interest group and INGO literature, INGO 
scholarship delves more deeply into the alternatives that organizations pursue when 
direct access to decision-making processes is blocked, including “naming and sham-
ing” campaigns and dramatic protests and mass demonstrations (Hadden and Jasny 
2019; Hendrix and Wong 2012; Keck and Sikkink 1998; Bob 2005).

In turn, we identify two main ways in which INGO theories can learn by draw-
ing on interest group theories. First, by acknowledging the importance of institu-
tions in shaping advocacy group activities and effects, INGO scholars could better 
understand how global advocacy group populations mobilize and impact global gov-
ernance. While INGO research incorporates insights from theories of gatekeeping 
(Busby 2007; Carpenter 2011), there is much to be done. INGOs may “boomerang” 
in the international system to work around obstacles, but they also need to respond 
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to institutional opportunities and constraints when they select where to engage with 
institutions (Bloodgood and Clough 2017). Horizontal and vertical venue shopping 
theories from interest group studies help to sharpen expectations for the condi-
tions under which organizations will seek to influence policy in global, regional, or 
national institutions, and when organizations will select between alternative GGIs 
for more favorable conditions according to issue position, ideology, or formal access 
rules (Bolleyer and Börzel 2010; Baumgartner and Jones 1993).

Second, interest group theory on how institutions may shape advocacy group 
access and influence and the resources needed by policymakers (cf. Dür and de 
Bièvre 2007) could be fruitfully further developed in the global context. Insights 
from exchange theory of interest group influence, with its associated focus on the 
conditions under which different types of information enable interest groups access 
to decision-making institutions and processes will help INGO scholars to develop 
more advanced theories of INGO influence in global governance (Dellmuth and 
Tallberg 2017; Tallberg et al. 2013; Bloodgood 2010).

Political opportunity structures and advocacy group effects

Building on the above-identified areas that promise fruitful cross-fertilization 
between interest group and INGO theory, the central argument of this special issue 
is that domestic and global political opportunity structures enable and constrain the 
effects of advocacy groups on GGIs in terms of policymaking and implementation 
at both the domestic and global levels. Political opportunity structures, originating 
from social movement research (e.g., Tarrow 2005), are widely used to understand 
the roles of INGO in global governance. Opportunity structures refer to specific 
institutional arrangements, resource configurations, and policy environments that 
may shape advocacy group mobilization, strategies, and effects (e.g., Tarrow 2005; 
Skodvin and Andresen 2008; Prakash and Gugerty 2010; Hadden and Jasny 2017). 
Putting opportunity structures center stage allows for theorizing the conditions 
under which advocacy groups mobilize, target GGIs (and the GGIs they target), and 
shape GGIs’ political outcomes. Below we will develop our understanding of these 
conditions in the three categories of opportunity structures: institutional arrange-
ments, resource configurations, and policy environments.

Institutional arrangements

It is common for institutional explanations to assume that rules, norms, and proce-
dures enabling advocacy group involvement in governance structure advocacy group 
effects (e.g., March and Olsen 1984; Dür and de Bièvre 2007). At the domestic 
level, democracy is an important factor shaping advocacy group mobilization glob-
ally (Smith and Wiest 2005; Lee 2010). Advocacy group populations are likely to 
be larger from democratic countries given higher levels of political openness and 
less repression of civil society (Stroup 2012; Dupuy et  al. 2016; Heiss and John-
son 2016). Indeed, advocacy groups from democratic countries are more likely to 
engage in inside lobbying since they may have access to policymakers at national 
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and global levels (Hanegraaff et al. 2016). However, it is debated whether increased 
access to GGI policymakers leads to influence at global venues, as there may be 
less need for information from these groups and more noise given all of the groups 
participating in a democratic context (Lohmann 1998; Tallberg et al. 2018). Added 
advocacy group participation from authoritarian countries may provide new mean-
ingful information given the relative difficulty and risk of participation in non-dem-
ocratic contexts (Bernauer et al. 2014; Heiss and Johnson 2016). Thus, while advo-
cacy groups from democratic countries are more likely to engage in inside lobbying 
in GGIs, their lobbying strategies may not be as effective.

Furthermore, democracy in GGIs conceptualized as relatively generous access 
rules does not necessarily imply that advocacy groups have more influence on politi-
cal outcomes. One reason may be that GGIs with generous access rules see par-
ticipation by a larger number and variety of advocacy groups, which may increase 
the potential for countervailing lobbying (Austen-Smith and Wright 1994; Baum-
gartner and Leech 1998). In addition, GGIs with more access may also require larger 
winning coalitions to effect policy change (Evangelista 1999; Risse-Kappen 1995). 
GGIs having more restrictive access rules may lead to participation by smaller and 
more homogenous populations of advocacy groups and face fewer veto points and 
therefore have greater effects on political outcomes (cf. Bernauer et  al. 2014). In 
light of these considerations, we expect GGIs with more generous access rules to 
lead to greater participation by more and more diverse advocacy groups’ popula-
tions, but it remains an empirical question whether this strengthens or weakens 
group effects on GGI policy or behavior.

Resource configurations

There is evidence that advocacy groups are more likely to participate in global poli-
cymaking if they are relatively well endowed in terms of resources (Dellmuth and 
Tallberg 2017). While national economic factors, most notably level of economic 
development, can impact the level of available resources for advocacy groups, the 
relationship is rarely a direct or linear one. National institutions, including tax and 
lobbying laws, have differential effects on the resources available to specific types of 
advocacy groups. In addition, selective government funding is an important source 
of advocacy group mobilization (Dür and Mateo 2013; Beyers et al. 2008; Blood-
good and Tremblay-Boire 2017). Resources, in turn, may allow for group effects in 
global governance due to structural power (Bernhagen and Bräuninger 2005), per-
sonnel and finances (McCarthy and Zald 1978), information (Lohmann 1998; Bou-
wen 2002; Tallberg et  al. 2018), and group leadership (Halpin and Jordan 2009). 
We expect greater availability of resources for an advocacy group to be positively 
related to that group’s effects on GGIs.

Coalition building may also increase advocacy group effects on policymaking and 
implementation by combining forces to compensate for individual weaknesses (Bet-
sill and Corell 2008; Klüver 2011; Lindgren and Persson 2011). Coalitions might 
include different types of advocacy groups, including business or industry associa-
tions, charitable or public benefit organizations, or civil society organizations, and 
might include organizations with different preferences around different aspects of 
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the issue at hand (Lowi 1964; Dür and de Bièvre 2007). The central expectation 
is that advocacy groups may have greater effects when seeking to influence issues 
where they represent homogenous interests and where there are few counter-lobbies. 
Networking, or the existence of powerful gatekeeping organizations, may allow 
organizations to bridge their differences and encourage the adoption of common 
frames, producing more homogenous and focused issue campaigns (Busby 2007a, b; 
Carpenter 2007, 2011; Allan and Hadden 2017). The nature of the policy may assist 
or stymie coalition building. While regulatory policy may produce both dedicated 
advocates and opponents, distributive policy is likely to generate concentrated con-
stituencies with a positive stake in the policy, making advocacy group effects more 
likely, but redistributive policy can be expected to produce both diffuse costs and 
diffuse benefits, making interest group mobilization and effects less likely.

Policy environment

We focus on two aspects of policy environments that interest group theory has 
shown to matter for group effects: complexity and salience. Complexity refers both 
to the extent to which a policy problem is difficult to analyze, understand and solve, 
and the number of multilateral institutions relevant to the operation of the policy 
area (Keohane and Victor 2011; Morse and Keohane 2014). The complexity of an 
issue increases according to the number of distinct actors involved (public agencies, 
types of private actors, and policymaking domains); the extent to which technical 
knowledge is needed to diagnose or solve the problem; and the fragmentation of the 
institutional context or regime. The greater the complexity of a policy problem, the 
more likely it is that international policymakers will lack sufficient information, and 
the greater the probability that they will rely on information provided by advocacy 
groups (McNamara 1999; Tallberg et  al. 2018). However, with more complexity 
and nuance, and higher degrees of overlap across relevant international regimes and 
GGIs, there is also more space for advocacy groups to pursue advocacy. For exam-
ple, new coalitions may arise that are built on different aspects of an issue and that 
may work against each other (Hadden 2015; Allan and Hadden 2017). This logic 
suggests that the more complex the institutional landscape, and thus the larger the 
number of GGIs dealing with the issue, the more likely advocacy groups are to cre-
ate large, heterogeneous coalitions with shared interests and the greater the number 
of possible GGIs to target with their advocacy. This should lead to greater advocacy 
group effects.

Salience may be understood in three different ways: salience to states, advocacy 
groups, and the general public. While the different uses of salience in the previous 
literature make it difficult to develop a consistent theoretical expectation, several 
lines of reasoning are discernible. If a policy is highly salient to member states, then 
they are less likely to take the interests and concerns of advocacy groups into con-
sideration, as compared to when they care less about the policy issue. This logic is 
often stated in terms of market failures: INGOs as non-state, non-market actors are 
expected to fill in the gaps in state and market activity, providing services, including 
interest representation, where states and markets are not interested or able (Prakash 
and Gugerty 2010). Others, however, have argued that advocacy groups serve as 
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service bureaus and thus advocacy groups follow where states lead, essentially 
making their effects epiphenomenal (Skjelsbaek 1971; Mearsheimer 1994; Baum-
gartner and Leech 1998; Raustiala 1997). Interest group populations, according to 
these scholars, are expected to be the most active in areas where states are active. 
Indeed, on more salient issues, there are more likely to be advocacy groups active 
on different sides of the issue. Yet others have argued that in the eyes of stakeholder 
organizations, GGIs are more democratic in terms of deliberation, representation, 
and accountability, the more states care about a specific policy issue, contradicting a 
widespread suspicion that democracy is something that states “can afford” when real 
interests are not at stake (Agné et al. 2015).

In terms of issue salience to citizens, an issue enjoying high salience among 
states may be of limited interest to specific citizen groups. Interest groups, in turn, 
have been shown to also play a key role in shaping the public salience of issues (Dür 
and Mateo 2013). In turn, issue salience to advocacy groups increases the influ-
ence of groups that form part of the relatively large lobbying coalition on the issue 
and decreases the influence of groups that belong to the relatively small coalition 
(Klüver 2011; see Beyers et  al. 2017 for an overview). These bodies of literature 
each generate different expectations with regard to how issue salience may shape 
interest group strategies and their effects. It is possible that the more salient a policy 
issue, the larger the global population of interest groups active in that issue. But, the 
expected positive relationship between issue salience and advocacy group effects on 
GGI policymaking and implementation may be weakened when issue salience gen-
erates effective counter-lobbying.

Article overview

While advocacy group effects on GGIs are central to this special issue, we are agnos-
tic on the best way to study them methodologically. Rather, the papers are organized 
in two parts. The first set of articles focuses on advocacy group effects in terms of 
the nature of advocacy group populations at the global level. The second set of arti-
cles examines advocacy group effects on advocacy groups’ choices of strategies and 
venues, with implications for GGIs’ policy and implementation.

In the first part, Joost Berkhout and Marcel Hanegraaff focus on the institution-
alization of bias in advocacy group mobilization across issue areas and levels of 
governance. They develop and test an argument for why some issue areas are more 
strongly biased toward business interests than others, and explore why this observa-
tion does not extrapolate to the global level.

The article by Laura Henry, Lisa McIntosh Sundstrom, Priya Bala-Miller, and 
Carla Winston maps participation by INGOs from BRICS states (Brazil, Russia, 
India, China, and South Africa) in GGIs. The evidence reveals that participation 
patterns reflect incentives and pressures at global and national levels, including the 
design of the GGI and INGO capacity linked to domestic conditions. The article 
argues that opportunity structures at both levels shape INGOs’ participation in GGIs 
and thus their potential to influence GGI policy.
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Nina Hall explores the role of digital advocacy organizations in campaigning 
for refugee rights. She demonstrates that the internet has led to new forms of 
advocacy organization that have professional, permanent staff like INGOs, but 
their mode of advocacy starkly differs. Hall highlights how digital advocacy 
organizations choose their campaigns primarily based on issue salience to their 
members, whereas traditional NGOs are driven by issue expertise in campaign 
decision making.

Andrew Heiss examines how the spread of increasingly restrictive national regu-
lation of INGOs has a serious impact on the nature of global advocacy group pop-
ulations and their ability to affect national or GGI policy. He explores efforts by 
global advocacy organizations to push back against national regulations which shape 
INGOs’ political opportunity structures in inopportune ways. In order to maximize 
their choices of venues for advocacy, INGOs need to maintain programmatic flex-
ibility by ensuring favorable resource configurations.

In the second set of articles, Mette Eilstrup-Sangiovanni examines the effects 
of increasing density in global advocacy group populations on the strategies that 
different types of INGOs use to compete for resources and influence global policy 
in GGIs. Using population ecology theories, she argues that a complex division 
of labor has emerged between larger, generalist INGOs that seek conventional 
resources and use moderate tactics toward mainstream goals, and smaller specialist 
organizations that focus on “niche” issues, and often adopt more radical strategies 
and tactics.

Kirsten Lucas, Marcel Hanegraaff, and Iskander De Bruycker build on resource 
exchange theory and the concept of political opportunity structures to explain when 
policymakers target allied or opposing advocacy groups. Through novel interview 
data with 297 policymakers at global climate change and trade conferences, they 
demonstrate that policymakers target both groups when faced with increased lev-
els of political pressures. Moreover, policymakers from democratically accountable 
countries and those working on salient issues are more inclined to reach out to allied 
advocacy groups.

Adam W. Chalmers and Adela Iacobov examine the factors that incentivize advo-
cacy groups to seek access to GGI policy venues responsible for regulating the 
financial industry. They argue that a firm’s cross-border business activities explain 
the extent of its GGI venue shopping. The main findings suggest that the more geo-
graphically dispersed the cross-border activities of a firm are, the more global ven-
ues it is likely to target in order to shape Basel III, Capital Requirements Directive 
(CRD)IV, and Capital Requirements Regulation (CRR) regulations.

Finally, Matilda Petersson explores the role and behavior of transnational partner-
ships in shaping strategies in and outcomes of global fisheries governance. Focusing 
on the case of illegal, unreported, and unregulated (IUU) fishing, the article theo-
rizes and empirically explores the variation in strategies used by transnational part-
nerships to shape IUU policy and implementation, by drawing on advocacy group 
and INGO literature.

The special issue concludes with two critical contributions on the nature of 
interest representation beyond the nation-state and the implications for the quality 
of domestic and global governance. (Jan Aart Scholte: “Civil society and global 
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governance. Exploring transscalar connections” and Darren Halpin: “Close cousins, 
or false friends? Studying interest groups and INGOs”).

In all, this special issue seeks to set the agenda in research on global effects of 
interest groups at the intersection of comparative politics and IR, demonstrating how 
research problems unaddressed in both fields can be fruitfully examined and theory 
be advanced through greater cross-fertilization.
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