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Abstract

Most of the -current studies focusing on network aoigations analyze how
interorganizational networks are created, how tdeyelop and how they overcome the
limitations of rigid and ill-adapted bureaucraci@bis paper proposes a different stance and
empirically studies how work is concretely carrad in NGOs network in order to assess the
specificity of this new organizational space. Tlagpgr proposes a fine-grained analysis of the
biggest humanitarian NGO network in Europe, VOI@ere the author spent eight months
doing field observations and interviewing the neki® staff and European policy-makers.
The results presented here explore the nexus betweek and organizations in terms of
innovation, framing and mimicry processes, orgaropal culture, power asymmetry and
organizations’ pathologies. First of all, networksce difficulty to innovate. Through
isomorphism, network’s staff members tend to copg structure and functioning of
organizations they consider successful. Moreovag of the key tasks of the permanent
secretariat of a network is to create a specifganizational culture, which can bring rival
organizations together. Finally, the research shthas networks can suffer from the same
pathologies affecting other organizations in teohpower asymmetry and path dependence.
These findings suggest that in future research tainderoganizational networks, they also
need to be considered as a workplace in orderllp dunderstand the specificities of these

new organizational spaces.
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Introduction

VOICE is a critical but constructive partner in hanitarian aid. Through VOICE we have been able
to get a clear view of the problems, vision ands#asities of the humanitarian NGO community.
Therefore, if VOICE did not exist - one would hageinvent it." - Antonio Cavaco, Director
General, DG Humanitarian Aid (ECHO)-

From microbiology which describes cells asférmation networKsto anti-globalization
networks (Al Qaeda), the network seems to be thefishionable concept. Scholars even
consider it as the most efficient form of organi@at(Borzel 1997) and researchers from
different academic fields proclaim the advent @& tletworking era. As a result, literature on
network organization has grown quickly since th& ldecades. Current research focuses on
the factors that make cooperation between orgaoimtpossible through networking
(Schemeil 2009; Biermann 2007), on how inter-orgatiwnal network influence policy-
making processes (Mendizabal 2006; Perkin and G0%; Sandstrom and Carlsson 2008;
Le Galés and Thatcher 1995) and on how networkscow®e the limitations of markets and

hierarchical organizations (Powell 1990, Podoln98)9

This working paper takes an original stance anddonfill a gap in the existing literature on
network forms of organization. By taking networks waorkplaces, it analyzes how work is
concretely carried out in such an organizationacsp Based on the case-study of the biggest
humanitarian NGOs network in Europe, VOICH examines the specific constraints the
permanent secretariat of a network has to facelfl fts mandate. The paper also explores

the specificities of networks’ working processes.

The results presented in this paper explore thesbgtween work and organizations in terms
of innovation, framing and mimicry processes, orgational culture, power asymmetry and
organizations’ pathologies. By meeting the peobpé,tby their daily work, make the network
alive, this paper seeks to break some myths abetwtonks in order to present a balanced

account of their functioning and mal-functioning@®lny 1998).

The first part of the paper presents the statdefart on networks as forms of organization.
The second and third parts explain the design,rétieal assumptions and the methodology

1 VOICE stands for Voluntary Organizations in Coggtiem in Emergencies.



adopted here. The fourth part of the paper focusesnnovation and mimicry processes
existing in inter-organizational network whereastPa and VI analyze the key role the
network secretariat plays in bringing competingamigations together. The last part of the

paper presents some of the pathologies that affeetorganizational networks.
I-The advent of the networking era

Since the last decades, literature on network argtéions has flourished. Current research
aims to define what networks are, how they develog what do they do. However, few
attempts have been made to analyze the workingepses occurring in network

organizations.
A. What is a network form of organization?

In the middle 70’s and early 80’s several scholaitempted to open the black box of
organizations. Two perspectives became promineiicipal-agent theory and transaction
costs economics. Each theory favors a differenteghoflorganization: hierarchies, on the one
hand; markets on the other. Even if it was implinitprincipal agent theory, it was quite
explicit in transaction cost economics (Podolny89%or example Williamson does not deny
that other form of organizations may exist but rreaTg only two pure ideal-type (i.e. markets
and hierarchies). According to him, other formsoofanizations are hybrids of these two
forms (Williamson 1991).
Sociologists first challenged the dichotomy betwessrket and hierarchies. Powell argued
that networks are not hybrids of markets and hidias: they need to be considered as a
specific type of organization, with their own typefunction and structure (Powell 1990). In
his article, Podolny proposes the following defomt of a network organizatior: any
collection of actors (N > 2) that pursue repeateshduring exchange relations with one
another and, at the same time, lack a legitimatgaaizational authority to arbitrate and
resolve disputes that may arise during the exchari@®dolny 1998). The author also adds
other characteristics such as the fact that mentdfesisnetwork feel a sense of obligation to
the other party or parties. Perrow also identifiggst as an essential attribute of
interorganizational network (Perrow 1993). A lagtneent emphasized by Podolny is the
existence of a set of shared values that bringan@ér-partners together (Podolny 1998).
This definition, which empathizes some of the kpgdificities of a network organization has
proven very useful for the analysis. However, wkerdying how network organizations are
structured it appears that the majority of themhdue a‘legitimate organizational authority
to arbitrate and resolve disputesMost of the time, this authority takes the form af
4



permanent secretariat and of a Board, which arpasga to ensure that the network reach its
objectives. It is important to note that the exis of a legitimate authority does not mean
that the organization is hierarchical, rather thdtas a specific governance system.

Given this remark, the following definition of Leafgs and Thatcher appears to be better
adapted to the study of network organization. kirtipaper, they assume that networks are
“the result of non-hierarchical cooperation mechamswith different degree of stability
between organizations that know and recognize eatbler, negotiate, exchange various
resources and can share norms and interésis2 Galés and Thatcher 199%his definition
proposes a comprehensive vision of network focusingits structure and also on its

functioning.

Now that the concept of network is more clearlyirted, we shall analyze how this concept

has been used to solve contemporary research puRasearch on networks can be divided
in two main categories. A first stream of liter&udocuses on how networks are created by
cooperating organizations. A second body of litegatdeals with networks developement,

how they are structured and what do they actually d

B-How do inter-organizational network come from?

Jonsson is among the first to develop a theorptefiorganizational cooperation. He presents
a wide series of factors which make cooperatiorsiptes These factors are linked to the issue
at the heart of a cooperation strategy (high vsv loolitics, presence of a regime,
interdependence of the actors) and to the propgediethe organizations entering into
networks. He emphasizes the role dinKing-pin organizations and, within them, of
“boundary-role personnéwhich are likely to create ties between the ddfa institutions
belonging to the network. However he does not psepany hypotheses which explain the
development of such typical organizations or pensbd6énsson 1986). Biermann praises the
assets of network analysis to build a theory oémmrganizational cooperation but it only
focuses on dyads — i.e. pairs of organizationsr(Baan 2007). Mitchell and Lewin maintain
that creating network organizations among compefings can be a powerful way of
entering a rival organization’s market (Mitchell dahewin 1999). Holohan develops a
promising analysis of inter-organizational cooperatin crisis-management operations. She
shows that creating network organizations can beaa way for international organizations

to cooperate without losing their autonomy and sjg#ly. She analyzes the importance of

2 This is the author’s translation.



leadership; of a common organizational culture; ahdew technologies for the development

of a successful network organization (Holohan 2005)
C. What do networks do?

Networks are frequently said to be flexible andowetive organizational spaces which
overcome the weaknesses of rigid and ill-adapteeaucracies. This new organizational
space seems particularly adapted to answer tohidléenges of a globalized and fast-moving
world. Most of current research on networks focusestheir functions, and thus on their
functionality. Analysis of network’s failure is adst from the literature (Podolny 1998). In his
work, Podolny reviews some of the key functionmetiwork organizations as emphasized by
the literature. Networks are said to promote leagrly promoting the rapid transfer ofélf-
contained pieces of informatibr{(Podolny 1998). By joining a network, an indivialu
organization can gain from the legitimacy and &attiits partners. Economic benefits are
also important. Williamson (1991) states some efd¢bnditions under which network forms
of organization decrease transaction costs.

Some sociologists claim that one of the major asskthe network form of organization is its
adaptive capacity with regards to unanticipatedirenmental changes. Networks foster
greater communication than the market does, thtwganke forms of organization are said to
facilitate greater coordination in the face of opes that may be difficult to interpret and to
understand. At the same time, scholars arguesésser to modify the composition of network
organizations to respond to those changes sinaedaoies of networks are more flexible than
boundaries of formal organizations (Podolny 19@8her benefits have also been pointed out
by resource dependence scholars. They posit tgahimations can lessen external constraints
or uncertainty by strengthening their relationswigh the particular sources of dependence
(Podolny 1998). This perspective is also shareddholars working on the influence inter-
organizational networks have on international denisnaking process. For example,
Schemeil demonstrate that, in order to be recograzereliable partners by intergovernmental
organizations, NGOs need to gather in networks.eCiocmed, these networks can have
access to the decision making process of IGOs aogtase their chances to get funding
(Schemeil 2009). Perrow (1993) identifies a numifesocial welfare benefits circulating in
small firm networks. According to him, small firmetworks provide autonomy, decrease

inequality in the distribution of wealth, and creatgreat sense of community (Perrow, 1993).

Other researchers have analyzed the structur@®ifi networks. Granovetter analyzes how

information spreads in community or social networke shows that ties that matter are
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“weak” ties. According to him, a network is made afpstrong and weak ties. Strong ties are
those we have with close friends or family (frequemd intense relations). Weak ties concern
only relatives which people rarely meets. Thesesamreng ties when there ates-bridges
which enable to build links with other networks atal develop ties with a variety of
communitied (Granovetter 1973). Uzzi has shown that the varieuels of embeddedness of
firms in the American industry sector can explde wvariation in the survival rates of the
firms (Uzzi 1997).

Policy studies scholars also pay attention to thg the internal characteristics of a network
can have an influence on its ability to build linkih other types of organizations. Perkin and
Court, in their review of the literature dedicateal networks, identify ten factors that
contribute to increase the impact of lobbying swgés of networks (Perkin and Court, 2005).
Sandstrom and Carlsson maintain that there is satdink between the level of integration
and homogeneity of a network and its capacity tluémce decision making process
(Sandstrom and Carlsson 2008). Mendizabal andr &fta, researchers of the Overseas
Development Institute emphasize the major functiaris a network (filter, amplify,
invest/provide, convene, community building, faeile). The author also points out getting
right priorities has an impact on the global perfance of an inter organizational network
(Mendizabal 2006)

The review of the literature focusing on networkgamization reveals that research on
networks is already rich. However, it is striking hote that most works focus on their
functionality. Moreover, networks are very rareljudied as workplaces. Analyzing the
working processes occurring within a network witfeo the opportunity to study what the
permanent staff of such networks concretely does the role it plays in developing the
network. Such a study will offer a more balancedlygsis of these new organizational spaces,

focusing on their specificities, their assets s @n their limitations.
lI- Taking networks as specific workplaces

This paper aims to fill this gap and intends torofiee black box of networks taken as specific
workplaces. Two questions are rais&hat are the specific constraints the permanent
staff of a network has to face in its daily work? Hw do staff member handle them in

order to fulfill the network’s mandate?

% Such a view is shared by scholars focusing ondheeof linking-pin organization (J6nsson 1986)ogler and
Friedberg speak of the role of thmdarginal sécarit(Crozier and Friedberg, 1992).



The research presented in this working paper ideguby two hypotheses. First of all, it is
assumed that theaison d’étre of an inter-organizational network is to overconmer-
organizational rivalry in order to exchange varioesources and to reach a common objective
(Le Gales and Thatcher 1995). Therefore, the rble secretariat — the permanent staff of a
network — is to create the conditions that make fthllment of the network’s mandate
possible. In order to do sthe staff of a network will seek to find the mdétient form of
organization by copying the structure of organiaat they consider successfdlyp. 1). In
this race to innovate, the secretariat of the ngkwall face several difficulties. Innovation
appears to be a risky process for small structwbkikh depend on the support of the
organizations they represent. Thus networks oftgey ¢he structure of organizations they
deem successful, or they want to influence (Di Magand Powell on isomorphism 1983).

Secondly, it is frequently assumed that the NGO8$emiis a highly competitive one.
Organizations compete for funding, legitimacy angtvival (Cooley and Ron 2002).
Therefore, it is paradoxical to note that NGOs roeks are created and are resilient. In this
context one of the main roles of a secretariab isreate a common identity thaases inter-
organizational rivalry and enables organizations lie part of the network without losing

their own specificityHlyp.2) (Holohan 2005).

From a theoretical point of view, our research aanbuilding links between different albeit
complementary theories. First of all, our princigheoretical framework is provided by
institutional theory. As March and Olsen have shawrtheir seminal work, the present
research rejects an economic view of institutioasrational actors. Rationality is always
bounded. Standard operating procedures, norms amgphitive processes existing in
organizations determine their collective behavidiaich and Olsen 1989). This paper also
assumes that the environment in which organizatioeworks operate determines their
choices in terms of strategy, organization, stmec@nd working processes. In the view of
organizational ecology scholars it is assumed #mathe environment changes, organizations
adapt themselves to fit this new environment. Adéphb is essential to organizational
survival. Organizations that fail to adapt to a rawironment risk being marginalized if not

shut down.

Another useful theory for this research is the @pal/agent theory. According to this theory,
the creation of organizations rests on a delegairosess occurring between one or multiple
principals (the creator-s) and an agent (theirtareq Principals delegate competencies to an

agent, and make this delegation strategy explicé icontractual form. Principals accept to
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delegate competencies because control mechanismsraated to prevent their agent to
exceed its powers. However, it has been shownatipatts strive to increase their autonomy.
Most of the time, the mandate of an agent is vagqukincomplete. Delegation provides the
agents with a great room of maneuver since pritgipae reluctant to create expensive

monitoring mechanisms (Hawkins, Lake, Nielson an2D&6).
IlI-Methodology of research

The research presented here takes stock of thetidmadbf sociological analysis of
workplaces, such as the fine-grained ones presényt&rozier (Crozier and Friedberg 1992).
Since this research aims at improving our knowleafgeow work is concretely carried out in
new organizational spaces, | have chosen to grooypdanalysis on a case study. Several
authors emphasize the need to carefully choosec#ises at the heart of the analysis.
However, the present analysis does not seek tdifigenrrelation mechanisms or to establish
a theory about how work is done in networks (Segtitrand Gerring 2008). On the contrary,
by studying a typical case, it is hoped that tlapgy will pave the way for further research on
this topic. Table 1, based on the work of the OsassDevelopment Institute presents a list of
the criteria that have guided the choice of the ¢adapted from Mendizabal 2006).

Figure 1: Selection criteria for the case

List of criteria (Mendizabal 2006) | Presentation of VOICE

STRUCTURE

Presence of a permanent staff Yes

Localisation (Easy access to the

network's permanent staff) Brussels (link with Hig institutions + open secretariat
83 members in 2010 representing 45% of EC partosts
coming form 16 European countries. Great diversity

Membership members.
Numerous strategic documents + strategic organar(Bo

Strategic capacity secretariat) 3 + 1 Working groups

Ressources Important financial resources + lintitgthan resources

Communication (type, visibility, |Bi annual newsletter, monthly internal letter, wieds

frequencies) advocacy documents

FUNCTIONS

Filtering Yes

Community Building Yes

Amplify Yes

Convene Yes

Invest/Provide Yes

Facilitate Yes




Given the criteria presented in table 1, VOICE &ppdo fit our goals. VOICE is the biggest

and the most influential humanitarian NGOs’ networkEurope. It gathers some 83 major

European NGOs active in humanitarian aid worldwmeming from all the European

countries which have a long tradition in disastief. Table 2 displays a list of VOICE

members in 2010.
Figure 2: List of VOICE’s members (2010)

AUSTRIA GERMANY

CARE Osterreich ADRA Deustchland

Caritas Osterreich Arbeiter Samariter Bund Deutsudhl
Hilfswerk Osterreich CARE Deustchland-Luxemburg
SOS Kinderdorf Intl  Deutscher Caritasverband

World Vision

Osterreich Diakonie Katastrophenhilfe
BELGIUM Johanniter-Unfall- Hilfe
Caritas Secours Intl

Belgium Malteser Intl

Handicap Intl

Belgium Medico Intl

Medecins du Monde

Belgium Plan Intl Germany

Oxfam Solidarités-

Solidariteit Welthungerhilfe

CZECH

REPUBLIC World Vision Germany
People in Need GREECE

DENMARK Medecins du Monde Greece
ADRA Denmark IRELAND

ASF Dansk

Folkehjaelp Concern Worldwide
DanChurchAid

(DCA) Trocaire

Danish Refugee

Council (DRC) World Vision Ireland

Mission East ITALY

Save the Childre

Denmark Caritas Italiana

FINLAND CESVI- Cooperazione e Sviluppo
CISP Comitato Internazionale per lo

FIDA Intl Sviluppo dei Popoli

Finn Church Aid LUXEMBOURG

NORWAY

Norwegian Refugee
Council

Portugal
ted do Mundo
SPAIN

Accion Coritddambre
Caritas Espagnola

Intermon Oxfam
Medicos del Mundo
SWEDEN

Church of Sweden

International Aid Services
PMU Interlife
SWITZERLAND

Lutheran World
Federation

Medair
UNITED KINGDOM

Action Againsturdger
Action Aid

ADRA UK
CARE Intl UK

CAFOD
Christian Aid
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World Vision Finland Caritas Luxembourg CORD
International Medical

FRANCE THE NETHERLANDS Corps UK

Action Contre la International Rescue
Faim (ACF) CARE Nederland Committee UK

ACTED Cordaid Islamic Relief Worldwide
CARE France Healthnet TPO Marie Stopes Internationa
Handicap Intl France 1CCO Mercy Corps

Médecins du Monde

France OXFAM Novib Merlin

Premiéere Urgence World Vision Nederland Oxfam GB

Secours Catholique  ZOA Refugee Care Plan Intl UK

Secours Islamique Save the Children UK
Secours Populaire

Francais Tearfund

Solidarités

International World Vision UK
Télécoms Sans

Frontieres

Triangle Génération Humanitaire

Based in Brussels, VOICE is the main interlocutbthe European decision makers in the

realms of emergency aid, relief, rehabilitation aighster preparedness.

VOICE is also a major actor of European humanitapalicy and its secretariat plays an
active role in representing the interest of the NMG&@mmunity. What is striking when
studying VOICE is the contrast between its limitedman resources (only 3 permanent

members in the secretariat) and the wide numbactofities and functions it implements.

This paper is based on the observations made wivais Employed as a Communication and
Advocacy Assistant, during an immersion period igfht months from February 2010 to
September 2010. The position occupied is probabig of the most accurate to do
participatory observation. This method, which ismhaused by sociologists, aims at reaching
a “mutual understanding by sharing a common camditi(Foote Whyte 1959). It is
particularly suited to analyze working processesuating in organizations (Crozier and
Friedberg 1992). The other staff members of theetagat were aware of the objectives of
the research, in order to enable me to work traesply and to respect scientific ethics. The

position of Communication and Advocacy Assistanaldes me to reach a fine-grained
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understanding of the functioning of the networlarks to the variety of its assignments and

to the permanent connection with its external emrent.

This position is an asset to do research on th&ingiprocesses of the network. From there it
is easy to observe the network’s daily life andibolerstand how it concretely works. Access
was also granted to a wide number of strategic mhecus which were analyzed in detailed in
order to get a sense of the working dynamics agdrozational culture of the network. The
assistant also has very close relationship with N@@mbers. At the end of the immersion
period, eight non-structured interviews were orgadiwith VOICE’'s members, secretariat
and Board as well as with European decision-makensse interviews complemented the

results of the participatory observation and tockrteeir validity.

Even if it does not enable scholars to compareifit cases in order to find regularities in
the working processes of NGOs networks, this rebepaves the way for a detailed analysis
of networks taken as workplaces. The results ptedan the next session explore the nexus
between work and organizations in terms of inn@atiframing and isomorphism,

organizational culture, power asymmetry and orgetons’ pathologies.
IV- Institutional isomorphism and innovation in network organizations

Analyzing the structure and governance of VOICEeeds some of its key specificities and
explains why it enjoys such an added-value compatddother NGO networks. Firstly, the
network has a unique mandate and benefits fronicdhrepresentativeness due to the creation
of a specific EU humanitarian policy. Secondly, \O&l is both a legitimate and efficient
inter-organizational network in the eyes of the dpgan Commission due to its centralized

structure and working processes.

A. VOICE : a double legitimacy

4 Firstly, the Communications and Advocacy Assistjieriences a great diversity of missions, whicibéas
her to be in regular contact with all the other rhers of the secretariat. She works with the Comupaititn and
Advocacy Officer to define the communication policfithe network (website, newsletter, thematic pap8.

In her advocacy missions, the assistant works @seclcollaboration with the secretariat's DirectBrpject
Officer and Communication and Advocacy Officer. drder to fulfill these tasks, the assistant reegia two-
weeks training focused on the network’s historyluga, functioning and mandate. The author was warml
welcomed by the secretariat's staff and gained sscte first-hand information on VOICE'’s strategiecision,
but also on the feelings of the VOICE's secretariat

The assistant has also the opportunity to frequeatténd to high-level meeting between the VOIC&&sretariat
and the VOICE's Board, various members and extertallocutors (EU’s civil servants, other NGOs, WN
staff). To take but one example, the assistannd¢te to the VOICE's annual General Assembly, vaiou
working groups and Board meetings.

12



As Barnett and Finnemore have shown, it is impartanlook back to the history of
organizations in order to understand their curfencttioning, assets and pathologies (Barnett
and Finnemore 1999). VOICE's history is closelykéd to the European integration and to
the development of an autonomous humanitarian yolicwas created to represent the
interests of humanitarian NGOs at the Europeanl,lewvel to provide European institutions
with a legitimate interlocutor. In 1992, when a dated office in charge of humanitarian aid
was created, the humanitarian NGOs felt that aispeetwork was needed in order to deal
with these issues. Rufini, the first coordinatorM®ICE, seized this opportunitywhen a
special office is created inside the European Casion, the humanitarian NGOs feel the
need to do the same thingFor NGOs, the creation of VOICE was a financiaparative
since few States possess a ministry or an agendyarge of financing humanitarian projects.
Most of the time, development assistance appeals tmore profitable for States since it
opens new markets for national firms. The birtie@HO is a unique chance for NGOs to get
their programs funded. Consequently, they don’ithesto invest in a permanent structure
toppling their network, which is in charge of bund links with this new donor. Since its
creation one of the main concerns of the VOICE edadiat is to appear as a key interlocutor

for the EU while representing the variety of instseof the NGOs community.

Having a unique mandate is a matter of survivabfoetwork’s secretariat. The salaries of its
permanent staff depend on the payment of membefsbgpby the network’s members. The
secretariat of VOICE has strived to obtain and ma@ina double legitimacy to survive:

towards its members on the one hand, and towarBtheommission on the other hand.

VOICE'’s constitution shows to which extent the s¢émrat of the network is deeply
concerned by its attractiveness, and its capacityetain its members. VOICE is said to
increase the efficiency of humanitarian aid by mgktooperation between NGOs easier. It
enables information sharing among members, anddagtvthe EU and its partners; it also
develops common positions in order to defend tleeifipity of humanitarian aid; it positions
itself as the main interlocutor of the EU on huntaman issues (NGO VOICE 2011).
However, VOICE does not only aggregate the postiohits members: it is said to act as a
multiplier of NGOs’ claims since its represents 08® European humanitarian NGOs (NGO
VOICE 2010). It is clear that the VOICE’s secredaris forced to sell its services to the
European NGOs, which are very prone to “forum-sigpon the very competitive market
of inter-organizational networks (interview 20100his is why, when speaking to the

13



European institutions, the secretariat emphasiedegitimacy and efficiency, portraying

itself as an interface between the EU and the NGOs.

The legitimacy of VOICE rests on its diversity argpresentativeness. The reform of the
European governance in 2000 has paved the way fgreater access of civil society
organizations to the European Commission. A papygia the White Book on European
Governance is dedicated to the consultation proeesich should be at the heart of the EU
decision making process (European Commission, COBLP. It is argued that the EU needs
a reinforced culture of consultation and of dialegshould build links with networks and
increasingly use expertise to improve its decigioaking process (European Commission,
COM(2001)). When the White Book mentions the neadd greater participation of civil
society, it also adds some essential conditionsafgreater access of civil society groups to
the EC. Civil society groups need to be represemtaind to face up to its responsibility
(European Commission, COM(2001)).

By adopting flexible membership criteria, the seamat has become an essential interlocutor
of the EU, since the network reflects the diversitghe NGO community in Europe. In 2010,
VOICE was the only European network that gatherg® 4f the ECHO partners having a
Framework Partnership Agreementith the Commission. The added value of VOICE is
linked to what Perkin and Court céaditrength in number”(Perkin and Court 2005). With 83
members coming from 16 EU countries (as well asZaniand and Norway), it makes plain
the differences in size and capacities within theoRean humanitarian community (49
“small”, 12 medium, and 20 components that candresiclered as the most important players

of the sector.
B- Institutional mimicry in a inter-organizationaetwork

One of the key specificity of VOICE is that itsigttures and functioning can be explained by
a will to be the most efficient possible in thefifihent of its mandate: gaining access to the
European institutions on the one hand, and influenthe European humanitarian policy on
the other hand. The powers of the General Asself@d) and the election of the Board (ie

the strategic organ of the network) confer on thlmgaoization a democratic and, thus
legitimate character. Moreover, the autonomy of $keretariat enables the network to be

flexible and efficient.

® The Framework Partnership Agreement (FPA) is draohthat links ECHO to its partners. NGOs thahima
apply to EU funding need to sign a FPA with ECHO.
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The VOICE GA is made up of all the VOICE membets.nheets annually in Brussels during
the Forum, a two-days event with the Board meedind a public event during the first day
and the GA during the second. The GA is an esseauent of the network’s life: it gives to

the members an opportunity to meet each other,hwisicare because of the geographical
dispersion of the NGOs and because of the highegegi turnover in NGOs. The GA is also

the place where all the strategic decisions areem@tdle powers of the members are very
large (in terms of strategic decision and of cdntfothe other organs). The GA elects the
Board, which is the organ which leads the netwdHe Board is in charge of adopting all the
strategic decisions and controlling the work of skeretariat. Within the Board, an Executive
Committee made up of the VOICE's director, the jglest and the treasurer is responsible of

the daily management of the network.

Figure 3. Governance structure of VOICE PRESIDENT <
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Finally, the secretariat is the most essential mrgathe network. Its size contrasts sharply
with the large range of activities it implementseR if it is composed of four employees and
an intern, the Secretariat implements directly ratirectly all the activities adopted in the
annual work plan and in the 4-years strategy ofribigvork. The missions of the permanent
staff of the network are very diverse. Each mendjethe staff needs to be flexible and to
adapt herself to various activities. The VOICE aaistrator is in charge of the functioning of
the network in terms of administrative, logistiead financial tasks. The Project Coordinator
manages the ECHO grant, the whole staff of theesagat (in the name of the VOICE
Director) and follows technical issues. The Advgcaod Communication Officer prepares
and delivers advocacy messages towards VOICE'srealtenterlocutors. It also defends the
interests of the VOICE’'s members, represents theretmiat in collaboration with the
Director and provides the members with informataout the recent developments of EU
humanitarian policy. Both the Project Coordinatod aghe Communication and Advocacy
Officer organize and manage working groups, whigh & the heart of VOICE’s activities.
Currently the secretariat manages three workingmgoplus amd hocone (aimed to fulfill a
single and specific objective). The secretariaypla great role in ensuring that the network
focuses on its key missions and on the activibesvhich it has an added-value. Contrary to
other networks, VOICE members appreciate thilaere is a clear strategy that is different
[...] if we compared with other groups, platforms..dttes not work in all directions, there
are not 36 000 working groups(interview, 2010). The VOICE secretariat knows {Hat
survive in a competitive world, the network shodtttus on specific missions and the
permanent staff knows what the right level of infation for its members is. Emails are rare

but always relevant, thus members pay attentiacheom.

The secretariat Director is an essential persoviQhCE. Her powers are very large in order
to implement the mandate of the network. She oesrsdl the activities put in place by the
network and her work is controlled by the Board ahd GA. Moreover, the director
represents the network towaegternal interlocutors. To these wide powers, pebktactors
should be added. The current director of VOICE ledsthe network since its independence
in 2001. It is under her direction that the netwdrts gained the status of privileged
interlocutor of the European institutions on huntean issues. Her personality is strongly
associated with VOICE. There is Kdthrin footprint' (interview, 2010). The VOICE director
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has gained a clear strategic vision, a great samitaf(Bourdieu 1982) and a solid
knowledge of the European humanitarian policy tlsattk the time she has occupied this
position. Kathrin Schick is often consulted by thembers and she is frequently invited to
high-level conferences. She has a very clear visiowhat the network’s objectives should
be. She knows how to deal with the European stakddhas learnt to make the most efficient
use of the limited resources of the Secretariatrder not to “dilute” the specificity of the
network. She is also aware of what NGOs want win@y join a network and constantly

adapts the network’s messages to the needs ofehers.

This prominent role of the Secretariat is at tharhef VOICE’s added-value. Contrary to
what Podolny states, network organizations canaacagents and do not alwaflack a
legitimate organizational authority(Podolny 1998). On the contrary, by joining VOICE
NGOs delegate advocacy some of their competenceslvocacy to the secretariat. This
delegation process is expressed as a form of abnimathe VOICE Statutés Thus, the
VOICE secretariat acts as an agent of the NGOsrder to be successful in its advocacy
strategies, the VOICE secretariat has chosen tg top structure of the organization they
want to influence. As European States delegatedep@nd competencies to the European
Commission (EC), national NGOs delegate some oir tbempetences to the VOICE
secretariat. NGOs adopt what Coleman has calletbgtrate approach” (Schneider, Dang
Nguyen and Werle 1994). This approach seeks toeim@ht collective actions by creating an

organ which is given resources to fulfill speciigjectives in the name of its creators.

It is striking to note how networks have difficulty innovate. They often copy the
functioning and structure of the organizations thegnt to influence or they consider
successful. The creation of VOICE reveals the phera of institutional mimicry that Di
Maggio and Powell have put in light (Di Maggio aRdwell 1992). As the EC or other I0s,
the secretariat enjoys a considerable room of mateand autonomy. The creation of such
an agent can be explained by various factors. Bfratl, NGOs rarely have access to the EC
unilaterally. The creation of a secretariat enalthesn to rely on a specialized and expert

agency which has the time to develop advocacy egfied aimed to influence the EU

® The term “social capital” has been defined by fRi@ourdieu as a “capital of social relations whazn be
used, when needed, as useful supports, capitatedrity and of respectability which is essent@mhttract and
retain the “good society” trust.” (Bourdieu 198233). Such a capital can be used for a politicedeaor to get
an advancement.

" Statutes for the establishment of VOICE under Beldaw, article 22The Board of Directors shall appoint a
Director, to whom it shall delegate responsibilftyr all the daily executive and financial managetehthe
association, under its supervision and general maft p.7.
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institutions. Such a specialization is advisablecsi the relations between the VOICE
secretariat and the EU institutions are regulgretigdve and imply a solid knowledge of what
the institutional access points are (Hawkins, Lakelson et al, 2006). This role of the
secretariat is reinforced by the minimal controlctreisms put in place by the principals.
The control powers of the Board depend on the sm@€s will to produce activity reports.

The specialization of the secretariat and the latkknowledge NGOs have of the EU
humanitarian policy increase the power of the deos and reduce the powers of its
members. The secretariat does not hesitate tohisgpdwer asymmetry to ask for more

autonomy and for more competences. Since VOICHIseéul agent, NGOs tend to accept it.

In the case of VOICE, the three types of institadloisomorphism emphasized by Di Maggio
and Powell (1992) are mixed. First of all, Di Maggnd Powell use the concept of coercive
isomorphism (1992) to explain how organizationsuatltheir structures and functioning to

the organizations on which they depend. VOICE ghlyi dependent on the Commission for
two reasons. First of all, its very survival depenmh its capacity to be perceived as a
legitimate actor by ECHO and thus to have accestheéoCommission decision making

process. Moreover, the VOICE secretariat is finalhcidependent on ECHO since the salary

of the Project Coordinator is paid thanks to an BEXOBrant.

Another type of isomorphism, the mimetic isomorphi®ccurs when organizations copy the
functioning of organizations they consider sucaglsgfi an uncertain environment. The
networks market is a highly competitive one (Coakeyg Ron 2002). Sources of uncertainty
are numerous. The VOICE secretariat is always ocotdéd to new problems (emergence of
news actors, of new policy issues on the agendd)itsnexistence is always conditional
(Nielson and Tierney 2003). The survival of thewwk depends on the payment of
membership fees by its members which face budgetamgtraints due to the financial crisis
and to the decrease of aid budgets. Thereforey@IE€E secretariat has chosen to copy the
delegation process used by States when they d@atsince it considers such a delegation
process as a successful one. 10s enjoy a large@efautonomy and very few are disbanded

by their principals.

Finally, given that NGOs staff and ECHO'’s civil gant tend to share the same professional
background, values and academic training, normasemorphism occurs between VOICE
and ECHO. The VOICE secretariat shares a commoeratahding of policy problems and
of their solutions with ECHO. These shared valuaseheven led VOICE to defend the

specificity of ECHO and of the EU humanitarian pglduring the creation of the European
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External Action Service (EEAS). The EEAS was suppd® integrate all the tools of the EU
foreign policy in a single service. Both VOICE aB@HO perceive such an evolution as a
threat to the independence and to the specifi¢ibumanitarian aid. During the debates about
the types of services that should be included enERAS, VOICE prefer defending ECHO’s
specificity whereas allying with development NGOslefend the specificity of humanitarian

and development policies.
C- Implications on the working processes in VOICE

The analysis of the VOICE structure shows that ot have difficulty to innovate.
Networks always exist in relation to the organiaatihey want to influence. Thus VOICE
seeks to duplicate the EC structure for normativeé eoercive reasons. Moreover, since it
operates in an uncertain context, it seeks to ¢theyunctioning and governance structure of
organizations it consider successful. This has maose implications on the working
processes of the network. First of all, the sedadthas learned to speak the EU language and
VOICE's resolutions often adopt the EU’s wordingsl sstructure. Moreover, the network’s
staff has a good command of the formal codes oEldis administration: VOICE’s director

is frequently invited to high level meetings antbrmal receptions where the lobby is able to
deliver its messages. This socialization is alsofeeced by the fact that the staffs of a
network’s secretariat and the EU’s civil servantere the same expertise and the same
academic background. Mutual understanding is aladeneasier by the figures of the alumni.
Alumni are people who leave an organization to wiarknother (Schemeil 2004). They play
a great role in creating links between differengamization and in fostering inter-
organizational cooperation. In the case of VOIQHES not rare that the staff of a network has
started working for the EC or has left its posititm become a European civil servant.
Moreover, most of the staff working at ECHO hasagl experience of work in European

humanitarian NGOs (interview 2010).

Such a similarity between the VOICE secretariat &@&HO members of staff can create
tensions and dilemma for the network. The VOICEHetaciat often defends ECHO when it is
attacked by its members even if the network’s m@ndacuses on the defense of its
members’ interests and not on the ones of the Cssiom. The VOICE secretariat is
sometimes reluctant to openly question the funatgmf the Commission since it does not

want to threaten its friendly relationships witle tGommission’s staff.

V-The reign of the equals?
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In the definition of a network organization, it edten assumed that hierarchy is absent.
Members are considered equals and they voluntasilghange resources (Le Galés and
Tatcher 1995; Podolny 1998). Reality seems to beentomplex: when we analyze the
distribution of power existing in networks. We fimdit that thede jure equality stressed in

VOICE conceals de factoinequality.

First of all, the General Assembly should not bexsidered as a homogeneous organ.
Members do not have the same resources and cagaatequally contribute to the network
activities in the same way. There are active membdro shape the life of the network and
passive members whiclare there without being theteTheir “free-rider” strategy (Olson,
1965) is not sanctioned: these organizations beffiefm the network legitimacy, have
regularly access to first-hand information and oae credible advocacy messages for their

own campaign.

To this inequality, a practice of consensual vate &cit consent should be added. The GA is
not a place where members debate; strategic disagssccur in small committees within the
Board. The GA can amend documents proposed bydlaed but members rarely dare to
guestion the competences of the secretariat atttbeé of the Board. This functioning is not
inconsistent: it can be seen as a way to recortbie imperative of efficacy and of

representativeness, a key issue for all networkmegtions.

This inequality of resources leads to a low leveguonover in the organizations elected in the

Board, as figure 4 shows.
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Figure 4. Number of mandates in the VOICE Board per organization (200-2010)
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To be elected, an organization ns to achieve some reputation aachigh social capit
(Bourdieu 1982). Such a mital of diverse and high-level social relats can be used to
access to a high positiom the network’s strategic organslowever, more than tr
mobilization of the network member, it is the quality of the linkdetween a memb
organization and other organizaticthatcan make elections easier. Thus, it does not mé!
a member organization has frequent relations wigmall number of similar organizatio
(i.e. having theiheadquarters ithe same State, or being speciadian the same issues). T
ties that count can be weakn-the sense that the organizations’ leadee®t rarel — if they
link organizationgrom different professional networks. In VOICE, tmembers belonging 1
an NGO family (i.eMédecins du MondeCaritas, Care...) possess this kindties-bridges
(Granovetter 1973)A family has members in different States and isdftee embedded i

different kind of networks (national, professiongl.

The secretariat plays a great role in preventimgalymmery of powerto threaten the life of
the network. First oéll, the secretariat is aware that this inequalitypower can lead to tt
fact that active members use the networkpromotetheir own interestsTherefore, the
secretariat has created sociaion mechanisms for the Board membeNew members

receive a crastraining on their role and responsibilities from MJ&'’s director and from th
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Board “old members”. Very quickly, the organizaoemphasize their mandate in the Board.
This behavior is not spontaneous: it stems fromasiaation techniques that can be found in
transnational network (Risse-Kappen 1995), be flrejessional trips, repeated meetings or

diners in Brussels.

The secretariat also encourages new members ty tapihle Board. It always tries to come to
a representative composition of the Board in teofmsationality of the organizations, field of

expertise and size. It also plays a crucial roleaming “its” candidates elected. Most of the
time, members do not know each other and it israad that they call the secretariat to get

advices on the candidates.

Last but not least, the secretariat has also ineagiother ways to reduce this power
inequality. For example, it can use the bi-ann@absietter to shed the light on a member; or
it can spread at the European level some of the sumgessful initiatives of its members. It
plays an essential role in promoting the “small rhers”, for instance by paying for their

travel costs to Brussels.

VI- The more, the better? On the need to conciliatenetwork’s members diverging

interests

Representativeness is another key asset of ing@naational network (Perkin and Court
2005). However, thisstrength in numbé¢Perkin and Court 2005) can become a weakness

and the diversity of members can threaten the iiateg of the network.

In its advocacy activities, VOICE faces a paradbxall the members agree with the general
objective of defending the specificity of the Eueap humanitarian aid policy, few are ready
to compromise in order to reach a common posifitnis paradox reveals one of the limits of
inter-organizational cooperation in the NGO sectBach NGO survives in a highly
competitive market by emphasizing its specific n@ad(Cooley and Ron 2002). It is
therefore highly risky for them to adopt a commasipon, which tends to mask their own
added value. In this context, one of the key tadk#he secretariat is to create a common

organizational culture while allowing its membewkeep their specificities.

The experience of the working group on civil-mititaelations is one of the best examples of
the diversity of the VOICE members. Created in Baby 2008, after a seminar organized by
the network on this issue, its objective is toritribute to preserve the humanitarian space by
promoting the humanitarian principles and Intermetal Humanitarian Law(IHL)” (NGO

VOICE 2008). The terms of reference are very vageg.concepts are never defined and the
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size of the group is not limited. Thus, the atm@sphduring meetings is often very tense and
the consensus is hard to reach. The members gfrtlup took more than eighteen months to
write common recommendations to the EU on thesessas well as a common lexicon. This
episode has left its mark on the secretariat histond the staff often remembers the
difficulties and tensions triggered by this procéssgerview, 2010). Positions defended by
NGOs members were highly heterogeneous: the NdI@i©s marked by a tradition of strong
partnership with their national State do not defmsaitrality in the same way than French
NGOs do. The latter absolutely refuse to be asatedl to the French national policies. This
heterogeneity of positions is associated with as&fto compromise on the principles on
which the existence of an organization was groundée raison d’étreof an NGO is the
mandate that it has decided to follow. Denying barging these principles amounts to
guestion the existence of an organization. It egdfore essential for organizations to defend
their “interpretation” of the humanitarian prinagsl In the case of the civ-mil working group,
the secretariat has actively attempted to strikalance. It has raised awareness among the
members on the importance of sharing the same iigeahd the same principles by

organizing training sessions on these issues.

Since its creation, the secretariat has aimed @atera common identity by asserting the
specificity of humanitarian NGOs compared to orgations specialized in development or
peace building. Even if, in theory, members creabeking groups, the secretariat always
initiates activities on issues which are likelya@ate a common organizational culture. For
example, the secretariat has always refused tdeckgarking groups on country issues. It
considers this theme cannot lead to the sharing cbmmon organizational culture and
identity (interview 2010). It prefers creating peetship with other humanitarian

organizations to building links with NGOs platforrspecialized in development or peace

building issue.

In order to create this common humanitarian cujttine network closely cooperates with
ECHO, the European Commission office in chargeurh&nitarian aid. The legitimacy of the
secretariat relies on the way it has gained thdidemce of the European Commission by
adopting an expert attitude. The majority of thévétes set up by the secretariat serves a
double objective: answering to the needs of the beemand being perceived as a legitimate
partner by the EU, and more especially by ECHO.rdfoee the information spread by the
secretariat is always focused on humanitarian jeslicTraining session and advocacy

messages all tend to emphasize the alleged humanitGOs specificity. Lastly, if the
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secretariat has succeeded in fostering a commose seh identity, it is mainly because

members perceive the secretariat as a successiul. ag

Since its creation VOICE has developed a specifyamizational profile. VOICE is an expert
organization, centralized and highly efficient imetfulfilment of its mandate: creating a
community of EU humanitarian NGO and being a keynsa of the European Commission in

the definition of the European humanitarian policy.
VII-Pathologies of networks

As Barnett and Finnemore have shown, internationgdinizations may develop pathologies,
which can make them less effective agents (Baarett Finnemore 1999). On the contrary,
the literature on networks tends to focus on tlasisets and on how they overcome the
limitations of rigid and ill-adapted bureaucrac{®odolny 1998). The last part of the paper

contributes to shed light on some of the malfumitig of network organizations.

First of all, it has been noted that one of the tasks of the secretariat has been to create a
shared organizational culture among its members. grofile of VOICE reveals the major
evolution of the NGOs sector since the last decBi@Os tend to be less vocal in order to be
considered by IGOs as professional and expert ag@ons (Joachim, Reinalda et al 2008).
However, contrary to individual NGOs, which cansatvive without the support of public
opinion, VOICE has developed by cutting itself dfbm every activity that does not
correspond to its vision of what a professionaboigation should be. As a result, VOICE has
no link with the media, the academics, or the Eeavppublic opinion. If VOICE is well
adapted to interact with technical and competesititirtions (as the Commission is), it faces
difficulties when it needs to develop relations sidé¢ a closed professional community.
Within this community, groupthink can develop anmgyents the network from developing
relations with two emerging actors of the EU hurtemman policy: the European Parliament

(EP) and the European Council (the Council).

With its current profile, VOICE is not able to seithe opportunity of dialogue offered by the
EP or the Council. Both institutions have a vitakd of information to assert themselves as
relevant actors of the humanitarian policy. Howetver EP and the Council do not offer the

same access to interests groups.

The EP is generally considered as an “open” irgtitu(Quittkat 2002). However, the EP
does not enjoy a great expertise about humanitassues. This institution mainly enjoys
budgetary and control powers which have an impachwmanitarian aid policies sincethe
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adoption of the Lisbon Treaty. However, even if DIEVE Committee is the major organ in
charge of development and humanitarian issuesy atiramissions such as the Budget and
External Affairs Commissions play a role in detarimg what the EU humanitarian aid policy
should be. The secretariat has therefore too ldmésources to seek access to three different
commissions. Moreover, having a seat in the DEVEn@gssion is not considered as a
priority or even as rewarding for political partiddichele Striffler, the permanent Rapporteur
for Humanitarian Aid in the EP arguesfirst of all | was above all interested in agriture.

But as nobody wanted development and humanitasiures, | took then?»

The access to the Council mainly depends on tlwifes of the European Presidencies. To
take but one example, the Swedish presidency (gluhe second semester of 2009) was
concerned with humanitarian issues and developslagde with VOICE. On the contrary
VOICE tends to fear the “weak” presidency (suclhasones of new member states) since the
secretariat knows that those States lack a stramgahitarian tradition. Moreover, the
Council is often considered as a “closed” instgnt{Quittkat 2002). The functioning of the
council is inter-governmental and members stated te defend national interests and not
European ones (Quittkat 2002). It is thereforeiclift for European networks to have access
to such an institutions. The VOICE secretariat thasefore chosen that seeking access to the

Council was the role of its members NGOs whichloaiby their national government.

The analysis of the relations between VOICE and Eweopean institutions reveals
phenomena of path dependency (Pierson 2000). V@Gittim of groupthink and tends to
be prisoner of its relation with ECHO. This pathgfois revealed by the inability of the
network to perceive changes in its environment. ¥®Hoes not seem to be aware of the fact
that the EP and the Council will determine the ffataf the EU humanitarian policies. The
VOICE secretariat does not consider developingticgla with the EP and the Council as a
priority. Thus, it fails to develop a proactive a&gy in order to be recognized as a key

interlocutor for both institutions.

Expertise is not a useful resource to build linkhwhese institutions. Parliamentarians and
permanent representatives of the member Statesinar@ learning process about EU
humanitarian policy. They are not informed enoughthink about, and to understand the
stakes of the EU humanitarian policy. Moreover, pibéticians of the EP and of the Council
are not bureaucrats: their career depends on gposuwof the European public opinion and on
their electoral successes. As a result, they are meactive to spectacular mobilization which

8 http://michele-striffler.com
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can have an impact on the European public opinibe. secretariat does not feel comfortable
with such a register of action. Its legitimacy atr@dibility rely on its expertise and its
moderate behavior. Moreover, the secretariat hars®g innovative means of communication
which are a key element in the efficiency of netvarganizations (Holohan 2005).
Campaigns aimed to the European public opiniorcansidered by the secretariat as having a
negative impact of the network’s reputation. Thers&riat reacts with suspicion to the
media’s solicitations and does not seize the oppdxt offered by high-profile events to
spread its messages and raise the awarenesskiithygean public opinion. For example, it is
one of the rare networks which do not ask questimonshe candidates to the European
parliamentary elections. Without reforms, VOICEda@ dilemma: does the secretariat need
to develop new modes of action even if it threaténgrivileged relation with ECHO? Or
shall VOICE choose to focus on its relation withHEZ and run the risk to become a marginal

actor of the EU humanitarian policy?

The governance structure of VOICE can also leadegative side effects on the functioning
of the network. Literature on principal agent the@wcuses on three risks triggered by the
delegation process (Nielson and Tierney 2003)1 Birall, the agent can hide information to
its principals. It is often the case in VOICE, ®nthe secretariat filters the information
coming from European institutions and selects whathoose to let its members know.
Secondly, agents can hide actions that the pritecipauld sanction if they were aware of. In
the case of VOICE, when no French members wereteeleat the Board in 2010, the

secretariat gives a prominent role to a French Ni@der to give French NGOs a chance to
influence the network strategic decisions. Suchehalior is not allowed by the French
statutes since the Board is the only body in chafgketermining the strategy of the network..
Thirdly, principals can face the "Madison's dilemirrawhich the delegation process may
give powers to the agent that can be used agdiesptincipal. There is always agency
slippage between what the principals want and whatagent concretely does since the
interests of principals and agents are not coimtid®ielson and Tierney 2002). The

confidence that the VOICE’s director enjoys enalbies to play a powerful role in the

network, which often exceed her mandate. DuringBbard meetings, all the documents that
need to be approved (such as the annual WorkplaheoGeneral Policy Resolution) are
prepared by the Secretariat. Faced with the rapuatatredibility and successes of the
Director, few members dare questioning her work aedisions. Moreover, the NGOs

members of VOICE form a “collective principal” whidaces difficulty to coordinate. These
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coordination problems and the absence of commowsvieetween the VOICE members
increase the room of maneuver of the VOICE secdettafhus, the secretariat tends to
develop the network’s positions in an insulated nesinbased on what its thinks the interests
of the members are and without formally consultihgm. However, the secretariat never
takes excessive risks: it knows where its righiniiative ends and consults its members

when stakes are important.
Conclusion

Based on the case study of the most influentialdnitarian NGOs network in Europe, this
paper seeks to examine the specificities of thekiwgr processes existing in network
organization. The results presented here are masadong immersion period of the author in
the network’s secretariat. They tend to confirmhlgpotheses made.

First of all, the staff of a network is concernetihwegitimating the existence of this network
(and thus its own existence). Since the legitimaicgn organization is based on its results,
the network’s permanent staff members copies thetioning and structure of organizations
they consider successful or they want to influerices striking to note that the structure of
VOICE is similar to formal organizations’ ones, amdre especially to those of the EU. This
has numerous implications for the work of the sieciat. Resolutions adopted by the network
often take up the EU language. The network’s $taff a good command the formal codes of
EU administration: VOICE's director is frequentiyvited to high level meetings and
informal receptions where it works as an intergsug and is able to deliver its messages.
This socialization is also reinforced by the fdwttthe staffs of a network’s secretariat and
the EU’s civil servants share the same expertiseé emme from the same academic
background.

Such a similarity is due to the fact that NGOs jaimetwork such as VOICE not only to
exchange resources, but to delegate competencibg toetwork’s secretariat. They transfer
competences in terms of advocacy strategy and msolurces to fund a specialized agent
which is in charge of developing relations with taeropean institutions and of influencing
the EU decision-making process. To ensure theiefifty of such a delegation process, NGOs
copy existing delegation mechanisms such as thbse¢ éxist between States and

intergovernmental organizations.

The second major constraint that determines theifsptasks of a network’s secretariat stems

from the need to create a common organizationatu®yl which can smoothe inter-
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organizational rivalry, and ensure the survival tbie network. Power and capacity

asymmetries as well as the diverging needs of thenloer organizations can threaten the
integration of a network organization. One of tley koles of the network secretariat in this
context is to device socialization mechanisms wheed to the creation of an organizational
culture, proper to the network. This culture shohbithg organizations together in order to
fulfill a common objective. However, organizatiosBould keep their specificity and their

added-value in order to survive at the individeail.

Finally, this paper proposes new insights on théhglagies of network organizations. It

appears that networks can be resistant to change they have created a specific and
successful identity. Such a path dependency phemmmean prevent the network from

adapting to changes in its environment. In the lang networks can become marginalized
and disappear. Thus it is not always true that oedsv are adaptive organizations with
flexible boundaries (Podolny 1998). Agency slippélyeelson and Tierney 2003) is another
risk for a network secretariat. The autonomy thatework’s secretariat enjoys is always
conditional. Members accept it if they feel thae thecretariat is successful in fulfilling the
network’s mandate. This autonomy can have sideceffif the network’s secretariat carries

out its own objectives without consulting or evepresenting its members’ interests.

The research has shown that the secretariat afonganizational networks plays a prominent
role in ensuring that the network reaches its dhjes. It is therefore paradoxical that such an
important object has received so little attentioont the scholarly literature. This paper also
offers a new definition of network organizationafipears that networks do not alwéek a
legitimate authorityto implement their mandate (Podolny 1998). Netwoake not always
successful: they can fail to adapt to unanticipateanges in their environment. By studying
them as workplaces some of their failures and matfaning are made manifest. Since this
research focuses on a specific case, its resuts dray a limited reach. However such a case
study paves the way for further research that molefully confirm and complement these
results. However, this paper has also shown thafurther research focusing on network
organization, attention should be paid to the peena staff of such new organizational

spaces.
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