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Abstract— This paper provides a pedagogical overview of how 

international organizations were formed, for what purposes and 
how their structure has been changed. The distinction between 
formal organizational studies and studies of international 
organizations is minimal, because both help to widen the idea of 
creating an original position for better combinations of favorable 
circumstances or situations in human affairs. The chapter will 
explain, the origin of the term international organization (OR); 
historical roots of or studies; and define or; analyze the types of 
ORs in the contemporary world; reveals the relationship between 
the international relation (IR) and regime theories application in 
the OR’s studies; and the impact of the globalization. The chapter 
also unveils the relationships between organizational sociology and 
OR and finally it gives a general outline on the application 
institution theory in the study of OR following a brief summary. 
Organizations have the ability of inspiring and bringing people in 
concert to achieve combined goals. They are accountable for 
determining the intelligence needed to meet their goals. This 
chapter provides a glimmer of international organizations theory, 
origin, historical account, definitions and utilization of 
contemporary academic world intertwined with the international 
relations, regime and globalization as well as the organizational 
sociological theories and perspectives can be utilized to study of 
international organizations. This chapter will help to understand 
the historical account of international organization, pedagogical 
development and contemporary theories and practices of 
international organizations and organizational sociology. 

Index Terms— international organizations, international relation, 
organizational sociology, organizations theory, globalization, 
regime theory. 
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I. GLOBALIZATION, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INTERNATIONAL 

ORGANIZATIONS 

Sociological analysis of national societies utilizing 
sociological perspectives centers on social organization, power, 
conflict, and culture at the global level (Evans 2005). Various 
organizational sociologists have explained the impact of 
globalization on organizational theory building and have 
defined globalization as the diffusion of capitalistic paradigms 
in the global social system. The importance of organizations 
must be acknowledged in the present world. As Daft (2003) 
notes, organizations (both national and international) bring 
together resources to achieve desired goals and outcomes, 
produce goods and services efficiently, facilitate innovation, 
use modern manufacturing and information technologies, adapt 
to and influence a changing environment, create value for 
owners, customers and employees, and accommodate ongoing 
challenges of diversity, ethics, and the motivation and 
coordination of employees. However, the globalized world has 
also brought various challenges to these organizations such as 
global competition, ethics and social responsibility, speed of 
responsiveness, the digital workplace, and diversity (Daft 
2003).  

The process of globalization has intensified the global 
interconnections of world societies. This process has made it 
routine to discuss social life in a global frame rather than a 
national or local one. This trend of globalization has also helped 
the standardization of organizational structures, organizational 
quality maintenance, and the regulation of organization 
management practices. Thus, standardized homogeneity can be 
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seen in organizations in the form of education, business, social 
enterprises (hospitals, charity organizations), government 
agencies, and national and international development agencies 
(Drori, Mayer and Hwang 2006). Globalization is not only an 
economic, political, and social process but also a cultural 
process, which is actually expanding and intensifying 
worldwide interdependencies. Organizational networks analyze 
these interdependencies, which are weakening national 
boundaries and classical bureaucracies. “World society models 
shape nation-state identities, structures, and behavior via 
worldwide cultural and associational processes. As creatures of 
exogenous world culture, states are ritualized actors marked by 
intensive decoupling and a good deal more structuration than 
would occur if they were responsive only to local, cultural, 
functional, or power processes" (Meyer et al. 1997, p. 173). The 
trend of the globalization process is leading the world society 
towards becoming a stateless society and helping to build the 
networks' purposive organizations. This is a shift from a power-
centralized, traditional, authoritative structure. Meyer et al. 
(1997) examine this globalization process as a shift of 
organizational roles in terms of social and cultural dynamism, 
"the dynamism that is generated by the rampant inconsistencies 
and conflicts within world culture itself," especially 
"contradictions inherent in widely varied cultural goods: 
equality versus liberty, progress versus justice," and the like 
(Meyer et al 1997, p. 172).  

The globalized neoliberal world economy has also 
influenced organizational strategy and structure. New 
administrative systems have been developed and 
traditional/classical hierarchical, top-down bureaucracy has 
been challenged by flexible administrative design. This new 
environment has also changed organizational culture in terms 
of its values, attitudes, and behaviors (which were guided by the 
Western Hegemonic (American) power system) (Daft 2003; 
Held 2004). In addition to changes in organizational settings, 
globalization has influenced the global economic system and its 
relationship with the natural environment; various perspectives 
have emerged for analyzing the role of transnational 
corporations. New global trade regimes have formed. 
Globalization has also changed the earlier perspectives on 
biophysical environmental change, which has helped policy-
makers to formulate new agreements for environmental 
management. International organizations, as well as 
governments, have been forced to update their agendas to 
address global environmental degradation issues such as fresh 
water scarcity, renewable resource management, food supply, 
forest loss, biodiversity loss, and climate change, along with 
their ability to analyze and evaluate the conflicting 
perspectives.  

Globalization has not only had positive impacts on global 
socio-political, economic, and environment management, but 
also has strong negative connotations, foremost among them, 
broadly, to discard the role and voice of the marginalized world. 
However, as I noted earlier, globalization is a continuous 
process embedded throughout the long history of the 

development of the western world. The notion of globalization 
is closely interlinked with development theory. Development 
theory dates from 13th century history, which reveals the transit 
of feudalism to capitalism. During the 13th to early 18th 
centuries, the goal of development was the improvement of 
social welfare. However, there was no social welfare in feudal 
society. This lack helped capitalism to flourish, as a free tool 
for its creation. Likewise, in the Age of Competitive Capitalism 
(1700-1860) political and economic power moved from the 
feudal aristocracy to the capitalist bourgeoisie, first in Europe 
and then in the rest of the world. Capitalism was exported to the 
rest of the world through the colonial system. Adam Smith’s 
classical political economy and Karl Marx’s Historical 
Materialism emerged in that period, followed by the age of 
imperialism (1860 to 1945). During the imperialism period, 
small industry collapsed, and big industries emerged in Europe. 
Neo-classical economic theory and the classical theory of 
imperialism were the products of that period. Lenin, Marshal, 
and Keynes were the major thinkers of that time. Keynes’s 
theory of unemployment influenced the new steps to expand 
imperialism. The creation of the International Monetary Fund 
and the World Bank can be taken as examples of products of 
imperialism (Todaro and Smith, 2002). These organizations are 
considered the major stakeholders in diffusing the notion of 
globalization.  

In this regard, various organizational sociologists have 
analyzed organizations in terms of global change and developed 
new approaches to study complex organizations.There are 
debates among the authors about the degree of the impact of 
globalization; however all accept the notion of a changing 
social, economic, and political global environment. There are 
also debates about the impact of globalization on international 
organization governance. Junne (2001) has noted that 
globalization might strengthen the role of international 
organizations through interactions. International organizations 
gain legitimacy through countries' specific (and global) legal 
procedures, justice, correct procedure, representation, 
effectiveness, and charisma. Globalization can make an impact 
on international organizations through (1) worldwide media 
coverage (2) the expansion of worldwide trade (3) the explosion 
of foreign direct investment (4) the integration of financial 
markets (5) the rise of the internet (6) international labor 
migration (7) global environmental problems and (8) the 
globalization of crime (Junne 2001, p. 200). Globalization has 
created demand and an environment for international 
organization through international cooperation, coordination, 
and networks. International organizations may not be able to 
cope with the demands of the globalized world, because 
organization may not be able to change their working 
modalities fast enough for public demand, because of life 
cycles, bureaucracy, posturing, and a lack of coordination 
(Junne 2001). However, to cope with the globalized world order 
international organizations have been modifying their working 
procedures and creating their own regimes so as to survive and 
continue their impacts on both the Northern and Southern 
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world. Globalization is a kind of unseen force which has been 
insisting that international organizations learn to survive and 
maintain themselves according to a changing global 
environment (through technological advancement). There is not 
much research upon how traditional organizations are shifting 
with and incorporating the new environment. This could be a 
new area of key research in the future. 

As I have noted above, globalization has both positive and 
negative connotations.  Among the latter, it is not creating 
favorable conditions for the global environment. Rischard 
(2001) has nicely summarized the environmental challenges 
posed through globalization in three major headings: (1) 
"sharing our planet: Issues involving and global commons; such 
as global warming, biodiversity loss, deforestation and 
desertification, water deficit, fisheries depletion, maritime 
security and pollution. He has also identified the major issues 
to be considered urgently in section 2, "sharing our humanity: 
issues requiring a global commitment; such as the fight against 
poverty, peace keeping and conflict prevention, education for 
all, global infectious diseases, digital divide, natural disaster 
prevention and mitigation; and in section (3) "sharing our 
rulebook: issues needing a global regulatory approach; 
reinventing taxation for the 21st century, biotechnology rules, 
global financial architecture, illegal drugs, trade, investment 
and competition rules, intellectual property rights, e-commerce 
rules, and international labor and migration rules (Rischard, 
2002, p. 6, as cited by Held 2004, p. 12). International 
nongovernmental organizations have been highlighting those 
issues and creating a high-pressure environment through 
globalized connectedness and the mass media (mostly focused 
on the global commons). This notion of connectedness and 
networking is a positive aspect of globalization that 
international organizations have been utilizing to create an 
international regime. This principle of globalization is equally 
applied in the global social, economic, and political movements 
(human rights, women's rights, environmental conservation) 
and also in use in social knowledge construction.  

So far, I found that international organizations have been in 
the main stream as a subfield of political science from 1900 
onwards. Studies of international organizations published prior 
to the Second World War ignore or do not incorporate the 
contribution of classical organizational theorists such as Weber, 
Taylor and Fyol. In sociology, organization theory was in 
practice but was not fully developed as a subfield of study (it 
became a major field of study only from the 1970s) as it was in 
political science. Organizational theory is a wide discipline with 
deep roots in sociology. On the other hand, theory of 
international organizations is rooted in political science and has 
been examined by political actors. In addition to the 
sociologists and political scientists; scholars from 
anthropology, public administration, social psychology and 
economics also have been contributing to organizational theory 
building. Organizational study is fairly recent as a discipline in 
sociology. Political scientists have propounded numerous ideas 
back to ancient Rome and philosophers go even farther back in 

time, while religious scholars trace their studies of organized 
religious organizations beyond that time. I think it is difficult to 
pinpoint when the exact time sociologists became interested in 
theories of organization and this seems a fruitful subject for 
further investigations.  

One of the major international organizational theorist and 
authors of international organizations Professor Clive Archer 
(2008) (in my personal email correspondence) supports my 
investigation that the first complete book of international 
organization was by Leonard Woolf (1880-1969) (husband of 
Virginia Woolf 1882-1941) which published in 1916, in titled 
‘International Government’. Woolf was political leader worked 
on the behalf of League of Nations. However, the first academic 
text book of international organizations was published by 
Pitman Potter in 1922. On the other hand, according to 
Professor Richard Scott (2008 in my personal email 
correspondence) assures that until 1970 organizational study in 
sociology was only in its beginning phase. He mentions that 
“it's a bit difficult to select the first organization sociology text 
book.  It is a toss-up among the following: J. March and H. 
Simon, Organizations 1958 (by two political scientists, but an 
important founding approach), A. Etzioni, A Comparative 
Analysis of Organizations 1961 and P. Blau and W.R. Scott, 
Formal Organizations: A Comparative Approach published in 
1962”. However, with confirmation with Scott, I would 
consider J. March and H. Simon’s book in title “Organizations” 
published in 1958, as a first academic text book in 
organizational sociology. This account assures that 
organizational studies in sociology is very young but have been 
capturing great attention since 1980s. However, these 
publications also indicate that study of organizations is not new 
phenomena in sociology, which gives an option to search the 
link and gap between these two major fields of studies. 

Potter’s indicates that study of international organization was 
in practice even before 1900, in the discipline of law (I am 
waiting to verify from Clive Archer), which covers 
international intercourse, cosmopolitanism, international 
politics, laws, treatises, negotiations, conferences, international 
bureaurocracy (administration), international control and 
international relations with the concrete example from the 
“League of Nations” - its role and its formation. The study of 
international relations, which is very closely associated with the 
study of international organizations, was begun in 1919 as a 
separate field of study in the United Kingdom. These accounts 
provide grounds to state that there was a long tradition of 
disciplinary distinction between organizational sociology and 
the study of international organizations. However, both fields 
developed from the same historical root of social sciences and 
have been contributing to the resolution of geo-political and 
socio-economic problems. Institutions, international relations, 
regime, globalization and organizational network theories are 
most commonly used in both international organizations and 
organizational sociology literature. The scholars of political 
sciences examine these agendas through positivist, 
constructivist, realist, neo-realist, liberal, neo-liberal; pluralist 
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perspectives and sociologists examine organizations through 
rational, natural and open perspectives. However, in terms of 
the application of theories both incorporate general social 
sciences theories (needless to state them: functionalism to 
postmodern, feminism, or radical). Robert Cox’s (1981) 
principle of theory building applies in both cases because the 
basic aim of the foundation of organizations is to attain certain 
goals. The commonalities between organizational sociology 
and international organizations theory are mostly found in the 
literature published after the Second World War; and most 
importantly after the 1970s when multidisciplinary approaches 
began to flourish in the social sciences.   

Scholars of contemporary international organizations have 
been advocating interdisciplinary approaches (Freiedrich 
Kratochwil, Michael Barnett, Martha Finnemore, Margaret 
Keck and Kathryn Sikkink). They argue that the role of 
international organizations has been expanding from the state 
centric framework to the people centric perspectives. In the 
current context, study of international organizations not only 
covers nation-states, international regimes and security 
alliances but also covers the international form of organizations 
that focus on non-state actors. In this context the role of 
international organizations is not solely centered in 
implementation of political agendas but also focuses on the 
social, cultural and economic power dynamism. Therefore, 
study of international organizations not only belongs to the 
political scientist but also belongs to the sociologist and 
includes a range of social science discourses.  

Insofar, in this section I tried to explain what we know about 
the study of international organizations and to some extent how 
international organization theories are associated (broadly) with 
sociological theories and especially with organizational 
sociology. In the following section I will very briefly outline 
organizational sociology’s major approaches and try to connect 
with how these approaches can be applied to study international 
organizations.  

II. ORGANIZATIONAL SOCIOLOGY 

“The study of organizations provides a theoretical 
framework for knowledge about human behavior in 
organizations and reviews the empirical evidence for the 
propositions that make up the theory. The theory emphasizes 
the motivations for organizational participation and the 
processes of decision making within organizations” Simon 
(1979).  

Organizational sociology can be described as the study of 
formal groups organized to achieve or attain specific goals in 
efficient manner. Organizations have been leading the 
sociopolitical scenarios of the world for at least the last two 
centuries. In other words, organizations have been changing the 
world’s socioeconomic landscape (Perrow 1991). As Perrow 
notes “organizations are the key to society because large 
organizations have absorbed society. They have vacuumed up 
a good part of what we have always thought of as society and 

made organizations once a part of society into a surrogate of 
society (1991: 726, as cited by Scott and Davis 2007, p. 340). 
This influence, which has increased gradually over time, mostly 
in the developed regions of the world during the twentieth 
century, can be found in our everyday lives. Now, we are in 
organizational firms from birth to joining the workforce, as well 
as in our prayers, and we even die in organizations; along the 
way, we derive our identities from our associations with them. 
Organizations are related to every aspect of our daily life. 
Organizations are not only the building blocks of our societies, 
and a basic vehicle for collective action, but they are also our 
life form. They bring into being the social structure of our 
societies and basically form our futures. Organizations are a 
fundamental part of contemporary societies; we enthusiastically 
turn to them or create them when a need or crisis exceeds our 
own personal abilities or resources. Moreover, organizations 
are at the core spirit of every society and nation. Through 
organizations we make differences in our society and achieve 
collective goals. Theoretically, organizations are dedicated to 
extending the idea of creating a new base to create new 
opportunities. These broader contexts of organizations theories 
apply not only to the domestic organizational environment; but 
also, equally apply in the case of international organizations.  

Sociologists have developed various perspectives and 
paradigms to analyze organizations based on the major classical 
writers of sociology. Organizational theory prior to 1900 
emphasized the division of labor and the importance of 
machinery to facilitate labor.  In the 1910s, the concept of 
scientific management arose, which describes management as a 
science with employers having specific but different 
responsibilities and encouraged the scientific selection, 
training, and development of workers and the equal division of 
work between workers and management.  In the same era, the 
classical school listed the duties of a manager as planning, 
organizing, commanding employees, coordinating activities, 
and controlling performance; basic principles called for 
specialization of work, unity of command, scalar chain of 
command, and coordination of activities.  In the 1920s the 
concept of human relations was introduced, which focuses on 
the importance of the attitudes and feelings of workers and 
recognizes that informal roles and norms influence 
performance. The classical school in the 1930s re-emphasized 
the classical principles, followed by group dynamics, in the 
1940s, which encouraged individual participation in decision-
making and noted the impact of work groups on performance.  

International organizations literature is silent about this 
sociological history of organizational development. Historical 
knowledge of the organization can be informed to see the 
similarities and differences between organizational sociological 
theory and theory building relevant to international 
organizations. I am interested in investigating the historical 
background of theories, because I think history yields ideas that 
will enable me to categorize contemporary thoughts. This helps 
me to make judgments of how knowledge was developed and 
processed.  Further, historical accounts document the 
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experiences faced by the authors, explain their relationships to 
contemporary society, explore their research and analysis 
methods and provide information about the debates and 
explanations within their context as well as their connections to 
previous authors (predecessors, allies, and rivals) (Chapoulie 
2004). 

Classical sociological theories have been criticized by 
contemporary organizational theorists since the late 1950s. As 
alternatives, contemporary sociologists have developed more 
theories and methods grounded in the same roots, but with new 
models (Kuhn 1962; Burrell and Morgan 1979; Morgan 1980; 
Ness and Brechin 1988; Taylor 2002; Scott 2003). Argyris 
(1957) states that the classical organizational theorists did not 
consider the workers' perspectives and that workers have 
minimal control over their working lives. Likewise, Salaman 
(1979) states that "a genuine sociology of organizations is not 
assisted by the efforts of some organization analysts to develop 
hypotheses about organizations in general, lumping together 
such diverse examples as voluntary organizations, charities and 
political organizations. It also obstructs the analysis of those 
structural elements which are dramatically revealed in 
employing organizations, but not necessarily in all forms of 
organization” (Salaman 1979, p. 33, as cited by Thompson and 
McHugh 2002, p. 6). Zey-Ferrell (1981) has summarized the 
major criticisms of organizational theories, mostly with 
reference to the comparative structural and structural 
contingency approaches.  

Organizations are formed by the contexts or environments in 
which they are established. Modern organizations replicate the 
impact of their historical origins in societies characterized by 
growing privileged circumstances and conflicts over the control 
and distribution of products and services. Organizations come 
in many puzzling forms because they have been clearly 
designed to deal with a wide range of social, cultural, economic 
and political problems (Bhandari 2010, 2011, 2012, 2014). 
Because they have emerged under widely varying 
environmental conditions, they have to deal with complexity 
within and emerged externalities. However, this complexity is 
not a new phenomenon for the organizational theorists.  

To address the complexity and the criticisms of 
organizational theories, various systems perspectives have been 
developed, particularly from the late 1950s. These system 
perspectives examine organizations as rational (embedded 
through the work of classical organizational theorists, Taylor, 
Fayol, Weber, Simon and March, and others), natural 
(including conflict approach and functionalist analysis of 
organization, by such theorists as Durkheim, Malinowski, 
Radcliffe-Brown, and Parson), Barnard’s cooperative system; 
Selznick, Perrow, and Mayer: the institutional approach, in 
which new institutional theorists are generally working under 
the open systems perspective; this focuses on the broader 
importance of the environment although institutional theory 
does discuss the issue of organizational survival [not efficiency] 
which is a natural system perspective; Mayo: Hawthorne effect, 
and open system (based on social movements; Bertalanffy, 

Boulding: Systems, Simon and March 1958 etc.) (Scott 2003). 
According to Kuhn (1983) all three - the natural, rational, and 
open systems perspectives co-exist and are important, but each 
has different methodologies. Each of them has different values, 
and each is based on different rhetoric. Kuhn’s summary 
captures the notion of the systems perspective, because they are 
interlinked in one way or another. Similar notions can be found 
in the works of Granovetter (1985), Weick (1976), and Pfeffer 
(1982) who have extensively analyzed organizational theory 
with combined perspectives.  These authors’ arguments are 
based on Weber's bureaucratic principles, as well as 
sociological approaches dealing with social systems, social 
negotiated orders, social structures of power and domination, 
symbolic constructions and social power structures.  In other 
words, most of the social sciences' epistemologies have been 
applied to study different aspects of organizations such as 
economic (Williamson 1975: transaction cost approach), 
market and labor (Pfeffer and Cohen 1984), ecology (Carroll 
1984; Graham 1985); environment (Tushman and Anderson, 
1986), organization as networks (Fligstein 1985; Chandler 
1962; Harrison 1994; Uzzi 1996; Powell 1990). In terms of 
organizational theories, there are wide rages of applications. 
Specifically, organizational theorists concentrate mostly on 
contemporary theories such as contingency theory (Lawrence 
and Lorsch 1967; Galbraith 1974), bureaucracy (Weber 1946), 
cultural theory (Weick, 1985), critical (Marxist) theory 
(Burawoy 1979; Burrell and Morgan 1979) feminist 
organizational theories (Putman 1992; Mohanty 1984; Brewis 
2005; Calas and Smircich 1996), conflict theory (Burawoy, 
1979) economic theory (Friedman 1953; Granovetter 1985; 
Polanyi 1944; Williamson 1975).  

Likewise, institutional theory has been applied to analyze 
organizations (Stinchcombe 1959; Selznick 1984; Rowan 1982; 
Meyer and Rowan 1977; Hirsch 1972; DiMaggio and Powell 
1983), network theory (Powell 1990 and others) and 
organizational learning (Baum and Jintendra 1994; Cohen and 
Levinthal 1990). Similarly, population ecology theory has been 
used to study organizations (Astley 1985; Carrol and Hannan 
1989). Organizations have also been analyzed with the 
application of post-modern approaches (Gergen 1992; Martin 
1990), and with the application of Foucaultdian, Gramscian, 
and radical feminist approaches. Authors like Pfeffer and 
Salancik (1978), (Pfeffer 1982, 1992) have repeatedly applied 
resource dependency theory, and Weick (1976) has applied 
sense-making theory to analyze organizations and most 
commonly many authors have applied networks theory.  

These sociological approaches could contribute to the 
theoretical basis for study of international organizations. How, 
what context and when depends on the nature and role of the 
international organizations. However, several such approaches 
can be applied to study a given international organization. The 
choice of approaches depends on the nature and purpose of the 
study as well as the complexity of the organization. 
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III. ORGANIZATIONS AS COMPLEX PHENOMENA 

Organizational sociologists have extensively highlighted on 
the complexity of organizations, which can be a one of the 
major organizational sociological knowledge can be transfer or 
inform to study of international organizations. Jeffrey Pfeffer  
and Gerald R. Salancik (2003) on their various articles and 
particularly in their recent book the external control of 
organizations note that a resource dependence perspective 
argues that the world of organizations has changed in several 
important ways, including the increasing externalization of 
employment and the growing use of contingent workers; the 
changing size distribution of organizations, with a larger 
proportion of smaller organizations; the increasing influence of 
external capital markets on organizational decision-making and 
a concomitant decrease in managerial autonomy; and increasing 
salary inequality within organizations in the US compared both 
to the past and to other industrialized nations. These changes 
and their public policy implications make it especially 
important to understand organizations as social entities. 
Likewise, Fligstein, Neil (1987) states that one of the cause of 
organization complexity is organizations’ internal and external 
power struggles which leads to claims from various actors about 
the goals and resources of the organization. Those who control 
are those who can use the resources available to force their view 
of appropriate organizational behavior. In the largest firms, 
there are two bases of control: formal ownership and authority. 
This preceding theory draws on theories of sub-unit power 
(Perow 1970, 1972), political economy (Zald 1969, 1970), 
strategic contingencies (Hickson, Hinings, Lee Schneck and 
Pennings 1971), resource dependence (Pfeffer and Salancik, 
1978) and Pfeffers (1981) attempt to synthesis these theories of 
power. Actors' claims to power must rest on two sources: their 
positions within organizational structures and their claims to 
define and resolve important problems in an organization.  

Karl Marx’s notions also explain the cause of organizational 
complexity as due to power struggle. Marx considers market 
despotism to be the only factory regime compatible with the 
exigencies of capitalist development. Four conditions for the 
existence of market despotism are: (1) competition among 
firms, (2) the real subordination workers to capital, the 
separation of conception from execution, (3) the workers' 
dependence on the employer, on the sale of labor for a wage, 
where dependence on a particular capitalist is consolidated by 
a reservoir of surplus labor, (4) that the state would preserve 
only the external conditions of productions, and that it would 
not directly regulate either relations among capitalists or the 
process of production and its apparatuses (from Burawoy, 
1987). Burrell, Gibson & Gareth Morgan (1979) state that 
sociology of regulation is concerned with organization are 
complex because according to them in the society (a) radical 
change (b) structural conflict (c) modes of domination (d) 
contradiction (e) emancipation (f) deprivation and (g) 
potentiality are always playing important role. Patrick Kenis 
(2002) state that organizational complexities and problems are 
related to the societal / unspoken, legal and bureaucratic 

procedures and control mechanism of internal and external 
environment. They bring the empirical evidences of 
organizational control mechanism from “Personal centralized 
control” (Child 1984), “Coordination by feedback (March and 
Simon, 1958), “Control through supervision” (Blau and Scott 
1963), “Behavioral control (direct)” (Ouchi 1977, 1979, 1980), 
“Bureaucratic control” (Child 1984), “Programs (activity 
coordination (March and Simon 1958), “Rules and 
Regulations” (Blau and Scott, 1963), “Behavioral control (rules 
and procedures)(Ouchi 1977, 1979, 1980), “Output control” 
(Child 1984), “Programs (output coordination)” (March and 
Simon 1958), “Performance records” (Blau and Scott 1963), 
“Output control” (Ouchi 1977, 1979, 1980), “Cultural control” 
(Child, 1984), “Recruitment and training” (Blau and Scott, 
1963) and “Clan control” (Ouchi 1977, 1979, 1980).  

Likewise, Joel A.C. Baum and Tim J. Rowley (2005) show 
Organizational Complexity with the illustration of several 
authors in three levels: (1)  intra-organizational level where they 
claim organizations are complex because of complex adaptive 
systems, differentiations in agents, variations on decision 
making and problem solving techniques and networks, 
information technology and algorithmic complexity (2) 
organizational level: complex adaptive systems, loose coupling 
and models, edge of chaos, simple rules and complex behavior, 
emergence and recombination and evolution and (3) 
interdependence, cellular automata, micro-behavior and macro-
structure complex inter-organizational dynamics, sensitivity to 
initial conditions and path dependence.  

Furthermore, organizations, which provide security in the 
society, provide the environment to share and cope with 
problems and produce goods, deliver services, maintain order, 
and give a way to survive from individual level to societal stage. 
They help to minimize the challenges and establish order in the 
society. In relation to linkage with day to day individual and 
societal settings organizations are the fundamental building 
blocks of modern societies, and the basic vehicles through 
which collective action is undertaken. The eminence of 
organizations in modern society is obvious when we consider 
some consequences of their actions.     

I think in the present time organizations are becoming more 
complex and difficult to understand because of rapid 
development of computer applications in organization, 
communication and information technologies, growing 
international competition for products and production, an 
increasing trend towards industrial deregulation and its 
expansion, narrowing life cycles of product and process 
because of new technology and increasing diversity in the work 
force. In terms of social complexities, globalization, 
multiculturalism and externalism are other parameters which 
are leading to greater complexities.   

In my general literature survey, I did not find the utilization 
of these thick sociological theories of organizational 
complexities applied in the study of international organizations. 
The theoretical perspectives discussed could usefully contribute 
to the study of international organizations. However, networks 
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and institutional theories are commonly used by the sociologists 
and political scientists. In the following paragraphs I will 
briefly illustrate how political scientists and sociologists deal 
with the institutional theory and its usefulness and conclude this 
essay. 

IV. APPLICATION INSTITUTION THEORY IN THE STUDY OF 

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS  

Study of institutional theory is a common activity in social 
sciences. Scott (2004) states that the  roots of institutional 
theory run richly through the formative years of the social 
sciences, enlisting and incorporating the creative insights of 
scholars ranging from Marx and Weber, Cooley and Mead, to 
Veblen and Commons. Institutional theory examines the deep 
and flexible aspects of social structure. This theory analyses 
how institutional processes affect social behavior including that 
in social structures, schemas, rules, norms, and routines, and 
how authoritative guidelines develop in society. It examines 
how they are created, diffused, adopted, and adapted over space 
and time; and how they fall into decline and disuse (Scott 1987; 
DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Oliver 1991). The broader subject 
matter of institutional theory explores social structure and 
order, conflict, consensus and conformity. The founding 
authors such as Philip Selznick (old institutional theory), Paul 
Dimaggio, Walter Powell (new institutional theory) are equally 
cited by the sociologists as well as by the political scientists 
(Cook 1992; Lash 1971; Norton 1998; Otto 1996; Archer 1983, 
1992; Hall and Taylor 1996; Barnett and Finnemore 2004). 
Most importantly new institutional theory has drawn more 
attention to the political scientists (Hall and Taylor 1996); 
however, historical institutionalism and sociological 
institutionalism are also not ignored by the scholars of 
international organizations and international relations.  

Political scientist Nielsen, Klaus (2001, page 505) notes that 
DiMaggio distinguishes three new institutionalisms: rational-
action neoinstitutionalism (RAN), social-constructivist 
neoinstitutionalism (SCN), and mediated-conflict 
neoinstitutionalism (MCN). The typology transcends the 
disciplinary boundaries although the three institutionalisms are 
seen as originating from economics, sociology, and political 
science, respectively. Likewise, the founder of new institutional 
theory DiMaggio (1991) states that social-constructivist 
neoinstitutionalism originated in sociology, although it too 
gained adherence among political scientists (Nielsen 2001). 
The major institutional theorists of political science, Marsh and 
Olsen (1989), note that Institutionalism, as that term is used 
here, connotes a general approach to the study of political 
institutions, a set of theoretical ideas and hypotheses concerning 
the relations between institutional characteristics and political 
agency, performance and change. Institutionalism emphasizes 
the endogenous nature and social construction of political 
institutions. Institutions are not simply equilibrium contracts 
among self-seeking, calculating individual actors or arenas for 
contending social forces. They are collections of structures, 

rules and standard operating procedures that have a partly 
autonomous role in political life (c.f. Marsh and Olsen 2005, p. 
3). The main difference in the application of institutional theory 
between political perspectives and sociological perspectives are 
that the first looks at the political ground of society and the 
second examines social order, structure, norms, rules and 
regulations authorized through institutions. Marsh and Olsen 
(2005) make clear the notion that institutional approaches are 
not limited to political science. They state that there is wide 
diversity within and across disciplines in what kinds of rules 
and relations are construed as “institutions”. Moreover, 
approaches to political institutions differ when it comes to how 
they understand (a) the nature of institutions, as the organized 
setting within which modern political actors most typically act, 
(b) the processes that translate structures and rules into political 
impacts, and (c) the processes that translate human behavior 
into structures and rules and establish, sustain, transform or 
eliminate institutions (Marsh and Olsen 2005, p. 4). This shows 
that the political vision differs from the sociological approach, 
but uses the same perspectives such as institutional, rational 
actors and cultural community etc. Marsh and Olsen accept that 
perspectives can be distinguished according to the socio-
political environment. They state that the key distinctions are 
the extent to which a perspective views the rules and identities 
defined within political institutions as epiphenomena that 
mirror environmental circumstances or predetermined 
individual preferences and initial resources; and the extent to 
which a perspective pictures rules and identities as reproduced 
with some reliability that is, at least in part, independent of 
environmental stability or change (Marsh and Olsen 2005, p. 5). 
“Institutions are not static; and institutionalization is not an 
inevitable process; nor is it unidirectional, monotonic or 
irreversible (Weaver and Rockman 1993, c.f. Marsh and Olsen 
2005). This statement clearly indicates that it is inevitable to 
have various paradigms of institutional analysis, because 
institutional theory is still in the maturation phase. Even the 
founders are actively working and reframing their ideas (see the 
shift of thoughts in DiMaggio and Powell, Marsh and Olsen, 
Keohane and Scott’s writings of 1980s and 2000 onwards).  

Similarly, international relations scholars use realism, neo 
realism, pluralism and other approaches to the study of 
institutional roles in transnational situations. In this connection 
Robert Keohane (1988) compares the rationalistic and 
reflective approaches to studying how international institutions 
work and change. He states that ‘institution’ may refer to a 
general pattern or categorization of activity or to a particular 
human-constructed arrangement, formally or informally 
organized. Both types of institutions “involve persistent and 
connected sets of rules (formal and informal) that prescribe 
behavioral roles, constrain activity, and shape expectations 
(Keohane 1988, p. 383). Keohane (1988) focuses on institutions 
that can be identified as related complexes of rules and norms, 
identifiable in space and time (page 383). This account of 
Keohane does not differ from what sociologists such as Scott, 
DiMaggio and Powell are explaining about institutional theory. 
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It is generally thought that the rationalistic approach to 
international institutions argues that institutions emerge to 
reduce the costs of cooperation in order to facilitate mutually 
beneficially agreements and reduce transaction costs (the costs 
of specifying and enforcing contracts) and certain types of 
ambiguity.  

Keohane argues that through the rationalistic approach we 
should expect international institutions to appear whenever the 
costs of communication, monitoring, and enforcement are 
relatively low compared to the benefits to be derived from 
political exchange (Keohane 1988, p. 387). Likewise, the 
reflexive approach according to Keohane (a sociological 
approach) stresses the role of impersonal social forces and the 
impact of cultural practices, norms, and values that are not 
based on utility maximization. This account of Keohane, which 
is supported by many contemporary political science 
institutional theorists (Duffield 2007; Hall and Taylor 1996; 
Thelen 1999) clearly gives grounds to state that there is an equal 
focus on institutional theory from both organizational 
sociologists and political scientists especially those from the 
fields of international relations and international organizations. 
However, as Marsh and Olson (2005) note, scholars who deal 
with political institutions are generally less concerned with 
whether institutions matter, than to what extent, in what 
respects, through what processes, under what conditions, and 
why institutions make a difference (page 9). On the other hand, 
sociologists go into detail and examine the embedded ground of 
the institution. DiMaggio and Powell (1983) propose three 
contrasting mechanisms for diffusion of institutions: coercive, 
normative and mimetic; their work can be taken as an example 
of vivid analysis of the institution. Furthermore, Strang and 
Meyer (1993)’s notion of relational versus cultural concepts of 
institutions, Oliver’s (1992) analysis of pressures on the 
institution toward deinstitutionalization - functional, political 
and social - and  Barley’s (1986) micro level institutional 
change, Greenwood and Hinings‘ (1993) organizational level 
institutional change and the macro level institutional change of 
Scott (2000, 2004) are other good examples of the vividness of 
institutional analysis from the sociological perspective. 
Similarly, Nielsen’s (2001) analysis of institutionalist 
approaches in social sciences where he explores the 
contemporary debates and typology or institution, Hall and 
Taylor’s (1996) examination of new institutions through 
political perspectives (historical, rational choice, sociological 
and comparing institutionalism), Duffield’s (2007) 
commentary on reflection, evaluation and integration of 
international institutions are examples of politically analysis of 
institutions. Likewise, John J. Mearscheimer (1995) in his 
article ‘the False Promise of International Institutions’ 
examines three institutionalist IR theories, namely liberal 
institutionalism, collective security and critical theory, and 
argues that institutions push states away from war and promote 
peace. Mearscheimer (1995) criticizes liberal institutionalism 
for largely ignoring security issues, ignoring other major 
obstacles to cooperation and failing to prove the point from an 

empirical perspective. He also criticizes critical theory, stating 
that it is an incomplete theory because it does not provide a 
satisfactory explanation for how states overcome their fears and 
learn to trust one another, accepts too easily the satisfaction of 
an extraordinarily complex network of requirements and has 
little support from the historical record.  

These authors extensively use both sociological and political 
explanations of institutional theory. Therefore, there is not 
much of a knowledge gap between these two disciplines in the 
application of institutional theory (both old and new 
institutional theory). I am not arguing that there are no 
variations in paradigms of institutional theory but arguing that 
both political scientists and sociologists are focusing their 
discussions in the same subject matter.  

So far, I noted how sociologists and political scientists 
examine the institution with the same theoretical approach but 
with different perspectives.  This account also shows that there 
is no big knowledge gap in the two disciplines at least at 
epistemological level. Institutional theory is still young and 
various perspectives have been developed. The founders of 
institutional theory are still active and refining their thoughts, 
therefore, scholarly argumentation is not over about the 
disciplinary boundary. More than that I think there should not 
be disciplinary demarcation, but we need to develop a 
multidisciplinary approach to the local and global institutions. 
Similarly, Theret (2000) provides detail outline of the 
complexity of institutionalism.  In this connection Neilsen 
(2001) also discusses aspects such as American 
neoinstitutionalism, Institutional-evolutionary economics, new 
economic sociology, new institutionalism in political science, 
Historical institutionalism, the cognitive-institutional approach 
as additional typology of neoinstitutionalism (page 512). He 
further argues that there should be clarification on 
methodological approaches in connection with political and 
sociological institutional perspectives such as the distinction 
between open system and closed system methodology, the 
distinction between positivist and post-positivist approaches, 
and within post-positivist approaches, the distinction between 
realist and idealist ontologies. I conclude this section with two 
major points Nelsen has raised. First, he criticizes DiMaggio 
and Powell for their lack of concern about the practical 
explanation of new institution theory in the transnational 
situation, which to some extent I agree with, second, he is 
accepting of and bridging the gap between political and 
sociological perspectives of intuitional theory. With the 
examples from DiMaggio and Powell (1998) of rational–action, 
social constructivist and mediated conflicts institutionalism he 
presents the change mechanism of institution through strategic 
action and selection, diffusion and political conflict of the 
institutionalism. He concludes that there is always tradeoff 
between internal development within more or less coherent 
frameworks on one side and cooperation among different 
approaches. Currently there seems to be much to say in favor of 
cross-fertilization, joint work and even merging of the 
approaches (Nelsen 2001, p. 514). I totally agree with Nelsen’s 
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conclusion. The current world is interconnected economically, 
culturally, socially and politically due to technological 
development and the globalization process. The diffusion of 
knowledge is also spreading at an accelerating rate to the entire 
world. The demand for international laws was never as high as 
it is now because of transnational problems such as HIV/AID, 
terrorism, as well as the globalizing, social, economic and bio-
physical environmental problems. Institutions create a ‘set of 
rules, typically formalized in international agreements and 
embodied in organizations that stipulate the ways in which 
states should cooperate and compete with each other. They 
prescribe acceptable forms of state behavior and proscribe 
unacceptable kinds of behavior’ (Mearscheimer 1995), 
therefore multidisciplinary approaches are needed to study the 
international institutions or to explore their role, demand and to 
create the new institutions as needed. 

V. CONCLUSION 

Social sciences epistemologies have historically been 
developed to tackle social problems, and formal and informal 
organizations were formed to address social issues as they 
appeared. When socio-economic and political problems cross 
borders, international organizations form to tackle those issues 
on international scale. 

The term International Organizations was first used by a 
Professor of Law James Lorimer in 1867 and became a major 
field of study in political science by 1900. In the contemporary 
world the role of international organizations is universal. 
International organizations represent a form of institution that 
refers to a formal system of rules and objectives, a rationalized 
administrative instrument (Selznick 1957). There are varieties 
of international organizations according to their objectives and 
their functions. There are three categories of organizations: 
inter-governmental organizations, international 
non-governmental organizations (INGOs), and multinational 
enterprises. To consider any organization as international there 
should be a formal instrument of agreement between the 
governments of nation states, including three or more nation 
states as parties to the agreement and possessing a permanent 
secretariat performing ongoing tasks. A formal technical and 
material organization should have: constitution, local chapters, 
physical equipment, mechanics, emblems, letterhead 
stationery, a staff, an administrative hierarchy and so forth 
(Duverger 1972 as cited by Archer 1992, p. 2).  

According to political science literature, international 
organizations form to attain certain goals of the governments 
and have specified rules and regulations formulated by the 
governments. In this regard, IOs are closely associated with 
international relations theory, regime theory and globalization 
theory. There are various perspectives for analysis of political 
environment which includes positivism, constructivism, 
realism, neo-realism, liberalism, neo-liberalism, and globalism 
and so on.  

Sociologists “who study organizations have been and are 

rendering more valuable services to organizational theory and 
practice by maintaining the sociology of organization as a more 
or less distinct specialty than by simply joining hands with 
others in an interdisciplinary approach to the field” (Lammers 
1981). Differing from the political scientists, sociologists 
examine organizations through three major perspectives such as 
rational, natural and open and developed, and various 
approaches from functionalism, neo-functionalism, 
structuralism, neo-structuralism, to postmodernism along with 
the other theories such as contingency, network, institution, 
resource dependency, transaction cost, ecology, demographic 
and so on.  

The distinction between formal organizational studies and 
studies of international organizations is minimal, because both 
help to widen the idea of creating an original position for better 
combinations of favorable circumstances or situations in human 
affairs. Organizations have the ability of inspiring and bringing 
people in concert to achieve combined goals. They are 
accountable for determining the intelligence needed to meet 
their goals. Both can be found acting in every aspect of social 
life at local, national and international level, accommodating 
diversity in society and achieving communal goals. However, 
there is not much interdisciplinary research between 
organizational sociology and international organizations and 
also a huge gap in the literature. This is still a very important 
field of future research. In other words, there is not literature 
which explores matching the paradigms and explores the 
interconnectedness of the sociology of organizations and 
international organization theories.  Organizational sociologists 
Ness and Brechin (1988) made an early attempt to explore this 
connectedness. They broadly rejected the functionalist notion 
of organizational study and instead follow contingency theory 
(according to Galbraith (1973)’s in contingency theory, there is 
no one best way to organize and in any way of organizing is not 
equally effective) to show the matching approaches 
(international relations, instutionalization, regime formation, 
realism, neo-realism, liberalism, globalism etc. of political 
sciences and rational, natural and open system perspectives and 
networks, transactional cost, institution etc. of organizational 
sociology) between organizational sociology and international 
organizations. In addition to that, there have been few efforts 
made in search of matching the common ground of 
organizations and international organizations from a 
sociological point of view. On the other hand, political 
scientists (Nye 2004; Friedma 2006; Agne 2005; Slaughter 
2005; Ba and Hoffmann 2005; Howard 2002; Finnemore and 
Sikkink 1998; Barnett and Finnemore 1999 and others) have 
investigated the sociological ground of international 
organizations and elaborated on their political views to link 
with sociological organizational theory. Political scientists have 
been largely engaged on these topics; however, as far as I know, 
relatively little has been written by organizational sociologists 
have not focused on this important field of research. This essay 
is the first step of my journey along this path. 

The study of international organizations can be a lifelong 
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research topic for the individual scholar. There is a large 
literature and potential for investigations with the application of 
many differing perspectives. To investigate the theories and 
perspectives of organizations is very challenging. This essay 
provides very a brief outline of what we generally know about 
international organizations. During my literature search I found 
that organizational sociologists have extensively used social 
theories that exist in the scholarship of social sciences to 
investigate the past, present and future role, and the complexity 
of formal organizations. Similarly, international organizations 
scholars have followed the same epistemology of the social 
sciences to investigate the roles of international organizations. 
Therefore, it was difficult to make recommendations regarding 
which organizational sociological theories and perspectives can 
be informed for study of international organizations, because 
most aspects are relevant.  However, I think organizational 
sociological perspectives such as rational, natural and open 
systems theory (which are not extensively utilized in the IO and 
IR), can be utilized to study international organizations. 
Similarly, from organizational sociological knowledge, 
approaches such as contingency, resource dependency, 
transaction cost, and ecology, demographic and so on are 
among sociological approaches that can be transferred to the 
study of organizations. 

I have perhaps provided only a glimmer of international 
organizations theory, origin, historical account, definitions and 
utilization of contemporary academic world intertwined with 
the international relations, regime and globalization as well as 
the organizational sociological theories and perspectives can be 
utilized to study of international organizations. I have given a 
general scenario of the available literature and theory, as I have 
found it. There are several epistemologies in social sciences 
which mutually can be applied to study both formal 
organizations and international organizations; however, there is 
gap on theories (not in all, because institutional and networks 
theories are mutually applied in study of formal organization as 
well as international organizations) as well as methods and their 
applications. To bridge this gap, it is essential to conduct a 
parallel research both from political and sociological 
perspectives as several multidisciplinary team projects.  

 
As I feel it - 
There are ample things to know, This first step is small and 

slow,  
There are countless theories to grow And, words to weave 

and miles to go.  
“The woods are lovely, dark and deep, But I have promises 

to keep, And miles to go before I sleep, And miles to go before 
I sleep” (Robert Frost). 
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