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Abstract

Over the last century, international organizations (IOs) have become increasingly important actors in world politics. In the international relations literature, neorealist and neoliberal institutionalist scholars cannot properly account for this, because their state-centric focus leaves little room for purposive IO action. Barnett and Finnemore offer a social constructivist theoretical approach that aims to overcome this failure by outlining how IOs are bureaucracies that can become authoritative and autonomous actors. However, their framework contains certain ambiguities which undermine its overall utility. This thesis aims to refine this framework on the basis of participant observation (PO) research on the inner workings of UNRWA, a major IO. Thereby, this thesis also demonstrates how PO can be employed for theoretical fine-tuning. My findings support Barnett and Finnemore’s claim that IOs are bureaucracies that can enjoy considerable authority and autonomy, but also suggest refinements for their framework. I find that temporary employees can erode IO bureaucracy; IOs inevitably exhibit intelligence, not expertise; Barnett and Finnemore’s discussion on IO authority can be simplified; IO autonomy can involve internal agenda-setting, policy making and policy implementation; and IO autonomy is related to the funding mechanisms of IOs and their ability to create opportunity costs for external actors.
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Introduction

In the past century, international organizations (IOs) have been variously praised, criticized, disregarded and rediscovered by international relations (IR) scholars (Rochester, 1986). In the last three decades, the relevance of IOs in world politics has been disputed by neorealists, while researchers with different theoretical convictions, most importantly neoliberal institutionalists and an increasing number of social constructivists, have countered the neorealists with numerous studies claiming to demonstrate different ways in which IOs do matter (Reinalda, 2009; Martin & Simmons, 2013). As the number of IOs has continued to multiply during this period and their presence on the world stage has become more pronounced, the growing body of research challenging the neorealist disregard for IOs has been increasingly successful in demonstrating that academics can come to a more comprehensive understanding of international relations when they take into account not only states and their interactions, but also look at IOs and their wider effects in the realm of world politics (Junk & Trettin, 2014).
Especially important in this context has been the work of Barnett and Finnemore, who have developed a theoretical framework for studying IOs as relevant actors in international relations in two major publications; their 1999 article titled ‘The Politics, Power, and Pathologies of International Organizations’ (PPP) which was published in the prestigious International Organization journal, and their 2004 book Rules for the world: International organizations in global politics (RftW).
With their social constructivist approach, Barnett and Finnemore have aimed to address the failure of mainstream IR theories to properly account for the important role that many IOs have come to play in world politics by acting autonomously to ‘make authoritative decisions that reach every corner of the globe’ (RftW, p.1). Neorealism cannot shed much light on how this is possible, as it conceives of IOs as mere extensions of states lacking the ability to act independently. And even though neoliberal institutionalism recognizes that IOs are more than puppets dancing to the tune of states, it cannot fully explain how IOs ‘can become autonomous sites of authority’ either (PPP, p. 707). Barnett and Finnemore argue that this is because neoliberal institutionalists mainly look at the independent effects of IOs in facilitating state cooperation, and at most allow for IOs to act autonomously within relatively tight limits set by states, while IOs use their authority and autonomy to ‘do much more than simply execute international agreements between states’ (RftW, p. 1).
According to Barnett and Finnemore, their social constructivist approach overcomes the limitations of realism and neoliberal institutionalism by outlining how IOs can become authoritative and autonomous actors on the basis of their inner workings. The authors start from the idea that ‘IOs are constituted as bureaucracies, and that bureaucratic character profoundly shapes the way they behave’ (RftW, p. 16). Subsequently, they argue that IOs, as bureaucracies, ‘are also authorities in their own right, and that authority gives them autonomy vis-à-vis states, individuals, and other international actors’ (RftW, p. 5). As a final step, they claim that IOs tend to use their autonomy to pursue their own expansion.
By looking at the way in which IOs are set up, and how they subsequently proceed to function internally, Barnett and Finnemore provide a promising theoretical framework for understanding IO authority and autonomy. However, I believe that their approach contains a number of ambiguities that undercut the conceptual and empirical utility of their insights. The framework of Barnett and Finnemore is particularly flawed with regard to three issues, which constitute the three theoretical building blocks of their approach. The first of these is their conceptualization of IOs as bureaucracies; the second relates to their discussion on the ways in which IOs can enjoy authority and the third concerns their arguments regarding the autonomy of IOs.
Barnett and Finnemore’s first theoretical pillar of centers on the idea that IOs are bureaucracies that have four defining internal features. Together, these four characteristics allegedly endow IOs with a particular internal logic of operation which underlies their behavior. Nevertheless, the authors fail to make clear what kind of bureaucracies IOs are, as they do not specify what it actually means for IOs to exhibit the four bureaucratic traits, and how these features are related to one another within the organizations.
Regarding the second pillar, Barnett and Finnemore argue that the bureaucratic characteristics of IOs enable these organizations to become authoritative to a certain degree. In this context, they make a first distinction between four kinds of authority that IOs can come to enjoy, and a second distinction between two different ways in which IO can become authoritative. Unfortunately, the authors barely elaborate on how these two distinctions are related to each other, and do not provide a sufficiently convincing argument for the added value of their second distinction. Thereby, they fail to clarify how exactly the authority of IOs is to be conceived of.
As to the third pillar, Barnett and Finnemore claim that IOs can become autonomous actors on the basis of their authority, and identity at least five different kinds of relations that can develop between IOs and states, depending on the kind of autonomy that the former enjoy vis-à-vis the latter. Yet, the authors do not succeed in demonstrating how precisely the autonomy of IOs ought to be understood, because they do not offer an adequate definition of the very concept of IO autonomy. As a result, it remains vague what kind of autonomy IOs can actually enjoy and how this autonomy is related to their external environment.
While these flaws make it difficult to obtain clear, coherent insights about IOs and their behavior from the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore in its present form, I believe that the limitations of this approach can be overcome by means of conceptual and empirical fine-tuning. As an important first step towards addressing the flaws in Barnett and Finnemore’s framework, my aim here is to explore the internal functioning of one specific international organization on the basis of participant observation (PO) research, and to use my findings in order to answer the following research question:

How can the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore on the role and behavior of IOs in world politics be refined?

The particular IO that I investigate here is the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA). This is a major IO, operating under a mandate from the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA), that provides various types of assistance and protection to over 5 million Palestine refugees in the Gaza Strip, Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, and the West Bank including East Jerusalem. UNRWA is funded largely by means of donations (UNRWA, 2015a). In this thesis I explore the inner workings of one specific office of UNRWA, namely its Representative Office to the European Union in Brussels (ROEU). I do this by means of PO research that I have carried out over the course of a five-month internship at this office.
In my view, the UNRWA ROEU is a particularly suitable case for my purpose to refine the three central pillars of the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore, because it seems to be an extreme example of a bureaucratic, authoritative and autonomous IO.
First of all, the ROEU is part of the United Nations (UN) system which is widely know for its high level of bureaucracy. Therefore, the office can be expected to operate according to a bureaucratic logic, which means that studying its inner workings can provide useful insights for clarifying Barnett and Finnemore’s discussion on the bureaucratic nature of IOs. 
Regarding the second pillar, the ROEU mainly engages in advocacy and fundraising, which means that the office promotes UNRWA’s operations to the EU and other (potential) donors with the aim of securing financial support for UNRWA. In this context, the office actively refers to the high level of authority UNRWA enjoys in its domain, to argue why it is important that UNRWA receives sufficient funding from donors (see for example UNRWA, 2015a). Therefore, UNRWA’s authority seems to play a central role in the day-to-day operations of the ROEU, which means that investigating the activities of the ROEU in detail can be very helpful for resolving the ambiguities in Barnett and Finnemore’s arguments on IO authority.
When it comes to IO autonomy, the very existence of the ROEU demonstrates that UNRWA enjoys a significant level of IO autonomy, as the office has been established, and continues to operate on the initiative of UNRWA itself. Furthermore, the advocacy and fundraising activities of the ROEU are not part of UNRWA’s mandate, but have been invented by UNRWA. This implies that the ROEU enjoys considerable autonomy in carrying out its main tasks, and that investigating its internal functioning can shed light on what IO autonomy involves in detail, which would allow me to refine the third pillar of Barnett and Finnemore’s framework.
In sum, the UNRWA ROEU seems to be a highly bureaucratic organization bound up with a significant degree of authority and autonomy, which make it a particularly suitable case for investigating what it means for IOs to be bureaucratic, authoritative and autonomous actors in practice. Therefore, I believe that exploring the inner workings of the UNRWA can provide me with the empirical insights required to resolve the conceptual ambiguities in the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finemore regarding the issues of IO bureaucracy, authority and autonomy, which is the central goal of this thesis.
The scientific relevance of this endeavor is twofold. First of all, I believe that the approach of Barnett and Finnemore has its flaws, but nevertheless provides the best available theoretical approach for studying IOs in order to come to a better understanding of these organizations and their behavior. I therefore think it is worthwhile to look into the ambiguities in this theoretical framework and attempt to provide the conceptual and empirical clarification required to resolve these, which is my primary purpose here.
Secondly, I aim to give an example of how IR scholars can make use of participant observation to contribute to the study of international organizations. Although PO has been successfully employed in the field of political science – most notably by Fenno (1973, 1978, 1990), this research strategy is rarely employed by scholars of IR (Klotz & Lynch, 2007). This is  unfortunate, in my opinion, for I believe that the discipline of IR in general and the subfield of international organization in particular can greatly benefit from PO research, as it can enable scholars to gain unique insights regarding the behavior and effects of IOs by studying them from within, and using the knowledge thus obtained to inform the theoretical debate about these organizations. Hence, my secondary aim here is to provide an example of how participant observation can be used as an empirical research strategy to refine a theoretical account of IOs as actors in world politics. It is important to note that engaging in PO can have significant ethical implications, which, under certain circumstances, may make it an unattractive, objectionable or even ethically unacceptable research strategy. Therefore, the ethics of PO research are carefully discussed in this thesis as well.
Moreover, I consider my research to be socially relevant because my attempt to fine-tune the theory of Barnett and Finnemore on the basis of my PO research, can help not only scholars come to a better understanding of IOs and their behavior, but policymakers and civil society actors as well. My internship at the UNRWA ROEU has allowed me to shed light on the internal day-to-day functioning of an IO, and this kind of information is not easily accessible to policymakers and civil society representatives, although it can be of much value to these kinds of actors. Policymakers and civil society actors alike are increasingly affected by how IOs behave in the world, since they are facing a rising number of IOs that are thought to be more influential than ever before (Barnett & Finnemore, 2004; Martin & Simmons, 2013; Junk & Trettin, 2014).
As the effects that IOs have upon the world are becoming more and more noticeable, policymakers are urged to think more carefully about the wider consequences of decisions to create IOs and delegate tasks to them. In order to do this properly, they need to acquire a deeper understanding of IOs and their behavior. And with my thesis, I aim to contribute to exactly the kind of knowledge required to come to such an understanding.
Civil society representatives can also greatly benefit from this, as the qualitative and quantitative rise of IOs means that these actors are bound to deal with IOs more frequently and more intensely in their activities across the globe.
My thesis is divided into five chapters, including this introduction. In chapter 2 I first give a brief overview of the traditional IR literature on IOs. Subsequently, I provide a critical, in depth discussion of the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore, in which I focus mainly on the three theoretical pillars of their approach, i.e. the bureaucratic characteristics of IOs, the authority of IOs and the autonomy of IOs. I not only highlight the main flaws in their arguments concerning these three aspects, but I also derive a number of questions from these ambiguities.
Chapter 3 concerns the methodological approach adopted in this thesis in order to tackle the questions formulated in chapter 2, namely participant observation research on the inner workings of the UNRWA ROEU. First, I justify my choice to investigate this particular case. Then, I explain what participant observation involves and how I apply it here. After this, I defend my choice to use PO as my main style of research on the basis of philosophical and practical considerations, before finally addressing the ethics of my PO research.
Chapter 4 constitutes my empirical analysis. In this chapter I present the findings of my PO research at the ROEU, and use these to answer the questions that I have derived from the ambiguities in Barnett and Finnemore´s approach in chapter 2. In my answers I suggest certain refinements to their theoretical framework which are needed in order to overcome its flaws. 
In chapter 5 I summarize the main findings of my analysis. From these, I draw a general conclusion in the form of an answer to my central research question. Finally, I discuss the broader implications of my findings, and give recommendations for further research.
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Literature

Background
Over the last century, both the number and the importance of international organizations in world politics have increased tremendously (see for example Wallace & Singer, 1970; Cupitt, Whitlock & Whitlock, 1996; Shanks, Jacobson & Kaplan, 1996; Barnett & Finnemore, 1999, 2004; Martin & Simmons, 2013; Junk & Trettin, 2014). Numerous IOs are operating in virtually all areas of international politics, dealing with a practically unlimited variety of political, economic and social issues, even including matters of (inter)national conflict, security and law (Barnett & Finnemore, 2004). Unsurprisingly, IOs ‘are prominent (if not always successful) participants in many critical episodes in international politics’ (Abbott & Snidal, 1998, p. 3). Simply put, there have never been as many IOs as there are today, and these organizations appear more relevant to world politics than ever before. Moreover, the growth of IOs in both numbers and activity seems to have taken the form of virtuous circles. First, there is a quantitative circle of self-reinforcing growth in the number of IOs since the organizations themselves have become the major “creators” of new IOs (Shanks, Jacobson & Kaplan, 1996; Barnett & Finnemore, 1999). Barnett and Finnemore describe a second, qualitative circle of self-reinforcing growth in the activity of  IOs, when they state that ‘[a]s IOs go about their business of defining tasks and implementing mandates, they tend to do so in ways that permit, or even require, more intervention by more IOs’ (RftW, p. 9).
	While the impressive quantitative and qualitative expansion of international organizations has certainly not gone unnoticed in the IR literature, the role played by IOs in global politics has long been an underappreciated and consequently under-researched topic (see for example Abbott & Snidal, 1998; Verbeek, 1998; Barnett & Finnemore, 1999, 2004). For the better part of the 20th century, scholars pre-occupied with analyses of state behavior devoted little attention to IOs and merely treated them as passive tools created and controlled by states to further their self-interest.[footnoteRef:1] As a consequence of this, most IR theories could explain only the creation of IOs by states, but did not have much to say about their subsequent behavior (Barnett & Finnemore, 1999, 2004). A little over a decade ago, this traditional lack of attention to IOs in the field of IR lead Verbeek to comment that ‘[t]he study of international organizations has always been considered as the ugly duckling of the discipline of international relations’ (1998, p. 11), and Abbott and Snidal to conclude that ‘[f]or several decades, states have taken IOs more seriously than have scholars’ (1998, p. 29). [1:  A first notable exception to this trend has been the research on global governance, in which IOs play a crucial role (see for example Rosenau, 1995; Slaughter, 1997). A second exception is the Global Political Economy (GPE) or International Political Economy (IPE) literature that also treats IOs as relevant actors (see for instance Gilpin, 1987, 2011; Cox, 1995).
] 

Since then, a growing number of researchers have begun to address this lacuna in the IR literature. Particularly influential in this context has been the work of Barnett and Finnemore (1999, 2004), who have developed a theoretical framework which treats international organizations as bureaucracies that can draw authority from different sources and, as a result of this, are able to acquire a certain degree of autonomy. This approach has spawned what Junk and Trettin describe as ‘a serious new research agenda’ which focuses on the agency[footnoteRef:2] of IOs (2014, p. 8). As is explained later in this chapter, the tendency in IR research has been to treat IOs as products of structure, devoid of agency. Barnett and Finnemore explicitly challenge this view by providing a theoretical framework that does allow for IO agency. Recently, Junk and Trettin have pointed out that while the framework of Barnett and Finnemore and the growing body of research related to it shows great promise, it still requires conceptual and empirical fine-tuning, in particular regarding the inner workings of IOs which remain shrouded in mystery (see also Dijkzeul & Beigbeder,  2003; Benner et al., 2007). With this thesis I aim to address this issue. [2:  Dunne, Kurki and Smith define agency as ‘the capacity for purposive action, or the exercise of power’ and note that ‘[t]he role of “agents” in social life is traditionally contrasted to the role of “structures”, such as institutions or norms’ (2013, p. 351).] 

In the next section I critically discuss the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore at length and formulate a number of questions that their approach leaves unanswered due to a lack of conceptual clarity and specification. In chapter 4 of this thesis I address these questions on the basis of the findings of my participatory observation research that I have carried out over the course of five months while working as an intern at the UNRWA ROEU. This means that I do not engage in standard “theory-testing”. Instead, this thesis is explorative in nature and combines theoretical and conceptual analysis with participant observation research.
Before I present the approach of Barnett and Finnemore in detail, I use the rest of this section to give a brief overview of how the study of international organizations has developed within the field of international relations over the last century, and to discuss the strengths and weaknesses of the most important theoretical approaches in the IR literature on this topic. However, I must first explain what exactly I mean when I use the term “international organization”. Since my goal here is to evaluate Barnett and Finnemore’s theoretical approach, I adopt their definition of this concept, which they use to refer exclusively to intergovernmental organizations (IGOs). They adopt a “minimalist” interpretation, defining an international organization (i.e. an IGO) as 'an organization that has representatives from three or more states supporting a permanent secretariat to perform ongoing tasks related to a common purpose' (RftW, p. 177). The definition of IOs employed by Barnett and Finnemore is relatively narrow, since it implies that the an international organization can only be supported by representatives from states, and therefore ignores the fact that non-state actors, including IOs themselves, can haves representatives to other IOs.[footnoteRef:3] While this is hardly a fatal flaw, Barnett and Finnemore’s choice for this narrow, state-centric definition of IOs is somewhat ironic in light of their criticism of the dominance of state-centric theorizing about IOs in the IR field. [3:  For example, the EU has representatives providing support to various other IOs, including the UNGA, the FAO and even UNRWA (EU, 2015; FAO, 2015; UNRWA, 2015b).] 

The origins of modern IGOs can be traced back at least to the Congress of Vienna, which took place from 1814 to 1815, and possible all the way back to the 1648 Peace of Westphalia (Reinalda, 2009; Collins & White, 2011). However, it was only after the League of Nations –  which can be viewed as ‘[t]he first universal and general intergovernmental organization’ (Collins & White, 2011, p. 1) – came into being in 1920, that the study of international organizations emerged as a subfield of international relations, which was still in its infancy as an academic discipline at that time (Rochester, 1986).
During the interwar period, the research on international organizations was mostly descriptive, normative in nature, and heavily influenced by the actual developments in the world of international organization. This resulted in a load of optimistic publications in the 1920s, with the output decreasing in quantity and becoming more doubtful in tone from the 1930s on. Because of the hopeful rather than realistic quality of their research, the international organization scholars of the interwar period have been labeled “idealists” by their theoretical opponents and successors in the discipline (Kratochwil & Ruggie, 1986; Rochester, 1986).
The quasi-reincarnation of the League of Nations with the establishment of the United Nations in the wake of the Second World War, was paralleled by a renaissance of the international organization discipline, in which the “idealists” were initially challenged and eventually surpassed by the emerging “realist” movement in IR, which then had to contend with various rival schools, most important of which were neoliberal institutionalism and social constructivism (Rochester, 1986; Barnett & Finnemore, 1999, 2004; Reinalda, 2009). These theoretical approaches are discussed in more detail below.
In the first two decades after World War II, the study of international organizations revolved to a large extent around descriptive research on the UN and other IOs. In the 1960s, two developments are noteworthy. First of all, a number of scholars began to investigate what was going on inside IOs in terms of decision making processes. Secondly, the success of the European Community increasingly inspired scholars to focus on issues of regional integration rather than global politics (Rochester, 1986; Martin & Simmons, 1998, 2013; Reinalda, 2009).
In the 1970s, a number of major events in world politics that surprised if not shocked the international organization discipline[footnoteRef:4] spurred scholars to abandon their descriptive focus on IOs in favor of broader analyses of “transnational relations” “interdependence” and eventually “international regimes” (Rochester, 1986). The concept of international regimes became especially prominent in the field and was famously but rather ambiguously defined by Krasner as ‘principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actor expectations converge in a given issue-area’ (1982, p. 185). While initially successful, the research on international regimes encountered increasing criticism from the 1980s on, caused in no small part by the relative vagueness of Krasner’s consensus definition, which failed to provide sufficient clarity regarding the international regimes concept and allowed for much confusion to emerge in the international organization discipline (Rochester, 1986). As a result, the concept of international regimes gradually lost its prominent position in the literature (Kratochwil & Ruggie, 1986; Martin & Simmons, 1998, 2013; Verbeek, 1998).[footnoteRef:5]  [4:  For a brief description of these events see Kratochwil and Ruggie (1986), and Martin and Simmons (1998).]  [5:  In their search for conceptual clarity, many IR scholars have since then abandoned the term “regime” in favor of “institution” (Martin & Simmons, 2013).] 

In recent years, research within the field of international organization has become increasingly diverse and sophisticated, both theoretically and empirically (Martin & Simmons, 2013). One important trend, especially for the purpose of this thesis, has been a renewed focus on individual IOs (Abbott & Snidal, 1986; Reinalda & Verbeek, 1998; Barnett & Finnemore, 1999, 2004; Reinalda, 2009). In addition to that, scholars have also paid more attention to other actors beyond the state such as international non-governmental organizations (INGOs), multinational corporations (MNCs), and (inter)national civil society actors as well as networks linking all actors involved in world politics (Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998; Martin & Simmons 1998, 2013; Reinalda, 2009).
As mentioned above, the theoretical schools of the IR discipline which have been most relevant for the subfield of international organization, apart from “idealism”, are neorealism, neoliberal institutionalism and social constructivism (Barnett & Finnemore, 1999, 2004; Reinalda, 2009). In PPP and RftW, Barnett and Finnemore present their approach as a social constructivist alternative to neorealist and neoliberal institutionalist theorizing about international organizations, which they consider to be severely flawed. Whereas neorealism and neoliberalism are both part of what the authors label the “economistic” strand in the broader social science literature on organizations (not just international organizations), their social constructivist framework follows what they identify as the “sociological” tradition in this area of research (PPP, p. 702). Following Barnett and Finnemore, I now discuss each of these theoretical strands and their relevance for the IR literature on IOs in turn.
The economistic strand in the social science literature on organizations emerged out of the attempt by economics and business scholars to explain why business firms exist and ‘focuses on organizations as efficient solutions to contracting problems, incomplete information, and other market imperfections’ (PPP, p. 702). Within the IR literature, both neorealist and neoliberal institutionalist theorizing about IOs have in large part been modeled after the economistic approach to the study of organizations.
Realism has dominated the IR field for most of the postwar period, and while its popularity has decreased since the end of the Cold War – which it could not properly account for according to many scholars (see for example Gaddis, 1992; Koslowski, & Kratochwil, 1994; Lebow, 1994; Risse-Kappen, 1994) – it has remained a major theoretical force in the discipline (Wohlforth, 1994; Waltz, 2000; Reinalda & Verbeek, 2011). Classical realism was the main strand of realism until the emergence of neorealism, which was initiated by Kenneth Waltz in 1959, and after the publication of Waltz’s Theory of International Politics in 1979 came to dominate not just realist thinking, but the IR field in general, at least throughout the 1980s (Forde, 1995; Katzenstein, Keohane & Krasner, 1998). The essentials of neorealism are conveniently summarized by Katzenstein, Keohane and Krasner, who assert that four of the most important assumptions of the school – all of which have been the subject of academic criticism – are: (1) “state-centrism”, meaning that ‘states are the key actors in world politics’; (2) “homogeneity”, in that ‘states can be treated as homogeneous units acting on the basis of self-interest’; (3) “rationality”, meaning that ‘analysis can proceed on the basis of the assumption that states act as if they were rational’; and (4) “international anarchy” i.e. ‘the absence of any legitimate authority in the international system’ which ‘means that conflict between self-interested states entails the danger of war and the possibility of coercion’ (1998, p. 658).
Neoliberal institutionalism more or less shares all four basic assumptions of neorealism described above, but it differs in its assumptions about the consequences of international anarchy (Reinalda & Verbeek, 2011; Sterling-Folker, 2013). Whereas neorealists tend to maintain that the condition of anarchy forces states to compete over power and therefore undermines cooperation in the world system, neoliberal institutionalists adhere to the liberal belief that ‘democratic institutions can tame the power drive of human beings and states’ (Reinalda, 2009, p. 7). This implies that cooperation between states, even long-term cooperation, is possible under the condition of international anarchy (Reinalda & Verbeek, 2011; Sterling-Folker, 2013).
 	Barnett and Finnemore argue that on the basis of their core assumptions about international politics, neorealists and neoliberal institutionalists have been mainly interested in the question of why states create IOs in the first place and less in the subsequent behavior of IOs. This is because under the condition of international anarchy, one would not expect states to cooperate in the establishment and maintenance of IOs. And since cooperation is not to be expected within the economistic framework, the existence of IOs seem like an anomaly that requires explanation to neorealist and neorealist scholars alike. In the economistic literature, the most common explanation for the existence of IOs is that they help states overcome the obstacles to cooperation that stem from the assumed nature of the international system as an imperfect market. As Barnett and Finnemore explain: ‘neoliberals and neorealists understand world politics to be analogous to a market filled with utility-maximizing competitors’ and ‘like […] economists, they see organizations as welfare-improving solutions to problems of incomplete information and high transaction costs’ (PPP, p. 703). While neorealist scholars are more skeptical than neoliberals about the effectiveness of IOs in this regard, both schools subscribe to the general idea that IOs exist to further the interests of the states that created them. In essence, then, the economistic literature approaches IOs on the basis of two related assumptions, one is statist, the other functionalist. The first of these informs us about what IOs are, the second explains why they exist. Simply put, IOs are instruments of states – the sole relevant actors in the realm of world politics –, whose existence only makes sense as long as states consider them to be useful tools in the pursuit of their interests, that is, as long as they carry out the function given to them by the states that created them (i.e. to overcome the market imperfections of the international system). Consequently, in the neorealist and neoliberal view ‘IOs are not purposive political actors in their own right and have no ontological independence’ (PPP, p. 704).
	The economistic assumptions about the international order direct the attention of neorealist and neoliberal institutionalist scholars toward the creation of international organizations and lead these scholars to take little notice of the internal functioning and external behavior of IOs after their establishment. IOs are merely viewed as extensions of the states that created them, and insofar as economistic approaches ‘allow IOs to "behave" at all, most theories simply assume that IOs do what states want’ (RftW, p. 2). After all, the functionalist assumption implies that after their creation, IOs will simply commence to serve the interests of states until states no longer consider them useful tools and decide to dismantle them. Therefore, economistic scholars have no reason to expect IOs to be capable of behaving in a manner that runs counter to state interests, since this would result in their inevitable dismantlement by states. As a result, investigations into the internal and external behavior of IOs are deemed unnecessary.
Barnett and Finnemore do not so much object to the quality of the economistic reasoning outlined above, as they maintain that the preoccupation of neorealists and neoliberals with the existence rather than the behavior of IOs and their treatment of IOs as mere consequences of the structure of the international system, is a logical consequence of their theoretical principles. Rather, the authors criticize economistic scholars for basing their basic principles not on empirical research, but on assumptions that are not actually corroborated by observations on IO behavior. As Barnett and Finnemore point out, the statist assumption that ‘IOs simply do what states want quickly runs afoul of the many instances in which IOs develop their own ideas and pursue their own agendas’ and the functionalist assumption ‘runs into a sea of empirical anomalies [because] IOs often produce inefficient, self-defeating outcomes and turn their backs on those whom they are supposed to serve’(RftW, p. 2). The authors stress that in reality, states do constrain the behavior of IOs, but they don’t exert anything close to full control over them. In fact, IOs can hardly be said to be lifeless tools of states, insignificant products of the structure of the international system, as these organizations seem to have a certain degree of agency themselves which can enable them to become relevant actors in the realm of international relations, even if states did not design them as such. Simply put, ‘many IOs stray from the efficiency goals [economistic] theories impute and […] many IOs exercise power autonomously in ways unintended and unanticipated by states at their creation’ (PPP, p. 699). This reality cannot be accounted for by viewing IOs in the statist and functionalist terms employed by most neorealists and neoliberal institutionalists.
Barnett and Finnemore acknowledge that principal-agent (PA) analysis appears a noteworthy exception to the economistic strand of theorizing about IOs. This research agenda, which is part of the neoliberal institutionalist school, has been developed precisely to investigate questions regarding the agency of IOs and therefore ‘could potentially provide a sophisticated approach to understanding IO autonomy’ (PPP, p. 705). As the name implies, principal-agent analysis centers around the distinction between “principals” and “agents”. Its core idea is that states, conceived of as “principals,” create IOs to be their representatives, their “agents”. As agents, IOs are entrusted with certain tasks and at least a minimum level of autonomy needed to carry out those tasks on behalf of their principals. PA research therefore presupposes that IOs exhibit at least some degree of agency which is required for its functioning. Furthermore, it does not assume that IOs will always behave as the loyal servants of their state masters. As agents, IOs may sometimes stray from the paths states have laid out for them and let their operations be guided more by their own preferences than by the interests of their principals. IOs cannot go too far in this regard however, for states in turn can monitor the behavior of their agents and develop methods to keep them in line. In other words, IOs can enjoy a certain level of autonomy ‘within a “zone of discretion” to advance state interests or to make policy where state interests are unclear or weak’, and they may sometimes go as far as to ‘advance policies contrary to the interests of some states’ (RftW, p. 4). Thus, in sharp contrast to most economistic research on IOs, principal-agent analysis not only allows for purposive action on behalf of IOs, but actually anticipates it. It assumes IOs might develop and pursue interests that differ from the interests of their principals. However, Barnett and Finnemore argue that principal-agent analysis fails to shed light on the behavior of IOs because while it aims to treat international organizations ‘as actors in their own right with independent interests and capabilities’, the approach ‘requires a priori theoretical specification of what IOs want’ (PPP, p. 705). The point here is that for principal-agent theorizing to be informative, the interests of the IOs as agents have to differ from those of the states as principals. If they are the same, the approach has nothing to add to the standard economistic literature. However, PA analysis is a neoliberal institutionalist research agenda based on the same, statist and functionalist assumptions underlying all economistic approaches. Barnett and Finnemore point out that as a consequence of these assumptions, both neoliberal institutionalism – including PA research – and neorealism ‘provide no basis for asserting independent utility functions for IOs’ because, as state-centric theories, ‘[t]hey provide no basis for imputing interests to IOs beyond the goals states […] give them’ (PPP, p. 706). At most, principal-agent scholars can presuppose what IOs want, but according to Barnett and Finnemore, making generalizations about IO preferences is highly problematic, as in-depth studies of IOs have demonstrated that the interests of these organizations are diverse, context dependent and tend to change over time. Therefore, the authors claim that ‘scholars of IOs need to recognize that there is variation in IO interests and that to understand that variation requires unpacking the international organization’ (RftW, p. 4). In short, Barnett and Finnemore argue that in order to come to full an understanding of IO behavior, scholars need to uncover their interests,  rather than make assumptions about these, and this can only be achieved by looking into the organizations themselves, by opening up the “black box” of the international organization, so to speak. This is where the second, sociological strand of social science theorizing about organizations becomes relevant.
In contrast to economistic approaches, sociological theories do not start from state-centric, functionalist assumptions about how international organizations emerge in the international “market” of states, but instead make IOs and their behavior the focal point of empirical research. 
When it comes to the question of how IOs relate to their external environment, sociological approaches argue that IOs can be established and maintained on less materialistic grounds than economists assume, for reasons that have to do less with their specific functions and more with what they stand for in normative terms. Similarly, sociological theorizing highlights the importance of ‘normative and cultural forces that shape how organizations see the world and conceptualize their own missions’ (PPP, p. 703). According to this perspective then, the specific environments IOs operate in, can differ from organization to organization. The environments of an IO may sometimes look like a competitive market, as economistic approaches assume, but can also have a more social character and resemble some sort of community instead. Barnett and Finnemore stress that by ‘[s]pecifying different or more varied environments for IOs’, sociological approaches ‘lead us to look for different and more varied effects in world politics’ (PPP, 704). Therefore, these theories offer a broader perspective on the study of IOs than economistic alternatives do.
Regarding the behavior of IOs, the authors argue that sociological theorizing can provide ‘a basis for treating IOs as purposive actors’ that may even become ‘powerful actors who can have independent effects on the world’ (PPP, p. 726). They highlight the work of German sociologist Max Weber on bureaucracies as a useful theoretical starting point, arguing that IOs can be conceived of as bureaucracies that ‘[embody] certain values and can have [their] own distinct agenda[s] and behavioral dispositions’ (PPP, p. 706). According to Barnett and Finnemore, this realization allows researchers to empirically investigate the interests underlying the behavior of IOs, by looking at their bureaucratic internal functioning. Consequently, the authors argue that this sociological approach overcomes the limitations of principal-agent analysis and other economistic research programmes, because it can account for IO autonomy without having to presuppose the interests of IOs.
To summarize, Barnett and Finnemore argue that by building on the sociological strand of social science research on organizations, IR scholars can overcome the flaws of economistic theorizing about IOs and acquire a deeper understanding of IO behavior that accords with empirical observations. A first reason for this is that sociological approaches abandon the problematic statist and functionalist assumptions employed by economistic scholars regarding the international system and the role of IOs in that system. Instead of theorizing about a world in which only states are actors and IOs are mere mechanisms carrying out certain functions on behalf of their state masters, scholars working in the sociological tradition assert that IOs can emerge and operate in a wide variety of environments. Furthermore, they stress that the specific characteristics of the environments in which IOs operate; the ways in which IOs behave in their environments; and how the external environments and behavior of IOs relate to one another, are all matters to be investigated empirically, and cannot and should not be theoretically specified in advance. Secondly, if researchers apply a sociological “lens” it becomes possible for them to analyze IOs as purposive actors, by investigating the inner workings of IOs in practice, with the goal of uncovering, rather then presupposing, the interests and aims that these organizations have and how these are constructed in the interplay of internal mechanisms and external factors, of agency and structure. 

The theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore

Building on the sociological strand of theorizing about organizations, Barnett and Finnemore abandon the state-centric and functionalist assumptions of economistic theorizing and develop a constructivist approach to the study of international organizations, as an alternative to neorealist and neoliberal institutionalist accounts. Their theoretical framework aims to enable scholars to come to a more profound understanding of the role of IOs in world politics, by opening up the black box of the international organization and shedding light on its inner workings, in order to uncover the interests of IOs, and the way these inform their behavior. In this section I present the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore insofar as is relevant for my purpose here, and highlight its main flaws and ambiguities. I restrict my discussion to three main elements of their approach, namely their conceptualization of IOs as bureaucracies exhibiting specific characteristics; their discussion on IO authority; and finally their arguments regarding IO autonomy. 
In order to enable the reader to place these three components in their proper context, I first give a brief overview of the complete framework of Barnett and Finnemore. The authors start from the idea that IOs can be treated as bureaucracies in the Weberian sense, namely as rational-legal authorities with four defining traits: hierarchy, continuity, impersonality and expertise. The way in which IOs have been constituted enables them to enjoy authority, operate with considerable autonomy and even exercise power, but can also lead to dysfunctional behavior. Furthermore, their bureaucratic nature leads them to pursue their own expansion, which in the opinion of the authors can have positive but also negative consequences for the future of international relations. 
In the next sections I critically examine the three main pillars of the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore that account for the basic internal functioning of IOs, and which are covered by my case study of the UNRWA ROEU. These three building blocks, which form the very core of the approach under scrutiny, are the bureaucratic characteristics of IOs, their authority, and their autonomy. In the section dealing with IO autonomy, I also briefly reflect on Barnett and Finnemore’s arguments regarding the expansion of IOs, which are part of their broader discussion on IO change. This is because I think the issue of IO expansion is closely related to the three central pillars, and that my criticism of these three pillars consequently has direct implications for their arguments regarding IO expansion.
While I readily admit that the earlier mentioned arguments concerning IO power, dysfunction, and change form an important and valuable part of Barnett and Finnemore’s framework, I do not discuss these matters in detail here, as this goes beyond the scope of this thesis. Paying attention to the potential power of IOs would force me to broaden my focus from what goes on inside of IOs to include how this affects the outside world, which I am not in a position to assess in any meaningful way on the basis of my empirical research. Similarly, I have neither the space nor the empirical data required to properly address the matters of dysfunction and change here, although I do reflect on the latter issue insofar as my findings allow me to.

Pillar 1: The internal bureaucratic characteristics of IOs
Outline
As was discussed in the first part of this chapter, Barnett and Finnemore claim that the bulk of the IR literature on IOs fails to adequately explain actual IO behavior because the study of international organizations has been dominated by economistic approaches guided by two problematic assumptions: the statist assumption that IOs cannot be actors in their own right since only states are actors, and the functionalist assumption that IOs are created and maintained by states solely because of the social function they perform. Furthermore, the authors believe that the shortcomings of the economistic approaches can be overcome if one firstly abandons the faulty statist assumption in favor of their social-constructivist claim that ‘in international life authority is conferred in differing degrees and kinds on actors other than states’ and that ‘[p]rominent among these are IOs’ (RftW, p. 5). And secondly, if one concedes that IO behavior cannot be fully accounted for in purely functionalist terms, since many IOs empirically do not behave as mere tools of states. According to Barnett and Finnemore, the solution to understanding IO behavior lies inside the organizations themselves; therefore IOs and their inner workings should be investigated. It is at this point that the concept of bureaucracy becomes relevant, as the authors argue that in order to come to a deeper understanding of IO behavior through analysis of the internal dynamics of these organizations, it is especially helpful to realize that IOs are bureaucracies and operate as bureaucracies. As they argue: ‘we can better understand what IOs do if we better understand what IOs are. International organizations are bureaucracies, and bureaucracies are a distinctive social form that exercises authority in particular ways’ (RftW, 9). It follows from this that in the view of Barnett and Finnemore, it is crucial that scholars know what kind of social form bureaucracy is exactly.
As the authors point out, the word “bureaucracy” comes from the French word “bureaucratie”, which combines the word “bureau”, which means desk and office, with the suffix “cratie”, which is derived from the Greek verb “kratein” (κρᾰτεῖν), meaning to rule or govern (RftW, p. 17. See also Woodhouse, 1910; Collins, 2015). A literal translation of bureaucracy would therefore be something like “rule by desk/office” or “rule of the desks/offices”. Over the centuries, bureaucracy has become an undeniable characteristic of modernity. Based on the influential work of Max Weber, Barnett and Finnemore conceptualize modern bureaucracies as ‘rational-legal authorities in their domain of action’ which have four defining traits, namely hierarchy, continuity, impersonality and expertise (RftW, p. 20). I discuss the notion of “rational-legal authority” in the section on authority below, while I elaborate on the four central features here.
According to the authors, bureaucracies are hierarchical in the sense that ‘each official has a clearly defined sphere of competence within a division of labor and is answerable to superiors’ (RftW, p. 17). Bureaucratic continuity means that ‘the office constitutes a full-time salary structure that offers the prospect of regular advancement’ (RftW, pp. 17-18). By impersonality the authors refer to a situation in which ‘work is conducted according to prescribed rules and operating procedures that eliminate arbitrary and politicized influences’ (RftW, p. 18). Finally, expertise comes from ‘officials [who] are selected according to merit, are trained for their function, and control access to knowledge stored in files’ (ibid).
Taken together, these four fundamental characteristics allow bureaucracies to carry out the social tasks given to them by ‘[breaking] down problems into manageable and repetitive tasks that are assigned to particular offices and then coordinated under a hierarchical command’ (RftW, p. 18). At the center of all of this, is a mutually constitutive relationship between bureaucracies and the impersonal rules they make and are made up of themselves. The authors define rules as ‘explicit or implicit norms, regulations, and expectations that define and order the social world and the behavior of actors in it’ (ibid). As I explain later in the discussion about the rational-legal authority of bureaucracies, any bureaucracy is by definition created out of rules, otherwise it would not be “legal”, and it is by definition set up to create rules itself in a “rational” manner. According to Barnett and Finnemore, ‘[b]ureaucracies are collections of rules that define complex social tasks and establish a division of labor to accomplish them’, and once established in this manner, bureaucracies begin to carry out their social tasks by creating more of the exact same sort of impersonal rules that they consist of themselves (ibid).
The impersonal rules created by bureaucracies can have various effects – the details of which need not concern us here –, and through their effects give form to the “bureaucratic culture” of a bureaucratic organization, which Barnett and Finnemore conceptualize as ‘the solutions that are produced by groups of people to meet specific problems they face in common’, and which then ‘become institutionalized, remembered and passed on as the rules, rituals, and values of the group’ (RftW, p. 19). The idea is simple: in their interactions to perform the social tasks for which their bureaucracy has been set up, bureaucrats give rise to a sort of common work philosophy for the organization that informs them about the main goals of the bureaucracy and the appropriate ways to work towards accomplishing those aims. Over time, this work philosophy evolves into a full-fledged “bureaucratic culture”, that is, a common identity for the people within the organization that influences how all of them perceive the world and brings those perceptions in line with one another, while furthermore identifying the functions to perform and the appropriate ways to perform those. 
Nevertheless, Barnett and Finnemore stress that the behavior of bureaucrats is not completely dictated by the bureaucratic culture and its underlying rules. Instead, these rules merely provide a guideline for action as they remain open to reorganization, reinterpretation and revision by bureaucrats with practical, strategic or other aims. As was noted above, there is a mutually constitutive relationship at work here between bureaucracies and the rules they produce and consist of themselves, as ‘[b]ureaucracies create rules that shape future action, but action, in turn, shapes the evolution and content of rules’ (RftW, p.20).
In the end, the relevance of the concept of bureaucracies for the study of IOs can thus be summed up as follows. Since IOs are bureaucracies, their behavior can be analyzed and explained in the exact same way as that of bureaucracies, namely by looking inside the organizations, at how their defining characteristics enable them to make impersonal rules, and how these rules develop into bureaucratic cultures that guide bureaucratic action and how such action simultaneously affects the bureaucratic culture and the rules it consists of.

Criticism
The claim that IOs are bureaucracies is an elementary part of the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore. As the authors state in Rules for the World: ‘We ground our analysis on the fact that IOs are bureaucracies’ (p. 3). Unfortunately, this statement is not backed up by an explicit discussion regarding why it is certain that all IOs – all IGOs, that is – are in fact bureaucracies, exhibiting the four defining characteristics of hierarchy, continuity, impersonality and expertise. It cannot be said that this is self-evident from Barnett and Finnemore’s “minimalist” definition of an international organization as 'an organization that has representatives from three or more states supporting a permanent secretariat to perform ongoing tasks related to a common purpose' (RftW, p. 177). None of the central features of bureaucracies are incorporated into this definition. Therefore, in order for us to appreciate why IOs are bureaucracies, we obviously need know more about what IOs are than Barnett and Finnemore’s “minimalist” definition informs us about. While it might seem plausible that IOs are always set up as bureaucracies, Barnett and Finnemore should nevertheless provide at least a brief discussion as to why their central claim, which constitutes the foundation of the research programme they develop, must be taken seriously.
Furthermore, if we give Barnett and Finnemore the benefit of the doubt regarding their plausible, albeit insufficiently specified central claim that IOs are bureaucracies, we soon run into the problem that it is difficult to make clear what exactly the authors have in mind when they refer to a “bureaucracy”. The first reason for this is that they never properly define bureaucracies. Granted, they do specify that bureaucracies have four defining features: hierarchy, continuity, impersonality and expertise. However, they say very little about what these four features entail and about the dynamics between them. As a result of this, they fail to answer the overarching question: What kind of bureaucracies are IOs? Two aspects remain fuzzy in particular.
The first of these is what precisely Barnett and Finnemore have in mind with the four central bureaucratic features they distinguish. In other words, what does it mean for IOs to exhibit the four bureaucratic features of hierarchy, continuity, impersonality and expertise? The authors barely elaborate on this apart from the brief, one sentence clarifications they give for each of the four characteristics, all of which I have cited above. Therefore, I think that the four core elements of bureaucracies all could use at least some additional description. I hold this to be true especially for expertise. Barnett and Finnemore relate expertise to bureaucratic control over knowledge, to the hiring of bureaucrats according to merit, and to the training of bureaucrats. This is not a very straightforward approach, as expertise is usually linked more directly to the personal knowledge and skills of bureaucrats, in line with the dictionary definition of expertise as ‘expert skill or knowledge in a particular field’ (Oxford Dictionaries, 2015). Yet, the authors do not provide any further illustration of, or justification for their peculiar notion of expertise. As a consequence of this, they fail to demonstrate why it actually make sense to for us to think of IOs as actors that exhibit expertise by definition. After all, expertise, in the common sense of the word, is not something that actors are endowed with from the outset. Rather, it is something that actors can acquire over time, through experience, as they obtain increasingly specialized knowledge and skills in a certain domain. For instance, no person is born an expert, but people can develop certain qualities through which they may come to be seen as experts over time. And if this is true for individuals, it could logically apply to collective actors like IOs as well. Since Barnett and Finnemore do not explain what their notion of expertise entails exactly, it is insufficiently clear why we should take seriously their counterintuitive claim that if you set up an organization as a bureaucracy to perform certain tasks, that organization is by definition, instantly, an expert actor.
Related to the question of what the four bureaucratic traits distinguished by Barnett and Finnemore actually denote, is a second theoretical ambiguity which requires clarification, namely how do the bureaucratic characteristics of IOs relate to one another in practice, within the organizations? That is, how do these traits combine to constitute these organizations? Unfortunately, this matter is not discussed explicitly by the authors at all. In my opinion, they do provide an interesting and insightful discussion on the propensity of IOs to create impersonal rules and how this is connected to the development of internal bureaucratic cultures through the mutually constitutive relationship between IOs and the rules they make. It is however regrettable that Barnett and Finnemore fail to shed light on the role of the four central characteristics of IOs in this process, therefore leaving the interplay of the defining features of IOs in obscurity.

Pillar 2: The authority of IOs
Outline
Barnett and Finnemore define authority as ‘the ability of one actor to use institutional and discursive resources to induce deference from others’ (RftW, p.5). The authors maintain that authority is always socially constructed, which is evident from the fact that authority is tied up with consent; authority can only exist if it is recognized as such by other actors that are willing to submit to it, at least to a certain degree. Thus, authority is socially constructed ‘[w]hen actors confer authority and defer to the authority’s judgment’ (RftW, p.20). After actors have conferred authority to an actor, they generally adjust their behavior in accordance with the judgments of the authority. However, Barnett and Finnemore emphasize that this is not guaranteed, since actors may sometimes disregard the authority without revoking their recognition of it, for one or a variety of reasons. As any social construct, authority is thus best understood as a dynamic concept.
	When it comes to the authority of IOs, Barnett and Finnemore argue that IOs, as bureaucracies, are authorities by design, rational-legal authorities to be precise. According to the authors, Weber’s notion of “rational-legal authority” refers to a specific kind of authority which is “legal” in the sense that it is ‘invested in legalities, procedures, and rules and thus rendered impersonal’ – as apposed to alternative categories of authority relating to individual people; and is “rational” because it ‘deploys socially recognized relevant knowledge to create rules that determine how goals will be pursued’ (PPP, p. 707). A bureaucracy is always a rational-legal authority, because rational-legal authority is an integral element of the very concept of bureaucracy which denotes a “legal” entity that operates “rationally” by using information that is generally considered as an appropriate basis for action. Owing to the rational-legal authority that they represent, bureaucracies enjoy wide recognition as rightful, reasonable bodies for the handling of a great variety of social tasks and are therefore bound up with a notion of legitimacy.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  This is not to say that bureaucracies receive much praise in modern society. In line with Weber’s view, they are commonly regarded as a necessary evil that is required to bring about order in the complexities of modern society, but is also deeply despised and feared for its impersonal power and dehumanizing tendencies (PPP, p. 707). Franz Kafka brilliantly portrayed a nightmare of bureaucratic tyranny in his novel Der Prozess (The Trial), published in 1925.] 

In the view of Barnett and Finnemore, authority shapes both IOs themselves, as well as their behavior. The rational-legal authority bound up with them ‘constitutes IOs in the sense that it gives them a specific form (bureaucracy) and empowers them to act in specific ways (general, impersonal rule making)’ (RftW, p. 21). However, the authors assert that this does not, and cannot possibly tell the full story of IO authority, because IOs, like all bureaucracies, are instrumental organizations in the sense that there must be some socially relevant reason for them. They can only be authoritative insofar as they are ‘seen to serve some valued and legitimate social purpose’ and are considered to ‘serve that purpose in an impartial and technocratic way using their impersonal rules’ (ibid).
The implication of this is that IOs require more than the rational-legal authority they embody, because this can merely give them an organizational and behavioral profile, but not the “social purpose” they need to serve, or at least need to be seen as serving, in order to become full-fledged authorities. After all, it is not form and behavior, but ‘the values and the people they serve that make bureaucracies, including IOs, respected and authoritative’ (RftW, p. 22).
According to Barnett and Finnemore, the social purpose of IOs is provided by three additional kinds of authority that IOs can draw from, namely delegated authority, moral authority and expert authority. 
The authors explain that delegated authority is created when states delegate certain tasks to IOs. This kind of authority seems very basic, since IOs are only authorized to carry out the tasks bestowed upon them. However, Barnett and Finnemore argue that it is never that simple, since the tasks delegated to IOs are not always clearly defined, or can seem to conflict with other tasks. This means that to a certain extent, IOs themselves have a role in interpreting what authority has exactly been delegated to them.
Furthermore, IOs can enjoy moral authority because they are ‘often created to embody, serve, or protect some widely shared set of principles’ (RftW, p. 23). Thus, they are frequently seen as morally authoritative because they represent the values of the international community as a whole, in contrast to states who are merely guided by their own self-interest.
Finally, Barnett and Finnemore postulate that ‘IOs are often authoritative because of their expertise’ which, as was mentioned earlier, is a defining characteristic of bureaucracies and therefore of IOs according to the authors (RftW, p. 24). In their view, IOs are frequently created because of their expert authority, i.e. because they are considered to be well equipped to handle complex tasks.
The framework of Barnett and Finnemore thus identifies four different categories of authority – rational-legal, delegated, moral and expert authority – that IOs can come to enjoy and through which they can become autonomous actors, at least to a certain extent, as I discuss in the next section. Moreover, the authors explain that different IOs can obtain authority from these four sources in different ways, resulting in a unique blend of authority for each individual IO.
Barnett and Finnemore furthermore claim that on the basis of the four sources of authority, an IO can obtain authority in two ways; it can come to be seen as being in a position of authority, or “in authority”; and as being inherently authoritative due to its special qualities, that is, it can become “an authority”. While being in authority refers to a status that is tied to an institutional role or position, but transferable from actor to actor, depending on who occupies that role or position, being an authority has to do with the specific characteristics of an actor – its knowledge, skills, experience etc. – and  is not transferable in such a way.
The authors assert  that ‘[r]ational-legal authority and delegation are central to putting an IO in authority’, while ‘expertise tends to be central for making it an authority’ (RftW, p. 25). Furthermore, the moral authority of an IO (or any other actor) can be linked to it both being in authority and an authority according to Barnett and Finnemore. Their argument for this is that IOs frequently argue that their moral institutional role, their position of being in authority, makes them well equipped to speak on behalf of the international community about moral issues – as they supposedly serve universal principles instead of their own self interests – and thus makes them an authority in the realm of morality.
The authors claim that appreciating how being in authority is distinct from, but closely connected to being an authority, as well as how this distinction relates to the four intermingling sources of authority for IOs, is important for scholars who want to come to a profound understanding IO authority. Important in this regard is that the relationship between the two ways of being authoritative is one of mutual dependence, in the sense that IO authority ‘is dependent on being perceived as both in and an authority’ (RftW, p. 26). Hence, the authority of an IO can be strengthened if it is considered to be in a position of authority and to be inherently authoritative due to its qualities. However, these two ways of being authoritative and the four categories of authority connected with them ‘also can run at cross-purposes and create tensions, complications, and even a crisis of authority for the IO’ (RftW, p. 26).
	To sum up, Barnett and Finnemore argue that IOs are endowed with rational-legal authority at their establishment and this specific kind of authority is connected to their bureaucratic form and behavior. Subsequently, IOs can acquire the social purpose they need to become fully authoritative, on the basis of three additional kinds of authority: delegated, moral and expert authority. The four categories of authority thus distinguished, can combine to put an IO in a position of authority, in authority, and make it an authority by endowing it with authoritative qualities. While the four categories of IO authority and the related distinction of being in and an authority can complement one another and enhance the authority and performance of an IO, they can also ‘conflict and generate competing demands, tugging and pulling IO staff in different directions’ (RftW, pp. 26-27).

Criticism
Barnett and Finnemore discuss the authority of IOs in much more detail than is the case with the internal characteristics of IOs and manage to paint a more complete picture of their second theoretical pillar than they do of the first. Nevertheless, this is not necessarily a clearer picture and they still fail to adequately address the overarching question of how exactly are we supposed to understand the authority of IOs? There are two related reasons for this.
First of all, Barnett and Finnemore do not sufficiently elaborate on the link between the two authority distinctions they introduce. The authors mention that rational-legal authority and delegated authority are connected to being in authority; with expert authority linked to being an authority and moral authority to both types of authority. However, they do not bother to explain why they hold this to be true, with the exception of moral authority. With regard to rational-legal, delegated and expert authority, the authors apparently hold it to be self-evident that the former two are related to being in authority and the latter to being an authority.
A major issue here is that in the case of expert authority, it is not exactly clear what kind of authority Barnett and Finnemore have in mind. To begin with, they maintain that expert authority is based on what they refer to as the expertise of IO’s. But since their conceptualization of expertise is riddled with ambiguities, as was discussed above, this would mean that those ambiguities are simply transferred from the concept of expertise to the notion of expert authority. More importantly though, the way Barnett and Finnemore link their concept of expertise with the idea of expert authority actually seems inconsistent with their definition of rational-legal authority. This is because they regard expertise as a defining feature of bureaucracies and thus as a central part of the bureaucratic logic according to which IOs operate. As we saw, this bureaucratic logic is bound up with the rational-legal authority of IOs, because it is the legal foundations and rational operational logic of IOs as bureaucracies, which constitutes them as rational-legal authorities. This would mean that expertise, as a defining element of bureaucracy, is actually bound up with the rational-legal authority of IOs. This apparent inconsistency, together with the lack of clarity regarding the concept of expertise, render it difficult to make out what expert authority entails and how it can be distinguished from rational-legal authority. Consequently, it is not clear what Barnett and Finnemore mean with their claim that  expert authority can set up an IO as an authority, but does not put it in authority.
Another problem has to do with Barnett and Finnemore’s claim that moral authority is connected to both being in and an authority. As mentioned above, their reasoning for this is that IOs frequently argue that they can be considered an authority on moral issues based on the fact they are tasked with defending certain moral values and are thus morally in authority. However, in my view, moral authority can only be connected to the argument that IOs are authoritative on moral issues due to their inherent qualities, i.e. the claim that they are an authority, for if IOs find themselves in an institutional position to defend certain moral values, this must simply be the result of their rational-legal and/or delegated authority. In the next paragraph I briefly wish to illustrate this claim with an example given by Barnett and Finnemore.
Referring to the case of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), the authors assert that ‘UNHCR may use its institutional position as assistant to refugees and promoter of refugee law’ – which according to them signifies its being morally in authority – ‘as a basis for claiming that it speaks for refugees and is uniquely able to act on their behalf’ – which would make it an authority on moral matters (RftW, p. 25). However, I would argue that UNHCR’s institutional positions as a refugee assistant and refuge law promoter are not actually part of its moral authority, but instead fall under its delegated authority. These are simply tasks that have been delegated to UNHCR, or that UNHCR has managed to take on by exploiting delegation processes. Only the second half of the example, the claim of UNHCR to have the unique ability to act as a mouthpiece for refugees, is related to moral authority, as it is a moral claim which, if recognized by other actors as a legitimate claim, would make UNHCR an authority on moral matters, i.e. morally authoritative. This means that moral authority, like expert authority, is only related to it being an authority.
To be fair, there is another way in which the moral authority of an IO could possibly be linked to both being in and an authority, namely by taking into account how IO staff are brought into the organization. The argument here is that any IO is likely to recruit people with a certain moral outlook that concurs with the moral aims of the IO in question. Simply put, IOs will generally hire people only if they demonstrate at least a minimum level of moral support for the activities of the organization. Therefore, the hiring process of an IO, which is part of its institutional set-up and thus has to do with the IO being in position of authority, or in authority, guarantees that the IO is staffed by people who are morally qualified, so to speak, to carry out the tasks of the organization, and therefore that the IO is equipped with the moral qualities to become an authority. This means that the assessment of Barnett and Finnemore regarding the link between moral authority and the two ways of being authoritative might still be correct. However, a potential problem with this argument is that the way in which IOs recruit their staff, is guided by rules and procedures that are part of the bureaucratic nature of IOs and therefore are related to the rational-legal authority that IOs as bureaucracies enjoy, instead of their moral authority. Unfortunately, this matter cannot be resolved on the basis of Barnett and Finnemore’s theoretical framework as it stands, but needs to be addressed empirically.
Everything considered, it is clear that Barnett and Finnemore do not sufficiently elaborate on how their first distinction between four categories of authority relates to their second distinction between being in and an authority. This is especially problematic in the cases of expert and moral authority, for reasons outlined above. Therefore, the authors leave open the question of how is the first distinction between rational-legal, delegated, moral, and expert authority related to the second distinction between in and an authority?
A second ambiguity in Barnett and Finnemore’s discussion on IO authority is that because the authors do not adequately clarify the link between the two distinctions, it is not immediately obvious if it is worthwhile making the second distinction at all.
According to Barnett and Finnemore, their second distinction is useful because it ‘provides analytic leverage over the ways in which expertise, moral claims, delegation, and bureaucratic capabilities interact’ (RftW, p. 25). The distinction purportedly helps scholars understand the tensions that can arise out of the fact that IOs need to be seen as being both in and an authority, for example when they are mistakenly regarded as being both in and an authority and must then either commit to becoming both and thus living up to their (initially) unjustified reputation; or demonstrate that they are not in fact both in and an authority on certain matters, and therefore should not be dealing with those issues. Even though the second distinction might have some added value in this sense, it also makes the framework more complicated, and Barnett and Finnemore hardly makes it evident that the added value of distinguishing between being in and an authority, weighs up against the added complexity that comes with it.
On the basis of my comments in the previous paragraphs, it can even be argued that the second distinction between being in and an authority simply divides the four categories of authority into two subcategories, one consisting of rational-legal authority and delegated authority and the other of expert and moral authority. After all, it seems plausible, or at least possible, that both moral authority and expert authority can only make IOs an authority, but cannot not put them in an institutional position of authority, while the reverse is true for rational-legal and delegated authority. If that is the case, scholars might be able to get the same insights about IO authority that the second distinction provides by simply looking only at the four categories of authority directly. And since this  issue cannot be settled by the framework of Barnett and Finnemore, as we saw earlier, the very utility of the second distinction remains questionable. In other words, it is fair to ask to what extent can the distinction between being in and an authority be considered a useful addition to the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore?
To conclude this section, I would like to make two critical comments of lesser importance. First off, in their discussion of delegated, moral and expert authority, the authors repeatedly bring up the concept of autonomy, without properly introducing this term. The intermingling of the terms authority and autonomy is confusing in itself, and this confusion is further amplified by the fact that Barnett and Finnemore fail to make clear what they mean by autonomy, as they do not provide a proper definition of autonomy (see my discussion of IO autonomy below), and they do not explain why they bring up autonomy in their discussion of three categories of authority. It is certainly not impossible to separate the terms analytically; my discussion of their theoretical framework here should be sufficient proof of that.
Secondly, in their discussion of rational-legal and delegated authority, Barnett and Finnemore ignore the respective facts that IOs can set up and be set up by other IOs; and that they can delegate tasks to and be delegated tasks by other IOs. Instead, the authors only mention states as possible IO founders and delegators. 

Pillar 3: The autonomy of IOs
Outline
Barnett and Finnemore believe that the ‘[t]he authority of IOs creates a basis for their autonomous action’ (RftW, p. 27). While they do not provide a clear, explicit definition of autonomy – I address this issue in my criticism below – Barnett and Finnemore do offer a general description of how IO autonomy can be recognized, when they state that they ‘understand autonomy to exist when IOs are able to act in ways not dictated by states’ (RftW, p.10).
The authors explain that in their conception of autonomy, they go beyond the idea – which they claim has been prevalent in the IR literature – that IO autonomy can only be demonstrated in cases where an international organization was able to act directly against the will of powerful states. Contrary to this, they stress that IOs can also operate autonomously in more subtle ways.
As Barnett and Finnemore point out, IOs are frequently set up by states in a way that provides them with at least a limited degree of autonomy, in the form of the “discretion” they need in order to carry out their social tasks. It is then likely that states want the IOs to ‘use that discretion within a zone that is demarcated by state interests’ (RftW, p. 27). The authors argue that in practice IOs sometimes overstep the boundaries of their “zone of discretion” and attempt to undermine or even alter the interests of states. Therefore, they emphasize that the autonomy of IOs cannot be properly understood unless scholars acknowledge that ‘IO autonomy from states may thus come in different degrees, but also in different kinds’ (RftW, p. 27). In order to capture the scope and diversity of IO autonomy, Barnett and Finnemore outline five different categories of IO-state relations that represent different levels and types of IO autonomy.
In the first category, the autonomy of IOs is demarcated by the interests of states, which means that IOs act autonomously within their zone of discretion. In a situation like this, it is worthwhile for scholars to investigate ‘how, among the possible ways they could advance state interests, IOs decide what those interests are and how best to serve them’ (RftW, p. 28).
The second category refers to IO autonomy in situations where states do not have strong preferences because they know and/or care little about the issues at hand.
	A third category of IO autonomy is related to the inaction of IOs. The idea here is that IOs act autonomously by not carrying out their tasks in a way that the states want them to, because the IOs cannot perform their tasks; because they covertly carry out their duties in a different way than states want them to; or because they ‘explicitly refuse to carry out new demands on the grounds that such demands contradict existing routines, mandates, and their expert knowledge’ (RftW, p. 28).
	The fourth category covers IO action in opposition to the interests of states. Barnett and Finnemore argue that while IOs often defy the will of weak states, they ‘less frequently challenge the core interests of dominant states directly’ (RftW, p. 28). However, IOs can also confront states, including powerful states, indirectly by joining forces with other states, IOs, INGOs, and/or the general public to speak out against the interests of states.
	In the fifth and final category, IO autonomy goes as far as altering ‘the broader normative environment and states’ perceptions of their own preferences’ in order to bring them in line with the interests of the IOs. Frequently, IOs have staff lobbying states to achieve this.
	According to Barnett and Finnemore these five categories of IO autonomy provide a more complete picture of IO autonomy than is possible under economistic approaches, and by doing so, their framework is even equipped to account for the fact that IOs may become important, purposive actors in world politics.

Criticism
Barnett and Finnemore’s arguments regarding the autonomy of IOs are, in my view, gravely undermined by their reluctance to present a proper definition of the very concept of IO autonomy, for in the absence of such a definition, it is impossible to ascertain what exactly they are referring to with that notion. For this reason alone, the authors fail to resolve the overarching question of how exactly are we supposed to understand the autonomy of IOs?
Ironically, the authors themselves acknowledge the need to ‘be specific about what counts as autonomy’ (RftW, p. 10). However, the “specific” formulation they then come up with is the one quoted in the above section, namely that they ‘understand autonomy to exist when IOs are able to act in ways not dictated by states’ (RftW, p.10). Insofar as this can even be considered a definition of IO autonomy at all, it is a rather poor one. In fact, it is an unnecessarily state-centric and essentially negative formulation of autonomy that basically describes the concept as the ability to act in the absence of state interference.
This conceptualization is state-centric because it puts states, and not IOs, at the center of the definition of IO autonomy, which is problematic for it ignores the possibility that non-state actors can also dictate the behavior of IOs. This allows for the absurd possibility that one can speak of IO autonomy when the behavior of an IO is fully dictated by one or more non-state actors, for example other IOs, MNCs or even individuals.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  See for example Cox, who argues that the behavior of IOs is dictated by what he describes as the “transnational managerial class”, which comprises senior managers of MNCs as well as IO executives and certain individual state officials (1981, p. 147). ] 

However, even if we would modify Barnett and Finnemore’s conceptualization of IO autonomy to refer to not just states, but to all relevant actors in the external environment of the IO, thus by saying that autonomy exists when IOs are able to act in ways not dictated by external actors, this would still not tell us much about what IO autonomy entails. This is because the main problem of Barnett and Finnemore’s notion of IO autonomy is not that it is state-centric, but that it is essentially negative in formulation, that is, it says more about what IO autonomy is not, than about what it is. 
Autonomy is said to be about acting in a way that is not being dictated, which implies that all actions, without exception, can be considered autonomous if they are not directly dictated by other actors. This is rather nonsensical as it would mean, for example, that any trivial mistake made by an IO while carrying out the tasks dictated to it by states, which causes the organization to deviate in an insignificant manner from its orders, would count as an example of IO autonomy. Obviously, one can wonder if such behavior can seriously be regarded as a meaningful form of IO autonomy. I personally do not think so, and I expect that most IR scholars would agree with me, including Barnett and Finnemore themselves.
Because Barnett and Finnemore’s negative conceptualization of IO autonomy fails to separate trivial “autonomous” IO behavior from meaningful IO autonomy, I do not see how I can properly investigate the autonomy of the ROEU on the basis of their framework in its current form. After all, such an exploration requires me to specify in some way what kind of behavior IO autonomy involves, and this simply requires a positive definition of autonomy, instead of the negative interpretation employed by the authors.
Simply put, we have to come up with an alternative definition that specifies what IO autonomy is, instead of what it is not. Therefore, I devote the next paragraphs to examine the broader IR literature on IOs with the goal of formulating a positive definition of IO autonomy that enables me to adequately investigate the autonomy of the ROEU in chapter 4 of this thesis.
While IOs have not been considered relevant actors in the traditional IR literature, the idea that IOs might be autonomous actors to a certain degree, has received attention from an increasing number of scholars, especially in the last two decades, (in addition to the work of Barnett and Finnemore that I discuss in this chapter, see for example Ness & Brechin, 1988; Pollack, 1997; Abbott & Snidal, 1998; Reinalda & Verbeek, 1998; Nielson & Tierney, 2003; Hawkins et al., 2006; Haftel & Thompson, 2006; Collins & White, 2011; Oestreich, 2012). Unfortunately, this growing body of literature has not yet produced anything like a consensus definition of IO autonomy that would suffice for my purpose here. It actually seems that the approach of Barnett and Finnemore is representative of the broader literature on this topic, in the sense that researchers often either do not bother to formulate a clear, explicit definition of IO autonomy, or conceptualize it in a rather state-centric manner.
An exception is Brown (2011), who offers a helpful starting point for approaching the concept of IO autonomy in a more comprehensive manner, namely the etymology of the word “autonomy”.
The word autonomy derives from the Greek word “autonomia” (αὐτονομία), itself derived from the word “autonomos” (αὐτόνομος), which combines the words “auto” (αὐτο) meaning “self” with “nomos” (νόμος), meaning “law”, “rule” or “custom” (Brown, 2011. See also Woodhouse, 1910; Online Etymology Dictionary, 2015).
As Brown (2011) explains, the word “autonomia” was first used by Aristotle and, unsurprisingly, refers to an idea of self-legislation or self-rule. Brown identifies two elements in the meaning of the word, the first is related to “auto” and ‘denotes a condition of independence without external control’, while the second is linked with “nomos” and ‘implies the existence of an institutional capacity or mechanism for self-legislation and implementation, by whatever type of institutional entity that might be’ (2011, p. 105). According to this perspective, IO autonomy involves a certain freedom from coercion by other actors, combined with ‘an institutional ability to shape and alter […] preferences and to make them effective as a mechanism of self-legislation in practice’ (ibid). IO autonomy then refers to the freedom of IOs to formulate certain preferences and then to act in a way that contributes to the realization of those preferences.
This approach provides a plausible basis for conceptualizing the autonomy of IOs in a way that does not link it up with a state-centric outlook. I think it can still be improved, however. To begin with, it can be made compatible with Barnett and Finnemore’s plausible argument that IO autonomy can differ in degrees and in kinds (RftW, p. 27), by emphasizing that the freedom of IOs to formulate their preferences is relative, as is their ability to act upon those preferences.
Furthermore, in order to get a clearer idea of what IO autonomy involves in practice, this approach can be complemented with Reinalda and Verbeek’s (1998; 2011) claim that IO autonomy is connected to the three phases in a policy cycle: agenda setting, policy making and policy implementation. These phases can be viewed within the context of the distinction between “auto” and “nomos”, leading to the following definition:

IO autonomy refers to the relative freedom of IOs to set their own agenda’s on the basis of their preferences, and the extent to which they are able to act upon those agendas by making policies according to their preferences, and working towards the implementation of those policies. 

It is important to note the significance of the phrases “relative freedom” and “extent to which they are able to act”, which express the idea that IO autonomy is a matter of degrees and of kind. Simply put, IOs can enjoy more or less autonomy according to how free they are to set their own agenda’s, and to what extent – if to any extent at all (!) – , they can subsequently act upon their agenda’s.
If an IO manages to set its own agenda, but then finds itself completely unable to act upon that agenda due to restrictions posed on it by external actors, the IO cannot be said to have not autonomy at all. Rather, it enjoys only one specific kind of autonomy, namely agenda-setting autonomy. Under certain circumstances, IOs can come to enjoy two additional kinds of autonomy: policy making autonomy and implementation autonomy. The kind(s) of autonomy that IOs enjoy and the relative degree in which they enjoy these three kinds of autonomy, is likely to differ from organization to organization, and to change over time.
On the basis of my alternative definition of IO autonomy, I want to explore two issues which are not sufficiently covered by Barnett and Finnemore’s framework, mainly because of their failure to come up with a proper definition of IO autonomy.
The first of these has to do with the question what kind of autonomy can IOs enjoy? Barnett and Finnemore’s approach aims to address this matter by means of their five categories of IO autonomy, or to be more precise, of ‘IOs’ autonomous relations with states’ (RftW, p. 27). However, when these categories are scrutinized carefully, they do not seem to be helpful in answering the above question. This is because, in line with the authors’ problematic, state-centric conceptualization of IO autonomy, they are centered on states and their interests, and say very little about the preferences and behavior of IOs themselves. In essence, they distinguish between different kinds of state interests and behavior, instead of between different types of IO interests and behavior. Simply put, Barnett and Finnemore’s categories of IO autonomy do not provide an answer to the aforementioned subquestion, because they are not compatible with a positive definition of the very concept of IO autonomy, like the one I formulated above.
Secondly, the approach of Barnett and Finnemore provides insufficient insights regarding the dynamics between IO autonomy and the environment, thus leaving unanswered the question how is the autonomy of IOs related to their external environment? Again, the problem is with the state-centric nature of Barnett and Finnemore’s five categories of IO autonomy. While these categories say more about the external environment of IOs than about IOs themselves, they do not properly address the subquestion above because they exclusively refer to the relations between IOs and states. Therefore, they cannot tell us anything about non-state actors in the external environment of any IO such as other IOs, INGOs and MNCs, or about how IO autonomy is related to those actors.
	
Implications for IO expansion
Viewed in its entirety, the approach of Barnett and Finnemore implies that IOs tend to expand in a rather straightforward fashion. More precisely, the framework describes a linear model for IO expansion according to which the bureaucratic features of IOs constitute the foundation of their authority, which in turn underlies their autonomy, on the basis of which IOs initiate their own expansion. For a simple depiction of Barnett and Finnemore’s linear model for IO expansion, see figure 1 at the bottom of this page.
Barnett and Finnemore’s model for the tendency of IOs to expand over time implies that ‘IOs are active agents in their own change’, and that understanding IO expansion thus requires scholars to look at the internal functioning of IOs (RftW, p. 158). In their view, the ‘dynamics originating within IOs themselves play an important role’ in enabling and driving IOs to pursue their own expansion (RftW, p. 157). Hereby, the authors challenge economistic explanations for IO expansion focusing on pressures coming from the external environment of IOs – in particular from states.
Because the three pillars of Barnett and Finnemore´s theoretical framework are so closely connected to the tendency of IOs to expand, as shown in figure 1 below, my criticism of their arguments regarding the bureaucratic characteristics, authority and autonomy of IOs has direct implications for their discussion on IO expansion. As I have argued, their theoretical framework contains a number of ambiguities that obscure what it actually means for IOs to operate as bureaucracies; to exhibit authority; and to enjoy autonomy. As a consequence of this, the authors fail to shed sufficient light on the inner workings of IOs. And since Barnett and Finnemore claim that the internal functioning of IOs holds the key to understanding the trend of expanding IOs, my exploration of the inner workings of the UNRWA ROEU that aims to overcome the flaws in Barnett and Finnemore’s approach, can possibly provide useful insights regarding the issue of IO expansion as well. Therefore, I also discuss the broad implications of my research findings for IO expansion in my analysis chapter.

Figure 1 – Barnett and Finnemore’s linear model for IO expansion
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Methodology

Background
In the previous chapter I discussed the approach of Barnett and Finnemore and highlighted its main theoretical and conceptual ambiguities. From these I derived the following three main questions and related sub-questions that the framework leaves unanswered:

Pillar 1: What kind of bureaucracies are IOs?
a. What does it mean for IOs to exhibit the four bureaucratic features of hierarchy, continuity, impersonality and expertise?
b. How do the bureaucratic characteristics of IOs relate to one another in practice, within the organizations?

Pillar 2: How exactly are we supposed to understand the authority of IOs?
a. How is the first distinction between rational-legal, delegated, moral, and expert authority related to the second distinction between in and an authority?
b. To what extent can the distinction between being in and an authority be considered a useful addition to the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore?

Pillar 3: How exactly are we supposed to understand the autonomy of IOs?
a. What kind of autonomy can IOs enjoy?
b. How is the autonomy of IOs related to their external environment?

In the next chapter I aim to address these questions on the basis of insights that I have obtained by conducting participant observation research over a period of five months, while working as an intern at the UNRWA Representative Office to the EU in Brussels. To clarify, my research is of an exploratory nature and aims only at refining the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore. I do not attempt to “test” this theory in the positivist sense. Therefore, I will not formulate “testable” hypotheses , and instead proceed with my analysis on the basis of the questions outlined above. 
However, a number of methodological issues must be addressed first. For starters, I want to justify my decision to do a case study of the UNRWA ROEU and provide a brief background of UNRWA in general and its Brussels office in particular. Secondly, I wish to explain what participant observation entails exactly, how I have applied it, why I have used it, and what the ethical implications of this style of research are. This is especially important since PO is not commonly employed in the field of IR (Klotz & Lynch, 2007). I take up these issues in the rest of this chapter.

Case selection
As I mentioned in the introduction chapter, I believe that the UNRWA ROEU constitutes a particularly useful case for my research purpose of exploring IO bureaucracy, authority and autonomy in practice, and subsequently using the insights obtained in this manner to refine the three pillars of Barnett and Finnemore’s theoretical framework. Before I can explain and justify this statement in detail, I first need to demonstrate that UNRWA actually qualifies as an IO under the definition of Barnett and Finnemore, which requires a closer look at the history of the agency as well as its current activities.
The United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees, or UNRWA in short, was established by the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) Resolution 302 (IV) in 1949 as a temporary Agency to provide ‘assistance to Palestine refugees’ (UNRWA, 2015c. See also UNRWA, 2015d). Since then, the organization has managed not only to continue, but to expand its operations tremendously. As of 2015, UNRWA is a major organization with over 30,000 employees working to fulfill its mandate ‘to provide assistance and protection to a population of some 5.1 million registered Palestine refugees’ in its five fields of operations; the Gaza Strip, Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, and the West Bank including East Jerusalem (UNRWA, 2015a). It does this by providing housing, education, health care, relief and social services, microfinance as well as emergency response services to millions of Palestine refugees. UNRWA is funded for 97% by voluntarily contributions from UN member states and private donors, leaving its budget volatile and its operational capacity uncertain (ibid). The agency has two separate headquarters, one in Gaza City in the Gaza Strip – which houses the office of its Commissioner-General (CG) – and one in Amman, Syria. In addition to this, UNRWA operates five field offices – one in each of its fields of operations – and four liaison offices, in Brussels, Belgium; Cairo, Egypt; New York, USA; and Washington DC, USA (UNRWA, 2015e). In its activities, UNRWA is supported by the Advisory Commission (AdCom), which is a UN mandated body consisting of twenty-seven members and three observers –  including the UNRWA host countries and its biggest donor states and donor international organizations – that advises and assists UNRWA in fulfilling its mandate (UNRWA, 2015b, 2015f).
Considering its historical and operational profile, I am convinced that UNRWA matches Barnett and Finnemore´s definition of an IO as 'an organization that has representatives from three or more states supporting a permanent secretariat to perform ongoing tasks related to a common purpose' (RftW, p. 177). UNRWA has an extensive permanent[footnoteRef:8] secretariat which comprises at least the office of the Commissioner-General, and to a certain extent also the more than twenty offices operating under the CG’s supervision, all of which are performing tasks aimed at fulfilling UNRWA’s common purpose to assist and protect Palestine refugees (UNRWA, 2015e). Furthermore, UNRWA’s secretariat is supported by representatives of the twenty-eight states and two IOs – the European Union (EU) and the League of Arab States – who make up the AdCom. In a less direct manner, UNRWA’s secretariat is also supported by representatives of the UNGA members states who oversee the agency’s mandate. [8:  Despite its official status as a temporary agency, UNRWA effectively operates as a permanent organization whose mandate is extended every three years by a routine vote in the UNGA. UNRWA’s mandate will most likely keep getting extended for at least as long as the international community continues to view the Palestine refugee issue as a practically unsolvable problem (UNRWA, 2015g). This has been the case for over six decades, and – as I have discovered at the UNRWA ROEU – is highly unlikely to change anytime soon.] 

In my view, UNRWA can be considered an interesting case for research on IOs and their behavior in general. In the context of this thesis I am especially interested in the Brussels office of UNRWA, as I believe that the ROEU constitutes a particularly suitable case for exploring IO bureaucracy, authority and autonomy in practice, for the purpose of refining Barnett and Finnemore’s arguments regarding these three issues so as to overcome the ambiguities in their framework. The reason for this is that the ROEU can be considered an extreme case when it comes to its bureaucratic nature, the authority it exhibits and the autonomy it enjoys. In order to clarify this properly, I need to sketch a brief background of the ROEU.
To begin with, the ROEU has been set up on the initiative of UNRWA according to its own logic of operation, without explicit instructions or approval from the UNGA or any other external actors, and  outside of UNRWA’s areas of operation. Furthermore, the office mainly carries out tasks that UNRWA has created for itself. Officially, the office ‘is working closely with the different EU institutions […] and also the different EU member states to advocate for the support of the human development, humanitarian and protection needs of Palestine refugees’ (UNRWA ROEU, 2015). In practice, the “advocacy” the ROEU engages in, comes down to establishing, maintaining and strengthening ties with the EU and a number of EU member states, as well as certain European countries that are not part of the EU, with the central aim of gaining financial support for the activities of UNRWA. Simply put, the primary purpose of the ROEU is to convince the actors with which the office interacts, to donate money to UNRWA. Political support for UNRWA operations is also sought after, but this is a secondary objectives at best. To some extent, the office also aims to interact with the general public, for example during public relations events in Brussels, with the goal of promoting the activities of UNRWA. The ROEU has only one, relatively minor task that involves direct assistance to Palestine refugees, namely dealing with requests and inquiries from and/or regarding Palestine refugees that are outside of UNRWA’s five fields of operations.
Hence, one could say that UNRWA allocates a significant amount of its budget to running an office in Brussels with the primary aim of increasing its budget in the long term through the fundraising efforts of the employees at that office. And although the main activities of the ROEU are effectively undertaken by UNRWA on its own initiative, without a clear mandate and outside of its areas of operations, the efforts of the ROEU have not been challenged by actors in the external environment of UNRWA.
When it comes to the relevance of the ROEU for the first pillar of Barnett and Finnemore’s framework, the ROEU can be expected to function as a bureaucracy according to the kind of rational logic of operation that Barnett and Finnemore refer to in their framework. This is because the office has been set up by UNRWA according to its own internal mechanisms, and these are embedded in the notoriously bureaucratic UN system which at least partially inspired Barnett and Finnemore to develop their framework in the first place (RftW, vii). Simply put, as part of the UN system the ROEU represents a bureaucracy and can be expected to act accordingly. The implication of this is that by investigating the bureaucratic internal functioning of the ROEU, I can outline in detail the defining bureaucratic characteristics of an actual IO, as well as the relationship between these features. This allows me to answer my questions regarding the first pillar of Barnett and Finnemore’s framework.
Moving on to the second pillar, it is important to note that in carrying out its central advocacy and fundraising duties, the ROEU heavily relies on the authority of UNRWA as a means of persuading donors of the necessity to fund UNRWA’s operations. In fact, in the promotional leaflets and brochures created by the office to present itself to the EU and other (potential) donors, the ROEU indirectly appeals to the four sources of authority distinguished by Barnett and Finnemore, by referring to UNRWA’s mandate and rational logic of operation (rational-legal authority); its main tasks (delegated authority); the moral importance of its activities (moral authority); and its expertise (expert authority) (see for example UNRWA, 2015a). Furthermore, the authority of the ROEU to carry out its tasks in this manner is widely recognized by external actors. As a result, the EU and various states now cooperate with the ROEU on a daily basis. This implies not only that the ROEU, as part of UNRWA, enjoys considerable authority in its domain, but it also means that this authority fulfills an important role in the internal functioning of the office, as it is central to performing its main tasks. Therefore, I believe that studying the inner workings of the ROEU can provide me with important information regarding the various sources of IO authority and the different ways in which an IO can become authoritative on the basis of these sources. Such insights are needed to answer my questions concerning the second pillar of Barnett and Finnemore’s framework.
Regarding the third pillar, the very existence of the ROEU implies that UNRWA has been able to obtain a significant degree of autonomy, which has enabled it to establish and run the ROEU on its own initiative and according to its own preferences. Because the advocacy and fundraising efforts of the ROEU are tasks that have been created by UNRWA on its own, in the absence of a clear mandate and without the intervention of external actors, the ROEU can be expected to act more or less autonomously in performing these duties. Therefore, the bulk of the ROEU’s operations seem to involve significantly autonomous activity. As a result, a close examination of the internal operations of the office can enable me to get a clear picture of what IO autonomy entails and the way in which this relates to the external environment of an IO. This knowledge would make it possible for me to answer my questions that refer to Barnett and Finnemore’s third pillar.
All in all, the UNRWA ROEU seems to be an extreme example of a bureaucratic, authoritative and autonomous IO. Therefore, it is a particularly helpful case for exploring IO bureaucracy, authority and autonomy in practice. By shedding light on these issues, I can answer the questions that I have formulated regarding the ambiguities in Barnett and Finnemore’s framework, and thereby refine their approach where necessary, which is the central goal of this thesis.

Participant observation
In line with my research goal, I have studied the inner workings of the UNRWA ROEU by means of participant observation, which I carried out during a five-month internship at the office. 
Participant observation can be described as ‘a manner of conducting a scientific investigation wherein the observer maintains a face-to-face involvement with the members of a particular social setting for purposes of scientific inquiry’ (Johnson, 1975, pp. ix-x). Simply put, PO is about studying people in a certain social context from within that very context. In practice, this means ‘participating in people’s daily lives over a period of time, observing, asking questions, taking notes and collecting other forms of data’ (O’Reilly, 2012, p. 113). Hence, PO involves more than a single research method and can be regarded as ‘a type of research enterprise, a style of combining several methods toward a particular end’, namely to produce ‘an analytic description of a complex social organization’ (McCall & Simmons, 1969, p. 3). 
While the quintessential method used in PO is direct observation, other common PO methods are casual conversations; informal and formal interviews; the collection and analysis of documents and artifacts; and direct participation combined with introspection. In order to record the data obtained through these methods, participant observers usually take field notes and sometimes make use of audio and/or video recording devices. Unsurprisingly then, interpretation and reflection feature prominently in participant observation research (McCall & Simmons, 1969; Spradley, 1980; Jorgensen, 1989; O’Reilly, 2012).
In my PO research on the inner workings of the UNRWA ROEU, I used most of the methods mentioned above. Firstly, I used direct observation, in that I observed how the office was arranged and how the staff interacted with each other and with me. Second, I engaged in direct participation combined with introspection. I simply worked in the office as an intern and through this work, as well as by reflecting on it outside of my working hours, I learned a lot about the organization. Third, at the office I had many casual conversations with colleagues about the internal functioning of the organization, some of which took the form of informal interviews, as I asked specific questions and took notes of the answers I received (Jorgensen, 1989). Finally, I collected and read various relevant internal documents, such as staff manuals, guidelines, and notes from staff meetings. I employed all these techniques in combination with note taking. In the following section I outline the participant observation research design on the basis of which  I employed these methods.

Research design
At the start of my internship with the UNRWA ROEU, and thus of my PO research, I did not have a specific research question in mind, and was not even sure if I would use my findings for my thesis. Rather, I started out from a relatively broad interest in exploring the inner workings of an IO in practice, and developed my specific research question and related subquestions in the process of carrying out participant observation. It is not uncommon for PO research to start out this way, because PO follows a “logic of discovery”, which refers to ‘a flexible, open-ended process for identifying and defining […] problems for study, concepts, and appropriate procedures for collecting and evaluating evidence’ (Jorgensen, 1989, p.18).
In the absence of a concrete research question, my initial research design outlined three guiding questions regarding the internal functioning of the ROEU. My first question was how does the ROEU carry out its tasks? This question aimed at exploring how the office was set up in order to enable its staff to perform its duties, and what the activities of the staff involved. Secondly, I asked on what grounds does the ROEU carry out its tasks? Here, I was interested in how the ROEU came to be in charge of its central duties, and on what bases – legal and/or other – it currently performed them. My third question was to what extent does the ROEU carry out its tasks according to its own preferences? More precisely, I wanted to know how successful the ROEU was at determining for itself what duties it performed and how.
In line with the “logic of discovery” of PO research, I began consulting the IR literature during my internship at the ROEU, looking for a concrete way to contribute to the theoretical understanding of IOs with my investigation. Upon discovering the approach of Barnett and Finnemore, I noticed that my three guiding questions resembled the main pillars of their theoretical framework (see figure 2 on the next page).While the first relates to the internal characteristics of the ROEU as an IO, the second essentially asks on the basis of what authority the office carries out its tasks, and the third concerns the ROEU’s autonomy in its activities. This enabled me to adjust my guiding questions to more explicitly address the flaws in their framework and subsequently use my PO research findings to overcome these.
From the outset, my guiding questions led me to focus on the behavior of six key players, namely all ROEU staff members.[footnoteRef:9] I also reflected on my own activities as the first intern (I1) at the office. The other employees were: [9:  Figure 3 on page 39 shows the respective positions of all ROEU employees in the office hierarchy.] 

· The director (D)
· The first liaison officer (L1)
· The second liaison officer (L2)
· The administrative assistant (A)
· The project assistant (P)
· The second intern (I2)
In my duties as intern, I regularly cooperated with all of these employees. Consequently, I was able to observe their individual behavior and how they interacted with one another in the office. I also had many casual conversations and some informal interviews with all employees.
In observing and interacting with the ROEU staff, as well as performing my own duties, my first guiding question directed my attention to the institutional arrangements and activities of staff members in the office, which informed me about the internal characteristics of the office as an IO, including Barnett and Finnemore’s four defining bureaucratic traits. Most importantly, I focused on what tasks ROEU employees performed, who they reported to and who reported to them (hierarchy); what their general employment conditions and career prospects in the organization where (continuity); to what extent they were guided by instructions and regulations in their work (impersonality); and finally, what skills and knowledge were involved in their day to day activities (expertise).
	My second guiding question provided me with insights regarding the Barnett and Finnemore’s two distinctions concerning IO authority, as it led me to explore, in internal documents and through informal conversations/interviews with employees, the legal and institutional foundations of the ROEU’s duties (rational-legal authority and delegated authority, respectively, both related to being in authority), as well as additional reasons underlying the ROEU’s activities, including the moral aspirations of staff members (moral authority, supposedly related to being in and an authority) and their special knowledge and skills (expert authority, related to being an authority).
	My third guiding question led me to investigate the ROEU’s autonomy, by interacting with staff and reading internal documents to uncover the ROEU’s interests and the degree to which these where reflected in its policies and activities, as well as the extent to which the office adapted its activities to please external actors.

Figure 2 – Barnett and Finnemore’s framework with guiding questions

          Theoretical framework	         Guiding Questions
 (
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)
         How does the ROEU carry out its tasks?
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IO Authority
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         On what grounds does the ROEU carry out its tasks?  
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IO Autonomy
)
To what extent does the ROEU carry out its tasks according to its own preferences?


Justification of methodology
In order to justify my choice to employ participant observation as the main type of research in this thesis, it does not suffice to weigh its alleged strengths and weaknesses. This is because the question of what the utility of PO is, can be answered in different ways, depending on which philosophy of science perspective is adopted. Jorgensen (1989) distinguishes two philosophy of science approaches which relate to two different conceptions of PO. The first is positivist, the second humanistic.
	The positivist view of science ‘suggests that scientific knowledge emerges only with the collection of observable data’ for the purpose of identifying 'patterns that [...] allow the formulation of laws' (Kurki & Wight, 2013, p. 18). Simply put, positivism is about ‘the factual character of real-world observations’ (Johnson, 1975, p. 4). Therefore, philosophical and metaphysical contemplations are placed outside the realm of science (Alexander, 1982). Positivists generally believe that the natural and the social world can and should be studied in the same way, and consequently that all sciences, including political science and the field of IR, should emulate the natural sciences in their efforts to produce objectively verifiable causal explanations for phenomena by means of rigorous hypothesis testing on the basis of systematically collected empirical data (Johnson, 1975; Jorgensen, 1989; Lee, 1991; Kurki & Wight, 2013). From a positivist perspective, participant observation – with its heavy focus on interpretation and reflection – is at worst a nonscientific practice, and at best a method for data collection that is only ‘useful […] for exploration and description’ at the very beginning of a scientific research project, prior to the more structured collection of data used for hypothesis testing (Jorgensen, 1989, p. 7).
	The humanistic perspective on science follows the philosophy of Wilhelm Dilthey, who has argued that within the realm of science, it is useful to make a distinction between the “natural sciences” on the one hand and the "human sciences" or “Geisteswissenschaften” – which consist of the social sciences and the humanities – on the other hand (Dilthey, 1991; Makkreel, 2012). This distinction recognizes that while the natural sciences aim at explaining phenomena on the basis of “natural laws”, the human sciences are most insightful when they take a different approach than the natural sciences, which is about understanding (“Verstehen”) the social world from within, through the “lived experience” of human scientists in their own social environments. In the words of Dilthey, ‘understanding is the domain of all who are actively involved in human affairs, and differs from explanation by participating in life, which is possible only on the basis of life’ (1991, p. 439). From a humanistic perspective, PO  is considered to be essentially different from, but at least as scientific as, the methodology of the natural sciences. In this view, PO ‘constitutes a humanistic methodology, a necessary adaptation of science to the distinctive subject matter of human studies’, as it enables scholars to come to an understanding of the social world from within (Jorgensen, 1989, p. 7).
This thesis is not written in the positivist tradition, but instead follows a humanistic or post-positivist logic centered on understanding in the way outlined above. As mentioned earlier, my aim here is not to "test" the theory of Barnett and Finnemore, but instead to refine some of their theoretical propositions on the basis of PO research.
My reasons for this are firstly that I agree with Dilthey that the natural sciences and the human sciences are fundamentally different scientific enterprises because the social world, as a socially constructed realm, cannot be studied in the same manner as the natural world.
Secondly, I believe that PO is a research style that is tailor-made for studying the social world because it not only acknowledges, but actually makes use of the participation of scientists in the social phenomena they wish to study. This kind of participation is inevitable since ‘we cannot study the social world without being part of it’ (Atkinson & Hammersley, 1994, p. 249).
While in a sense 'all social research takes the form of participant observation: it involves participating in the social world, in whatever role, and reflecting on the products of that participation’, I certainly do not believe that research on social phenomena always has to make use of PO explicitly as the main style of research (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995, p. 17). However, I do believe that PO is a perfect fit for my research purpose here.
Participant observation involves the effort of a researcher to come to a deep, “insider” understanding of a certain social environment by participating in that environment over an extended period of time, while simultaneously observing, describing and reflecting on it. Therefore, PO is an intense, time-consuming, qualitative research style that is not really suitable for studying large populations, measuring variables or identifying exact causal relationships (Jorgensen, 1989; Guest et al., 2013). However, it is ideal for in-depth case studies aimed at the exploration and/or theoretical specification of research questions concerning various kinds of social contexts, including organizations, about which little is known and which are inadequately transparent and accessible to be properly observed and understood from the outside (McCall & Simmons, 1969; Jorgensen, 1989).
This matches my research design exactly. After all, I explore a particular social environment about which little is known and which cannot be observed from the outside, namely the inner workings of an international organization (Dijkzeul & Beigbeder, 2003; Benner et al., 2007; Junk & Trettin, 2014). Moreover, the aim of this endeavor is to refine certain ambiguities in the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore on IO behavior, which were discussed in the previous chapter. 
The PO research that I have engaged in during a five-month internship at UNRWA, has allowed me to gain unique insights and come to a deeper understanding of the internal functioning of this IO, in a way that would not have been possible through any other type of research. However, my research design does have certain limitations, which I turn to now.
 
Research limitations
Since I have already argued against the positivist approach to participant observation above, I ignore exclusively positivist critiques of PO here, and instead focus on the main limitations of this type of research that have been discussed in the humanistic literature.
The most important of these limitations all seem related to the idea that PO is an oxymoronic style of research, because there is an inherent tension between participating and observing in the context of scientific investigation (Johnson, 1975; Jorgensen, 1989; McCall & Simmons, 1969; O’Reilly, 2012). As O’Reilly points out, participating means ‘getting involved, joining in, being subjective, immersing yourself’ while observing is about more or less the opposite, namely ‘being objective, keeping your emotional and perhaps physical distance, being scientific, clear-eyed, unbiased, critical’ (2012, p. 106).
Hence, a first problem is that in order to use PO to gain a unique, insider-perspective on a certain social phenomenon, a researcher has to participate in the object under study, and the more (s)he does this, the more difficult it becomes for the researcher to adequately observe the social context (s)he is participating in.
A related problem is the risk for a participant observer to “go native”, which means that through participation, the researcher comes to overidentify with the people under study in the sense that (s)he adopts their value system to a degree that renders critical observation impossible.
A final problem is that by participating in the social environment that is being studied, the researcher inevitable influences what happens in that environment, which has consequences for what the participant observer is able to observe and what (s)he is unable to observe.
The consequences of these problems are that PO research is necessarily subjective, at least to a certain extent, and that it might be problematic to use the findings of PO research for generalizing about other cases (Schwartz & Schwartz, 1955; Vidich, 1955; Gold, 1958; McCall & Simmons, 1969; O’Reilly, 2012;Guest et al., 2013).
When it comes to the first issue, I do not believe that my participation as an intern with UNRWA has undermined the quality of my observations about the internal functioning of the organization. This is because I agree with Jorgensen that the supposed tension between participation and observation has been overstated in the literature, as ‘ordinary experience contradicts the idea that as your participant involvement increases, your ability to observe effectively and accurately is diminished’ (1989, p.56). I think Jorgensen is right to counter that participation actually increases the ability of the researcher to observe adequately, because it allows her/him to gain ‘direct access to what people think, do, and feel from multiple perspectives’, which decreases the chance that the observations and interpretations of the researcher represent a misunderstanding of the social phenomenon being investigated (ibid). Furthermore, I believe that O’Reilly (2012) makes a valid contribution on this issue. She points out that for scholars who believe that people construct and reconstruct the social world – like Barnett and Finnemore, and myself –, participation has benefits for observation, because it ‘enables the researcher to be involved in the construction of the social world and thereby to begin to understand the actions of others as the actors themselves understand them – through interaction and interpretation’ (O’Reilly, 2012 p. 108). I agree with this argument, and therefore consider it a strength and not a weakness of my research design that I engaged in what Spradley (1980) labels “complete participation” instead of less active forms of participation. Complete participation refers to the activities of participant observers who ‘study a situation in which they are already ordinary participants’ (ibid, p. 61). This was the case with my PO research, as I carried this out while I was actually working as a fulltime intern at the UNRWA ROEU. Moreover, I had applied for the internship position because I wanted to do an internship, and it was only after I got offered the post, that I recognized it as a unique opportunity for PO research on the internal functioning of a major IO. However, during my time at the office I still primarily saw myself as an intern, rather than a covert researcher.
As O’Reilly (2012) points out, the risk of “going native” is highest for researchers engaging in complete participation, like I did. Admittedly, I sympathized with the aims of UNRWA and the values it represents when I joined the organization, and over the course of my internship, this feeling was somewhat strengthened. However, I do not consider the risk of going native a relevant problem for my thesis. Even though I engaged in the complete participation type of PO research, I have not really investigated the moral aims and values of UNRWA, but only how the ROEU functions in its attempt to fulfill these. This is evident from my questions regarding the framework of Barnett and Finnemore, none of which relate to the ends of UNRWA and/or the underlying values.
Finally, the third problem of PO – the supposed distortion of the social context under study caused by the participation of the researcher – does not apply to my research design. This is because my PO research was covert, in the sense that I did not gain ‘the full consent of the participants’ and did not conduct it ‘with their full knowledge’ (O’Reilly, 2012, p. 64). Since I simply did not tell the people at the ROEU that I was doing PO, I see no reason to assume that my participation in the office as an intern affected the internal workings of the organization in a way that would invalidate my findings. My colleagues did not know that they were being studied and therefore had no reason to behave differently than before my arrival.
While I do not think the problems of PO regarding the supposed tension between participation and observation are relevant for my investigation, my research design does have certain other (minor) limitations. These stem from my decision to start doing PO research without knowing exactly if and how I would be using my findings –  a strategy which is not uncommon in PO research, as mentioned above.
First of all, since I did not know if I would use my PO findings eventually, I did not see a point in telling my colleagues at UNRWA that I was studying them. Thus, my decision to engage in covert participant observation was a consequence of my initial approach. While covert participation does have certain benefits for my research, as was discussed previously, it also raises important ethical questions. I address these in the next section.
Secondly, because I did not inform my colleagues about my research, I could not interview them formally. Luckily, I did have the opportunity to ask them essentially all the questions I would have asked in a formal interview during the many casual conversations and informal interviews I had with them.
Finally, my research design has two more shortcomings I need to mention. The first is related to the question of generalizability. When I worked at UNRWA as an intern, certain internal office dynamics were hidden from my view. For example, I was not able to attend all meetings between senior UNRWA staff members, and I did not have access to some classified documents. While I am confident that these limitations have not significantly distorted my findings, I do regard them as a reason not to be too eager to generalize on the basis of my results. Moreover, I only carried out PO at the UNRWA ROEU, which is one relatively small office of a single international organization. While all UNRWA offices, and to a certain extend UN offices in general, are formally organized along the same lines, I am uncertain to what extent my research findings regarding the internal workings of UNRWA can be generalized to other IOs. However, it is not my purpose here to engage in such generalizations. I merely want to provide some theoretical and empirical clarifications regarding the ambiguities in the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore. While these refinements could be applied to different cases in the future, I do not speculate about the results of such potential future studies here.
A second, minor shortcoming of my research design is that I am not at liberty to display my field notes, as they contain confidential information about UNRWA that I cannot share for the practical reason that as an intern with the ROEU, I had to sign a confidentiality agreement. To be sure, even in the absence of such an agreement I would not have wished to share such confidential information, for ethical reasons that I discuss below.

The ethics of participant observation
Participant observation, as a style of research aimed at studying human beings, raises ethical questions regarding the rights of the people being observed (see for example Beauchamp et al., 1982; Bulmer, 1982; Jorgensen, 1989; O’Reilly, 2012). Ethical guidelines that have been developed for research involving human subjects universally condemn ‘physical harm to subjects’ and ‘generally prohibit violations of people’s right to privacy, confidentiality, and freedom from exploitation’ (Jorgensen, 1989, p. 28). Consequently, a common principle in such guidelines is that researchers ‘should gain full, informed and meaningful consent for the research from the participants’ (O’Reilly, 2012, p. 65).
If this principle is applied to PO research, the covert strategy that I have adopted seems unethical, as I did my research without the knowledge and therefore without the consent of the people under study. However, not all researchers support this conclusion. In fact, scholars have defended various ethical positions regarding covert PO along a continuum ranging from close to unconditional support, to near complete rejection of this type of research on the basis of ethical considerations.
Bulmer (1982) belongs to the former category, as he argues that covert PO can almost never be justified for a number of reasons, the most important of which are that it violates the principle of consent stated above; it constitutes an invasion of the privacy of the human subjects; and it involves deception of the latter by the researcher.
Against this, Jorgensen  argues that PO does not actually involve “human subjects” because a participant observer engages with people in their daily lives in the same manner as other people do (1989, p. 28). According to this view, covert and other types of participant observation simply reflect personal reasons or “interests” for interacting with people, which do not place any special ethical obligations upon the researcher towards the people (s)he studies. Therefore, the consent of those people does not have to be obtained.
My perspective on the ethics of covert participation occupies the middle ground. In my view, covert PO can be justified, but only when the researcher safeguards the privacy of the people being studied by presenting the latter anonymously, and by not disclosing personal information about them, or confidential information about the social environment in which the researcher has observed them. This is exactly what I aim to do in my research. In the discussion of my findings, I do not mention any personal details regarding my colleagues, but mainly refer to their duties and responsibilities in the context of their institutional position. The information I provide is hardly of a private or sensitive nature. I have actually shared some of it with family members or friends in normal, every day conversations. Similarly, I do not disclose my field notes, nor the internal documents I have analyzed at the ROEU, because these contain confidential information about the organization. Furthermore, I have interacted with my colleagues solely out of my personal interest, which happened to be of a scientific nature. I never regarded them as my research "subjects", and I do not treat them as such here. Consequently, I do not think I have "deceived" the UNRWA ROEU staff in any meaningful sense, nor do I consider it an ethical problem that I have not sought their consent. 
Finally, I want to point out that while most scholars engaged in PO adopt more overt strategies then I have done, they rarely are completely open about their intentions, and therefore usually do not operate on a basis of complete, informed consent (O’Reilly, 2012).
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Analysis

In this chapter I use the findings of my participant observation research to address the three overarching questions and related subquestions that I have derived from the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore in chapter 2. In the next section, I deal with the questions regarding the first theoretical pillar of Barnett and Finnemore’s framework, namely the bureaucratic characteristics of IOs. In the two sections after that, I address the questions regarding the second pillar of IO authority and the third pillar of IO autonomy, respectively. In the section on IO autonomy I also briefly reflect on the implications of my findings for Barnett and Finnemore’s ideas on IO expansion. In all three sections, I first address the relevant subquestions and subsequently use my answers to address the overarching question.

Pillar 1: What kind of bureaucracies are IOs?

1a. What does it mean for IOs to exhibit the four bureaucratic features of hierarchy, continuity, impersonality and expertise?
Hierarchy
The UNRWA ROEU definitely displays the trait of hierarchy, as the office has a clear hierarchical structure consisting of roughly three levels.
At the highest level is the director (D), who acts as the chief spokesperson for the office, and her/his duties mainly consist of representing UNRWA at high level meetings with colleagues from other UNRWA offices as well as representatives of the EU and (potential) donor states. The ROEU director answers directly to the Commissioner-General (CG) of UNRWA, which is the highest-ranking UNRWA official in the organization, and answers directly to the UNGA.
At the second level are two liaison officers (L1 and L2) and an administrative assistant (A), all of whom answer to the D. While L1 is in charge of handling inquiries from and/or regarding Palestine refugees – these are referred to as “refugee cases” – as well as the relations with (potential) donor countries, L2 oversees the interactions with the EU and the general public. The A not only acts as the personal assistant of the D, but is also in charge of various administrative tasks. Together, the D, L1, L2 and A make up the ROEU’s permanent staff.
At the third and lowest level are a project assistant (P) and two interns (I1 and I2). The P is not recognized as an UNRWA “official”, but instead hired as an “outside consultant” – Brussels jargon for freelancer – on a temporary contract. The P mainly works on the preparation for major public relations events in which the ROEU staff participates on behalf of UNRWA. The P usually works on one public relations project at a time and the length of the P’s contract, and possible extensions thereof, are generally set to match the timetable for a single such project. The P’s contract is not extended for periods without major public relations events, so during such intervals, the ROEU has one staff member less. The P answers directly to L2, but all permanent staff members can ask her/him for assistance. The two interns are not recognized as UNRWA “officials” either. They are hired on unpaid contracts for five months, and can be offered a one-month extension of their contract if the ROEU staff is satisfied with their performance. Both interns each report to a senior liaison officer. Thus, while I1 reports to L1 and supports the latter in carrying out her/his tasks – which was my role as an intern at the ROEU –, I2 answers to, and does this for L2. Apart from the specific tasks assigned to them by their respective liaison officers, the interns can be called upon for assistance by all permanent ROEU staff. Figure 3 below represents a schematic overview of the hierarchical structure of the UNRWA ROEU.

Figure 3 – Hierarchical structure of the UNRWA ROEU
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As figure 3 implies, the hierarchical structure of the ROEU is less straightforward than is assumed  in the approach of Barnett and Finnemore. The hierarchy of the UNRWA ROEU is actually made up of two distinct types, namely an “officials hierarchy” and a “non officials hierarchy”. The officials hierarchy covers the two top levels of hierarchy, and thus the hierarchical relations among all four UNRWA officials (D, L1, L2 and A). The non officials hierarchy comprises the third hierarchical level of ROEU employees who are not recognized as UNRWA officials (I1, I2 and P). Whereas the officials hierarchy is essentially fixed and predictable, the non officials hierarchy is more variable and rather unpredictable in at least two ways.
Firstly, in contrast to the permanent UNRWA officials, the positions at the third level of hierarchy are generally held by the same people for only a limited period of time, as the interns and the P have temporary contracts. Interns are never allowed stay longer than six months and it is quite common for them to leave the agency on short notice, before their internship contract ends, because they want to pursue a career opportunity elsewhere. The lifespan of a single P rarely extends beyond a year and is often much shorter, either because the P chooses to terminate or not to extend her/his temporary contract in order to pursue a different job, or because the ROEU cannot offer an extension of the contract for a period without major public relations events. Given this situation, it frequently happens that one (or multiple) of the third level positions is vacant for a number of weeks or even months, either because the ROEU cannot find a replacement on time, or as sometimes happens with the P position, because the ROEU is simply not looking for anyone to fill the vacancy.
Secondly, the tasks of the non officials are not as clearly defined as those of the officials. This has to do with the fact that in addition to the tasks that the interns and the P perform for their direct supervisor, they can be delegated tasks by any of the other permanent staff members as well (see the dashed arrows in figure 3).
It is important to note that the non officials hierarchy contains features that have the potential to undermine the general hierarchy of the ROEU.
For starters, while the temporary contracts of non officials do not provide them with any long term job security, people in these positions do have one advantage over permanent staff members, namely that the former are allowed to terminate their contracts on short notice, while the latter cannot easily do so. The fact that the non officials at the ROEU can basically leave the office whenever they want, gives them leverage over the permanent staff. To some extend, the non officials can request certain privileges from their superiors (the officials), and credibly threaten to either leave their post prematurely if these are not met, which would leave the permanent staff with the difficult task to find a replacement on short notice. Such bargaining power is very limited for interns, who can at most ask for certain task-related provisions. For example, an intern can express a willingness to extent her/his contract for an additional sixth month under the condition that she/he is put in charge of a certain project. Because it is generally more difficult for the ROEU to find a replacement for the P post than for any of the intern positions, the P has more leverage over the permanent staff, and can potentially obtain significant perks including a more favorable financial arrangement, especially when the public relations workload at the ROEU is particularly heavy.
Furthermore, the non officials hierarchy can erode the overall hierarchical structure through the indefinite nature of the tasks given to the interns and the P. The fact that any permanent staff member can call upon the interns and the P for assistance, and thus delegate certain tasks to them, can in practice lead to situations where non officials at the ROEU are put in charge of different tasks by different UNRWA officials and have no way of knowing which tasks to prioritize; or are delegated similar tasks by different staff members and do not know which of their supervisors to report to regarding these duties.

Continuity
The characteristic of bureaucratic continuity only applies to the officials hierarchy, i.e. the two top hierarchical levels of the ROEU. All UNRWA officials at the ROEU are guaranteed a full-time paid salary and have the possibility to pursue the advancement of their career within UNRWA. However, this is not the case for the non officials at the third layer of hierarchy. The interns are not paid a salary at all, and merely receive a small stipend to cover their transportation costs within Brussels. Furthermore, UNRWA internships at the ROEU do not provide interns with a specific prospect of future advancement within the organization. The P does get paid, but only under a temporary contract which also offers no clear prospect of advancement. 
Similar to what I described regarding the hierarchical structure of the office, the temporary nature of the positions at the third level of hierarchy, i.e. the non officials hierarchy, actually undermines the overall continuity element in the ROEU. It introduces a market-based dynamic in the office centering around the short-term self-interests of non officials who simply want to get the most out of their temporary employment, which is rather at odds with the long-term commitments of permanent staff members to their job and to the agency in general. Unsurprisingly, the presence of three temporary employees who have strong incentives to look for other job opportunities while they are still working at ROEU, and might at any time announce a premature departure, has a tendency to undermine the stability and predictability of the work environment in the organization.

Impersonality
The impersonality trait is certainly present in the operations of the ROEU. As an intern at the organization (I1), I had to keep in mind numerous regulations and follow various standard operating procedures, all of which were designed to ensure that I would conduct my work in the same way that any other intern or staff member would if (s)he were given my tasks. The same applied to all the other ROEU employees. The impersonal way in which the ROEU operates is clearly demonstrated by the various handbooks employed in the office, such as the UNRWA “branding guidelines” (see UNRWA, 2012a), the UNRWA “procurement manual” (see UNRWA, 2012b), as well as the ROEU interns manual and refugee cases manual.
Although there are various norms, rules and operating procedures in place at the ROEU to ensure impersonality for all ROEU staff, including the three non officials, this mechanism is somewhat undermined by the temporary nature of the latter’s employment, in a similar fashion as was described for the bureaucratic traits of hierarchy and continuity. This is because the lack of bureaucratic continuity for the interns and the P, that is, the absence of long-term employment prospects for the people in these positions, creates an incentive for them to carry out their tasks in an arbitrary manner insofar as this can improve their chances to continue their professional career elsewhere. To put it differently, every interaction that an intern or P, as part of her/his duties at the ROEU, has with a representative of a potential future employer (e.g. another IO, a government institution, INGO or MNC), is an opportunity for that non official to expand her/his professional network and possibly get a foot in the door at the workplace of her/his interlocutor. This gives ROEU interns and P’s an incentive to be rather accommodating to the needs of such representatives, even if this is not entirely possible under the rules and operating procedures in place at the ROEU. Thus, under these circumstances, the activities of the ROEU can to a certain extent be “personalized” by non officials doing favors for ROEU contacts with the aim of enhancing their own career prospects.

Expertise
Regarding expertise, I mentioned in chapter 2 that Barnett and Finnemore employ an unusual approach to this concept, which highlights bureaucratic control over access to knowledge together with the hiring and training of bureaucrats. These three aspects are not evidently related to the more widely accepted interpretation of expertise which refers to personal skill and knowledge. Moreover, I stated that because the authors do not elaborate on their conceptualization of expertise, they fail to justify their somewhat counterintuitive assertion that expertise is an inherent characteristic of IOs as bureaucracies, rather than something they can obtain gradually.
On the basis of my PO research, I want to argue that while the three elements of expertise identified by Barnett and Finnemore are connected to the ROEU’s expertise, they are not an inherent part of the office. Barnett and Finnemore’s claim that expertise is a defining feature of IOs, simply makes no sense for the UNRWA ROEU, which has not exhibited expertise from the outset, but has developed this over time through an ongoing process in which the office staff gradually acquires increasingly relevant specialized skills and knowledge. To be sure, this process does presuppose the presence, from the outset, of a certain “intelligence”. This intelligence refers to a progressive capacity to develop expertise over time, and comprises an elementary knowledge and set of skills needed to carry out social tasks, together with a commitment to perform those tasks and to improve the manner in which they are performed. 
Consequently, my research findings suggest that Barnett and Finnemore’s framework can be refined if their notion of expertise is replaced by my concept of intelligence as the fourth defining bureaucratic characteristic of IOs, and if expertise itself is regarded as the possible outcome of a process involving the progressive accumulation of relevant knowledge and skills over time on the basis of a intelligence.
Beginning with the first element of Barnett and Finnemore’s conceptualization of expertise, the ROEU staff has access to various types of information stored in digital files, which constitute valuable knowledge for some actors, but not for others. A first kind of information is only relevant for ROEU staff, such as staff guidelines and records on internal communication. A second type is valuable for UNRWA staff in general. This includes UNRWA manuals and data profiles that the ROEU keeps on the EU and (potential donor countries and EU institutions which are part of its portfolio. Finally, a third kind of information can be considered valuable knowledge for actors outside of UNRWA. This refers to files on the refugee cases, as well as data on the activities of the ROEU and the operations of UNRWA.
Some of these types of information are obviously not components of expertise (e.g. ROEU staff guidelines and UNRWA manuals fall under impersonality, while internal communication is a direct result of the hierarchical arrangement of the office, and possibly from impersonality regulations as well).
Nevertheless, the data on ROEU activities, UNRWA operations, refugee cases, the EU, and (potential) donor states, does involve the kind of specialized knowledge that is related to the ROEU’s expertise. However, this aspect of expertise was not part of the ROEU by definition. These sources of information did not instantly emerge as complete packets of expert knowledge at the establishment of the ROEU. Instead, they are the result of a long process of data accumulation in an increasingly sophisticated manner.
For example, during my internship I not only updated refugee case files and data profiles on (potential) donor countries, but I also expanded them, adding new types of data that had not been collected before and enhancing the way in which the data was displayed. Moreover, I learned that many interns before me had made similar improvements to these data collection processes. While these files had started out as simple collections of data, which could not be considered evidence of expertise, they have over the years evolved into more sophisticated sources of specialized knowledge that do reflect expertise.
From this it can be derived that the expert knowledge currently stored in files in the ROEU, is not a defining element of the office as a bureaucratic organization. After all, the office was already functioning as a bureaucracy before this element of its expertise was properly developed. However, this expertise is the product of a fourth defining element of the ROEU’s bureaucratic operational logic, which is related to, but distinct from hierarchy, continuity and impersonality. This element is what I call the intelligence of the ROEU, which is derived from its staff, and refers to the progressive capacity that has given rise to the gradual development of expert knowledge in the office over time. 
Put differently, the manner in which the ROEU has been set up by its hierarchy, continuity and impersonality, ensures not only that the office can perform the social tasks for which it has been set up, but also that it can accumulate knowledge in a progressive manner over time, which can enhance its the overall performance. The reason for this is that the hierarchy, continuity and impersonality together ensure that the ROEU is staffed by people with a certain individual intelligence, or merit, which relates to a combination of basic knowledge, skills and motivation. Merit can be developed over time, as bureaucrats gain more experience.
This is where the second element of Barnett and Finnemore’s notion of expertise counterargument becomes relevant, for while I have found that the recruitment procedure at the ROEU does indeed promote the hiring of people with certain basic knowledge and skills, it hardly guarantees the recruitment of experts.
As an intern at the ROEU, I witnessed that staff are hired according to merit, which comprises motivation as well relevant knowledge and skills. Motivation refers to a certain level of personal support for the activities and aims of UNRWA and the ROEU and a willingness to contribute to these in a progressive manner, by performing certain tasks and simultaneously attempting to improve the way in which these tasks are carried out. The relevant knowledge and skills involve technical qualities (e.g. fluency in English; moderate IT skills; and a general knowledge of international relations and economics) and diplomatic qualities (e.g. a minimal understanding of the politically controversial environment in which UNRWA operates –  particularly in relation to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict – and of how this affects its activities; as well as a basic ability to strike a careful balance between the need to advocate UNRWA’s humanitarian aims on the one hand and emphasizing the non political character of the organization on the other hand).
In practice, the ROEU recruitment procedure thus encourages the hiring of candidates with moderate to advanced technical knowledge and skills and only basic diplomatic knowledge and skills. It does not ensure the recruitment of experts and cannot meaningfully do so, because the diplomatic knowledge and skills that make up the merit of ROEU employees can only be acquired at an expert level through experience, by actually working at the ROEU, within the controversial environment in which UNRWA is embedded. Nonetheless, the recruitment procedure does result in the recruitment of staff with a certain intelligence, their merit, in the sense that they have a minimal skill set and level of knowledge, both of which can be enhanced over time through experience, on the basis of their motivation. Thus, the recruitment procedure at the ROEU is directly linked to the central bureaucratic feature of intelligence, but it does not by definition set the office up with specialized staff that constitute a part of its expertise.
Regarding the third aspect of Barnett and Finnemore’s interpretation of expertise, I can be brief. At the ROEU, new employees are simply not trained to become experts. At most, their relative knowledge and skills are moderately increased and improved as they learn to perform some technical tasks and gain new insights in the functioning of the ROEU and UNRWA. It would only be possible to train recruits to become experts if this was a long term process covering a significant amount of time in which the new employees could gain a lot of experience. This does not happen at the ROEU, as the training period is very short.
However, the ROEU training procedure does enhance the intelligence of new recruits and therefore of the office. It ensures that ROEU staff members are instructed in the tasks they have to perform and how to perform them, and thereby can gain some first insights regarding how they could improve the performance of these tasks over time. Hence, while the ROEU training process is necessarily connected with its intelligence, it does not inevitable endow the office with expertise.
To conclude, my findings suggest that while the three elements of Barnett and Finnemore’s conceptualization of expertise are indirectly related to the expertise that the ROEU currently exhibits, it cannot be said that the office has displayed expertise from the outset, on the basis of these three aspects. Instead, these three elements are only necessarily connected to a certain intelligence that is bound up with the ROEU staff. This intelligence involves a progressive capacity to obtain expertise on the basis of the elementary knowledge and skills needed to carry out social tasks, as well as a basic motivation to perform those tasks in an increasingly sophisticated manner. This implies that bureaucracies are not necessarily experts by definition. Rather, they are intelligent actors, in the sense that they are endowed with the potential to become experts. This finding can be incorporated into the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore, by refining their notion of expertise in two ways. The first of these is to substitute my notion of intelligence for expertise as the fourth defining bureaucratic feature of IOs. The second is to reconceptualize IO expertise as the possible outcome of a process involving the progressive accumulation of relevant knowledge and skills over time which is made possible by the intelligence of IOs.
Like the other three defining bureaucratic treats of the ROEU (e.g. hierarchy, continuity and impersonality), its intelligence is to a certain extent eroded by the non officials hierarchy.
A first reason why the reliance on temporary workers tends to undermine the ROEU’s progressive capacity to become more knowledgeable and skillful over time, is that non officials often leave before they have been able to make a meaningful contribution to the way knowledge is acquired in the office.
Furthermore, the ROEU’s temporary workers can leave the organization on short notice, thereby forcing the other staff to recruit and train a new employee in relatively little time. Not only can this result in one or more of the temporary posts remaining vacant for a while because the ROEU employees do not manage to find a replacement on time, as mentioned previously, but it can also lead to situations in which the recruitment and or training process is undermined. This can happen because the departing non official is not available to participate in the hiring process, and/or to personally instruct her/his replacement, both of which are common practice. This can undercut the intelligence of the ROEU, as it increase the likelihood that temporary staff members are hired on the basis of inadequate assessments – inadequate since it lacks the insights from the predecessor, whose experience with the vacant post puts her/him in a unique position to evaluate the suitability of potential replacements –  and/or do not receive proper training for similar reasons.

1b. How do the bureaucratic characteristics of IOs relate to one another in practice, within the organizations?
After clarifying what it means for the ROEU to exhibit the four defining bureaucratic characteristics identified by Barnett and Finnemore, I can now construct an overall picture outlining how these traits come together within the ROEU to constitute the office as a bureaucracy. Before I do this, I want to emphasize that according to my findings, expertise cannot properly be considered a defining bureaucratic characteristic of the ROEU. Instead, it is more meaningful to denote the fourth bureaucratic defining feature as intelligence, in the sense described above. From now on, I therefore consider the four defining bureaucratic characteristics of the ROEU to be hierarchy, continuity, impersonality and intelligence.
The hierarchical structure of the ROEU is like the blueprint of the office, it maps out how the ROEU staff is to act in order to perform the tasks which have been assigned to the ROEU. It does so by outlining what the duties and responsibilities of each employee are, including to whom they have to report and possibly which employees they themselves supervise.
The continuity characteristic provides the ROEU staff with a clear (financial) incentive to adhere to the hierarchical structure of the office, and gives them prospects to eventually move upwards within the broader structure of UNRWA if they do so.
Within the ROEU, bureaucratic hierarchy and continuity are complemented by impersonality, which instructs the staff on how exactly they are to carry out the tasks that they have been put in charge of under the hierarchical structure of the office.
The hierarchy, continuity and impersonality exhibited by the ROEU, form the basis of its intelligence in three ways. First of all, the hierarchical structure of the office and the rules and operating procedures that are part of the impersonality trait, constitute a basic knowledge about the office and its environment to which only staff members have access. Secondly, the continuity trait enables the ROEU to hire staff that already displays a certain basic level of relevant knowledge. Thirdly, the hierarchical structure and impersonality prescriptions ensure that the ROEU trains recruits in a way that places them in a starting position from which they can begin to enhance their knowledge and skills further.
To summarize this image of the ROEU, the office hierarchy outlines what needs to be done in the office and by whom; continuity ensures the presence of a staff willing to do what the hierarchical structure prescribes, impersonality instructs the staff about how to carry out their duties and responsibilities under the hierarchical structure; and the hierarchy, continuity and impersonality together endow the office with the intelligence needed to perform its tasks adequately and in a progressive manner.
Apart from the incorporation of intelligence instead of expertise, this image seems compatible with the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore. However, this is not actually the full picture of the bureaucratic inner characteristics of the ROEU, for it ignores one factor which tends to undermine the ROEU’s overall bureaucratic hierarchy, continuity, impersonality and intelligence: the non officials hierarchy.
The non officials hierarchy, which is distinct from the officials hierarchy, erodes the overall hierarchy in the office firstly because the temporary employment contracts of the non officials allow them to leave the office on short notice, and this ability provides them with a certain leverage over their superiors, the UNRWA officials. Secondly, the duties and responsibilities of non officials are rather vaguely defined, as they can be delegated tasks by all officials in the office, and this can lead to hierarchical confusion. The continuity exhibited by the ROEU is undermined by the non officials hierarchy, since the temporary nature of their contracts undercuts the stability and predictability of the office environment. Bureaucratic impersonality is challenged by the non officials, as they have an incentive to ignore rules and standard operating procedures and instead carry out their job in an arbitrary manner to please potential future employers other than UNRWA. Finally, the non officials hierarchy negatively affects intelligence because temporary workers are unable to significantly contribute to the way tasks are performed and because they can not always be hired and/or trained under optimal conditions as a consequence of the premature departure of their predecessor.
In short, the four bureaucratic traits of the ROEU are undermined by the non officials hierarchy, which fuels hierarchical confusion about what should be done by whom; weakens the continuity incentive for people to do it; challenges the impersonality prescriptions regarding how it should be done; and finally undercuts the intelligence needed to get the job done in a progressive manner.

Conclusion: So what kind of bureaucracies are IOs?
On the basis of my answers to the two subquestions regarding the bureaucratic characteristics of the ROEU, it seems that while IOs can indeed be considered bureaucracies that exhibit four traits by definition, the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore could be significantly refined in at least two ways.
The first is to modify Barnett and Finnemore’s notion of hierarchy to refer to two possible types of hierarchy: an “officials hierarchy” describing the relations between permanent IO staff members in a way that concurs with the original framework; and a “non officials hierarchy” outlining the way in which temporary IO employees can actually undermine the overall hierarchy displayed by the IO, as well as its three other defining bureaucratic traits, and thereby the very bureaucratic nature of the organization.
The second refinement concerns the concept of expertise. I have found that expertise cannot meaningfully be considered one of the defining characteristics of IOs because it involves relevant specialized knowledge and skills that can only be developed over time, after an IO has been established. Expertise can, but not necessarily always is developed by IOs as a consequence of IO staff carrying out the tasks of the organization in an increasingly sophisticated manner on the basis of their “intelligence”, which refers to the elementary knowledge and skills needed to carry out those tasks, together with a commitment to perform them and to improve the manner in which they are performed. While this intelligence is an inherent feature of IOs as bureaucracies, expertise is not. Therefore, the framework of Barnett and Finnemore can be altered so that the four defining bureaucratic features of IOs are hierarchy, continuity, impersonality and – instead of expertise – intelligence. Furthermore, the notion of expertise can be reconceptualized so that it refers to specialized skills and knowledge that IOs may, but not automatically will develop over time on the basis of their intelligence.

Pillar 2: How exactly are we supposed to understand the authority of IOs?

2a. How is the first distinction between rational-legal, delegated, moral, and expert authority related to the second distinction between in and an authority?
In order to answer this question, I outline the extent to which the ROEU enjoys rational-legal, delegated, moral and expert authority, and assess for each category if it puts the ROEU in authority, makes it an authority, or both.

Rational-legal authority and the second distinction
The ROEU’s rational-legal authority is derived from the mandate of UNRWA, which is based on UNGA Resolution 302 (IV) from 1949 by which UNRWA was established as a bureaucracy. The ROEU operates in accordance with UNRWA’s mandate and has been set up according to the same rational, bureaucratic logic that guides the operations of the organization in general. Together, the legal foundation of the ROEU´s establishment and the rationality of its operations constitute the office as a rational-legal authority.
The rational-legal authority of the ROEU puts the office in an institutional position of authority – in authority – but it does not make it an authority, as it does not endow the ROEU with any specific authoritative qualities which can only be found in this office. If UNRWA were to decide, for some reason, to close the ROEU office and lay off its staff, and then to open a new office elsewhere to operate under UNRWA’s mandate, following the same operational logic as the ROEU does now, the rational-legal authority of the new office would be identical to that of the former ROEU, even though the location, building and staff would all be different.
Of course, this in no way undermines the fact that the rational-legal foundation of the ROEU makes it authoritative by putting it in authority. In practice, various actors are willing to defer to the judgment of the ROEU regarding a wide range of issues, because they recognize the legality of the ROEU’s activities under the UNRWA mandate, and the rationality of its operations as a bureaucratic organization. This is true regardless of the fact that other offices could be set up in precisely the same rational-legal manner.

Delegated authority and the second distinction
The delegated authority of the ROEU stems from the specific tasks that have been delegated to the office under UNRWA’s original mandate, and subsequent expansions to that mandate which have been approved by the UNGA since UNRWA’s establishment. As mentioned in chapter 3, the core task which has been delegated to UNRWA is the provision of protection and assistance to refugees. However, the main tasks of the ROEU do not all follow logically from UNRWA’s central mandate.
As discussed above, the ROEU is tasked to provide a limited form of assistance to Palestine refugees registered with UNRWA, in line with UNRWA’s central duty. Yet, the main activities of the office are aimed at establishing and maintaining ties with the EU and (potential) donor countries to secure their financial support for UNRWA. These efforts do not reflect any specific tasks that have been delegated to UNRWA by the UNGA or other actors. Instead, they are the result of the way UNRWA officials have exploited the delegation process, by interpreting the fact that UNRWA has not been allocated a significant budget by the UNGA to perform its tasks, as a sign that that the organization is authorized to take care of its own finances through advocacy and fundraising efforts. Since this interpretation of UNRWA’s delegated authority has not been seriously challenged by the UNGA or other external actors, it seems that UNRWA in general, and the ROEU in particular, have so far succeeded in convincing external actors that the activities of the ROEU which do not involve direct assistance and protection to Palestine refugees, are nevertheless prerequisites for UNRWA’s ability to carry out these central duties. 
Like with rational-legal authority, the delegated authority of the ROEU helps to put it in authority, but does not establish it as an authority. When it comes to the ROEU’s assistance to Palestine refugees, the logic is straightforward: Because UNRWA has been delegated the task to provide protection and assistance to Palestine refugees, and because its representative office in Brussels engages in the provision of such assistance, the ROEU can induce inference from the various actors that are involved in the Palestine refugee cases which the ROEU deals with, including state actors, IOs and individuals.
Regarding the main duties of the ROEU – fundraising and advocacy – the office draws upon UNRWA’s delegated authority as caretaker of Palestine refugees, to convince external actors of the need to provide the office with financial or other support in order to enable UNRWA to carry out its delegated tasks. In so doing, the ROEU is able to get other actors, including states, to defer to its judgment that its fundraising and advocacy activities are a legitimate and appropriate response to the fact that it has not been allocated a significant fixed budget by the UNGA. This delegated authority is not connected to the inherent qualities of the ROEU, as it could simply be transferred to another actor. The tasks of the ROEU could easily be transferred to another UNRWA office, and the UNGA could change UNRWA’s mandate and transfer its delegated tasks – the source of the ROEU’s delegated authority – to another actor.


Moral authority and the second distinction
The moral authority of the ROEU is based on how, as on office of UNRWA, it defends and promotes – or is at least seen as doing so – the values of the international community by advocating and protecting the human rights and humanitarian needs of Palestine refugees. It is worth mentioning that certain actors – most prominently Israel – have at times accused UNRWA of moral bias, in the sense of being devoted to the plight of Palestine refugees in a way that disregards the rights and needs of other people, such as Israeli citizens. Notwithstanding these criticisms, the agency is widely regarded as a particularly moral actor defending international humanitarian values. 
In its interactions with other actors, the ROEU takes great care to argue how both UNRWA as a whole and the office in particular promote humanitarian values through their activities, and why this is important. Since the ROEU often succeeds in making a convincing case in this regard, the office manages to draw considerable moral authority from its own moral character, as well as from the recognition that UNRWA enjoys as a protector of the global common good.
In my view, the moral authority of the ROEU sets the office up as an authority on the basis of its inherent qualities, but does not put it in an institutional position of authority. In order to appreciate this claim, it is first of all important to carefully distinguish moral authority from delegated authority. Barnett and Finnemore fail to do this properly, which results in their ambiguous claim that moral authority is about an IO being both in and an authority, as I argued in chapter 2.
Simply put, I have found that the ROEU enjoys moral authority only to the extent that it can get other actors to submit to its judgment because those actors appreciate the devotion of the office to certain moral values. These values are reflected in the formal commitment of UNRWA as an organization and the ROEU as one of its offices, to the idea that Palestine refugees have certain basic rights and needs that should be safeguarded and provided for, respectively. These values seem to flow naturally from the tasks that have been delegated to UNRWA and eventually to the ROEU. However, it is not the supposed morality of its tasks, but only the specific moral quality of the ROEU itself – which stems from the devotion that its staff members have developed towards their duties over the years and which is expressed in the way they work towards fulfilling the mission of the office in practice – that can make it a moral authority. The fact that the ROEU is in charge of tasks which are compatible with certain moral values puts the organization in authority, but that is merely because this is a source of its delegated authority, not of its moral authority. After all, these tasks have been delegated to the ROEU and could therefore simply be transferred to another actor. While delegated and moral authority are closely related, they are distinct kinds of authority. The personal commitment of ROEU staff to the morality of the tasks they perform at the ROEU, has not been delegated and cannot be transferred to other actors. Rather, this is the foundation of the moral authority of the office, which makes it an authority.
Still, there is another issue to be clarified here. In chapter 2 I mentioned an additional argument which can be made in support of Barnett and Finnemore’s assertion that moral authority connects being in authority with being an authority, namely that the way in which ROEU employees are hired, ensures that the office is staffed with people that have a specific moral outlook supporting the activities and aims of UNRWA and the ROEU. Supposedly, this moral outlook results from institutional practices and therefore of the ROEU being in authority, but is also part of the inherent moral qualities of the ROEU that make it an authority. In the previous chapter, I confirmed that the recruitment procedure at the ROEU takes into account the moral outlook of applicants, as an aspect of their motivation. However, I also outlined how the hiring procedure at the ROEU is part of the rational logic underlying the ROEU’s bureaucratic internal functioning, which relates to the office’s rational-legal authority instead of its moral authority. This argument therefore confuses rational-legal authority with moral authority. The moral authority of the ROEU goes beyond the moral outlook that applicants need to display during the recruitment process. In fact, it is the result of qualities that have emerged in the office over time, through a unique process in which staff members have interacted with one another over the years in a way that has resulted in a distinct moral devotion of ROEU employees to the humanitarian values they consider themselves to be serving. While the hiring procedure in place at the ROEU ensure a certain basic compatibility between the moral values of ROEU staff, which makes possible the development and subsequent preservation of a collective moral devotion to the activities of the ROEU and UNRWA, it does not and cannot guarantee this. And whereas the hiring procedure is related to the rational-legal authority of the ROEU and can be transferred to other actors, the specific moral quality of the ROEU constitutes its moral authority and is uniquely bound up with the office. Thus, while the argument discussed here demonstrates how rational-legal authority and moral authority are linked, it does not contradict my conclusion that the moral authority of the ROEU makes it an authority, but does not put it in authority.

Expert authority and the second distinction
The ROEU enjoys expert authority on the basis of the specialized knowledge and skills which the office and UNRWA in general have developed over the years in order to assist and protect Palestine refugees. In this context, the ROEU can get actors to defer to its judgment to the extent that it succeeds in convincing them that UNRWA is a highly capable actor with a well informed opinion regarding the matters it deals with, and that the ROEU, as part of UNRWA, is especially well equipped to carry out its duties and responsibilities due to its expertise.
Like moral authority, the expert authority of the ROEU contributes to it being an authority, but not to it being in authority. Insofar as the ROEU manages to present external actors with a credible account of its specialized knowledge and/or skill in its domain, it can become authoritative due its expert qualities, and thus an authority.
However, these qualities do not put the ROEU in authority, as they are not an inherent part of the ROEU’s institutional composition and cannot be transferred to other actors. Instead, they are bound up with the ROEU (and UNRWA more generally); with the knowledge and skills of the people working there and the valuable knowledge they and their predecessors have accumulated over the years through increasingly sophisticated methods and procedures.
To be sure, the ROEU’s capacity to develop expertise in this manner is an essential component of the office as a bureaucracy and thus transferable to other actors. However, this capacity is the intelligence of the ROEU which is distinct from its expertise. The intelligence of the ROEU is part of the rational logic according to which the ROEU as a bureaucracy operates and therefore underlies its rational-legal authority, not its expert authority. The ROEU’s expert authority is solely based on the specialized qualities that the office and UNRWA as a whole have developed over time, and which make it uniquely capable to carry out its social tasks, or at least to convince other actors of its exceptional competence to perform those duties. 

2b. To what extent can the distinction between being in and an authority be considered a useful addition to the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore?
The argument I have developed above is that both rational-legal authority and delegated authority place the ROEU in an institutional position of authority, that is, in authority, while moral and expert authority set up the office as an authority based on its inherent qualities. At the ROEU I have found that these four kinds of authority are linked in different ways and that it is sometimes difficult to distinguish between them.
In practice, the distinction between being in and an authority simply overlaps with the difference between rational-legal and delegated authority on one side, and moral and expert authority on the other side. In other words, the second distinction of Barnett and Finnemore divides up the four kinds of authority into two pairs.
However, the distinction is useful in directing the attention of scholars to the fact that the four kinds of authority do not all contribute to the authority of the ROEU in the same manner. In fact, they make it authoritative in two rather different ways. The second distinction not only makes it easier to tell these two apart, but also to appreciate how they are connected.
Nevertheless, in order to profoundly understand this connection, it becomes necessary to study the authority of the IO at the level of the first distinction. That is, by looking at the ways in which the four kinds of authority are connected with each other and can serve to enhance or undermine one another in similar ways as Barnett and Finnemore describe in their framework.
In sum, while the second distinction of being in and an authority makes Barnett and Finnemore’s approach more complex, it is still a useful addition to it. However, its utility should not be overstated. At most, the distinction can lead researchers to pay closer attention to the various ways in which the four different kinds of authority are interconnected, but in order to study these links in practice, the first distinction is both necessary and sufficient.

Conclusion: So how exactly are we supposed to understand the authority of IOs?
My analysis suggests that when it comes to the second pillar, IOs do seem to be able to enjoy four kinds of authority – rational-legal, delegated, moral and expert authority, and can be authoritative in two different ways, namely by being in authority and by being an authority.
However, the approach of Barnett and Finnemore can be refined by incorporating my finding that while the rational-legal and delegated authority of IOs put them in authority, their moral and expert authority can only make them an authority. This in contrast to the original framework in which the moral authority of IOs is connected to them being both in and an authority.
Furthermore, it makes sense to place more emphasis on the first distinction between rational-legal, delegated, moral and expert authority and less on the second distinction between being in and an authority, because the second distinction is not essential for understanding the various ways in which IOs can come to enjoy authority, while the first distinction is both necessary and sufficient for this purpose.

Pillar 3: How exactly are we supposed to understand the autonomy of IOs?

In chapter 2 I have argued that Barnett and Finnemore employ a problematic conceptualization of  IO autonomy. Therefore, I provided an alternative definition of IO autonomy as the relative freedom of IOs to set their own agenda’s on the basis of their preferences, and the extent to which they are able to act upon those agendas by making policies according to their preferences, and working towards the implementation of those policies. In this chapter I apply this multifaceted interpretation of autonomy to the case of the ROEU, in order to address my overarching question and related subquestions regarding the third pillar of Barnett and Finnemore’s framework. At the end of the section, I shed some light on the implications of my overall analysis for Barnett and Finnemore’s arguments regarding IO expansion.

3a. What kind of autonomy can IOs enjoy?
The ROEU enjoys considerable autonomy, mainly with regard to its advocacy and fundraising efforts, but to a certain extent also regarding the assistance it provides to Palestine refugees.
Taking up the latter issue first, UNRWA is mandated to provide assistance and protection only to Palestine refugees residing in one of UNRWA’s five fields of operation. Despite this, the ROEU has formulated the preference to provide some form of assistance to Palestine refugees outside of UNRWA’s areas of operation and has subsequently set its agenda to deal with enquiries of or regarding such refugees. Hence, the office enjoys agenda-setting autonomy in this context.
On top of this, the ROEU enjoys policy making autonomy, as it has been able to turn this agenda point into policy: it has designated the limited provision of assistance to Palestine refugees outside UNRWA’s areas of operation as one of its tasks, has allocated this task to specific ROEU employees, and has designed rules and standard operating procedures according to which this duty is supposed to be carried out.
Finally, the ROEU has a certain level of implementation autonomy as well here, since it manages to provide a limited form of assistance to Palestine refugees outside UNRWA’s fields of operation, without noteworthy interference from external actors.
In addition to this, the ROEU enjoys a high degree of autonomy with regard to its advocacy and fundraising efforts. First of all, the office enjoys agenda-setting autonomy, as it has formulated the preference that UNRWA should have sufficient funds to fulfill its mandate. On the basis of this preference, the ROEU has managed to set its agenda by deciding to devote the majority of its resources to interact with the EU and (potential) donor countries in order to obtain financial support for UNRWA’s operations.
Secondly, the ROEU enjoys policy making autonomy, as it has been able to act upon its agenda by making advocacy and fundraising the main activities of most of its employees, and designing regulations for its staff to follow in carrying out these duties.
Finally, the office also enjoys implementation autonomy, because advocacy and fundraising activities now actually make up the greater part of its daily operations.

3b. How is the autonomy of IOs related to their external environment?
The external environment of the ROEU is comprised of a variety of actors that exercise influence on, and are influenced by the autonomy which the ROEU enjoys. Two actors are of special importance in this regard, namely the UNGA and the Advisory Commission.
The UNGA is in charge of monitoring and extending the UNRWA mandate under which the ROEU operates. On the one hand, the autonomy of the ROEU is restricted by the UNGA in the sense that the ROEU has to make sure that the manner in which it sets it agenda and makes and implements policies, is acceptable to the UNGA. Otherwise, the UNGA could restrict the ROEU’s autonomy by limiting or terminating UNRWA’s mandate.
However, the ROEU has so far been making use of its autonomy in a way that has made it less likely for the UNGA to take such punitive action towards UNRWA as a whole. For example, the ROEU has used it autonomy in order to take on the task of providing a limited form of assistance to Palestine refugees outside of UNRWA’s fields of operations, as mentioned above. In this process, the office has come to enjoy access to a significant amount of data on Palestine refugees which is valuable to various external actors, such as states who receive asylum applications from people claiming to be Palestine refugees. Consequently, the ROEU has managed to make itself quite useful to certain member states of the UNGA.
In other words, the ROEU has employed its autonomy in a way that has created opportunity costs for the UNGA. Currently, a decision by the latter to restrict or withdraw UNRWA’s mandate under which the ROEU operates, would mean that the UNGA member states could no longer benefit from the valuable data that the ROEU collects on Palestine refugees – data which they can currently obtain access to under certain conditions. As a result, states that require such data would then have to allocate resources to collecting data themselves, or finding another actor to do so, neither of which is an attractive option compared to the status quo. In this way, the extent to which the UNGA can limit the autonomy of the ROEU in practice by altering UNRWA’s mandate, is actually eroded by the autonomy of the ROEU.
This same logic applies to UNRWA as a whole, which over the course of its existence has used its autonomy to take on many highly complex tasks. Thereby, it has created such high opportunity costs for many UNGA member states and to a certain extent the international community as a whole, that the organization is now practically irreplaceable. Simply put, restricting UNRWA’s autonomy by significantly changing its mandate, is no longer a feasible option for the UNGA. By taking such punitive action, the UNGA would force upon itself the unattractive choice to either allocate UNRWA’s tasks to one or multiple other actors who are likely to be less willing and/or less capable than UNRWA to perform them, or to let the international community deal with the presumably massive economic and humanitarian consequences of leaving UNRWA’s tasks unperformed. 
When it comes to the Advisory Commission, the ROEU’s autonomy is to a certain extent restricted by this actor because UNRWA in general is to a large extent financially dependent on the AdCom members. In practice, the ROEU can only set its agenda, make policies and implement those policies in ways that do not result in clear disapproval by the AdCom. Otherwise, AdCom members can withdraw or decrease their financial support to UNRWA and thereby significantly undermine the operational capacity of UNRWA and thus of the ROEU.
However, in another way the AdCom actually enhances the autonomy of the ROEU. Membership of the AdCom is desired among actors that have an interest in the activities of the ROEU precisely because the AdCom can influence and restrict the behavior of ROEU. However, AdCom membership – which is open to states and IOs – is dependent on the level of financial assistance that actors provide to UNRWA. This means that if an AdCom member decreases its financial support to UNRWA beyond a certain limit, it will lose its AdCom membership and therefore its ability to influence the agenda-setting, policy making and policy implementation activities of the ROEU. This means that AdCom members actually have a strong incentive not to limit their financial donations to UNRWA, an incentive which significantly undermines their ability to restrict the ROEU’s autonomy by credibly threatening to decrease or withdraw their financial support to UNRWA. The ROEU is aware of this incentive, and can use it to convince AdCom members to continue funding UNRWA.
Furthermore, the ROEU uses its autonomy to erode the financial leverage each individual AdCom member holds over it, by engaging in fundraising activities among new potential donors. Obtaining new sources of funding can obviously make UNRWA less financially dependent on individual AdCom members.

Implications for IO expansion
The findings of my participant observation research challenge Barnett and Finnemore’s linear model for IO expansion. According to this model, IOs are set up as bureaucracies that inherently enjoy a minimum level of authority, and are capable of strengthening this authority in various ways. On the basis of their authority, IOs can subsequently come to enjoy a certain degree of autonomy, which they tend to use to pursue their own expansion. In short, the bureaucratic characteristics, authority and autonomy of IOs are said to follow logically from each other in a way that promotes the expansion of IOs in a more or less linear fashion (see figure 1 on page 26). While this model to a large extent applies to UNRWA, including the ROEU, my analysis points to two factors which do not feature in the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore and which complicate the idea of linear IO expansion in practice.
The first factor concerns the reliance of IOs on temporary employees. I have found that in the ROEU, the existence of a non officials hierarchy made up of temporary staff members, is currently eroding the potential of the office to expand further. For starters, the non officials undercut the very bureaucratic character of the office by weakening its hierarchy, continuity, impersonality and intelligence. And as the combination of these bureaucratic traits underlies the authority of the ROEU, the non officials hierarchy indirectly undermines the capacity of the office to become authoritative as well. Moreover, because the ROEU’s authority in turn forms the basis of its autonomy, its partial reliance on temporary workers eventually makes it more difficult for the office to succeed in setting its own agenda, making policy on the basis of that agenda, and implementing its policy. My findings therefore imply a more complicated model, where IO expansion is on the one hand propelled by the connections between the bureaucratic characteristics, authority and autonomy of IOs, while it is simultaneously undermined by the temporary non officials IOs employ.
The second factor challenging the linear model for IO expansion has to do with the funding arrangements of IOs. My analysis suggests that the manner in which the ROEU is funded, influences the degree of autonomy it can acquire. UNRWA as a whole is not funded by a single, fixed donor, but instead relies on voluntary donations from external actors.
In the short and medium run, the ROEU can benefit from this arrangement, because its financial dependence is in a sense distributed over its various donors, which means that the leverage that these external actors have over the ROEU, and which they can use to restrict its behavior, is similarly spread out. The short to medium term consequence of this is that the ROEU can potentially obtain more autonomy than if it was funded by one external actor, and subsequently that the office can expand more easily upon its own initiative.
So far, this picture is compatible with the idea of linear IO expansion. However, things get more complicated when a long term perspective is adopted, for my PO findings imply that in the long run, the ROEU’s reliance on multiple sources of funding may end up undermining its autonomy and consequently its expansion, by creating new dependencies.
Because UNRWA does not have a single, stable source of income, its financial situation is one of structural insecurity, which forces it to actively reach out to (potential) donors. In order to overcome this frustrating status quo, the ROEU attempts to sign multi-year funding contracts or “partnerships” donors. In the short and medium term, these kinds of agreements provide UNRWA, including the ROEU, with a sense of security and stability, which enables the ROEU to devote more attention to strengthening its authority, increasing its autonomy and on the basis of this, finding ways to pursue its own expansion. However, in the long run, the office runs the risk of becoming dependent on these multi-year partnerships. After all, if the office eventually manages to enhance its financial security by obtaining more multi-year funding agreements, it is likely to modify its behavior accordingly. For example, it could start planning its activities on the basis of a more long term perspective, and limit its fundraising activities. These adjustments would make the office less able to deal with external financial shocks in the form of donors withdrawing their financial support. Consequently, the ROEU may become increasingly dependent on its multi-year partners. This would significantly erode the ROEU’s autonomy and thereby limit or halt its expansion, and may even result in the reversal of this process, for example when multi-year donors demand austerity measures from the ROEU. 

Conclusion: So how exactly are we supposed to understand the autonomy of IOs?
While my findings support Barnett and Finnemore’s claim that IOs can become autonomous actors, it is clear that their discussion on IO autonomy and the implications for IO expansion can be improved.
For starters, their rather vague and state-centric interpretation of IO autonomy can be refined according to my definition of this concept as the relative freedom of IOs to set their own agenda’s on the basis of their preferences, and the extent to which they are able to act upon those agendas by making policies according to their preferences, and working towards the implementation of those policies.
In line with this, Barnett and Finnemore’s five categories of IO autonomy can be replaced by a distinction between three related kinds of autonomy that IOs can come to enjoy, namely agenda-setting autonomy, policymaking autonomy and implementation autonomy.
When it comes to the way in which the autonomy of IOs relates to their external environment, the framework could be improved by incorporating firstly the ability of IOs to increase the number of social tasks they perform as a way of creating opportunity costs for external actors, and thereby enhancing their own autonomy; and secondly the possible short-, medium, and long term consequences of the specific funding mechanisms of IOs for their autonomy.
Finally, Barnett and Finnemore’s linear model for IO expansion can be refined by incorporating two factors that can potentially undermine or even reverse the expansion of IOs, namely the reliance on “non officials”, as well as specific funding arrangements of IOs.
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Conclusion

Summary of findings
The mainstream IR literature has for a long time been dominated by state-centric theoretical approaches sharing a disregard for international organizations as relevant actors in international politics. Consequently, scholars have been unable to properly explain, and adequately understand the impressive quantitative and qualitative rise of IOs over the last century. In two related publications a little over a decade ago, Barnett and Finnemore made an important contribution to overcoming this unsatisfactory state of affairs, by developing an alternative theoretical approach which treats IOs as bureaucratic actors that can come to enjoy a significant level of authority and autonomy. While their framework constitutes the best available theoretical approach to understanding IOs and their behavior, it contains a number of ambiguities which serve to undermine its overall utility. With this thesis, I have aimed to address the flaws in Barnett and Finnemore’s theory on the basis of the research question: How can the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore on the role and behavior of IOs in world politics be refined? I can now answer this central question by drawing on the findings of my participant observation research on the inner workings of the UNRWA ROEU.
Overall, the results of my research clearly support Barnett and Finnemore’s central claim that IOs are bureaucracies that can manifest themselves as authoritative and autonomous actors in the realm of international politics. In addition to that, my participant observation findings suggest a number of refinements to their approach. 
Concerning the first theoretical pillar of Barnett and Finnemore’s framework, I have discovered that IOs can indeed be understood as bureaucracies which by definition exhibit four internal characteristics. However, my findings suggest that Barnett and Finnemore’s claim that expertise is one of these four defining features, makes little sense in practice. IO’s are not inevitably endowed with expert knowledge and skills from the moment they are set up as bureaucracies. Instead, they merely exhibit intelligence, which involves the basic knowledge, skills and motivation needed to carry out the IO’s social tasks, as well as the capacity and devotion required to improve the manner in which those tasks are carried out. As a consequence, the kind of specialized knowledge and skills which constitute expertise may be developed within IO’s over time, but they do not necessarily have to. This means that expertise is always the outcome of a process and not an inherent characteristic, while intelligence is a defining trait of IOs which forms the necessary input required for such a process to take place at all.
Another important finding is that IOs are not necessarily bureaucracies in the straightforward manner described by Barnett and Finnemore. In fact, IOs that rely at least partially on temporary workers, i.e. “non officials”, are paradoxical bureaucracies whose four defining bureaucratic features – hierarchy, continuity, impersonality, intelligence – may be undermined by the way in which their temporary staff represent a “non officials hierarchy” that is distinct from the “officials hierarchy” comprising the permanent staff.
When it comes to the second pillar, my analysis emphasizes the need to clearly distinguish between the four kinds of authority – rational-legal, delegated, moral and expert authority – that make up the first distinction of Barnett and Finnemore’s framework, especially when these four categories are related to their second distinction between being in and an authority. Only when this is done, can the approach properly account for the way in which the rational-legal and delegated authority of an IO puts it in authority, while its moral and expert authority can make it an authority. Hence, it turns out that the moral authority of IOs is not connected to both elements of the second distinction, as Barnett and Finnemore claim, but only to being an authority.
Furthermore, the second distinction has less added value in explaining the authority of IOs than is implied by the authors. While it is to a certain extent useful in outlining the multifaceted nature of the authority of IOs, a full understanding of the complexities of IO authority requires analyzing at the level of the first distinction, i.e. investigating the four kinds of authority directly.
	With regard to the third pillar, I propose to replace the highly problematic conceptualization of IO autonomy employed by Barnett and Finnemore with my definition of IO autonomy as the relative freedom of IOs to set their own agenda’s on the basis of their preferences, and the extent to which they are able to act upon those agendas by making policies according to their preferences, and working towards the implementation of those policies. My findings confirm that IOs can enjoy a high level of autonomy comprising agenda-setting, policymaking and implementation autonomy. 
Furthermore, my analysis highlights two important elements in the connection between IO autonomy and the external environment, which are disregarded by Barnett and Finnemore. The first is that the autonomy of IOs is related to their ability to create opportunity costs for external actors – these can include states but also IOs –, by taking on important social tasks that external actors are unable and/or unwilling to carry out. It seems that the more opportunity costs IOs are able to create in this manner, the more their autonomy will be strengthened.
Second, IO autonomy is connected to the way in which IOs are funded. In the short and medium term, IOs can enhance their autonomy if they rely for their funding on multiple external actors instead of one. However, in the long run, the reliance on multiple sources of funding may create new dependencies for IOs that can undermine their autonomy.
	Finally, my research findings suggest that Barnett and Finnemore’s model for IO expansion can be improved by incorporating two factors which challenge the idea that IOs expand in a more or less straightforward fashion. The first of these is the extent to which IOs rely on “non officials”, which are temporary employees that can undermine the bureaucratic character, authority and autonomy of IOs, and therefore erode their ability to pursue their own expansion.
The second concerns the funding arrangements of IOs. If an IO is not funded by a single external actor but mainly relies on voluntary contributions from multiple donors, it can use this arrangement to strengthen its autonomy and thereby its potential to expand in the short and medium run. However, because this arrangement gives the IO an incentive to look for stable donors, it risks becoming dependent on these donors in the long run. Such dependencies would undermine the IO’s autonomy and consequently make it less able to initiate its own expansion.

Broader scientific and social implications
Research findings
In general, the results of my participant observation research on the inner workings of the UNRWA ROEU constitute an argument for the utility of sociological theorizing about international organizations as opposed to investigating IOs from a purely economistic perspective. To begin with, my findings describe an IO that is obviously more than a mere tool of state actors, as neorealist scholars would assume. Rather, this IO is a purposive actor that has managed to obtain a significant degree of authority and is able to act with considerable autonomy to an extent that goes beyond the limited agency ascribed to IOs by neoliberal institutionalist approaches, including principal-agent theory. Moreover, my analysis demonstrates that opening up the black box of the IO and investigating the inner workings of IOs, can provide IR scholars with important insights about the way in which the internal function of these organizations influences how they manifest themselves on the stage of world politics, and what this means for their possible authority, autonomy and expansion. Finally, my case study suggests that the external actors who have the ability to restrict the autonomy of IOs are not necessarily only state actors, but can be other IOs as well. In sum, my findings imply that economistic scholars can benefit from sociological theorizing about IOs by taking a less state-centric and less functionalist approach to the study of international organizations and paying closer attention to what goes on inside of IOs.
In addition to this, my research findings have a number of more specific scientific and social implications which have not been addressed so far.
For starters, my research suggests that IOs are not necessarily expert actors in their domain because, contrary to what Barnett and Finnemore claim, they do not exhibit expertise from the outset. Even though IOs are by definition intelligent actors that have the potential to develop expertise over time, it is not guaranteed that they will always do so. In fact, my research points to one factor that could prevent the development of expertise by an IO under certain circumstances, namely the incorporation of non officials into the IO staff. If expertise can only be developed by employees over time, any IO that heavily relies on non officials might have a hard time developing it for two reasons. First of all, non officials frequently leave before they gain sufficient work experience to make a noticeable contribution to the overall knowledge and skills of the IO staff. Secondly, non officials actually undermine the potential of other staff members, including permanent officials, to contribute to the development of expertise in the office by obtaining increasingly specialized knowledge and skills, and using these to improve the way in which the IO carries out its social tasks. The reason for this is that non officials often leave their position on relatively short notice, before the end of their contract, which forces the other employees to take time out of their work schedule to recruit and train a replacement. Obviously, this leaves the IO staff members with less time to carry out their regular tasks, let alone to contribute to the development of expertise in the office. Therefore, if IOs employ relatively few officials and instead rely on many non officials that have a tendency to quit prematurely, they might take a very long time to develop expertise, or may not develop it at all.
In my view, this has important implications for academics and policymakers. When it comes to scholars, appreciating this insight can lead them to look for, rather than assume the presence of expertise in IOs, and might prevent them from presupposing IO expertise in cases where it is absent. For policymakers – of states or of IOs – it can meaningfully inform their decisions regarding the potential establishment of new IOs.[footnoteRef:10] After all, if policymakers are looking for an expert actor to carry out certain complex social tasks, it will benefit them to know that creating an IO is not synonymous to creating an expert actor, and therefore might not necessarily be their best option. [10:  The policymakers for which this insight is relevant can work for states or IOs, since new IOs can be established by both these types of actors, as discussed earlier.] 

A related implication concerns IOs themselves. In my view, it can be very helpful for IOs to know that although hiring non officials as apposed to officials can benefit them in the short and medium run, for example by decreasing labor costs, it can have severe consequences in the long run. After all, these temporary workers may undermine the bureaucratic characteristics of the IOs and therefore their ability to develop expertise, and may eventually contribute to the erosion of their authority, their autonomy as well as their potential to expand in the future.
Finally, my finding that the way in which IOs are funded affects their autonomy and their potential to expand, can be useful not only for scholars, as I mentioned above, but also for policy makers of states or IOs involved in the establishment of new IOs. Since the funding structure of an IO can have different short, medium and long term consequences for the autonomy it will be able to enjoy as well as its potential to expand, policymakers can make better-informed decisions about how they want fund IOs by taking these different potential outcomes into account.

Methodology
My decision to employ covert participant observation as my main research style also has wider implications worth discussing. In addition to my central goal of addressing the flaws in Barnett and Finnemore’s approach, a secondary aim of this thesis has been to demonstrate how PO research can be used to refine a theoretical framework. While I hope to have convincingly shown that PO can be used for this purpose, I want to emphasize that this research style has important ethical implications which I believe should be taken into account by any researcher who is considering to use it.
In my view, PO research always poses an ethical dilemma that can only be overcome under very specific circumstances, and if these cannot be met, researchers would do well to opt for a different research strategy than PO – one that does not share its ethical implications.  This is especially true for covert PO, which is the research style that I have adopted here. The ethical dilemma posed by covert PO is the following:
On the one hand, covert PO research can enable scholars to acquire unique insights into the inner workings of IOs – as I have aimed to demonstrate here – and potentially of other kinds of actors as well, including states, INGOs and MNCs. Furthermore, the information obtained in this manner can be used to contribute to the development of IR theory, for example by refining a theoretical framework, as I have done. For this kind of research, adopting a covert PO strategy can be extremely useful because in the case of some, if not most of the kinds of actors mentioned above, scholars will not be able to acquire the access needed to study these institutional environments from within if they disclose their research purpose to the people working there. And even if they do get such access, it is likely that the people under study will modify their behavior towards the researcher in an attempt to manipulate her/his participation and observation and, as a consequence, distort the research outcomes. Covert PO helps researchers overcome these problems.
On the other hand, by engaging in covert PO, researchers may end up treating the people under study in a manner that would widely be considered unethical, by violating their rights to privacy and confidentiality and/or even engaging in exploitative behavior towards them.
In my opinion, this is a difficult dilemma, especially because the ethical consequences of a covert PO research design might not always be clear from the start. Therefore, I would recommend researchers in general not to engage in covert PO if an alternative research style is available. However, I do not think that scholars should structurally avoid covert PO research, because I believe that there are cases in which this dilemma can be overcome if a researcher takes special precautions not to disclose personal information about the people under study, or sensitive information about the institutional environment in which they work. In the case of my covert PO research on the inner workings of the ROEU, I have attempted to do this by describing all staff members anonymously and taking special care not to share any personal details about them. Therefore, I have only mentioned information that exclusively relates to the institutional position of the ROEU employees. Of course, this kind of approach requires a suitable research design that focuses on the institutional rather than the personal dynamics in the social context to be studied. After all, if the purpose of the research is to investigate the personal relations between people, it would be impossible to properly apply the precautions that I have taken.
To conclude, I believe that covert PO research can be used by scholars to contribute to the development of IR theory. However, in my view this research style should only be used in cases where no viable alternative strategy is available AND if special precautions are taken by the researcher to avoid disclosing any kind of personal or sensitive information about the social context under study and the people in that environment. This means that any decision about engaging in covert PO will ultimately be up to the discretion of the researcher, and should be carefully assessed on a case by case basis.

Recommendations for further research
With this thesis, I have aimed to contribute to the IR literature on international organizations by refining the theoretical framework of Barnett and Finnemore, so that it provides a clearer and more coherent sociological approach to the study of IOs, which I believe can enable scholars to come to a deeper understanding of these organizations and their behavior. However, my research can at most be considered a first step to fine-tuning this approach. Further steps can be taken, three of which I wish to discuss here.
First of all, in order to keep my research feasible for the purpose of a Master’s thesis, I have had to ignore the fact that my exploration of IO bureaucracy, authority and autonomy concerns a specific subunit of an IO, which is not synonymous with the IO as a whole. However, it seems plausible that subunits of IOs can come to enjoy a certain degree of authority and autonomy vis-á-vis the IO on the basis of their own distinct bureaucratic qualities and interests. In my view, it would therefore be worthwhile to explore in more detail how the overall authority and autonomy of IOs relate to the authority and autonomy of their subunits. This could be done for instance by means of a case study of an IO that maps out the various relationships between its different subunits, and how these affect the authority and autonomy of the IO viewed in its entirety, as well as the authority and autonomy of the different subunits themselves.
	A second recommendation for further research has to do with my observations regarding the way in which temporary employees can undermine IO bureaucracy, authority, autonomy and expansion, and the way in which the funding structure of an IO can affect its autonomy and expansion. I think it could be interesting to investigate to what extent these findings reflect a general trend among IOs. For this purpose, a quantitative approach would be most suitable.
Finally, I believe it could be very insightful to examine what my proposed refinements to the framework of Barnett and Finnemore imply for their arguments on the power and pathologies of IOs. Since these two elements actually constitute the biggest part of their theoretical framework, I think it would be really useful to assess to what extent and in what way Barnett and Finnemore’s discussion on these issues could be refined on the basis of my findings.
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