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ABSTRACT 

The global cities literature investigates cities in their relation to globalization processes 
and global networks. Urban settings are conceptualized as potential strategic places that 
concentrate vital knowledge, infrastructure and services for global activities.  
 
Whether cities fulfill this role for global environmental governance (GEG) should partly 
become clear from the study of city networks that emerge out of the location strategies 
of global environmental NGOs (ENGOs). The material basis for ENGOs to act is 
constituted by their worldwide office grids. For the internal strength of an ENGO network 
it is important to be locally anchored in order to engage people, while at the same time 
create a common identity by connecting these people to global practices. When it comes 
to relations with external actors, being present in particular places enables ENGOs to 
influence GEG, shape practices and cooperate with a wide range of actors. 
 
Against the background of Castells’ view that the environmental movement is situated 
both in the space of flows and in the space of places, this paper discusses how cities 
can be conceptualized as urban nodes in the office networks of three global ENGOs: 
WWF, Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth. Furthermore, an analytical framework to 
analyze ENGO networks is put forward.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

Our future depends on what happens in cities. By spreading this message, the UN and 

other vital players in the international arena recognize the increasing significance of 

urban areas for the tackling of global issues. The reason for this is fourfold: (1) these 

places now host more than half of the world’s population (UN-HABITAT 2006: viii; 

Worldwatch Institute 2007: xxiii), (2) cities are increasingly present at the international 

level as partners in global governance (Borja and Castells 1997: 208-232), (3) within 

international city organizations urban areas cooperate on common problems, thus 

creating a new space of global governance (Borja and Castells 1997: 203-208), (4) 

these places serve as operating bases for vital players in processes of economic, 

political and cultural globalization, and consequently concentrate vital knowledge, 

infrastructure and services (Sassen 2001; Taylor 2005). These developments have 

stimulated scholars to no longer approach cities as closed entities – i.e. investigate 

specific problems of particular cities within territorial or jurisdictional boundaries – but to 

analyze them from a relational perspective (for an overview see for example: Davis 

2005). Cities are then conceptualized as strategic places in global networks as “enabling 

environments” (Sassen 2002a: 217). Therefore, they are called ‘global cities’.  

This paper is part of a broader research effort on the significance of cities for 

global environmental governance (GEG) from such a relational perspective. It 

investigates city networks that emerge out of the location strategies of strategic actors 

for GEG. Environmental NGOs (ENGOs) are such actors (Wapner 1996). The material 

and operational basis of global ENGOs is constituted by their worldwide office grids. For 

the internal strength of an ENGO network, it is important to be anchored locally in order 

to engage people, while at the same time create a common identity by connecting these 

people to global practices. With regard to external relations, being present in particular 

places enables ENGOs to influence GEG, shape practices and cooperate with a wide 

range of actors. However, these material bases haven’t been studied extensively yet. 

Therefore, this paper discusses the office networks of three major global ENGOs: WWF, 

Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth1. On the one hand this requires a mapping 

exercise that enhances our understanding of the network structures. On the other hand, 

                                                 
1
 The research findings are supported by information obtained from interviews the author had with staff 

involved in the coordination of the global networks at the international secretariats of these ENGOs.   
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a qualitative examination of the interlinkages and functional mechanisms will create 

insights into the network logic.  

The paper is structured as follows: first, the theoretical framework and key 

concepts are discussed. A second section focuses on global ENGOs in the network 

society. Third, an analytical framework for studying the network structure and the 

network logic is put forward. A final part formulates first conclusions and highlights future 

research questions. 

 

 

2 FRAMING GLOBAL CITIES AND TRANSNATIONAL URBAN NETWORKS  

 

The global cities literature in general and Manuel Castells’ work in particular are at the 

core of this research’s theoretical framework. The following sections will therefore 

summarize some of Castells’ major findings and clarify some key concepts that are of 

relevance for this paper’s purposes. 

 

2.1 THE NETWORK SOCIETY 

Manuel Castells states in his trilogy The Information Age: economy, society and culture 

(Castells 2000b, 2000c, 2004b) that our contemporary, globalizing society is a Network 

Society, which differs fundamentally from the previous Industrial Society. For Castells, 

the Information Age – as he calls the current historical phase – and its Network Society 

are qualitatively unprecedented as the pace, density and scale of global linkages 

distinguishes globalization from previous developments towards an increased 

internationalization. Therefore, the analysis of this society should be based on new 

concepts and new units of analysis: networks, flows, nodes and hubs.  

Castells contrasts horizontal networks with vertical hierarchies and assigns 

dominance to the network form of organization because networks have overcome their 

past burdens due to the revolution in information- and communication technologies: “for 

the first time, the introduction of new information/communication technologies allows 

networks to keep their flexibility and adaptability, thus asserting their evolutionary nature. 

While, at the same time, these technologies allow for co-ordination and management of 

complexity, in an interactive system which features feed-back effects, and 

communication patterns from anywhere to everywhere within the networks. It follows an 

unprecedented combination of flexibility and task implementation, of co-ordinated 
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decision making, and de-centralized execution, which provide a superior social 

morphology for all human action” (Castells 2000a: 15). In other words, the network, as 

an old form of organization, “has taken on a new life in the Information Age” (Castells 

2000a: 15). 

Flows – flows of capital, information, technology, organizational interaction, 

images, symbols, … – circulate and interact within a network (Castells 2004a: 36). Our 

society is constructed around these flows, because they “are the expression of 

processes dominating our economic, political and social life” (Castells 2000b: 442). 

Castells defines the space of flows as “the technological and organizational possibility of 

organizing the simultaneity of social practices without geographical contiguity” (Castells 

2000a: 14). The space of flows is distinguished from the space of places. By place, 

Castells means “a locale whose form, function, and meaning are self-contained within 

the boundaries of physical contiguity” (Castells 2000b: 453). This distinction also relates 

to the difference between those that are connected to global networks and are part of 

the space of flows and those that are not part of a global network and for whom the 

space of places is their social environment. For Castells, the space of flows dominates 

the space of places as “function and power in our societies are organized in the space of 

flows” (Castells 2000b: 458).  

Nodes and hubs are the places that are linked up with the network. Nodes 

encompass the “location of strategically important functions that build a series of locality-

based activities and organizations around a key function into the network […] the 

characteristics of nodes are dependent upon the type of functions performed by a given 

network” (Castells 2000b: 443). Nodes are places that are “connected by electronically 

powered communication networks through which circulate and interact flows of 

information that ensure the time sharing of practices processed in such a space” 

(Castells 2004a: 36). More concretely, in a global financial network an urban node is a 

city where financial flows intersect, where vital infrastructure (e.g. Stock Exchange, large 

financial institutions) and knowledge (e.g. financial professionals) are concentrated. In 

networks of GEG, those cities where flows linked to GEG intersect and a concentration 

of environmental professionals is to be found could be conceptualized as urban nodes. 

Hubs are defined as “exchangers, communication hubs playing a role of coordination for 

the smooth interaction of all the elements integrated into the network” (Castells 2000b: 

443). Within the office networks of ENGOs places where the international headquarters 

are based could be defined as hubs, as these global bodies coordinate various flows 
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(e.g. informational and financial flows) within the office network. But it is possible that 

other places function as hubs as well, think for example about regional coordination 

offices.  

 

2.2 THE GLOBAL CITY CONCEPT 

The global cities literature is often said to have its origin in the writings of John 

Friedmann, more specifically in his article The World City Hypothesis (1986). Friedmann 

formulated seven interrelated hypotheses that “link urbanization processes to global 

economic forces” (Friedmann 1986: 69) and identified a hierarchy of world cities “based 

on the presumed nature of their integration with the world economy” (Friedmann 1986: 

71). An extensive literature on world cities has been developed since, including research 

on ‘global’ cities2. 

Conceptualizing global cities in the framework of network theory implies a 

relational approach. A global city or an urban node does not exist by itself, but receives 

its meaning and function from the network. Therefore, not the cities, but the networks 

constitute the unit of analysis. The cities included in the network are approached as the 

network nodes: they are the places from which actors act and where globalization 

processes materialize (Sassen 1994: xiv). These urban nodes are connected through 

flows, which results in the emergence of transnational urban networks. 

Annex 1 provides a list of world cities and global cities as identified by 

Friedmann, Sassen and Taylor. This should give a clear idea of the cities that have been 

identified most often as world cities and/or global cities in the global economy. It will be 

examined whether it is these cities or other ones that fulfill the role of strategic places in 

networks of GEG. A divergent geography is possible since some authors claim that 

NGOs are attracted to “loci of political power” rather than to economic nodes (Taylor 

2004: 272).  

The literature on world and global cities is now developing in two main directions. 

On the one hand, empirical evidence for the validity of the theoretical framework is being 

gathered. The Globalization and World Cities (GaWC) Research Network3, for example, 

assesses empirical data with regard to the external connections of world cities. The 

focus is mainly on the global economy, but attention is increasingly being paid to political 

                                                 
2
 The world city concept stems from the tradition of world systems theory, the global city concept is used by 
scholars of globalization theory. As this research departs from globalization theory, the global city concept 
will be used throughout this paper.  
3
 http://www.lboro.ac.uk/gawc/  
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and cultural aspects of globalization as well. On the other hand, an ‘alternative’ literature 

is emerging. This research abandons the traditional focus on ‘core’ global cities in ‘the 

North’ as linked to the global economy. As a result, some scholars start to focus on cities 

that are of importance for other globalization processes than the economic one (such as 

Brussels for political and social globalization) (e.g. Amen, Archer, and Bosman 2006).  

Others pay attention to ‘globalizing cities’ in ‘the South’ (such as Mexico City) (e.g. 

Gugler 2004; Amen, Archer, and Bosman 2006).  

 

2.3 CITY NETWORKS  

City networks are thus at the core of our attention. I distinguish two kinds of city 

networks (Bouteligier 2008). On the one hand, city networks that are established with the 

aim to deal more efficiently with common urban challenges. Within these networks, cities 

cooperate with each other as actors by exchanging knowledge, best practices and 

experiences on shared problems. In most cases, other actors from both the private and 

the public sector are involved in these networks as well. They can help the cities to 

reach their goals by assisting them technically or financially. Thus, constituting “hybrid 

arrangements” (Spaargaren, Mol, and Bruyninckx 2006: 7). 

On the other hand, city networks also appear as a result of location strategies. 

Cities then fulfil the role of (strategic) places, as they are the urban settings of 

interaction. The local government is of no importance here. The large number of NGOs 

that is based in Brussels (Anheier, Glasius, and Kaldor 2004: 303), for example, is not 

there because of the government of the city of Brussels or the government of the 

Brussels-Capital Region, but because of the presence of the EU institutions, 

international governmental organizations and numerous headquarters (Papadopoulos 

2006: 254; Taylor 2004: 266). Brussels thus functions as a “place of engagement in 

plural politics and multiple spatialities of involvement” (Amin 2002: 397). It is this second 

type of city networks that will be investigated in this paper. 

 



 9

3 GLOBAL ENGOS 

 

The importance of (E)NGOs has grown significantly over the past decades. These 

organizations increased in numbers and strengthened their position4 (Anheier, Glasius, 

and Kaldor 2004; Union of International Associations 2006).  In GEG, ENGOs play a 

significant role in various ways. They concentrate expertise and disseminate information, 

they influence state behavior (Jasanoff 1997; Madon 1999) and “directly shape the 

activities of other institutions, collectivities, and individuals” (Wapner 1996: 152-153). 

They help to “define an issue area, convince policymakers and publics that the problems 

thus defined are soluble, prescribe solutions, and monitor their implementation” (Keck 

and Sikkink 1998: 201). Moreover, Wapner claims that the various mechanisms 

environmental groups use represent forms of governance (Wapner 1996: 156). 

Consequently, ENGOs are in the capacity  to “shape widespread practices” (Wapner 

1996: 160). Ever more, they do this in partnership with other actors (Gunter 2004: 145-

146) and on a global scale. Some scholars point to a parallel between the global reach 

of some environmental issues, a spreading environmental consciousness and the 

development of a global presence of the environmental movement (Rohrschneider and 

Dalton 2002: 512). Three moments have been identified as crucial for the development 

of international ENGOs: the establishment of the United Nations, the UN Conference on 

Human Development in Stockholm in 1972 and the Rio Conference in 1992 (Betsill 

2006: 176).  

Today’s ENGOs differ in terms of size, resources, staff, policies, etc. 

Consequently, Torgerson uses the concept of the green public sphere in order to stress 

that we are talking about a “space of dialogue and debate”, rather than about “a unified 

movement or society simply in need of a single common strategy” (Doherty and Doyle 

2006: 702). When studying ENGOs, it is thus important to clearly indicate what kind of 

organizations will be examined. Within the framework of this research, attention will be 

paid to ‘global’ ENGOs, i.e. ENGOs that have offices in at least three continents, 

covering both the ‘global North’ and the ‘global South’5. It is this kind of ENGOs that are 

                                                 
4
 Finding up-to-date numbers on NGOs in general and ENGOs in particular is a challenging task, not the 
least because of conceptual problems (i.e. a clear definition of what an (E)NGO is). Therefore, data that 
indicate the growth of these organizations and their increased recognition by international actors are used to 
support this statement. However, it is not possible to give the exact number of ENGOs being existent today.  
5
 Taylor defines global NGOs as NGOs that “have offices in at least three continents” (Taylor 2004: 270). I 
have added the necessity to cover both the ‘global North’ and the ‘global South’ as I want to exclude ENGOs  
that only have offices in North America, Europe and Australia/New Zealand. 
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characterized by complex relations between the local and the global, between the space 

of places and the space of flows and therefore can be identified as interesting units of 

analysis.  

The NGO world is now characterized by “very complex local-global links and 

networks”, which are the result of the increased internationalization and importance of 

international networks amongst NGOs and the involvement of local and national groups 

in global practices (Arts 2004: 502). “The sharing of information, the discussion of 

common problems, and the search for allies beyond national borders are important to 

the potential policy success of the green movement” (Rohrschneider and Dalton 2002: 

528). Office networks of ENGOs constitute the material bases (space of places) through 

which the links (space of flows) are organized. These material bases are important for 

the management of both internal and external relations. Internally, the headquarters or 

international bodies function as coordination hubs. They try to guarantee that the various 

national groups work in line with common values, goals and campaigns. At the same 

time, the worldwide dispersed offices each deliver their own task (e.g. fundraising, 

lobbying, fieldwork) and by doing this, they strengthen the global network. With regard to 

external relations, “cities and the networks that bind them function as an anchor and an 

enabler of cross-border struggles” (Sassen 2002a: 217). Being present in particular 

places may enable ENGOs to influence public and private actors and facilitate 

partnerships. After all, in the network society, face to face contact remains crucial and 

this allows a particular role for cities (Offner 2000: 169). 

 

3.1 ORIGINS AND EVOLUTION OF WWF-GREENPEACE-FOE 

I have opted to investigate the office networks of WWF, Greenpeace and Friends of the 

Earth (FoE) as they are some of the most acknowledged ENGOs and as “their global 

links are central to their identities” (Rootes 2006: 769). All three find their origin in the 

early sixties and seventies and have gone through major developments ever since. First, 

they have become more professionalized and managed throughout the years (Doherty 

2006: 863-864; Eden 2004: 863-64; Rootes 2006:77; Wapner 1996: 124). With FoE and 

Greenpeace evolving from movements of voluntary activists to acknowledged 

international players with professional staff. The resulting organizational structures of 

FoE and Greenpeace represent two ends of a continuum – a more grassroots based 

form of organization on the one end and a centralized decision-making on the other end. 

WWF – with its combination of independent National Organizations and centrally 
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managed Programme Offices – can be situated somewhere in between. However, the 

difference in organizational structure does not pose problems of comparability, as all 

three office networks are managed in some way and this management puts forward 

questions related to network structure and network logic (see below). Second, the 

agendas of these three organizations have developed from small scope to broad aims. 

The genesis and development of the three ENGOs will be briefly discussed in order to 

give the necessary background information. At the end of this section, table 1 

summarizes the key aspects that characterize these ENGOs’ functioning. 

WWF started with a focus on the conservation of species and habitats, but later 

incorporated the concept of sustainable development (Doherty and Doyle 2006: 698; 

Rootes 2006: 771) and moved to an ecoregion approach and questions of environmental 

security (WWF website-Conservation 1961-2006). Today, the various actions and 

campaigns are thematically categorized under climate change; forests; freshwater; 

marine; species; and sustainability (WWF website-What we do). Since it was aimed to 

have an organization complementary to and in close partnership with the International 

Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), the two organizations initially shared office 

space in Morges (Holdgate 1999: 82-87). Soon, however, WWF would “set of on a 

parallel course to IUCN” (McCormick 1995: 46) and become an “initiator and active 

participant in field-oriented conservation” (Wapner 1996:78). In 1986, the two 

organizations separated (Holdgate 1999: 191). WWF has grown throughout the years, 

working now in more than 100 countries through 30 National Organizations (NOs), 27 

Programme Offices (POs), and 5 Associated Organizations (WWF 2008). WWF first 

developed in Europe and North America, opened its first offices in Asia and Africa in the 

1970s and in Latin-America in the 1980s. The global office network was then further 

developed from the 1990s until today, both widening and deepening its operations.  

Greenpeace grew out of a splinter group of the Sierra Club. The initial Don’t 

Make a Wave Committee – that started protesting nuclear testing in 1969 – renamed 

itself Greenpeace in 1971 (Brown and May 1989: 6-23; Eden 2004: 595; Warford 1997: 

9). Greenpeace is characterized by a hierarchical structure with top-down decision-

making (Eden 2004: 595; Eyerman and Jamison 1989: 104-106). This “organizational 

structure is consciously designed to be an efficient and effective tool in forcing 

governments and business to comply with its version of environmentalism” (Eyerman 

and Jamison 1989: 104). However, being a highly centralized organization, Greenpeace 

at the same time is “a globally decentralized network” (Castells 2004b: 176). Throughout 
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the years, the areas of concern have expanded (Wapner 1996: 47). Today’s campaigns 

are clustered around the issues of climate change, oceans, forests, peace and 

disarmament, genetic engineering, toxic chemicals and sustainable trade (Greenpeace 

website-Campaigns). Greenpeace originated in Canada and the USA and quickly spread 

over Europe. Until the mid 1980s, Greenpeace was a Northern based organization 

(North-America, Europe, and Australia/New Zealand). The 1990s saw an expansion to 

Latin America and Asia, the latter now becoming increasingly important for the 

organization’s global campaigns. Only this year, offices were opened in Africa6, thus 

signaling a further globalization of the office network. Today, Greenpeace has 28 offices 

as legal entities, is present in over 40 countries and operates on all continents. 

FoE also knows its origins in a dispute within the Sierra Club (Wapner 1996: 121) 

and was formed by four founding groups in 1971 (Doherty 2006: 863). FoE differs from 

Greenpeace and WWF because of its more loose confederate structure (Wapner 1996: 

124). In terms of financial and human resources, FoE International is a smaller 

organization than the other two. Its agenda gradually shifted towards the relationship 

between environment and development issues and the need to change lifestyle and 

consumption patterns (Doherty 2006: 863-866). The current core themes are: protecting 

human and environmental rights; protecting the planet’s disappearing biodiversity; and 

the repayment of ecological debt. Campaigns are addressing: climate and energy 

justice; corporates; food sovereignty; forests; finance; and trade (FoEI website-

Campaigns). FoE reflects a more radical position towards neoliberalism than WWF and 

Greenpeace (Doherty 2006: 863-866). By the end of the 1980s, FoE had national groups 

in Europe, North America, Asia, Latin America and Africa. This network grew further in 

the following decades, with the 1990s being of particular importance for Central and 

Eastern Europe and the last decade being significant for an increased presence of Asian 

groups. FoE is now a truly global organization with 69 national member groups (FoEI 

website-Who we are).  

                                                 
6
 Offices were established in Johannesburg and Kinshasa in 2008 and the opening of an office in Dakar is 
planned for 2009. Before 2008, Greenpeace was already active in Africa, but did not have offices there. 
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Table 1 Comparison WWF – Greenpeace – FoE 

 WWF Greenpeace FoE 

Year of foundation 1961 1971 1971 

Initial focus Conserving species & habitats Nuclear testing Transnational issues (e.g. nuclear 
energy & whaling) 

Today’s focus • Ecoregions 

• Nature & human activity 

• Environment & development 

• Change attitudes & behavior 

• Protect & conserve 
environment 

• Promote peace 

• Environmental & social 
issues 

• Change lifestyle & 
consumption patterns 

Today’s 
campaigns 

• Climate change 

• Forests 

• Freshwater 

• Marine 

• Species 

• Sustainability 

• Climate change 

• Forests 

• Oceans 

• Genetic engineering 

• Toxic chemicals 

• Sustainable trade 

• Peace & disarmament 

• Climate & energy justice 

• Forests 

• Food sovereignty 

• Corporates 

• Finance 

• Trade 

Action strategy Dialogue & partnership 
Local fieldwork 

Bearing witness Grassroots network 
Challenge current model of 
economic & corporate 
globalization 

Organizational 
structure 

Combination of independent NOs & 
centrally managed POs 

Highly centralized Loose confederate structure 
Grassroots based 

# Offices/ 
member groups 

57 (30 NOs & 27 POs) + 1 
international 

28 + 1 international 69 national member groups + 1 
international & 1 European 

Expansion/ 
restructuration 
strategy 

Combination of establishing offices 
and adopting existing organizations  
 

Centrally organized National groups take initiative to 
apply for membership  

 

 

3.2 GLOBAL ENGOS IN THE SPACE OF PLACES AND THE SPACE OF FLOWS 

Studying global ENGOs and their office grids allows us to reflect on three theoretical 

considerations related to city networks and the network society: First, global ENGOs 

illustrate the existence of complex interlinkages between the local and the global. As 

mentioned earlier, Castells conceptualizes these organizations as being connected to 

both the space of places and the space of flows (Castells 2004b: 168-191). “Ecologists 

are, at the same time, localists and globalists: globalists in the management of time, 

localists in the defense of space. Evolutionary thinking and policy require a global 

perspective. People’s harmony with their environment starts in their local community” 

(Castells 2004b). This simultaneous presence at the local and the global level 

constitutes both a strength and a weakness of ENGOs. WWF, Greenpeace and FoE are 

all locally based through national and regional offices or member groups. Reference to 

local environmental issues is helpful in gaining support and legitimacy and “can do so in 

full awareness that other groups are acting in like fashion in other places and spaces” 

(Lipschutz 2005: 246). However, local concerns can also distract from, or conflict with 

the global campaigns and goals. Keeping national sections in line with the global agenda 

when this agenda conflicts with national interests can pose problems. Even Greenpeace, 
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the most centralized ENGO, has faced this kind of difficulties, which proves how 

complex this balance exercise is.  

 Second, Sassen already expressed the hope that the organizational architecture 

of the global economy – i.e. the transnational urban network emerging from the linkages 

between global cities – could be used to ensure environmental sustainability. More 

concretely, high environmental norms and standards could be distributed via this 

architecture. In Sassen’s view, this will happen through the private, corporate actors 

within global cities (Sassen 2005). However, we could also extend this perspective and 

incorporate the role of environmental actors – such as ENGOs – present in (global) 

cities. According to Mol, “global flows of investment and financial capital in the global 

networks are beginning to find their parallel in global environmental information flows in 

and beyond a global civil society network” (Mol 2006: 510). As such, “the environment 

and environmental information have become part of the transitional flows and networks 

that make up global modernity” (Mol 2006: 511). In other words, it will be useful to reflect 

upon why ENGOs are present in particular places. 

 Third, both Castells and Sassen indicate that the global city architecture goes 

beyond the traditional North South division (e.g. Castells 2000b: 407-459; Sassen 2000: 

151). Cities of the ‘global South’ are also linked up to globalization processes (Sassen 

2004: 6) and can no longer be conceptualized as ‘third world cities’. However, inclusion 

in networks does not guarantee that traditional power relations cease to exist. The three 

investigated global ENGOs now have offices in Europe, North America, Latin America, 

Africa and Asia. The investigation of the relative importance and the various roles the 

offices are fulfilling should enable us to gain insights into the internal power dynamics of 

the networks.  

 

 

4 ANALYZING ENGO NETWORKS: NETWORK STRUCTURE AND NETWORK LOGIC 

 

In order to fully understand these ENGO networks, it is important to analyze both the 

network structure and the network logic. The former refers to what constitutes the 

network, the networking itself: the relation between the actors in terms of cohesion, 

structural equivalence, spatial representation, etc. In order to examine this, we need to 

map these aspects. The latter can be understood as the meaning of the interlinkages 

and the deeper functioning of the networks. This asks for an approach that focuses on 
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the content of the interactions (Börzel 1998: 255) and “uncover[s] the way in which 

processes operate” (Taylor 2004: 273). This section will put forward a possible 

framework to analyze the network structure and the network logic. The basic pillars of 

the framework have been identified after a study of theoretical literature on (city) 

networks and global governance (Bouteligier 2009). Some first empirical research 

results helped to pinpoint key issues that should be taken into account as well.  

The offices with significance for the three global ENGO networks are the point of 

departure for the analysis7. The central aspects of the analytical framework are flows, 

normative frameworks and the flexibility/adaptability mechanisms of networks. Flows 

(e.g. information flows, financial flows and ideational flows) circulate and interact within 

networks (Castells 2004a: 36) and our society is constructed around them (Castells 

2000b: 442). Furthermore, uncovering these flows leads to the identification of nodes 

and hubs and thus reveals which cities fulfill a particular role in global ENGO networks. 

A normative framework (common protocols, values, interests, …) emerges out of a 

network’s ideational flows. It is of crucial importance as it binds the actors in the network 

(Sørenson and Torfing 2005: 203; Stalder 2006: 180). Flexibility/adaptability is often 

seen as the key characteristic and major advantage of networks in comparison to other 

forms of organization (e.g. Castells 2000a: 15-16). Revealing the network structure is 

about identifying these flows, normative frameworks and flexibility/adaptability 

mechanisms. Examining the network logic means linking these three aspects to the 

issues of performance and power relations, as this will help to understand underlying 

dynamics. The following sections will explain the analytical framework in more detail. 

Table 2 represents it in diagram form.   

                                                 
7
 Thus, not the places in which these ENGOs have projects, but the places in which offices have been 
established will be discussed. Furthermore, only those offices that the ENGOs have identified as important 
for the global network are taken into account. More concretely, for WWF only the National Organizations 
(NOs) and the Programme Offices (POs) are mapped and for Greenpeace only the offices that are 
recognized as legal entities are taken into account. Both organizations also have smaller offices whose role 
is of national or subnational importance. Consequently, these offices have another statute and they are less 
useful for our purposes. FoE does not attribute different statutes to national member groups, therefore all its 
offices are mapped. WWF has 30 NOs, 27 POs (26 + 1 special Arctic Programme Office) and 1 international 
office. Greenpeace works via 28 offices and 1 international office. FoE has 69 national member groups, 1 
international office and 1 European coordination office.  
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Table 2 Framework for analyzing city networks  

 Network structure Network logic 

Internal External Internal External 

Flows What? 
Who (senders/receivers)? 
How are flows distributed? 

What ? 
Who (senders/receivers)? 
How are flows distributed? 

Performance:  
Organizational performance of 
global network 
Power:  
Meaning of hubs, connectivity, 
relative importance of nodes 

Performance:  
Importance of place? 
Power:  
Competition, leverage 

Normative 
framework 

What? 
Who creates it? 
How is it distributed? 
When does it change? 

Converging or diverging?  Performance:  

⇑ coherence,  

⇑ performance?  
Power: 
Who is defining normative 
framework & power? 

Performance:  

⇑ coherence,  

⇑ performance?  
Power:  

⇑ coherence,  

⇑ performance, 

⇑ relative power?  
  
 

Flexibility/ 
Adaptability 

What? 
How is decided by whom? 
When is decided to adapt? 

Which partnerships? 
With whom? 
How? 
When? 

Performance:  

⇑ flexibility,  

⇑ performance?  
Power:  
Inclusion, exclusion 
 

Performance:  
Shifting offices  
Power:  
Leverage  

 

 

4.1 NETWORK STRUCTURE: MAPPING OFFICE NETWORKS 

A first research stage consisted of mapping the evolution of the office networks of WWF, 

Greenpeace and FoE8. This is a premise for a sound analysis as it reveals basic 

information on the network structure and some first insights into the network logic. All 

three organizations started from a limited amount of offices or member groups, which 

were northern-based and organized without a clear global strategy. Washington D.C. 

and (Greater) London emerged as the first cities where all three ENGOs had offices. 

Until the early 1980s, the three organizations were absent in Latin America and only 

WWF had already developed offices in Africa and Asia. During this decade, a further 

expansion in Europe took place and FoE started establishing several offices in Asia, 

Africa and Latin America, thus joining WWF, which continued to grow on these 

continents. In the 1990s, a truly global presence was incrementally developed, with 

Greenpeace also extending in Asia and Latin America. Further growth has been realized 

up to today. Consequently, these global ENGOs have created staff at their international 

secretariats responsible for the development, direction and coordination of their 

                                                 
8
 Annex 2 shows the development of the office networks. When gathering the necessary data, it became 
clear that there is often confusion over the exact date of foundation of ENGO offices, because sometimes 
activities started before an office was established officially. 
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networks9. However, the networks have been built up in a different way. Greenpeace 

has the most centralized strategy, which is illustrated by the fact that, up to now, only 

Greenpeace has closed down and merged several offices10. As a result, the organization 

is present in more than 45 countries through only 28 offices that are recognized as legal 

entities. For WWF and FoE, the past decades have been a period of growth, with only a 

couple of offices closed down. 

Mapping today’s office networks of WWF, Greenpeace and FoE identifies the 

following cities as having most offices11: Brussels12, Amsterdam, Oslo, Rome, Vienna, 

Washington D.C.13, Budapest, Copenhagen, Jakarta, London, Madrid, Quezon City and 

Tokyo14. With the exception of Amsterdam, London and Tokyo, the cities in this list are 

not identified as important cities for the global economy. Inversely, London and Tokyo – 

the core global cities in the global economy – only host offices of all three NGOs, but no 

special offices. This finding reflects Taylor’s conclusion15 that global civil society creates 

its own city network16. WWF and Greenpeace seem to prefer establishing main offices in 

                                                 
9
 WWF has a director network relations, Greenpeace has staff for direction and development and FoE has 
an international campaigns coordinator.    
10
 In the 1990s, GP Mediterranean (grouping GP Cyprus, Israel, Lebanon, Malta, Turkey and Tunisia) GP 

Australia/Pacific (encompassing GP Australia, Fiji, Papua New Guinea and Solomon Islands) and GP 
Nordic (a cooperation between GP Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden) were founded. This was 
followed by the establishment of GP Southeast Asia (GP Indonesia, Philippines and Thailand) in 2000, GP 
Central and Eastern Europe (GP Austria, Hungary, Poland, Romania and Slovakia) in 2002 and GP Africa 
in 2008 (GP South Africa, Congo and soon Senegal). The seat of these regional settings is based in the 

capitals of the countries indicated in bold.  
It should be noted that each group of merged offices has its own history and its own internal relations. GP 
Mediterranean always had its main office (legal entity) in a country that could be seen as ‘neutral’ (Malta, 
Turkey) in order to facilitate regional campaigns for countries in conflict (e.g. Lebanon, Israël). GP Nordic 
clearly is a group of ‘equal’ partners, as the various offices were established in the same period and each of 
the offices has enough strength. GP Central and Eastern Europe, on the contrary, is based in Vienna. This 
office has a bigger capacity than the other ones, given its longer history. The legal entity GP Africa has its 
office in Johannesburg. However, this does not mean that Johannesburg is deciding what needs to happen 
in the office in Kinshasa or the future office in Dakar.    
11
 See annex 3 for an overview of the cities with 5, 4 and 3 offices.   

12
 Brussels has 5 offices: all three organizations are present in Brussels with a European office and 

Greenpeace and WWF also have their Belgian office in this city. 
13
 All three ENGOs are present in these cities (except for WWF in Amsterdam). On top of that, Amsterdam 

hosts the international secretariats of FoE and Greenpeace, Oslo is home to the International Arctic 
Programme Office of WWF, Rome is leading the Mediterranean Programme Office of WWF, Vienna is 
important for the Danube Carpathian Programme of WWF and the Central and Eastern Europe Unit of 
Greenpeace. WWF has a special Macroeconomics office in Washington D.C. Each city thus has 4 offices.  
14
 These cities host offices of all three ENGOs.  

15
 It should be noted that Taylor’s ranking is based on network connectivity: “using information on the 

importance of NGO offices in a city, we can show how well linked that city is to other cities through the NGO 
offices it houses. The basic premise is that the more important an office is, the more flows it generates into 
and out of its city” (Taylor 2004: 268). The network connectivity within the office networks of these three 
ENGOs has not been mapped yet, only the presence of offices. Therefore, we cannot fully compare these 
results, but it is a useful point of departure. 
16
 However, the office networks of WWF, Greenpeace and FoE neither fully confirm Taylor’s ranking of NGO 

cities. Some cities mentioned as being important for the three investigated ENGOs aren’t part of Taylor’s top 
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capital cities. Europe keeps having most ENGO offices17 and large areas of Africa and 

the Middle East remain disconnected from the networks18.  

 

With this basic knowledge in mind, the following section describes the relevance of 

examining flows, normative frameworks and flexibility/adaptability in order to study the 

network structure. 

In terms of flows, the focus will be on information flows, financial flows and 

ideational flows. Several scholars have pointed to the vitality of information flows for both 

internal and external relations of (E)NGOs (e.g. Jasanoff 1997-591; Keck and Sikkink 

1998: 18-22). From their very inception, ENGOs have used available communication 

technologies and media to enforce their claims and messages. Nicholson already 

pointed to this in the 1970s, when highlighting some of WWF’s earliest successes 

(Nicholson 1972: 257-262). Wapner stressed the significance of visualizing 

environmental issues when discussing Greenpeace. According to him the distribution of 

pictures and films by this ENGO enhanced people’s environmental sensibility worldwide 

(Wapner 1996: 51-54). Both authors referred to the speed of communication through 

media, such as newspapers and television. However, the Internet now offers the 

possibility to spread information instantaneously, thus being of particular importance. 

Castells explains the success of the environmental movement by the adaptation “to the 

conditions of communication and mobilization in the new technological paradigm” 

(Castells 2004b: 186). New communication technologies are used as “organizing and 

mobilizing tools” (Castells 2004b: 187), with the Internet being crucial for coordination 

and linking up grassroots groups to the global level (Castells 2004b: 187-188). Besides 

information flows, financial flows also run through ENGO networks. WWF, Greenpeace 

and FoE all have internal redistributive financial arrangements in order to guarantee the 

implementation of campaigns in the targeted areas. Furthermore, financial flows coming 

from outside the ENGO networks are important as well. Lastly, ideational flows consist of 

norms, values, interests, etc. that are dispersed throughout the network. They are of 

particular relevance for the creation of normative frameworks and will be discussed in 

that regard. Analyzing these flows in order to better understand the network structure 

means answering the following questions: What constitutes these flows? Who are the 

                                                                                                                                                 
25 and six cities out of Taylor’s top ten (Bangkok, Geneva, Harare, Manila, Nairobi, New Delhi) do not host 
any or only one office of WWF, Greenpeace or FoE (Taylor 2004: 271). 
17
 Therefore, annex 4 maps today’s office networks in Europe separately.  

18
 At least in terms of offices with relevance for the global network. WWF has developed smaller project and 

coordination offices in these regions and Greenpeace has projects there, but no offices. 
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senders and receivers and what is their connectivity? How are the flows distributed? As 

said, visualizing flows also means identifying nodes and hubs. It is possible that the 

networks have divergent nodes and hubs, depending on what kind of flows is discussed. 

Staff of all three ENGOs indicated that each of the offices fulfills a particular function. 

Consequently, some will be more important for information distribution, others will be 

crucial for fundraising, etc. This can also be linked to the kind of city (e.g. political or 

economic centre) where the office is based. 

The normative framework (common protocols, norms, values and interests) 

emerges out of a network’s ideational flows. It is crucial, as it binds the actors in the 

network (Sørenson and Torfing 2005: 203; Stalder 2006: 180). Similar questions will 

have to be answered here: What constitutes the shared normative framework? Who 

creates it (e.g. by defining common values, developing global campaigns, …)? How is it 

distributed? When does it adapt or change? As Doherty has pointed out, “among the 

least understood are the processes by which actors from different countries develop 

collective identities capable of jointly defining injustice and mobilizing action across 

national borders” (Doherty 2006: 860). The first research results indicate a high share of 

the international offices of the three ENGOs in the creation of the normative framework. 

Greenpeace being the organization where this is most obviously the case. In FoE, all 

national member groups can have an equal vote at the biannual general meeting 

(Doherty 2006: 864). In other words, everyone can have his share in the “negotiation of 

a common identity” (Doherty 2006: 862). These two extremes illustrate that the 

normative framework can develop top-down and bottom-up. However, the uncovering of 

ideational flows and normative frameworks should reveal whether the picture is more 

nuanced and complex than that. Converging and diverging normative frameworks are at 

the basis of cooperation with or opposition against external actors 

Flexibility/adaptability has often been put forward as a key characteristic and 

major advantage of networks in comparison to other forms of organization (Börzel 1998: 

262-263; Castells 2000a: 15-16). However, rarely this aspect has been examined 

empirically. With regard to internal relations, it will therefore be asked how the networks 

flesh out this flexibility: Do they start up, close or merge offices? Do they include new or 

exclude national groups? Who decides about this? How and when does this take place? 

Some first research results show that the three ENGOs diverge on this issue. 

Greenpeace International has a strong hand in where new offices are established and 

others are closed, thus “socializing local people into the Greenpeace system” (Wapner 
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1996: 123). FoE, by contrast, “awaits interest by organized environmental groups 

throughout the world” (Wapner 1996: 123). More or less representing the middle way of 

both strategies, the board of WWF “can establish a National Organization or adopt an 

existing organization as a National Organization” (WWF website-Statutes). When it 

comes to external relations, it is necessary to examine how changing partnerships with 

various actors are set up. It is asked what they constitute, who takes the initiative and 

when and how this happens.  

In sum, analyzing the network structure is mapping what constitutes the network, 

who is involved, to what degree and whether and when this structure changes. 

 

4.2 NETWORK LOGIC: POWER RELATIONS AND PERFORMANCE 

The main purpose of analyzing the network logic is to understand the underlying 

dynamics of networks. Therefore, flows, normative frameworks and flexibility/adaptability 

will be examined in relation to performance and power relations.  

Examining the network logic should reveal whether the network form of 

organization indeed lives up to the promise of being more efficient (Börzel 1998: 262-

263; Castells 2000a: 16). Although the three ENGOs have developed their office 

networks in a different way, they all aim at optimal performance and therefore manage 

their global networks. Furthermore, it is often suggested that networks will ensure more 

equal relationships, however this is not always the case. The view of Edwards et al. that 

“alliances among equals, genuine partnerships, and synergistic networks that come 

together and then break apart can replace the asymmetries of power and voice that 

have characterized North-South relationships for so many years” and that “information 

technologies help this process along by enabling less hierarchical modes of organization 

and communication” (Edwards, Hulme, and Wallace 1999: 131) is contested by others 

who claim that “these patterns of international action among environmental groups 

appear to follow many of the same asymmetries that are generally present in the 

international system” (Rohrschneider and Dalton 2002: 529). Thus, networks are not 

necessarily egalitarian structures. They are characterized by power relations as well 

(Keck and Sikkink 1998: 207). Taylor has pointed out that we can speak of a truly 

‘global’ civil society, as places in the Southern hemisphere are well connected to global 

networks. However, he also points to the fact that the ‘large nodes’, i.e. the control 

centers, are based in the North, whereas the South has ‘highly connected nodes’, 

because projects are implemented there. Put simply: places in the North are of 
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importance for the management of the network, places in the South are significant 

because practice is taking place there (Taylor 2005: 1599). 

 

Informational, financial and ideational flows are expected to be directed in such a way 

that they increase the organizational performance of the network. Indeed, all three 

ENGOs say their various offices perform those functions they are best at and in this way 

contribute to the optimal internal functioning of the global network. According to Keck 

and Sikkink, effective functioning of a network is increased by the existence of reciprocal 

information exchanges (Keck and Sikkink 1998: 28). Furthermore, the network needs a 

certain network density, i.e. a minimum of involved actors and regularity in exchanges. 

However, “measuring network density is problematic; sufficient densities are likely to be 

campaign-specific, and not only numbers of “nodes” in the network, but also their quality 

– access to and ability to disseminate information, credibility with targets, ability to speak 

to and for other social networks – are all important aspects of density as well” (Keck and 

Sikkink 1998: 29). Related to external dynamics and performance is the question of the 

(non)importance of being present in particular places.  As mentioned, Sassen hopes the 

organizational architecture of the global economy could be of use for the distribution of 

environmental norms and standards. As ENGOs exert lobby practices and cooperate 

with public and private actors, they could be expected to be active in the same places as 

these actors. But it also seems to be that global civil society in general and ENGOs in 

particular develop their own, divergent geography. Taylor claims that NGOs are attracted 

to “loci of political power” (i.e. capitals and places where international organizations are 

based) more than to places of economic importance (Taylor 2004: 272). Conversations 

with staff members of the three ENGOs indicate that other issues as well explain the 

geography of the current office grids. Historical (e.g. roots of the movement), pragmatic 

(e.g. stable currency), political (e.g. favorable political environment for NGOs to operate) 

and economic (e.g. presence of donors) reasons all play their role and thus need to be 

taken into account. Further analysis will have to reveal what are the advantages of 

having offices in particular places for both the internal and external dynamics of ENGO 

networks. However, the direction of flows and the resulting nodes and hubs cannot be 

fully understood without linking them to power relations. The fact that Greenpeace is 

organized in a more top-down way and FoE more in a bottom-up, grassroots sense 

should not lead to the quick conclusion that power relations in Greenpeace can be 

reduced to an almighty international secretariat, which controls the whole network, 
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versus a horizontal and egalitarian network, in the case of FoE. WWF, Greenpeace and 

FoE are characterized by subtle, dynamic power relations, which are the result of 

inequalities in information, financial and ideational flows. Some offices, for example, 

coordinate flows, or, are major fundraisers and thus crucial nodes for the global 

network’s functioning. This gives them a source of relative power. As said, every ENGO 

has its own internal financial redistribution mechanism19. In the cases of WWF and 

Greenpeace this has led to a situation in which a couple of northern groups contribute 

the majority of the financial resources, thus creating a position of influence, although 

both organizations want to guarantee equal relations between the offices. Power 

relations also matter in external relations: by being present in certain places, ENGOs 

can try to counterbalance other actors that perform lobby activities as well.  

All three ENGOs see their common normative framework as crucial for their 

performance. WWF and Greenpeace have staff whose task it is to ensure that the 

several offices keep in line with the common purposes, interests and campaigns. This 

should facilitate reaching goals. In other words, the greater the coherence is, the higher 

the performance should be. However, this is not always an easy task. With regard to 

North-South relations, Doherty claims that the development of a common understanding 

of how problems should be dealt with is challenging (Doherty 2006: 861). The genesis of 

a normative framework is also linked to power relations. Bulkeley’s findings on power 

relations behind the identification and spreading of best practices are useful here 

(Bulkeley 2006). Those who define the normative framework, define what is good and 

what should be common purposes, interests, norms, values and campaigns have 

internal power. With regard to external relations, the issues of performance and power 

seem to be linked in a fundamental way: the more coherence ENGOs have, the stronger 

the message they can formulate, which should empower them in their relations to other 

actors. 

                                                 
19
 Greenpeace has an “incremental contribution system [which] ensures that significant funds from 

established offices with higher income can be redirected to support and build Greenpeace's campaign 
presence in developing regions” (Greenpeace website-Financial structure). WWF as well is characterized by 
a system in which some offices contribute more financial resources than others: “The various WWF offices 
around the world come under two categories: (1) those that can raise funds and carry out work 
autonomously, and (2) those that must work under the direction of one of the independent WWF offices. 
Each office that can work independently (type 1) also contributes funding to WWF's global conservation 
programme” (WWF website-Governance). FoEI is “funded through contributions from our member groups as 
well as donations from governments and foundations” (FoE website-FAQ). Membership fees are “calculated 
at 1.15 % of the member groups’ unrestricted income plus 0,13 % of their restricted income of two years 
ago” (FoEI Financial report 2007). 
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The issue of flexibility/adaptability is most clearly linked to performance. 

Greenpeace closed down some offices and merged others regionally because of such 

strategic reasons, WWF has regional Programme Offices, and within FoE regional 

coordination mechanisms have been set up, with the European one being most 

developed and institutionalized. Furthermore, especially Greenpeace has shifted the 

location of some offices. During the Tatcher-years, for example, it was more favorable to 

move the headquarters to the Netherlands, where the political environment was better 

for the functioning of NGOs, than to stay in Lewes. The main office for India moved from 

New Delhi, to Mumbai and is now situated in Bangalore. Power relations refer to 

questions of inclusion and exclusion. Inclusion does not guarantee equal relations, as 

more subtle power relations are at work. In the cases where offices have been closed or 

groups have been expelled, it will be crucial to analyze why this has happened, in order 

to understand the network logic. For Greenpeace, it will be important to look at the 

international body’s strategy. In the case of FoE, it is a more complex issue. When 

national member groups ceased to be member of FoE, this was either because they 

resigned or because they had been expelled when they did no longer live up to the 

criteria. Expulsion is the result of a democratic and horizontal decision process. With 

regard to external relations flexibility comes in the form of changing partnerships with 

external actors that should increase performance, but can also ensure leverage.  

 

 

5 CONCLUSION 

The analysis of the network structure and the network logic on the basis of the above 

mentioned framework should enable us to formulate reflections on the three issues 

related to city networks and the network society that were mentioned earlier in this 

paper.  

First, a better understanding of these networks will contribute to unraveling the 

complex interlinkages between the local and the global, between the space of places 

and the space of flows. First research results point to the relevance of both a local 

anchoring and a global presence. It enables ENGOs to engage people while at the same 

time connecting them to global practices. In this way, ENGOs can combine broad (local) 

support with (global) leverage. Without having financial donations and local volunteers, 

these organizations would not be able to exert their global campaigns. Of course, it asks 

a lot of coordination of the various offices to keep the global network going. And as much 



 24

as the global network needs the local offices, the local offices in return benefit from 

being embedded in a global network, as this could increase their legitimacy, authority 

and leverage. 

Second, it will indicate to what extent the geography of these global ENGO 

networks diverges from the organizational architecture of the global economy, why this is 

the case and what this means for GEG. It is already clear that the office grids of the 

three discussed global ENGOs reflect a distinct network. ENGOs are not necessarily 

present in those places that have been identified as global cities for the global economy. 

Places of political power are crucial for ENGOs and the choice to have an office in a 

particular city can also be motivated by more pragmatic or historical reasons. Further 

examination should reveal what are the advantages and disadvantages of this diverging 

geography. As all investigated ENGOs ambition optimal performance, their office 

networks should provide them with optimal access to other organizations and actors. 

Studying how external relations evolve and develop should illuminate what cities have to 

offer to ENGOs and what the importance is of being based there.  

Finally, it will illustrate how North-South relations take form in these horizontal 

global settings.  At this moment, it seems that, indeed, offices in the North are important 

for the management of the global network (both in terms of informational and financial 

flows), while offices in the South are significant because practice is taking place there 

(Taylor 2005: 1599). Additional data and research should increase the author’s 

understanding of internal power relations and the functions the various offices fulfill in 

the global networks.  

In sum, studying global ENGO networks from a cities perspective should 

enhance our understanding of ENGOs’ functioning and of the significance of cities for 

GEG. Can cities be seen as strategic places that provide vital knowledge, services and 

infrastructure for global environmental governance? If so, the idea that these places are 

not only linked to environmental stress, but also to solutions for global environmental 

problems can become reality.  
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Annex 1  World Cities/Global Cities in the global economy 

 
John Friedmann 
 
The World City Hypothesis 
(Friedmann 1986: 72) 

Saskia Sassen  
 
Locating Cities on Global Circuits (Sassen 
2002b: 14) 

Peter J. Taylor  
 
Visualizing a new metageography 
(Taylor 2001) 

Core Countries:  
Primary                           Secondary 
 
London                            Brussels 
Paris                                Milan  
Rotterdam                       Vienna 
Frankfurt                          Madrid 
Zurich                              Toronto 
New York                         Miami 
Chicago                           Houston 
Los Angeles                     Sydney 
San Francisco 
Tokyo                                
 
Semi-Peripheral Countries  
Primary                      Secondary  
 
São Paolo                        
Johannesburg 
Singapore                    Buenos Aires 
                                    Rio de Janeiro 
                                    Caracas  
                                    Mexico City 
                                    Hong Kong 
                                    Taipei 
                                    Manila 
                                    Bangkok 
                                    Seoul 
 
 
                                    

 
 
New York                             São Paolo 
London                                 Mexico City 
Tokyo                                   … 
Paris 
Frankfurt 
Zurich 
Amsterdam 
Chicago 
Los Angeles 
Sydney 
Hong Kong  
… 

Alpha world cities 
 
New York 
Chicago 
Los Angeles 
London 
Frankfurt 
Paris 
Milan 
Tokyo  
Hong Kong 
Singapore 
 
Beta world cities 
 
Toronto 
San Francisco 
Mexico City 
Sao Paolo 
Brussels  
Moscow 
Zürich  
Madrid 
Seoul 
Sydney 
 
Gamma world cities  
 
Minneapolis 
Montreal 
Boston 
Washington 
Atlanta 
Miami 
Houston 
Dallas 
Caracas 
Buenos Aires 
Santiago 
Stockholm 
Hamburg 
Amsterdam 
Copenhagen 
Berlin 
Düsseldorf 
Warsaw 
Prague 
Münich 
Budapest 
Geneva 
Barcelona 
Istanbul 
Rome 
Johannesburg  
Beijing 
Shanghai  
Osaka 
Taipei 
Bangkok 
Manila 
Kuala Lumpur 
Jakarta 
Melbourne 
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Annex 2  Development office networks WWF-Greenpeace-FoE  
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Annex 3 Global Cities in NGO networks  
 
Taylor  
New geography of global civil society (2004: 271) 

Comparison office networks WWF, Greenpeace and 
FoE 

 
Top 25 NGO cities by network connectivities  
 

1. Nairobi 
2. Brussels  
3. Bangkok 
4. London 
5. New Delhi 
6. Manila 
7. Washington D.C. 
8. Harare 
9. Geneva 
10. Moscow 
11. New York 
12. Mexico City 
13. Jakarta 
14. Tokyo  
15. Accra 
16. Cairo 
17. Dhaka 
18. Rome 
19. Dakar 
20. Santiago de Chile 
21. Abidjan  
22. Buenos Aires 
23. Dar es Salaam 
24. Copenhagen 
25. Beijing  

 
3 offices 
 
Budapest  
Copenhagen 
Jakarta  
London 
Madrid 
Quezon City 
Tokyo  

 
4 offices 
 
Amsterdam 
Oslo 
Rome 
Vienna 
Washington D.C. 

 
5 offices 
 
Brussels 



  

Annex 4 WWF-Greenpeace-FoE offices in Europe (2009) 
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