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1. Overview: Objectives and Significance

The number of non-state actors operating in areas wracked by conflict grew precipitously in the 1990s and into the 21st century.  Multitudes of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and commercial companies conduct relief and post-conflict development work alongside governments and international organizations. More transnational corporations are also investing in conflict-affected regions. Given their extensive involvement, the behavior of these non-state actors is crucial to stabilizing conflict environments and affects the prospects for successful post-conflict reconstruction, development and governance. We have little systematic evidence, however, about how non-state actors respond to violent environments and whether their security behavior has positive or negative impacts on stability and governance.  

Looking over the last twenty years, we are struck by intriguing similarities in the security responses of different non-state actors, specifically transnational corporations and international non-governmental organizations (NGOs). Even though most observers assume they are quite distinct actors with different missions, motivations and behaviors, there are three broad parallels in their trajectories. First, both claimed to face more violent threats than in the past but initially did not change their security response. Second, both endured searing criticism for behavior that exacerbated violence and undermined stability in specific cases. Third, and most surprising, after a time at least some corporations and NGOs alike appear to have refined their security policies in ways that reflect similar principles: pragmatic attention to physical safety, active engagement with local and international stakeholders, and a focus on collaboration with others to develop standards and best practices. Are these different actors really converging around new policies? If they are this new approach, when better understood and documented, could lead to more effective coordination of transnational organizations active in conflict zones, and ultimately to reduced violence and better prospects for peace.

 In this project we propose to systematically analyze corporations and NGOs in conflict zones by examining them together as transnational organizations, rather than assuming a priori they are fundamentally different. This project will generate new information about the security strategies of transnational organizations. The analysis contributes to organization theory by offering a novel theoretical argument about the relationship between ideas and actor interactions within networks as predictors of behavior – and then tests it against competing arguments based on actor motivations and environmental pressures. The research also enriches theories of security by moving beyond state-centered models to develop a common framework for understanding how the diverse actors now common on the global stage generate security for themselves. Finally, the findings have great practical importance. Managers in corporations and NGOs need more and better information about best practices with regard to security and can learn from one another. As international interventions increasingly mobilize vast numbers and different types of actors, policymakers need to understand how these actors address their security concerns in order to increase the prospects for these various actors to work together rather than at cross purposes to achieve post conflict goals.

Extrapolating from institutional and network approaches in sociology and political science, we hypothesize that similar responses among different organizations are explained by their relationships in the global institutional environment (
To investigate the degree of convergence between corporate and NGO security policies and test plausibility of our hypotheses, we propose three analytical strategies relying on multiple data collection methods. (1) Experimental focus groups with representatives from industry and relief/ aid missions to see whether they frame security challenges and appropriate responses similarly. (2) Statistical analysis of the factors we hypothesize to influence security policies, based on a dataset we will construct from a survey, and a combination of web-based data collection tools and content analysis covering 1990-2010. (3) Comparative case studies tracing the development of security policies during this time period in specific corporations (Shell and ExxonMobil) and NGOs (Save the Children and Médicins sans Frontières). 

 This project is a collaboration between Deborah Avant (University of California Irvine) and Virginia Haufler (University of Maryland). The PIs have an extensive record of research and publication on non-state actors, security and conflict, and global governance as well as experience in survey research, experiments, focus groups and case studies. Though the PIs will work as a team, Avant will take the lead in organizing the focus groups, and Virginia Haufler will lead the web-based data collection effort and the organization of a final conference. Both collaborators will be equally involved in developing and administering the survey, conducting the statistical analysis, and analyzing the case studies.
  

2. Background

The data on the actual level of insecurity faced by corporations and NGOs in conflict zones are incomplete, but both communities perceived a dramatic increase in violence directed at them during the 1990s. The most reliable comparative data are held by the START database on terrorist attacks, which shows a spike in attacks on NGO and business targets during the early part of the decade. (National Consortium 2009) This spike mirrors overall trends in terrorist violence during this time period. Other data on armed conflict show a spike at the end of the Cold War and then steady decline until the last few years, when violence once again began to increase. (Gurr, Hewitt, Wilkenfeld 2008)  The specific targeting of firms and NGOs over the last few decades heightened the perception of risk. Examples include three aid workers killed within days of one another in Sudan, one by gunshot and two others by stabbing in March 2008, and six Chevron employees kidnapped in Nigeria in 2007. The spike in violence and targeting of firms and NGOs changed the expectations these organizations had about their security. 

What options do organizations choose from to secure themselves from violence?
 While what organizations consider to be feasible at a particular point in time varies, our review of history suggests five broad security strategies. (Avant and Haufler 2009)  The first, a “fortress or protection strategy,” emphasizes the physical security of an organization’s people, assets and mission. The organization produces security for itself independently of others, and seeks to thwart or debilitate those who would threaten them.  An organization may instead choose a second, “avoidance strategy,” by withdrawing from high-risk areas.  Indeed, many manufacturing companies simply withdraw operations from conflict torn areas and move elsewhere. (Berman 2000) A third option is an “acceptance strategy,” in which the organization only operates in a territory when local actors accept it as a neutral, apolitical party—an approach officially adopted by many NGOs. (ICRC 1994)  A fourth “alliance” strategy is explicitly not neutral. It may entail joining forces with the home state or the host state, or even seeking partnerships with other local actors to assert control over a territory.  Finally, we argue that today a fifth “engagement” strategy has emerged, in which organizations seek to understand their own role in conflict and violence, actively pursue relationships with all those affected by violence, develop codes and best practices with other transnational actors, and make a proactive commitment to reduce the prospect for violence (discussed in more detail below).

In the 1990s, when the perception of violence increased, both corporations and NGOs initially relied on strategies they had developed during the Cold War–alliance and fortress for corporations and acceptance for NGOs. (Avant and Haufler 2009) And they both faced serious criticism as a result. Though the logics behind the critiques were quite different—corporations were seen as complicit while NGOs were viewed as naïve—critics argued that resources from both types of organization were diverted to fund violence, both worked with some (and not other) local parties in ways that undermined stability, and both corporate and NGO efforts to secure themselves fed into war economies.  

Critics of corporations argued that the business interest in making profits and protecting property led companies in conflict zones to choose strategies that undermined human rights and exacerbated conflict. (Global Witness 1998, 1999) Some firms were accused of allying with and strengthening repressive governments, raising issues of corporate complicity in violence. (ICJ 2009, Ramasastry 2002)  Others were blamed for financing security in a way that allowed strongmen or rebels to divert resources for personal benefit and undermined government completely. (Reno 1999, Berdal and Malone 2000, Banfield et al 2003)  Even when they avoided these pitfalls, their efforts to secure facilities on their own created literal fortresses that appeared threatening to local populations. Corporations complained that they were put in an impossible position–if  their activities benefited governing elites even indirectly, or they accepted protection from government forces, they were viewed as complicit in government repression and corruption; but if they took security into their own hands their actions were seen as illegitimate and a threat to government authority as well as citizens.  

Assessments of NGOs argued that despite the good intentions of aid and relief groups, their efforts to be impartial and gain “acceptance” in conflict situations sometimes undermined human rights and exacerbated conflict. In the Balkans the relief work of humanitarians took on a hollow feel when many of those aided were then killed– prompting some to claim that humanitarian relief produced “well fed dead.”
  In the relief camps in Goma, Zaire, resources were taxed, stolen and used to fund attacks against the new government in Rwanda, ultimately leading the Rwandan government to attack the camps (Frohardt, Paul and Minear 1999, Terry 2002, Lischer 2003).  Even in less dramatic instances aid often redistributed opportunities in a way that increased the incentives for conflict or fed into war economies–thus imposing costs on the populations served in addition to benefits. (Anderson 1999) NGOs themselves complained that their status as impartial actors was not respected by parties to conflict, and donor government efforts to use aid for political purposes exacerbated their insecure position. (Frohardt, Paul and Minear 1999)  Concerns about the politicization of aid grew even stronger after September 11, 2001 with the United States invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq, and its commitment to a war on terrorism.

In the wake of these critiques, the dominant models of security planning and policy among both corporations and NGOs have changed and appear to have converged. Some organizations of both types now pay pragmatic attention to the safety of their employees and the security of their facilities, and attempt to do so with sensitivity to the impact of their efforts on local communities.
  Both types of organizations also undertake processes of active engagement with “stakeholders,” which include members of the local community (not just the host government) and members of the international community (not just governments interested in intervening in the conflict).  And both have focused on developing standards or best practices for operating in conflict zones.  The strategy based on these principles—what we call an engagement strategy—deviates from the Cold War era security responses of both corporate and relief/aid organizations.  We seek to better understand and explain these changes.

3. Theory and hypotheses

Have these different types of transnational actors really converged around similar security strategies – and if so, why? Several obvious theoretical frameworks do not even address this question. Security studies, as a sub-set of international relations, is dominated by a focus on national security, not the security of sub-national or transnational actors. It continues to assume that security will be provided (or not) by states. Conflict studies has recently begun to incorporate more attention to these actors through a political economy framework, but focuses on the impact of non-state actors on conflict dynamics rather than seeking to understand the security concerns of non-state actors themselves. (Berdal and Malone 2000, Collier 2003, Ballantine and Sherman 2005) The debate in the 1990s over broadening the concept of security brought more attention to non-state actors, but its focus was more often on issues not actors, and its concern was with the security of the economy, environment, or individuals and not the security of organizations. (Buzan 1991, Paris 2001) Analyses of the “new wars” in the 1990s frequently referenced the role of non-state actors but mostly as a critique of the perils of late capitalism and globalization. (Kaldor 1999, Duffield 2001) If we turn to the international business studies literature, where the focus is more clearly on organizations, we find only rare instances when security issues are addressed. When they are, as with political risk analysis, the approach is often descriptive and not theoretical, and the risks addressed are usually regulatory risks rather than those involving direct violence. (Moran 2005) The literature on international NGOs is still in its infancy, and what has been said about security is mostly descriptive (for an exception see Fast 2007).  None of these provides a basis for theorizing about organizations and their security choices.

We thus situate our questions in the global governance literature that examines the various non-state actors that have become increasingly important for global outcomes (Keohane and Nye 1977, Keck and Sikkink 1998, Cutler, et. al, 1999, Hall and Biersteker 2002, Buthe 2004, Barnett and Finnemore 2004, Ruggie 2004).
  We organize our hypotheses into three sets.  The first two sets draw explicitly on the global governance literature and pose contradictory hypotheses, based on different logics, about whether we should expect firms and NGOs to pursue diverging or converging strategies. The third set of hypotheses draws more generally on theories of organizational change to generate our expectations about why we should expect organizations to change their security behavior – and particularly to adopt a strategy of engagement. 

3.a  Hypotheses on convergence/divergence

Within the global governance literature many have argued that we should expect clearly divergent behavior among different types of actors.  Keck and Sikkink (1999) assume that the various motivations of different types of actors predict different behavior. “Value motivated” NGOs should behave differently from profit motivated corporations or power motivated states. Hall and Biersteker (2002) make similar claims based on the differences between market, moral and illicit authority. Therefore, we should expect that NGOs and corporations will not adopt similar security approaches.

H1 – Organizations motivated by values select different security strategies than organizations motivated by profits. 

Another perspective suggests the opposite—that transnational organizations may behave similarly regardless of motivation because they operate in similar environments. Ruggie (2004), for instance, points to the global normative environment that should drive corporations and NGOs towards similar approaches. Cooley and Ron (2002) argue that contracting organizations behave similarly, not because of norms but because they operate in the same market-competitive environment. While NGOs may be value-motivated, they compete for contracts and resources in ways that parallel competition among firms. In contrast to Ruggie, Cooley and Ron claim that competition causes organizations to behave contrary to prevailing norms. Sell and Prakash also argue that NGOs and firms are driven by both ideational and instrumental concerns, and therefore do not differ systematically. (Sell and Prakash 2004) Given similar market and/or normative pressures, both NGOs and corporations can be expected to respond to security challenges in a similar way.

H2a –Organizations operating in market competitive environments behave similarly.

H2b –Organizations operating in similar normative environments behave similarly. 
3.b. Hypotheses on security change and engagement

The arguments above aim to explain broad similarities or differences in what we should expect from NGOs and corporations. They generate competing hypotheses that we will test in our empirical investigation. Even those that claim we should see similarities in the approaches of corporations and NGOs, however, do not endeavor to explain why both organizations changed and adopted an engagement strategy. Corporations and NGOs could have withdrawn in the face of a threatening environment, or converged on fortress, acceptance or alliance policies. Indeed, some observers in the 1990s suggested that the attempt to broaden the concept of security would lead to something like a fortress approach to a wide range of issues as they became “securitized.” (Lipshultz 1995, Buzan, Waever and de Wilde 1998, Williams 2003). We draw on theories of organizational and normative change to explain both the convergence/divergence of specific organizations and why there was an increasing focus on a particular new approach to security.  We argue that organizational and normative changes are related, and are affected by three features: exogenous shocks, new ideas, and especially new and overlapping relationships. 

Exogenous shocks—interactions between organizations and their environments that produce unexpected results—are part of many models of change (Goldstein and Keohane 1993, Fligstein 1996, Avant 2000). By unsetting conventional wisdom such events can open the way to consideration of new ideas promoted by norm entrepreneurs. (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998) For instance, the 9/11 attack presented an opening for new ideas about homeland security and anti-terrorism policies. New approaches emerge and are adopted when old ones lose their legitimacy and effectiveness and new ones become accepted in a process of collective ideational change. (Legro 2000)  Scholars have documented a variety of ways in which ideas can affect change, often in the wake of shocks that demonstrate the inadequacy of old approaches. Ideas can serve as road maps or frames that describe a proper or effective solution for a problem; as focal points that suggest an obvious choice when different ones appear equally effective (either spontaneously or as the result of intentional construction); or as institutional legacies that bound or inhibit consideration of some paths (Goldstein and Keohane 1993). The pattern of relationships among actors is crucial for understanding whether ideas take hold. Relationships can vary in number (many or few) but also in qualities such as relative strength or embeddedness (Granovetter 1995, Baker 1992), the degree of mutual dependence (Keohane and Nye 1977), overarching structure or shape of a network (Nexon and Wright 2007), network density (Rowley 1997), or centrality in a network (Strang and Soule 1998).
  

Scholars have been less explicit about the way in which ideas and relationships generate effects in tandem. Ideas have relational consequences. Framing a problem in a particular way implies (and even creates) connections between actors who were not previously connected, or sunders existing relationships.
 For example, calling the military action in Somalia a “humanitarian intervention” implied a bond with the people of Somalia (we are all human) and a role for NGOs in the effort (to serve the people in the area), which led to new connections between military personnel and NGO workers. Focal points are important not simply for their ideational content but because they draw together many actors around a course of action, creating coalitions which may not have been possible before (Garrett and Weingast 1993). 

Relationships also have ideational consequences.  Frequent interaction leads actors to share ideas and provides opportunities to persuade one another in ways that may reshape common practices. (Risse 2000) For instance, the UN Global Compact seeks to spread ideas about appropriate corporate behavior in conflict zones through the creation of a “learning community” in which firms, NGOs, and governments regularly interact and come to a similar understanding. (Ruggie 2004)  Idea entrepreneurs promote particular ideas that may become focal points, but behavioral consequences follow only once ideas are embedded within relationships. (Dobbin et al, 2007)  When ideas and relationships are synergistic – particularly in the wake of an exogenous shock – they create a dynamic that supports change. (Avant et al, forthcoming 2010)

Our hunch is that the increased violence in the 1990s along with the ensuing criticism of their behavior provided a shock to many in the corporate and NGO community. At the same time, concerns with human rights and the environment led some in the late 1980s and early 1990s to argue for a conception of security that went beyond the nation state and joined all of humanity (Matthews 1989, Buzan 1991) Ideational commitments to democracy and democratic practices fueled not just pressure on governments but on all actors involved in a variety of governance processes to be inclusive, to gain buy-in and take account of other viewpoints in order to gain legitimacy. (Florini 2000, Held, et. al. 1999, Avant, et al. forthcoming 2010) These ideas offered a new frame for thinking about security. 

The number and quality of relationships were crucial for turning this frame into a specific security approach. The new ideas encouraged actors to develop more relationships by positing connections among humankind generally and privileging processes that take account of others.  The increased interaction of individuals in the corporate and NGO communities, with each other and with prominent governments and international organizations, produced what we call the engagement approach to security. Conferences brought different parts of the NGO and business communities together, NGOs targeted or partnered with corporations, and corporations interacted with governments, NGOs and other members of the international community in new multi-stakeholder initiatives. These relationships were further facilitated by emerging information technology that reduced the costs of interactions and provided a platform for online virtual contacts. What emerged from these interactions is an approach based largely on ideas of broadened security, inclusive decision processes, and belief in the need to build relations with the large numbers of actors involved in violent environments in a global era (Avant 2007).
  

This account suggests that we should see development and early adoption of engagement policies by organizations most closely involved in these networks.  As more organizations converge around the engagement approach, it should become a stronger model and diffuse more widely, even to organizations not embedded in multiple relationships. From this summary of approaches to shocks, ideas, and relationships we generate the following hypotheses:

H3a Organizations that experience an external shock are more likely to change strategies.

H3b Organizations that experience a shock and that interact regularly with relevant stakeholders in the conflict policy community are more likely to develop an engagement strategy.

H3c Organizations participating in multiple networks of transnational actors during the 1990s should be more likely to adopt engagement strategies and adopt them earlier than those that did not.  

4. Methods and Procedures

In this study we propose to collect new data on corporate and NGO security approaches and test hypotheses regarding organizational security behavior. As described above, we propose to use three strategies of data collection and analysis: experimental focus groups, statistical analysis, and case studies. These multiple analytical methods will allow us to triangulate and draw stronger inferences than we would from any single strategy. (Brady and Collier 2004) This is particularly important given that there is little to no pre-existing research and data collection on this subject upon which to build. In this section, we first describe our dependent and independent variables, which inform all three analytical strategies. Then we explain each analytical strategy and our methods for gathering relevant data, and how they relate to our test of competing hypotheses. We have preliminary or pending Human Subjects Review approval, and will obtain the requisite full approval if funded. 

4.1 Dependent Variable: Security Strategy
The dependent variable is the character of security approaches adopted by transnational organizations—how they are similar/ dissimilar, and whether they change towards an engagement strategy in the period under study. We start with a set of general descriptive categories, introduced above, that cover the range of organizational security strategies. We identify these strategies by the clustering of four factors: (1) relative emphasis on physical versus relational security policies; (2) passive observance of conflict/violence versus attention to the impact of the organization itself on conflict/violence dynamics; (3) relationships with those directly affected by conflict/ violence (no ties, ties to one side, or relations with all sides); and (4) unilateral versus collective response to conflict/ violence. To some degree, all organizations pursue multiple strategies, but we expect each organization will demonstrate a particular pattern and favor one strategy over the others.  
Avoidance strategies are indicated by partial or full withdrawal from a particular territory in response to the threat of violence.  Fortress strategies are identified by a focus on physical protection; separation from local communities; lack of attention to the impact of the organization on conflict dynamics; and suspicious or “us versus them” self-help strategies. Alliance strategies are indicated by close cooperation with one side in the conflict – either the governments (host, home, or both) or other groups – with an eye toward controlling violence by strengthening one side.  There is also a separation from those the organization is not allied with and a high concern for physical protection.  Acceptance strategies involve low emphasis on physical protection, a focus on establishing relationships with all sides in a conflict through a policy of neutrality, and individual responses that adopt a narrow understanding of what the organization can and should do. Engagement strategies are indicated by high sensitivity to the conflict impact of the organization, recognition of the need for some physical protection but sensitivity to how their efforts impact local conflict/violence, a greater emphasis on developing relationships with all sides (even those perpetuating conflict/violence), and participation in agreements and collective codes or practices among multiple stakeholders at the local and international levels.

4.2 Independent variables

The first set of hypotheses focus on motivations and the competitive or normative environment as independent variables to explain the degree of convergence of security strategies. Motivations, for the purpose of this study, are simply whether an organization is a non-profit or for-profit entity.
 If we find strong divergence in the policies of firms compared to NGOs, we will take this as evidence supporting the hypothesis that value-based organizations and profit-oriented ones behave differently, and that environmental pressures are less important.  If instead we find little systematic difference between the two types of organization and general convergence by all organizations, hypotheses suggesting the importance of external pressures will gain support.
 

The second set of hypotheses explores the factors that lead organizations to change and adopt an engagement strategy. Here, we hypothesize that shocks, ideas, and relationships are the independent variables of interest. Shocks for our purposes will be defined in terms of conflict-related shocks, reflected in both objective data about violence and in subjective perceptions about the level of threat and the adequacy of existing security strategies. We look for evidence of the influence of ideas by examining how threats and appropriate responses to them are framed, looking for references to concepts such as inclusiveness, human security, social responsibility, and other keywords that indicate familiarity with new ideas. We will look for whether they are referenced consistently or only occasionally, in order to gauge the level of influence they have. We also will identify the source of the ideas to determine whether they are embedded within particular relationships.  Evidence regarding the pattern of relationships will be drawn from formal membership in international organizations and multi-stakeholder initiatives, references to ongoing partnerships or regular contacts between organizations, and more informal relationships demonstrated by participation in conferences and other activities.
4.3 Analytical methods and data collection

The results from the focus groups will provide evidence on the degree of convergence between corporate and NGO actors and will help identify language and keywords for the data collection effort on which we will conduct the large-N analysis. In turn, the large-N analysis will provide evidence on the correlation between shock/ideas/relationships and security strategy versus motivations and security strategy as well as a general overview of organizational security strategies over the last 20 years.  The case studies will allow us to explore causal relationships and the processes of change over time.

4.3.a  Experimental focus groups
We will begin by organizing two sets of focus groups, one composed of corporate representatives and one drawn from NGOs.
 We will pose similar security scenarios to each group.  We will then observe how participants talk about the problem and its most effective solution.  Our observations will focus on whether or not participants frame scenarios in engagement terms, whether or not they reference other organizations or collectively endorsed initiatives, and the degree to which corporate and NGO groups reflect similar or divergent approaches and dynamics.  If participants in both groups frame the problem the same way, reflecting engagement principles, hypotheses on change and convergence on engagement will be supported. To the degree that corporate and NGO groups diverge or both groups frame security problems in old terms (fortress or alliance for corporations and acceptance for NGOs) it will suggest support for hypotheses about motivation, or indicate a lack of change.     

We will rely on contacts we have established with such organizations as the UN Global Compact and the NYU Center on International Cooperation (Program on International Humanitarian Action) to identify appropriate participants, seeking representation from organizations most likely to confront conflict—extractive sector firms, and development/ relief NGOs. We will use a professional facilitator utilized by PI Avant in a previous project. The focus groups will take place in New York, to encourage participation, and will be held during year one of the project; travel for Avant is requested and Haufler will not require funding. The focus groups will be tape recorded and transcribed by a graduate student at UCI.  The focus groups will serve two purposes. Most importantly, they will generate important data about how individuals from the two communities frame similar threats and consider appropriate responses to them. They will also provide us with important insights about the language members of the corporate and NGO community use that will aid in the design of survey questions and identification of keywords for content analysis (described below).
4.3.b Statistical analysis

We will construct a database of corporate and NGO security strategies, and measures of our independent variables, in order to perform a statistical analysis and develop conclusions about how these variables are related. Our indicators will be based on (1) survey responses, and (2) content developed from web-based data collection and document analysis, both described separately below. We will develop a common approach to coding our data, and assure reliability across different coders. Once we have amassed the data, we will choose the most appropriate statistical techniques for analyzing it. 
A primary source for data on our dependent variable will be a survey of executives, as detailed below. Survey questions will elicit information about the priority placed on physical protection; sensitivity to the impact an organization has on conflict dynamics; relationships with parties affecting or affected by violence; and unilateral versus collaborative approaches. Coding of individual organizations will be supplemented by content analysis and employment databases as detailed below.  

Data for our independent variables will be drawn from a wider array of sources.  For evidence of shock, we will use objective indicators such as data on attacks and levels of conflict drawn from the START database and the Peace and Conflict report (both from the University of Maryland). We also will use subjective indicators drawn from survey responses to questions about perceptions of threat. For evidence regarding ideas, we will construct survey questions to elicit information about the types of ideas that influence an organization’s understanding of threat and security, and gauge the strength of ideas by the consistency with which those associated with an engagement strategy appear in answers to a range of questions. We will use several indicators of an organization’s interaction with other organizations and engagement with multiple networks.  First, we will ask in our survey about participation in international organizations and multi-stakeholder initiatives relevant to conflict; participation in local associations and activities; relationships with host and home governments; and how an organization obtains ideas about threats and develops its response. Another way to identify relationships is participation in conferences on complex humanitarian disasters, post-conflict peace building, and business and conflict—arenas for the emergence of new ideas and the creation and sustenance of relationships. We will chart the participants in relevant conferences related to security (attended in many cases by the PIs themselves). Finally we will use the hyperlink and content analyses, described below, to gather additional data on an organization’s relationships with others. The final set of data will allow us to perform a large-N analysis of the relationships between an organization’s security strategy and indicators of our competing hypotheses.
(1) Survey: 
We will survey executives of major transnational business and relief/ humanitarian groups. To our knowledge no similar survey exists.  Berman in 2000 surveyed corporate executives about what factors affect decisions to operate in areas of conflict, but he focused primarily on the decision to stay or withdraw. (Berman 2000) A recent survey of corporations asks some questions relevant to our research, but not all, and the results have not yet been made public.
 (Oetzel and Getz 2009). NYU and the Overseas Development Institute conducted a survey of humanitarian NGOs, looking specifically at the conditions under which they opt to hire private security. (Stoddard, et. al. 2009) Larissa Fast, of Notre Dame, surveyed NGOs in two countries to determine which strategies were associated with increased threats to NGO workers (Fast 2007). All of these surveys speak to some of the issues we address in our research and we will use them along with our focus group results to help construct our survey questions. None of them asks the specific questions that interest us and, more importantly, none asks them of both corporations and NGOs. 

We will develop and administer the survey through online survey software (SurveyMonkey) and will consult with survey research experts at the University of Maryland and the University of California Irvine. We expect to ask primarily closed-ended questions that address the variables identified above. The survey responses will be collected and analyzed with the assistance of graduate student researchers. We will pre-test the questions after we conduct our focus groups in year one, and administer the survey to the complete sample of organizations during year two.

Our survey respondents will be representatives of both companies and NGOs that have international operations in high-risk territories. In order to identify the relevant companies, we will start with the UNCTAD World Investment Report listing of the largest and/ or most transnational corporations. We will add to this list the 25 largest metal mining companies and the 50 largest oil and gas companies identified in the 2007 World Investment Report. We do this because the extractive sector is the most likely to confront violence in its operations abroad, which justifies making a special effort to include them in our sample. We may supplement this with information from trade associations (International Mining and Minerals Association, International Association of Oil and Gas Producers) and industry journals.
 Graduate student assistants will remove any duplicate names, and will identify which companies from the remaining list conducted operations in any territories identified as conflict zones during the 1990-2010 time period.
 The names of appropriate executives can be found in company annual reports and through Hoover’s Online database (available through the University). In order to increase the response rate, we are exploring a partnership with the UN Global Compact, which conducted a similar survey in 2008.
We will select a population of international NGOs most likely to operate in risky environments: relief/humanitarian, conflict prevention, and development NGOs. There is no central source similar to the UNCTAD data to determine the relevant NGOs. We will start by identifying many of the main NGOs active in conflict-affected areas through a web-based issue-network analysis, using the Issuecrawler software described in more detail below. We will add the names of NGOs we identify through the Union of International Associations, which maintains a database of international NGOs, including staff names; the OneTrust database of civil society self-regulatory initiatives; the UN ECOSOC Non-Governmental Organizations office; various platforms, portals and gatekeeper websites such as Reliefweb; and NGOs identified in research by Stoddard et al (2008) and Fast (2007). Graduate research assistants will sift through this list to identify NGOs that are transnational, have employees or offices abroad, and were active in areas of conflict during 1990-2010. The NGO terrain is shifting and evolving constantly, with NGOs emerging, coalescing, and disappearing rapidly. We hope to overcome this by focusing on the largest and most well-established international NGOs. 

We aim to send the survey to a total of approximately 100 firms and 100 transnational NGOs, and will contact our target population more than once in order to increase the response rate. This sample size will not be completely representative of the universe of transnational organizations that confront security challenges abroad. Nevertheless, this will be a unique collection of data that has not been gathered before. 

(2) Web-based and Content Analysis

We will construct a second indicator of our dependent variable by examining employment databases maintained by Reliefweb (for NGOs) and ASIS (for security professionals). We will employ graduate research assistants in year one of the project to examine job descriptions for security positions over time, which should reflect any shift from an emphasis on physical to political responses to threats. This second indicator will provide us with information on changes over time that we cannot get from the survey, and provide us with an alternative measure of security approaches to compare with what we construct from the survey responses.  If the two indicators they reinforce one another our inferences about results will be stronger.

Our indicators of the external relationships of transnational organizations will be constructed primarily through web-based data collection and content analysis, in addition to survey responses.  Our web-based strategy will begin with a hyperlink analysis of each organization we survey.
 The World Wide Web is an important resource for data collection, and is particularly useful for issue network analysis. Organizations connect to others through the links on their websites and the content of their pages. The links are a way for organizations to publicize their connections, or to reference other important organizations on a particular issue. Hyperlinks represent the social networks within which an organization is embedded. (Rogers 2009)  We will use Issuecrawler, a web tool developed at the University of Amsterdam, to identify how often an organization links to other organizations, with whom they link and whether the ties are reciprocal. Reciprocal links provide an indicator of the closeness of ties, and indicate a higher level of interaction between these organizations. We plan to explore linking practices at five year intervals, starting with the mid-1990s just after the spike in violence and attacks on firms and NGOs (though we realize this will be skewed towards the latter years of our study when Internet use became common). 

Conventional wisdom suggests that the hyperlink analysis will provide more information on NGOs than firms, since firms are less likely to link in hyperspace. We believe it is nonetheless worthwhile to conduct this analysis on firms rather than simply assuming they will not link. We supplement the hyperlink analysis with other data collection strategies.  First, we will analyze the broader issue-network around business and conflict, using Issuecrawler software to identify NGOs that target the firms in our sample in response to perceived violations of appropriate behavior. This targeting is another indicator of relationships or interactions among the organizations in our sample. Second, we will look for references to other organizations via content analysis of corporate and NGO websites, including memberships in associations and partnerships, to further identify the degree to which particular organizations are embedded in a set of external relationships. We will be able to identify changes in relationships through content analysis of archived web pages for both corporations and NGOs, examining them at the same five year intervals as above. Together these give us several indicators of relationships, whether they changed over time, and whether they influenced subsequent security choices.

The software to perform this analysis (Issuecrawler and associated web tools) is maintained by Govcom.org, headed by Professor Richard Rogers at the University of Amsterdam. Haufler and her research assistant will take the lead on this data collection approach, and the proposal includes funding for a training/ consultation visit to Amsterdam during year one. 

Finally, we will complement our survey data about the ideas or frames that influence the security strategies of organizations by conducting a content analysis of corporate and NGO websites, public documents, annual reports, and public statements focusing on keywords that reflect different security approaches.  Keywords will be drawn from our review of documents and other literature and confirmed by our focus groups. These data will be collected at five year intervals and coded by graduate student assistants in year two of our research.
4.3.c. Case Studies
Our final analytical strategy is a comparison of four case studies of transnational organizations: Royal Dutch Shell, ExxonMobil, Save the Children, and Médicins sans Frontières (MSF). The case studies represent what are conventionally thought of as extremes among corporations and NGOs.  Shell was an early adopter of corporate social responsibility, including principles for its behavior in conflict zones, and has explicitly sought to develop a wide array of relationships with other actors. ExxonMobil has been much more skeptical of such practices. Similarly, Save the Children is touted as a leader in developing security planning and management strategies among NGOs. (Avant 2007) Médicins sans Frontières has been much more skeptical of the need to move away from an acceptance strategy. (Terry 2002)  We expect to find relational similarities between Shell and Save the Children as well as differences between Shell and Exxon and Save the Children and MSF.  In these case studies, we will be able to conduct a more fine grained process tracing analysis of the causal links implied in our hypotheses. We incorporate the evidence gathered as part of our quantitative approach in these cases, as well as analysis of a combination of secondary sources, primary documents and interviews. Since these are large and well-known organizations with long histories, we expect the information we seek to be available. Our examination of secondary sources and documents available on the Internet will begin in year one. In year two we plan to travel to Shell offices and International Save the Children Alliance in London (Haufler also will visit Shell headquarters in the Hague during her training visit to the Netherlands), Save the Children in Washington DC (Avant requires travel funding), Médicins sans Frontières in Geneva (Avant and Haufler both request travel funding) and ExxonMobil in Irving, Texas (Avant requests funding). These trips will allow us to conduct interviews in person and examine any documents not available publicly. 

4.3 Scope of Research 
We propose an ambitious research project that not only will produce immediate answers about whether these organizations have converged on a security strategy and why, but will also lay the foundation for a future research agenda. In particular, we see four areas of research as fruitful avenues for further analysis. First, while this project is limited to the post-Cold War era to make the data collection and analysis effort manageable and illuminate important contemporary trends, we believe that the trends we see extend much farther back in time. In the future, we plan to conduct a systematic examination of different historical eras to see whether they are dominated by particular security approaches. (Avant and Haufler 2009)  Second, an extensive theoretical literature argues the behavior of an organization is influenced in significant ways by the character of its internal relationships. (Chandler 1962, Milgrom 1995) This is consistent with our approach and something we will be able to address from information gathered in our case studies. We would like to explore this question more systematically in the future.  A third, and potentially related, question is the behavior of state-owned companies in conflict zones, such as Chinese firms in parts of Africa. There are some who argue that state-owned firms and, analogously, state-supported NGOs will behave differently from other firms and NGOs. Our survey will provide some initial data suggestive of whether these organizations are distinctive or not and we hope to do more in-depth analysis in the future.  Finally, we intend to explore empirically the relative effectiveness of different security strategies in reducing violence. Though there are logical reasons to expect that the engagement strategy will promote better outcomes, particularly when many different types of organizations are involved, this is a question that cries out for empirical research. 

5. Dissemination

We plan five major dissemination activities.  First, as our research progresses, we will present first drafts of various parts our research at major disciplinary conferences: the annual meetings of the American Political Science Association and the International Studies Association (travel funding is requested to Montreal in year two for both Haufler and Avant; year three to San Diego for Haufler and New Orleans for Avant to present our research at these meetings).  Second, in the final year of the project, we will organize a major conference that includes both academics and practitioners. We will present the results of our research and discuss what they suggest about best practices, and promote information sharing among corporations and NGOs that work in conflict zones.  At this conference, we also will open what we hope to be an ongoing conversation on how to study organizational security and the coordination of security behavior in peace-building and post-conflict reconstruction. Third, we plan to publish the overarching results of our research in a book co-authored by the two PIs, although this will not be completed until after the three-year period covered by this proposal. Fourth, we intend to publish sections of the research as peer reviewed articles. We envision at least three: one focused on the results of the survey; one on the results of our focus groups and the way in which language frames relationships and behavior; and one on the comparative case studies. Finally, as in our previous work, we also intend to frame our research for a policy audience. We will issue a policy report as part of our final year conference, and plan to write policy oriented articles on the survey results as well as the comparative case studies.  These would be suitable for publication in journals such as Foreign Policy, Foreign Affairs, the National Interest, or the Washington Quarterly.

6. Implications of this research
This research will be the first to examine systematically the security strategies of the transnational organizations that have become a fixture in conflict zones and key contributors to post-conflict reconstruction and development. It will address three glaring gaps between the typical scope of research on security, and contemporary practices.  First, most studies of security focus on states, but only a fraction of the actors on the ground during conflict and post-conflict reconstruction today are state actors. Second, even arguments about global governance and the role of non-state actors tend to focus on their activities in economic and other non-security realms despite growing evidence of that these actors play important roles in the outbreak, duration, and resolution of conflict.  Third, it is common to focus on only one or another type of transnational organization even though there is evidence that different types of organizations may be following similar trajectories.  Our conception of “organizational security” also frames a research agenda to further address gaps between study and practice. 

In addition, we offer theoretical and methodological advances. Our hypotheses on the interaction between ideas and relationships suggest a twist on the latest work on organizational theory.  Our empirical test will demonstrate its plausibility for explaining organizational behavior. We have devised a mix of analytical strategies to offer a more convincing test than any one could provide and a variety of data collection strategies that will hopefully inspire others to be creative in their empirical strategies for addressing new research questions.  

As we carry out this research we expect to build a network of researchers focusing on transnational actors and innovative ways in which to study them, and practitioners interested in improving the practice of organizational security.  The hyperlink analysis, focus groups and survey will require close collaboration among the PIs, experts in the corporate and NGO world, specialists in the use of innovative data collection methods, and graduate research assistants. The PIs will become more skilled in the use of these methods, and will in turn have the opportunity to train graduate students in the use of surveys, focus groups, web tools, and content analysis. The project also will enhance future research by facilitating network connections among those studying security and those studying corporations and NGOs. The collaboration between the PIs will further a partnership between UCI and UM, as well as identifying and establishing collaborations between scholars in sociology and political science at these two institutions.  Finally, we anticipate our policy work will allow us to build more connections among US government offices (such as USAID and different branches of the military), industry and NGO partners, and international institutions such as the UN and the World Bank. 

Once our research is finished we plan a broad dissemination through the exchange of results with industry and NGOs focusing on the development of best practices, as well as with academics at conferences, through publications, and in making our data available for others to use. We plan publications that will present our research results in formats useful to policy-makers in governments and international organizations, NGOs, industry, and broad public audiences as well as those that will appeal to an academic audience. Our final conference will be an effort to spark an ongoing conversation on understanding the critical role that non-state actors play in conflict, security, and peace.  We hope to both publicize best practices among practitioners and generate additional research on this important subject to facilitate improved responses to conflict and better prospects for peace. 
7. Qualifications of the Researchers and Institutions
Deborah Avant is Professor of Political Science and Director of International Studies and the Center for Research on International and Global Studies at the University of California, Irvine (UCI).  Virginia Haufler is Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Maryland, College Park (UM).  Both UCI and UM are major research institutions.  Professors Avant and Haufler have a distinguished academic research records as well as a history of addressing policy relevant questions in an academically compelling way and disseminating their research in the policy world.

Professor Avant’s most recent work focused on the privatization of security.  The original research, funded by the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, produced The Market for Force: the Consequences of Privatizing Security (2005), five peer reviewed article, five chapters in edited volumes, and five policy oriented publications.  Since then, she has received additional funding for two follow on studies.  The first examines the impact of state-contracted security for democracy (using both experiments and content analysis), and has resulted in peer-reviewed as well as policy oriented articles.  The second (a group project) examines the various actors that govern on the global stage and produced a forthcoming edited volume (with Martha Finnemore and Susan Sell) titled Who Governs the Globe? (2010). Avant’s earlier work focused on the processes by which military practices changed.  She looked at this first at the organizational level, examining why the British Army was better able to adapt to insurgent threats than the US Army (using case studies), and whether the US military would adapt to post-Cold War missions (using surveys of military officers), published in her first articles and book Political Institutions and Military Change: Lessons from Peripheral Wars (1994).  She then examined military change at the level of transnational practices, examining why states in Europe moved from mercenary to citizen armies.  Before joining UCI two years ago, Professor Avant spent 12 years at the George Washington University’s Elliott School of International Studies where she directed first the Security Policy Studies Program and then the Institute for Global and International Studies.


Professor Haufler’s current work focuses on the business role in conflict prevention, examining self-regulatory initiatives. Portions of this research were funded by a grant from the United States Institute of Peace. This research has resulted in published articles, chapters, and a number of policy reports, including a major one for the UN Global Compact (co-author Karen Ballentine) titled Enabling Economies of Peace (2005). Two manuscripts are in process—one for a book tentatively titled Reluctant Governors and one for an edited volume Performance, Process and Profits: Evaluating Corporate Conflict Prevention (under review at USIP). Earlier work by Haufler examined the factors that lead companies to address different issues through collective industry self-regulation, comparing environmental, labor and information privacy standard-setting. This research was primarily conducted while Haufler was a Senior Research Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, and resulted in the publication of articles, policy reports, and the book A Public Role for the Private Sector (2001). Her earliest research addressed the creation and influence of international private regimes through a study of the international political risk insurance industry, resulting in her first book Dangerous Commerce (1997) This laid the foundation for an edited volume (with Claire Cutler and Tony Porter) on Private Authority and International Affairs, and to later published reports, chapters and articles on insurance and environmental issues. Haufler is currently a Visiting Scholar at the University of California Irvine and a Visiting Non-Resident Fellow at the Center for Public Diplomacy at the University of Southern California.
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� The final conference will be held at the University of Maryland to take advantage of its proximity to Washington, D.C. policymakers.


� Traditional sociological and political economy approaches, such as those of Tilly and Olson, look upon war and violence as providing incentives for private interests to organize to control territory and create the institutions of a state as a solution to risk. (Olson 1993, Tilly 2007). We are looking at security choices in an era when the state already exists, if in name only, and the time frame of our analysis is much shorter than these more historical approaches to state-building. 


� The term “engagement” was introduced as a security strategy in the US National Security Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement in February 1994.  This document promoted principles similar to the engagement strategy we describe for non-state actors here.


� The title of an editorial in The New York Times, July 15, 1992.


� Corporations today appear to be more sensitive to how their physical protection measures affect local communities and conflicts, and NGOs now pay attention to their physical security in ways they did not do in the past.


� This literature is distinct from structural approaches to global governance (Hoffman and Ba 2005).


� Henisz argues that theory about the role of external stakeholders in influencing firm strategies is still nascent (2009). Existing approaches look at the influence of global commodity chains, transnational activist campaigns, and multi-stakeholder partnerships. (Carpenter 2007, Haufler 2001, Borzel and Risse 2005) 


� These connections are also addressed in the behavioral economics and psychology literature.  See Kahneman and Tversky 2000, Gilovich, Griffin, and Kahneman 2002.


� Relationships within an organization also affect the ease of adopting new ideas. For instance, relationships of trust can facilitate the adoption of risky changes. (Dore 1983, Ville and Fleming 2000). The impact of internal relationships will be the subject of future research. 


� The interpretation of our results will need to control for state ownership or support of organizations, although we will leave in-depth analysis of this feature for future research.


� We will not directly examine variation in the environmental variables at this time. We plan in the future to examine different historical periods to explore the impact of changes in the normative and competitive environment.


� Within each set we will have 2-4 groups of 4-6 persons each to control for particular personalities or group dynamics. 


� The survey was commissioned by the UN Global Compact and International Alert (an NGO) and conducted by Jennifer Oetzel and Kathleen Getz of American University. 


� This sample will include firms that are either partially or fully state-owned. We do not propose in this part of the project to analyze the similarities and differences between state-owned and private firms, but plan to explore this in future research. 


� Size is measured by assets under control, and degree of transnationalization is measured by assets, employees and sales abroad. (www.unctad.org) Many of these firms operate primarily in the U.S., European Union, and Japan, which is why we plan to identify those with operations in conflict zones.


� See Carpenter (forthcoming) for an analysis of issue networks using hyperlink analysis.
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