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Summary 
One important question in the discussion about new Global Governance mechanisms is the 

development of democratic principles. Within this topic the environmental policy as an 

adjustmed field of public goods is central because globalization is primarily dealing with 

public goods. An extensive amount of literature was developed to this topic over the last 

years. However, this mostly normative discussion runs the risk to create a discrepancy 

between the normative desirability and the empirical reality. Therefore it seems important to 

discuss the normative coined conception of a democratization of inter and trans-national rule 

setting processes in connection with the traditional acceptance of the conditions of 

international cooperation (e.g. conflicts of interests, asymmetries of power). The paper 

focuses on this open question. A theoretical approach extended in this way allows on one 

hand a broader theory discussion, and on the other hand an empirical examination. In addition 

the linkage of theory and empiricism still needs special attention in this discussion. After a 

brief discussion of the normative concept of democratic legitimacy, the paper concentrates on 

the relevance of the traditional acceptance of international cooperation and their theoretical 

derivation. Furthermore possibilities of an empirical examination are suggested. 
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1. Introduction 
In the current discussion about globalization and developing Global Governance mechanisms, 

the aspect of democratic legitimacy of political processes plays an important role. The 

increasing internationalization of political rule setting in the age of global interdependence 

changed the traditional connection of parliamentary democracy, political participation and 

democratic legitimacy fundamentally. Important and binding rule setting are met in 

committees, which are neither elected nor controlled by citizens. The shift of political 

authority to inter or supranational level is therefore generally interpreted as a loss of 

democratic quality. In particular with the mass protests of Seattle and Genoa the question of 

democratic legitimacy in the international relations became more important (Bernstein 

2001:1, Zürn 2004:278).  

The theoretical debate of democratic legitimacy in international policy is mostly normative 

shaped. In the last years an extensive and interesting literature was presented to this aspect. 

However a systematic analysis of the conditions of international cooperation (e.g. conflicts of 

interest, asymmetries of power) is often neglected (Standing 2004:1065). If further 

explanations for the conditions of democratic legitimacy beyond the nation state are to be 

found, it is however essential to include these factors into the discussion. „… we still lack 

sufficient knowledge about new mechanisms that could be used to change democratic 

constitutions in such a way that they will be able to cope with the challenges that arise for the 

democratic process from the internationalization of policy making” (Breitmeier 2004). 

This paper is the attempt to give the strongly normative coined discussion a certain change of 

perspective. The theoretical approach is to experience in as much an extension as that the 

normative concept of democratic legitimacy is to be placed into a possible connection with 

the traditional acceptance of collective action. Thus democratic legitimacy is no longer 

understood as exclusively normative, but also as an institutional design in the analysis of 

international cooperation. Therefore the following questions are important to clarify: 

 

• How do rule setting processes in international relations have to look like, so that they 

can be regarded as democratically legitimate in a normative sense? 

• Which factors of collective action theory are central for the institutional design of 

international cooperation? 

• To what extent does a connection between these two concepts exists? 
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The argumentation to these three questions has been developed in three steps: The first step is 

to set a normative concept of democratic legitimacy by analyzing theoretical arguments. 

Different theoretical approaches of global democracy are compared fo this purpose. Thereby 

the central dimensions consequently serve as dependent variables. This part is consciously 

held short in this paper, because the focus is on the extension of the normative concept. In the 

second section the paper concentrates on the theories of collective action and regime theory 

and therefore derives the independent variables of the model. The third step places concepts in 

connection, as possible linkages are pointed out. 

The connections between the two theoretically supported concepts, assumed in this paper, will 

be empirically examined in the dissertation in process. The research thereby concentrates on 

the environmental policy, more precisely on international environmental regimes. This focus 

is justified theoretically as well as empirically (Mayer/Rittberger 2001:8). Environmental 

problems are important in the discussion of globalization, since they frequently have a global 

range. They can therefore be defined as public goods, whose regulation the focus of this paper 

is. In addition numerous international forms of cooperation in the sense of Global Governance 

mechanisms exist in the environmental policy. These existing structure, which are also 

documented, are the basis for the empirical analysis. An excellence possibility for empirical 

research is the International Regime Database (IRD), which for the first time collects data of a 

larger amount of international environmental regimes (Breitmeier et al. 1996). The close 

linkage of theoretical and empirical research represents an emphasis of the work, which also 

corresponds to an actual need in research. The empirical research in this area is still not very 

extensive and concentrates mostly on individual case studies. 

 

2. Democratic legitimacy as a normative concept 
The effects of globalization, which also affect traditional political structures, point out that 

democracy in the global area cannot follow the same analogy as within the nation state 

(Keohane 2002a:9). Therefore over the last years different authors were engaged in 

developing theoretical approaches, which deal with the question of democracy in the global 

area. Some of the most important approaches will be discussed here. Like the traditional 

democratic theories they look at the input and output dimensions of political processes. This 

well-known structure has been developed in the context of system theory. The Input and 

Output dimensions serve in the following comparative analysis as an analytical concept. 

Therefore a systematic analysis and the deduction of specific criteria will be possible. 
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2.1 Theories of global democracy 

The liberal-democratic internationalism derives from the classical liberalism and in his 

argumentation follows the output dimension of legitimacy. The goal is to achieve a high 

democratic quality by controlling and if necessary sanctioning the democratic system (Zürn 

1998:236). The liberal-democratic internationalism concentrates on the reform of existing 

structures. We will find these ideas in the report “Our Global Neighbourhood” from the 

“Commission on Global Governance” (1995). Global Governance is thereby understood as a 

dynamic and complex process of decision making, which is in constant change (Mc Grew 

2000:408-410). In contrast the radical communitarism orients itself at the development of 

alternative forms of social, economic and political structures. It focuses on the “bottom up” 

movements like the women’s or peace movement, which stand for an alternative process of 

democratization. The radical communitarism is linked to the traditional republicanism and 

concentrates on the input legitimacy (Mc Grew 2000:411f.). A frequently cited approach in 

the literature is the cosmopolitan democracy. Looking at the two theoretical approaches 

presented above, cosmopolitan democracy can be seen as a sort of combination of the two. 

But unlike the liberal-democratic internationalism cosmopolitan democracy focuses rather on 

the reconstruction than on the reform of existing structures. Unlike the radical communitarism 

a central legal authority is seen as a condition for the development of international democratic 

structures. A second important fact is the development of a cosmopolitan society. This 

development has to be seen in the sense of a global civil society, which will be the basis of 

international institutions (Archibugi  1995:134f./156f., 2004). Thereby the possibility of 

participation is central. Therefore the model of cosmopolitan democracy tries to legitimize the 

political process mainly from the input side. The participation of all citizens is desired, 

whereas each citizen is to decide whether and to what extent he would like to participate. 

Another concept discussed by different authors is deliberative democracy. One of the most 

important representatives of this model is Jürgen Habermas, who described the idea of 

deliberative democracy in his book “Faktizität und Geltung” (1992): “The core element of 

deliberative democracy is the existence of a network of discourses and negotiations, which 

allows a rational solution of pragmatic, moral and ethical questions” (Habermas 1992:388f., 

my translation).1 The model of deliberative democracy focuses on the decision-making 

process of a democratic order. It neither clearly follows the input dimension (which calls for 

broad participation) nor the output dimension (also called emphasis of control). The 

                                                 
1 „Das Herzstück deliberativer Demokratie besteht nämlich aus einem Netzwerk von Diskursen und 
Verhandlungen, das die rationale Lösung pragmatischer, moralischer und ethischer Fragen ermöglichen soll.“ 
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concentration on the process, which (systematically spoken) is positioned between input and 

output, requires a new dimension. Michael Zürn calls it the “throughput dimension” and 

describes it as a phase, in which the discussion about democratic legitimacy focuses on the 

following questions: What are the unalterable characteristics of a democratic process? Which 

role plays the majority rule? Which conditions have to be fulfilled to enable a rational 

decision making process? The throughput dimension is integrated in the system-theoretical 

context of input and output and adds new facts to them (Zürn 1998:236). The concept of 

reflexive democracy attaches on the idea of deliberative democracy. Reflexive democracy 

focuses on the existence of a broad civil society. The civil society acts as a central forum for 

participation claims. So the concept of reflexive democracy is mainly geared to the input 

dimension. On the basis of social interactions a set of new political ethics should be 

developed. The modernization of democracy focuses on political virtues, which build the 

basis for an argumentative problem solving (Waschkuhn 1998:303). The idea of reflexive 

democracy shows a close connection with the deliberative democracy an therefore is also 

based on the throughput dimension. Political accountability is a central characteristic of 

democratic processes, particularly as it addresses the question of the distribution of political 

and economic power. Robert O. Keohane writes to this topic in his essay “Political 

Accountability” (2002). Keohane focuses thereby primarily on the output dimension of 

democracy, which deal with the control and the sanction of political processes (Keohane 

2002b:15-17). 

 

2.2 Dependent Variables 

The analytical focus on the dimensions of input, throughput and output is the core element of 

the normative concept, presented in this paper. As the comparative analysis showed, the 

different theoretical approaches are essentially based on one or two dimensions. Nevertheless 

it is important to note, that they do not neglect the other dimensions, but rather see a 

consideration of all three dimensions as an important assumption for the concept of 

democratic legitimacy. The allocation of the theoretical approaches to the dimensions is 

therefore neither exclusively nor finally. However the allocation allows a theoretical 

deduction as well as a differentiation into specific criteria. The broad differentiation serves an 

analysis which allows for the complex reality in the global area. 
 

 



Theory Dimension Criteria 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Radical communitarism 

Cosmopolitan democracy 

Deliberative democracy 

Input-Dimension

Attendance of process

Form of process 

Representation 

Influence 

Inclusivity 

Throughput-Dimension

Reflexive democracy 

 

 

 

 

Political Accountability 
Control of organization

Control of process 

Control of Public Interest

Output-Dimension

Liberal-democratic internationalism 

 

 

 

3. Environmental Policy – Public goods – Collective Action 
Environmental problems are global problems since they do not adhere to geographical and 

political borders in their causes and effects. In the systematic of public good theory 

environmental policy can mainly be defined as public goods, because they are coined by non-

exclusion and non-rivalry in their use by different participants. The production or adjustment 

of public goods is made even more difficult by the divergence between the individual, rational 

self-interest of the participants and the common welfare interest. Thus Olson writes in his 

famous book “The Logic of Collective Action” (1965):  

 

“The idea that groups tend to act in support of their group interests is supposed to 
follow logically from this widely accepted premise of rational, self-interested behaviour. 
(…) But it is not true (…), because all of the individuals in a group would gain if they 
achieved their group objective that they would act to achieve that objective, even if they 
were all rational and self-interested. Indeed, unless the number of individuals in a group 
is quite small, or unless there is coercion (…), rational, self-interested individuals will 
not act to achieve their common or group interest” (Olson 1998:1f.). 

 

This acceptance – which has been empirically confirmed several times - is also the reason for 

the so called free rider problem. The aspect of non-exclusion sets incentives for not taking 

part on the costs of the public good and for taking advantage as a free rider from the supply of 

 8
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the property. Furthermore non-rivalry sets incentives for not proceeding against a free rider. 

Therefore the exclusion of free riders and the associated costs are important factors in the 

discussion about public goods (Ostrom 2003:241). Cooperation in the sense of common rule 

setting in the environmental policy is affected by these acceptances of collective action. 

 

3.1 Effects of globalization 

Globalization has changed the international system in a way that it can no longer be 

understood as a pure state system, but rather a pluralistic system regarding the plurality of 

actors and policy levels. The current debate about global governance reflects these changes 

(Cerny 1995:595). A purely national state based regulation comes to its limits. This 

development influences the acceptance of collective action. So the rules become more 

complex: „… the logic of collective action is becoming a heterogeneous, multilayered logic, 

derived not from one particular core structure, such as the state, but from the structural 

complexity embedded in the global arena“ (Cerny 1995:620). Apart from the actors 

preferences, the focus rests now also upon the structural environment. Questions of 

organizational efficiency and institutional legitimacy become important. „The paths taken in 

the future in terms of both democratic accountability and political legitimacy will be crucial 

fort he reshaping of the logic of collective action” (Cerny 1995:621). Cerny posits that an 

increased gap between the production of public goods and the traditional structures within the 

nation state will erode the authority, the effectiveness and the legitimacy of the state. To 

develop the discussion it is essential to light up the possible connection between the 

acceptances of collective action and the institutional design of democratic legitimacy, both 

theoretically and empirically. 

The difficulties, which result in the production and adjustment of public goods such as 

environmental problems under the present conditions of globalization, lead to a diversity of 

institutional arrangements. Examples are the centralization of policy regulation, the 

privatization or an increased number of public private partnerships. In addition we face a 

multiplicity of international institutions in the form of international organizations or 

international regimes, which deal with international cooperation (Ostrom 1999:494). The 

empirical analysis in this paper concentrates on international regimes. Thereby I do not 

understand international regimes as forms of pure national cooperation, but as a cooperation 

form which include non-state actors as important players in the analysis as well. The 

theoretical construct, presented in this paper, relies among other things on the regime theory. 

We should not understand it as exclusively focused on international regimes, but rather as a 
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tool for a broader analysis of international rule setting processes. This idea is also based on 

the essay of Hira and Cohn (Toward a Theory of Global Regime Governance 1995), which 

combines regime theory and the theory of global governance.  

 

3.2 Theoretical Approaches  

The analysis of causes and effects of international cooperation is central in the field of 

international relations. The theory of collective action and the regime theory concentrate on 

analysing the structure, the development and the effects of international institutions. In the 

international regime analysis a triad of factors has been developed and used in particular by 

Hasenclever, Mayer, Rittberger (1996) for their research on the development if international 

regimes. The authors differentiate thereby between interest-based, power-based and 

knowledge-based approaches, which are linked to the theories of neoliberal institutionalism, 

neoliberalism and cognitivism (Sprinz 2003:253). The factors “interest”, “power” and 

“knowledge” are also important in the essay “State of the Art” from Haggard/Simmons 

(1987). They present an analogue theoretical approach with a different systematic order, 

which was most used by American researchers; including the systemic, the functional, the 

game-theoretical and the cognitive approach. The European regime analysis added the 

problem-structural and the institutional approach (cp. Wolf/Zürn 1986, 

Efinger/Rittberger/Zürn 1988, Kohler-Koch 1989, Rittberger/Zürn 1990). This paper is based 

on these theoretical approaches. In the following the approaches which are especially 

important for this paper will be explained and the dependent variables will be deduced. 

 

3.2.1 Institutional approach 

The institutional approach assumes a direct or indirect influence of international organizations 

and institutions, more precisely of their principles and norms on the regime structure. In detail 

we can focus on three institutional factors of positive influence: First of all we assume a direct 

advancement of normative criteria by existing institutions and agreements in the sense of 

direct transfers of norms and rules. Second: International conferences are an important 

framework for regimes to enforce communication among actors and to reduce transaction 

costs. Third: The admission of a problem to the international agenda can force states to deal 

with it (Efinger et al. 1990:271). 
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3.2.2 Game-theoretical approach 

Interest-based approaches assume that the individual actor acts rational and tries to maximize 

his position and profit in the international field. This situation can be traced in game-

theoretical situations. The game structure is defined by different incentives for cooperative 

and non-cooperative behaviour. The classical prisoner’s dilemma shows the divergence 

between individual and welfare behaviour. In contrast to the interest-based approach, the 

power-based approach puts its attention not only on the absolute gain, which an actor can 

attain, but also on the relative gain, which an actor holds compared to his counterpart. One 

assumes the power constellation, which prevails within the group, influences the 

arrangements of cooperation (Sprinz 2003:255). „Relationships of power and dependence in 

world politics will therefore be important determinants of the characteristics of international 

regimes“ (Keohane 1982:330). 

The game theory compares different interest constellations. It differentiates in particular 

between coordination and dilemma games. Dilemma games are in relation to cooperation 

games characterized by an incentive for the actors to sheer and by a constant uncertainty to be 

deceived by others. As already mentioned the theory of collective action calls this problem the 

free rider problem. The chance of cooperation is thereby limited. In coordination games 

however no incentive to sheer from a once existing cooperation exists. In this case the regime 

development is more affected by different opinions about the cooperation agreement. The 

probability of a successful cooperation appears nevertheless larger (Zangl 2003:131-132). 

Stein (1983) identifies individual types of games, which are of special interest for the regime 

analysis in the context of this paper. He differentiates the “dilemma of common interest” from 

the “dilemma of common aversions”. After Stein these approaches demand for different 

institutional requirements: While the first assumes cooperation, the second requires only 

coordination. Following this argument Zürn (1987) defined three games (“Leader”, “Prisoner 

dilemma” and “Rambo”) and developed three classes of games, which vary concerning their 

regime capability: Coordination games, dilemma situations and Rambo situations, whereby 

the positive influence decreases in this order (Efinger et al. 1990:269-270).  

 

3.2.3 Problem-structural approach 

In contrast to the game-theoretical approach, which orients itself at Keohanes input of a 

growing interdependence in international relations, the problem-structural approach shows a 

certain shift of stress. It assumes that international regimes get created to the adaptation of 

conflicts. A conflict thereby is not defined as a specific behaviour of interaction, but rather as 
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difference in positions. The presence of an agreement of partly diverging interests and the 

development of a common interest are however crucial for the existence of a regime (Efinger 

et al. 1990:272). “…the various political actors (must be) prepared to constructively take up 

the challenge” (Schmalz-Bruns 2001:561). In this sense international regimes can be 

understood as instruments of cooperative treatment of conflicts (Zangl 2003:133). Thereby 

the character of the problems, which have to be solved, is an interesting point. It is assumed 

that different problems need different problem solving structures. In the regime analysis the 

following differentiation into four conflict types became generally accepted: (1) conflict of 

value, (2) conflict of appliance, (3) conflicts over relatively determined goods, (4) conflicts 

over absolute determined goods (Efinger et al. 1990:271). If there is a conflict of value – thus 

a conflict, where the actors cannot even define a common goal related to a certain conflict – 

the chance for cooperation is particularly small. With conflicts of appliance the probability for 

cooperation is estimated as substantially better, because here not the goals are actually 

disputed, but only the way to reach these goals. With conflicts of interests the probability of 

cooperation depends on how the conflict is evaluated: If it is evaluated relative to the part 

which the actors may gain in contrast to the others, then the chance for cooperation is 

approximately as small as for cooperation within conflicts of values. If the conflict is 

evaluated however as absolute, i.e. the actors only worry about gaining as much as possible 

independently of how much receives another, then the chance for cooperation applies as 

particularly large, still larger than with conflicts of appliance (Zangl 2003:133). 

 

3.2.4 Cognitive approach 

Both interest and power based approaches are based on a rationalistic aspect. This describes 

strategies and preferences as exogenously given and the behaviour concerning cooperation or 

non-cooperation as clearly recognizable. Knowledge based approaches criticize this 

restriction. „…cognitivists of all shades criticize realists und neoliberals alike for treating 

actors’ preferences and (perceived) options as exogenous `givens`“ (Hasenclever et al. 

2000:10). The cognitive approach concentrates on these acceptances. Knowledge and 

expertise of the individual actors are seen as substantial factors for the analysis (weak 

cognitivism). These factors are neither exogenously given nor constant over time. The more 

complex a problem causes and effects are, the more government representatives rely on expert 

knowledge like epistemic communities. These possess specific knowledge in a certain 

problem field (Zangl 2003:134). Beside the role of experts the cognitive approach focuses not 

only on the strategic competence of the actors, but also on their discursive competence (strong 
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cognitivism) (cp. Habermas: Theorie des kommunikativen Handelns). Therefore the 

constitutive or secondary rules, which affect the design of the game, are very important 

(Sprinz 2003:256). The existing social structures and the social knowledge, i.e. knowledge 

about effective norms and the understanding about oneself and the others, are important as 

well (Hasenclever et al. 2000:11). These affect the intersubjective interpretive patterns and 

anticipations, which are of great significance for the design of cooperation processes (Sprinz 

2003:257). A common understanding is fundamental for the solution of collective problems 

(Efinger et al. 1990:272). 

 

3.3 Independent variables 

The discussion about collective action and regime theory in the context of an increasingly 

global environment permits a systematic deduction of the independent variables, which are 

important for the theoretical model, described in this paper. In the following paragraphs these 

are to be defined in two different ways: On one hand, the variables are placed into a logical 

deduction regarding the discussed theoretical approaches. On the other hand possible 

theoretical and empirical justified connections between these arguments and the dependent 

variables of the concept of democratic legitimacy have to be described. 

 

3.3.1 Institutional basis 

The structure of a regime is by definition coined by the prevailing principles and norms. The 

development of these normative criteria is on one hand affected by the actors involved 

(internal factors), and on the other hand by the international system, surrounding the regime 

(external factors). The level of institutionalization is seen as a crucial factor that democratic 

criteria may be implemented, since the international system lacks on a subordinated authority. 

„ In constitutionalized systems, the politics of accountability can be seen as a politics of 

principal-agent relationships. But in weakly institutionalized systems, the politics of 

accountability is a struggle over what those relationships will be in the first place” (Keohane 

2002b:9). Sociological approaches focus on the agreement between already established rules 

and norms in existing international institutions and emerging new rules. This influences 

considerably to what extend the new rules will be accepted by the civil society (Bernstein 

2004:14, Clark 2003:90). Thomas M. Franck writes in addition: „It encompasses the further 

notion that a rule, standard or validating ritual gathers force fit is seen to be connected to a 

network of other rules by an underlying general principle“ (Franck 1988:741). Regimes do 

not act as isolated institutions, but rather stand in the context of various political relations. The 
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interaction between regimes and other different institutions is therefore central for the 

analysis. Regime interaction receives increasing attention also in the current research debate 

(Sprinz 2003:265). Apart from the concrete assumption of principles, norms or even rules, the 

formal or informal mutual exchange can affect the regime structure. Contractual cooperation 

between different institutions is considered to be important. In particular effects to control 

mechanisms can be assumed, since these are partially a component of the contractual 

conventions. 

 

3.3.2 Group size / -asymmetry 

Power is one of the key concepts in political science, if not even the central concept. Also in 

the globalization debate the distribution of power plays an important role concerning 

economic and industrial interests. The globalization process is characterized by a certain 

reallocation of power. Increasingly, powerful actors succeed affecting the global debate and 

the resulting policy options. International institutions (IGOs, international regimes) offer here 

a chance to reach a certain integration of power factors and to make the international rule 

setting process controllable (Standing 2004: 1072). In contrast international institutions allow 

powerful actors also to institutionalize their interests and thus to establish the asymmetrical 

distribution of power. In this respect powerful actors can affect the discussion and the 

distribution of information still more than it was the case so far. Therefore the existing power 

asymmetries must be compellingly included in a differentiated analysis of international rule 

setting processes (Standing 2004:1072). So far this aspect was often neglected in the 

discussion about democratic legitimacy in the international relations. „…glaringly absent 

from the global democracy literature is recognition of the importance of power in creating or 

maintaining effective political authority. Driven by a normative agenda of constraining power 

and promoting democracy, writings are insensitive to the practical problem of how power 

might be transferred to enable institutions to enforce decisions, adequately regulate markets, 

or re-distribute wealth” (Bernstein 2004:10). Different authors plead for an increased 

inclusion of factors like power and interest, because they affect the political authority. „… a 

country’s size or the issue specific power resources available to a state for accomplishing its 

goals vis-à-vis other states in international regimes could also be considered as further 

conditions that can influence the extent to which democratic decision making can be 

undermined by the internationalization of policy making“ (Breitmeier 2004). Different power 

resources of the states involved are assessed as relevant factors of influence for the 

democratic arrangement of the political process. The analysis of the role of power and its 
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effects to the rule setting process is central in order to explain the development of legitimacy 

(Clark 2003:90). “… a political conception also highlights critical issues such as democratic 

control and power-sharing that so far have not received adequate attention.” 

(Witte/Streck/Benner 2003:64). It is not possible to avoid that power asymmetries between 

states exist. The attention therefore applies not to prevention, but rather to the possibilities of 

control. Power resources decide who has a stake on the decisions and who begins and control 

the game. The institutional integration of powerful states is central therefore for international 

rule setting processes which have to follow the criteria of democratic legitimacy (Keohane 

2002a:27). The commitment of international standards is also considerably affected by the 

power-supported structures of international rule setting processes (Wolf 2000:161). 

Realists postulate the principle of hegemonic stability in this question. Thereafter hegemony 

allows the formation and further development of regimes. Keohane notes that a hegemonic 

distribution of power can be favourable for international cooperation, but is not compellingly 

necessary. It is clear that for a hegemonic power like the United States the cost and benefit 

calculation is completely different than for other states. For states, which take a hegemonic 

position the benefit of cooperation can be so large that it is worth to bear the cost completely 

alone. So for example for the United States the benefit from the International Trade Regime 

GATT in the fifties and sixties, was so large that they bore the costs all alone (Zangl 

2003:129-130). 

A union of powerful states produce at the same time the exclusion of less powerful and 

therefore marginalized states. The well-known gap between north and south becomes, at least 

in long-term, a problem. „If `global government networks` are in fact only partial government 

networks, they will ultimately fail. They cannot address the world`s problems or even what 

appear to be only regional problems, as members of an exclusive club” (Slaughter 2004:170). 

Actors, who do not have the power (in particular states of the third world or generally low-

income countries) can take no or only very little influence on the important decisions, which 

influence the political process. This fact – in the research still too little observed – is regarded 

as a large deficit for democracy in the international system. The existing power asymmetry 

can also be embanked by supporting weaker actors. Thereby we have to consider that 

“participation” does not necessarily stand for having influence on the process. „Having a 

voice in collective discussions is better than being silenced by exclusion, but it does not 

guarantee that you will be heard“ (Slaughter 2004:171). 
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Apart from power asymmetries the size of the group may influence the arrangement of the 

process as well. The number of actors depends not exclusively on geographical or technical 

factors but is frequently determined by political and institutional arrangements (Koremenos et 

al. 2001:777). Zangl assumes that the size of the group influence the design of cooperation. 

“The more states are involved in a regime, the more difficult it is to organize cooperation in a 

decentred manner” (Zangl 2003:129, my translation). With a large number of actors control is 

much more difficult and it needs more effective control mechanisms that cooperation can be 

successful. A diversity of control mechanisms also means more costs. Additional costs result 

from sanctioning the rule offences. The more states are involved, the more they try to shift 

these costs to other participants. As a consequence, offences to the rules remain unpunished 

what again produces costs (Zangl 2003:129). The independent variable described here 

“number of participants involved” is not to confuse with the dependent variable 

“membership” (input-dimension). The definition of Koremenos et al. is deemed to be a 

reference: 

 
“Number is an exogenous feature of the issue context, including prior institutional 
developments, in which an institution may or may not be established. It includes the 
set of interested actors and their relative power in and importance to the issue. In 
contrast, membership is an endogenous design choice made in the course of 
establishing, changing, and/or operating the institution. It includes, (...), the rules 
governing who is a member and (...) different classes of membership” (Koremenos et 
al. 2001:777-778). 

 

3.3.3 Type of conflict 

Interests are regarded as an important factor in the traditional analysis of international 

cooperation. The development of common interests, which is the basis for cooperation, is 

considered as a main function of international regimes. But inter and transnational relations 

are always affected by the individual interests of the different participants. The acceptance of 

the logic of collective action points out that the actors in principle act after the principle of 

rational cost and benefit. The enforcement of its own interests stands in close relationship 

with the profit (absolute or relative) resulting from cooperation. The interests and the benefit 

expectations of the participants involved are important for the commitment and effectiveness 

of international standards. One assumes that also beyond the nation state, states are interested 

in the existence of rule agreements, which allow similarly to domestic procedures a binding 

legal order. International standards just have a chance to be regarded as equal effective and 

obligatory as domestic standards and rules if participants agree on a consensus. This 
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consensus is linked with the idea that the mutual rule compliance brings a larger use for every 

body than the disregard of rules (Wolf 2000:161). 

Cooperation is only possible under certain conditions. The handling of conflicts can only be 

successful if certain differences in position can be solved. Thereby the type of conflict plays a 

central role (for the typology see chapter: 3.2.3 Problem structural approach). The condition 

of a conflict affects the probability for cooperation. Therefore it is assumed that also the 

regime structure, e.g. the institutional design of a regime, is affected by it. “There is a close 

interplay between problem characteristics and the optimum institutional design” (Wettestad 

2001:324). The type of conflict is frequently linked to the negotiation costs. In situations 

where a high degree of distribution conflicts exist usually also the negotiation costs are high 

(Koremenos et al. 2001:775). A solution may be to involve more actors into the process. More 

actors stand for more possibilities of distribution as well (Koremenos et al. 2001:785). A 

connection between the type of conflict and the input-dimension is postulated here. 

Concerning the kind of negotiation and the control activity there are connections assumed as 

well. Conflicts, which promise an easier cooperation in accordance with the theory, are not 

dependent on a broad process structure and a similarly intensity of control mechanisms like 

conflicts, to which a less favourable cooperative solution is awarded. 

 

3.3.4 Uncertainty 

Uncertainty originates when an actor cannot anticipate the result of a negotiation. Information 

and knowledge are thereby central. The uncertainty is the bigger the more incomplete 

information about behaviour and preferences of other participants and the general world 

situation are. Different authors postulate that the degree of common knowledge about a 

problem and the understanding of normative principles affect the development of legitimacy 

(Bernstein 2004:19). “…the process should involve a situation where persuasion is possible 

and common understanding is the goal” (Bernstein 2001:24). International rule setting policy 

can only be regarded as legitimate, if the states involved have a common basis of values and 

agree therein that the solution of certain problems can be achieved only on international level 

(Steffek 2003:266). The presence of uncertainty can complicate this premise and thus also 

cooperation. For example it can be assumed, that uncertainty about the behaviour and the 

preferences of other participants can intensify control activity. Uncertainty concerning the 

general world situation may generate the inclusion of more actors (input-legitimacy) or a 

broader decision process (throughput-legitimacy). These possible connections presuppose a 

differentiation of the factor “uncertainty” into (1) behaviour of others, (2) preferences of 



others and (3) general world situation (Koremenos et al. 2001:775, 778). While such a 

differentiation makes sense for the analysis, in reality these factors often arise in combination. 
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4. Conclusion 
Both democratic deficit and the growing difficulty of regulating public goods can be seen as 

effects of an increasingly global world (Messner 1999:56). It is therefore necessary to look for 

new analytic samples and concepts which are able to analyze this changed reality. Beside a 

normative engagement the traditional acceptances of international cooperation should not to 

be neglected. Otherwise one runs the risk to create a discrepancy between normative desirable 

ideals and a reality which positions itself on the traditional assumptions about international 

cooperation. According to this understanding democratic legitimacy should no more be 

understood exclusively as a normative concept, but at the same time as an institutional design. 

The normative argument in this paper is developed on the basis of a systematic analysis of 

different theories with the support of taking the system theory model of input and output. In 

addition a third dimension (throughput) has been added. This is important for the systematic 

order. All three dimensions are regarded as important in the discussed theories; however 

certain emphases can be constituted. Such a systematic view of the theoretical basis permits a 

differentiated pattern of what can be understood if we talk about democracy beyond the state. 
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Furthermore it allows the development of theory based criteria which are empirically 

examinable. 

The main assumption of the paper is that the design of international cooperation is influenced 

by the traditional conditions of international cooperation. The latter is coined by the concepts 

of power, interests, ideas and institutions. These components are the basic factors in the 

theory of collective action and regime theory as well. Therefore the two theoretical 

approaches serve as an initial position for the search for context factors which influence the 

design of international cooperation. 

The answers on the proposed relationship should make new theoretical and empirical 

cognitions possible, so that international rule setting may be organized after democratic 

guidelines. The goal is to attain a broad and realistic understanding of the development of 

democratic international cooperation. From my point of view this can only arise as a result of 

an extended view of the strongly normative discussion during the last years. This paper is an 

effort in this direction.
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