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Abstract 
 

The future of global water supply and availability is one of the most important questions facing life 

on earth today, and experts agree that the most pressing angle to approach the question from is its 

governance. However, water represents one of the worlds broadest and most complex fields of 

governance due to its cross thematic and cross-boundary reach, as well as an increase in new actors 

through privatisation and transnational corporate influence.  In order to actively implement new 

governance approaches the current system, its actors, connections and influence strategies must be 

identified. This study combines three theoretical and methodological approaches to study our 

current global water governance structure: Neo-Gramscian, Network analysis and Policy 

Entrepreneurship. The Neo-Gramscian influence theory is used to identify 3 types of connections 

between actors. The resulting data is then used for network analysis to identify the key actors within 

the field. Once these key actors have been identified, all Nestlé (as a case study for transnational 

corporations) connections to said actors and the field of water governance have been highlighted 

under the combined theoretical lenses of Neo-Gramscian influence and Policy Entrepreneurial 

strategies. These three theories are used in conjunction for several reasons: All three theories 

represent a different perspective of analysing the decentralised, large scale governance of a complex 

system. While network analysis allows for the visual representation of the governance “space” and 

for the identification of key actors and their connections, the Neo-Gramscian and policy 

entrepreneur approaches give insight into how these connections might be used and created in 

order to lead to a position of influence within the system.  

The results show a list of 42 key actors to whom Nestlé has a large number of self-reported 

connections across all 3 influence types. It further shows that Nestle actively uses at least 3 of the 4 

entrepreneurial strategies on some of these connections. This suggests that Nestlé may have some 

significant influence in global water governance. The study is also a proof of concept for the 

synthesis of the three complementary theories. 
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Introduction 
 

Freshwater provides the basis for all terrestrial life (Jackson et al., 2001 and Salman & McInerney-

Lankford, 2004) and humans use it for multiple essential functions, from irrigation and direct 

consumption to energy production and manufacturing (Jackson et al., 2001). Water plays such a vital 

role on the global scale that it cannot be separated from numerous other systems, such as land use, 

demographic developments, spatial planning, climate change, public health, economic consumption 

and production, soil management, environmental management, trade politics, development 

cooperation and national security (see Hoekstra, 2006 for full list of references). 

While the importance of water is well known, its future sustainability is not. Water supply and crises 

have for the past 6 years been listed as one of the top three global risks according to the World 

Economic Forum (WEF) (WEF, 2017a) and, as already mentioned, water is heavily associated with 

the other key WEF identified global risks such as failure to adapt to and mitigate climate change, 

involuntary mass migration and inter-state conflict (WEF, 2017a). 

The main reasons for potential future water crises relate to the increasingly erratic and unevenly 

distributed supply of freshwater as climate change progresses (Wentz et al., 2007 and Bates et al., 

2008), as well as a reduced amount of usable freshwater due to a suspected continuing increase of 

anthropogenic pollution (Carpenter et al., 1998; UN-Water, 2011 and 2016; WWAP, 2016). 

Furthermore, human water demand is projected to increase by 55% by 2050 (WWAP, 2014), due to 

the increasing global population, growing individual consumption, as more people are raised from 

poverty (UN-Water, 2016 and WWAP, 2016) and the likely increased demand for biofuels and 

hydropower as humanity moves away from carbon based fuels (Pahl-Wostle et al., 2013). Together, 

this will result in the decreasing, irregular supply of water being stretched across a growing number 

of increasingly demanding competing users.  

Water is not only cross-thematic in nature, it is also trans-boundary in its influence. Not just because 

water bodies do not respect national borders, but, as already discussed, water scarcity can directly 

impact mass migration, and political stability, thus having global political ramifications. Furthermore, 

with increasing globalisation and international trade, “virtual water”, the embedded water footprint 

of all products, is exchanged daily around the world (Cooley et al., 2013). Another aspect 

contributing to the trans-boundary nature of water is the rise of trans and multinational 

corporations. According to Hoekstra (2006), 70% of global private water supply systems are currently 

owned by 3 private Trans National Corporations (TNCs) Veolia, Thames water and Suez, and most 

transnational private actors rely on large amounts of water for their everyday production, from Nike 

(textile production) to Rio Tinto (Mining).   

Due to this TNC reliance on, and partial dominance over global water supplies, it is rational that TNCs 

will see it in their best interest to secure future water supplies, thus incentivising them to stay apace 

of and influence Global Water Governance (GWG) discussions. Indeed, while some authors (e.g. 

Mejerink & Huitemas, 2010b) stipulate that organisations can constitute policy entrepreneurs, i.e. 

entities “willing to invest their resources in return for future policies they favour” (Meijerink & 

Huitema, 2010a), others have named certain TNCs “governance agents” agency being defined as 

"the capacity of individual and collective actors to change the course of events or the outcome of 

processes" (Sojamo & Larsson, 2012, pg 620). 

The second edition of the UN World Water Development Report (UNESCO, 2006) states that the 

current crises in water is one of governance. While the scientific community acknowledges this, and 
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is brimming with suggestions on adaptive and, more recently, transitional governance approaches 

(e.g. Folke et al., 2005; Hughes et al., 2007; Huitema et al., 2009; Österblom & Folke, 2013; Chaffin et 

al., 2014; Valman et al., 2015; Chaffin et al., 2016) these strategies only work on the local level, as 

they ignore the existing power structures present on the global scale. Thus, the effective 

implementation of these new theories of governance on a global scale remains limited (Loorback, 

2010 and Olsson et al., 2014). Varady et al., (2009) state that it is the global governance “space” that 

needs to be identified and acknowledged, that it is often the informal network of ideas and 

cooperation that shape global governance today. They go so far as to say “achieving sustainability in 

governance is intimately linked to the health of networks.” (pg 155)  

Agriculture currently takes up over 70% of global freshwater withdrawals (Fereres & Soriano, 2006; 

FAO, 2008; Cooley et al., 2013), while other estimates place the consumption of the agricultural 

sector at over 90% (Hoekstra & Mekonnen, 2012). Of the TNCs globally processing and marketing 

agricultural products, Nestlé is the largest food and beverage processing corporation globally (ETC 

group, 2005 and Sojamo & Larsson, 2012). Nestlé is also one of the world´s largest chocolate 

producers (Nestlé, 2016a), a crop which contributed 3,7% of total international virtual water flows in 

the ten years between 1996-2005 (Hoekstra & Mekonnen, 2011), and one of the 3 companies that 

control 45% of the global coffee roasting market (FAO, 2004). It is also the largest bottled water 

company by value (Nestlé, 2016a). The direct and indirect reliance of Nestlé on water is large, as it 

reports having directly withdrawn 140 million m3 of water in 2015 (Nestlé, 2016b). This makes the 

vested interests of Nestlé in the global water system equally large. Furthermore, it is a global 

corporation with operations in 197 countries and factories in 86 in 2014 (Nestlé, 2015a). Lastly, in 

the 2015 Nestlé annual report, the TNC states that “Nestlé manages risks and opportunities related 

to climate change and water resources proactively given the impact it may have on agriculture and 

food production systems.” (pg 55, Nestlé, 2016a). 

 

Aims and Objectives: 
 

The aim of this study is to identify the paths through which Nestlé might have access to the global 

water governance/policy making platform, and to assess whether and in what ways Nestlé might use 

this access to influence water related governance and policy. 

The objectives of this project are: 

• To identify the key organisations involved in global water policy and governance formation 

within three types of influence (Clapp et al., 2009): 

1. Instrumental influence (restricting choice to one alternative)  

2. Structural influence (restricting the range of choices) 

3. Discursive influence (framing the discussion)  

• To identify and map the different types of connections and associated influence Nestlé has 

on water policy. 

• To assess whether Nestlé can be said to use the 4 strategies ascribed to policy entrepreneurs 

(Meijering & Huitemas, 2010c): 

1. Develop new ideas. 
2. Build coalitions and sell ideas. 
3. Recognize and exploit windows of opportunity. 
4. Recognize, exploit, create, and/or manipulate multiple venues in modern society. 
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Background 
 

Contextual background 

Global governance 
The notion of global governance arose in the early 1990s with increasing globalisation and the 

publication of Governance without Governments (Rosenau & Czempiel, 1992). This new view on 

international relations moved away from the prior regime theory assumption that only nation states 

and governments act on the global policy platform (Fuchs, 2007; Okereke et al., 2009). The 

Commission on Global Governance defines it as (1995: Chapter 1, section 2): 

“[…] the sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and private, manage their 

common affairs. It is a continuing process through which conflicting or diverse interests may be 

accommodated and co- operative action may be taken. It includes formal institutions and regimes 

empowered to enforce compliance, as well as informal arrangements that people and institutions 

either have agreed to or perceive to be in their interest.” 

Pahl-Wostle et al., (2008) defined GWG as “the development and implementation of norms, 

principles, rules, incentives, informative tools, and infrastructure to promote a change in the 

behaviour of actors at the global level in the area of water governance” (pg. 422).  

Recent literature on global governance looks into the increasing role of new non-governmental 

actors (Levy & Newell, 2006; Fuchs, 2007). Of these new actors, the significance of TNCs’ role has 

grown greatly, to the point of them being described as “pivotal” political actors, and not just through 

the most recognised market forces avenue (Fuchs, 2007; Clapp et al., 2009; Levy & Newell, 2006). 

The literature has focused primarily on the influence of TNCs on climate change (Levy & Newell, 

2006 and Pattberg & Stripple, 2008) and agri-food policy formation (Sojamo & Larson, 2012; Clapp et 

al., 2009), but few such investigations in water policy creation have been done. Indeed, the 

recognition of GWG, independent of other fields such as development or climate change, has only 

recently become a matter for scientific investigation (Cooley et al., 2013).  

 

Water governance 
Initially, water policy was a matter for local and national governments. It was the work of three 

contemporary processes that gradually made it a global concern. Firstly, the UN initiated the debate 

on water as a human right in the 1970s (Morgan, 2005), although it was not officially recognised as 

such until the Committee of Economic and Social Rights highlighted it in the General Comment No. 

15 in 2002 (Salman & McInerney-Lankford, 2004). Naming water a human right placed it firmly in the 

realm of international law (Morgan, 2005; Salman & McInerney-Lankford, 2004). Connected to this is 

the outcome of the 1993 Rio summit which defined water as “a condition for development”, thus 

bringing in the authority of International Financial Institutions (IFI), such as the World Bank (WB) 

(Urueña, 2009). Finally, one can also connect the process of global privatisation of services (including 

water) which occurred in the 90s, and the pivotal Dublin statement (1992), whereby the UN 

endorsed the terming of water as an economic good (Morgan, 2006), thus inviting the influence of 

entities such as the World Trade Organisation (WTO) (Urueña, 2009) and private, for profit 

organisations. 
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Over the past decade academics have begun to express the need for a cohesive global governance 

strategy on water (Urueña 2009; Pahl-Wostle et al., 2013; Cooley et al., 2013), with Hajer & Versteeg 

stating in 2005 that global water governance then existed in a state of “institutional ambiguity” with 

few agreed upon rules, responsibilities or procedures. Some have argued that this institutional void 

has given rise to a private GWG regime (Daniel & Sojamo, 2012). But, in order to create and 

implement an effective governance strategy, all actors, their interests and their current strategies 

must first be identified. To grasp and study global governance networks, a number of theoretical 

frameworks have been developed. 

Theoretical background 

Neo-Gramscian theory 
The Neo-Gramscian approach is a relatively new one, slowly accruing terminology and formality, and 

has been used to analyse environmental (Levy & Newell, 2006) and agri-food governance (Clapp et 

al., 2009) due to its acceptance of multiple non-state actors, and because it “offers a flexible 

approach to understanding the contested and contingent nature of business power, the complex 

processes of alliance building and accommodation” (Levy & Newell, 2006, pg. 8), in short it 

accommodates for the process of strategy and negotiations between various levels of society (local 

to international), whilst also acknowledging the different degrees and types of power (Levy & Egen, 

2003; Levy & Newell, 2006). It defines the systems of governance as “complex dynamic systems in 

continuous flux and never reaching an equilibrium […] Stability of the system lies in the specific 

alignment of forces […]. Periods of relative stability […] are punctuated by discontinuity and change, 

as […] cascading reactions lead to major system-wide reconfiguration.” (Levy & Egen, 2003, pg. 811) 

A complete explanation of its theoretical basis is beyond the scope of this thesis, but can be found in 

multiple texts including Cox (1987), Levy & Egen (2000; 2003), Levy & Newell (2006, Ch. 3) and Fuchs 

(2005). 

This approach differentiates between three different types of political influence/power: 

Instrumental, structural and discursive. Traditionally TNCs are analysed through the lens of 

Instrumental power (Clapp et al., 2009). This power covers both lobbying and campaign financing, 

emphasising the direct influence that one actor can have on another’s voluntary action, and therefor 

on the political output (Clapp et al., 2009). It is often described as “functional, [and of] unilinear 

causality” (quoted in both Clapp et al., 2009, pg. 8 and Fuchs, 2005, pg. 5). Structural power is also 

acknowledged within the context of TNC influence, and generally refers to the less direct, material 

power they wield in regards to providing the local economy with jobs and economic growth. With 

the unstated threat of relocation, TNCs can essentially limit the range of possible choices that 

politicians have available to them at any time (Fuchs, 2005). The power of this threat is exemplified 

in the often quoted “race to the bottom” (e.g. Rudra, 2008) obvious today in PM Theresa Mays 

threats to make the UK a corporate tax haven unless the EU makes an acceptable trade deal with 

them following Brexit. Recently however some authors argue that this structural power has taken a 

new form, in the generation of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and privately developed 

certifications and networks (Fuchs, 2005). These include for example the ISO14001 accreditations. 

While in themselves these certifications might be considered a positive step towards corporate 

responsibility, it is when states or international authorities (e.g. WTO) adopt and legitimise them 

that they start to become a form of structural power as they then begin to influence the range of 

policy and regulation choices most obviously available to policy makers (Clapp et al., 2009). Finally, 

we have discursive power. Whereas instrumental and structural power direct the policy maker from 

one choice to another, or limit the range of available choices, discursive power frames all choices 
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(Clapp et al., 2009). It forms the social, normative and institutional basis upon which all choices are 

made, thus, one might argue that it is the most powerful of the three, due to the fact that, if wielded 

appropriately it can mean that the policy maker is wholly unaware of the influence being exerted 

upon them. “[…] this kind of power does not simply pursue interests but creates them” (Fuchs, 

2005). 

Whilst discussing international policy networks (see methodological background for further info on 

network analysis), Coleman & Perl (1999) address this discursive power, referring to the established 

institutional basis as the “policy paradigm” (which they borrow from Hall, 1993) within whose 

boundaries policymakers work. According to Hall (1993) this paradigm defines not only the goals, but 

the problems and tools as well. Coleman & Perl (1999) go on to suggest (as does the Neo-Gramscian 

approach discussed above) that these established ideas lend political legitimacy to some groups over 

others, thus they can be source of power. 

While the above definitions of power types are relatively well established, it is important to note 

that recent research investigates the often overlapping and reinforcing nature of these three types 

of power, sometimes making them hard to differentiate. For example Clapp & Scrinis (2016) discuss 

how successfully framing the nutritional discourse through in-house and sponsored research 

(discursive power), agri-food companies are able to open the market for new, nutrient enhanced 

products, thus leading to their ability to enforce their structural power through a larger market base. 

Furthermore, while intended to describe business influence on formal authority, the author argues 

that it can also be applied to the complex interplay of other actors within the governance arena, as 

the system remains the same, and the negotiations between different, state and non-state actors is 

arguably equally prominent. 

 

Policy Entrepreneur 
In their exploration of Gramscian theory, Levy & Egen (2003) mention the concept of the “active 

politician”, which they describe as similar to Beckert (1999) “institutional entrepreneur”. Beckert 

(1999) describes the institutional entrepreneur as an agent “who seek[s] to change institutional 

fields to enhance their own interest” and as a “strategic agent” (Beckert, 1999. Pg. 781). Indeed, 

throughout Levy & Egens work (2003) they refer to the Gramscian approach as a “strategic approach 

to power”. Thus, an agent who uses this power consciously to change the policy and governance 

field might be defined as a “policy entrepreneur”. Meijerink & Huitema (2010a) define Policy 

Entrepreneurs as: “people willing to invest their resources in return for future policies they favour.” 

But they also refer to them as “Change Agents” or “Policy Advocates” (Meijerink & Huitema, 2010a). 

This concept of strategic agency is increasingly used to describe action in the field of environmental 

governance (e.g. Gunderson et al., 1995; Folke et al., 2005; Meijerink & Huitema, 2010b), with 

Österblom & Folke (2013) using the concepts of policy and institutional entrepreneur semi 

interchangeably.  

Meijerink & Huitemas have worked extensively on the strategies of entrepreneurs within GWG (e.g. 

2010a, 2010b, 2010c), but their work does not always come to the same conclusion. While one of 

their papers (ibid 2010a) and a paper by Werners et al., (2010) list 5 general strategies, others 

(Meijerink & Huitemas, 2010b and 2010c) list only 4, and they are roughly: 

1- Develop new ideas 

2- Build coalitions and sell ideas 
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3- Recognize and exploit windows of opportunity 

4- Recognize, exploit, create, and/or manipulate the multiple venues in modern societies 

The 5th possible strategy has been listed as: Orchestrate and manage networks, however after 

studying the literature the author was unable to confidently distinguish between that and strategy 2: 

coalition building. Indeed in Werners et al., (2010) the same reference was used to support both 

strategies 2 and 5 with no clear differentiation between the two (Folke et al., 2005), and in one of 

their papers Meijerink & Huitemas (2010c) use the words “network” and “coalition” to describe the 

same strategy. For these reasons the 5th strategy has been ignored in this instance.  

The author proposes that the above strategies may also be described by the Neo-Gramscian 

framework. Indeed, strategy 1 clearly falls into the realm of discursive power, while strategies 2 and 

4 could be considered partly structural and partly instrumental due to their resulting limitation of 

policy choices available to targeted policy makers. Indeed, one might argue that “coalition building 

and selling ideas” could be a description of lobbying in general (a form of Instrumental influence). 

The third strategy is not strictly speaking one of the three types of power hitherto identified due to 

its broad coverage, however, two papers on Neo-Gramscian theory, Levy & Egen (2003) and Levy & 

Newell (2006) specifically mention the need for the strategic use of these “windows of opportunity” 

to combat and exploit the inherent indeterminacy of the complex governance system. 

While Mejerink and Huitemas (2010b) do class organisations as entrepreneurs, the majority of 

referenced sources do not, using the term “entrepreneur” in reference to one individual’s actions 

only, usually as a form of “bottom up” action. The author will use and slightly adjust Mejerink and 

Huitemas´ (2010b) approach and the word “Entrepreneur” will describe a TNC, in this case Nestlé, 

due to its having resources to spend, and interests to defend. Thus, this author suggests the use of 

these 4 strategies in concordance with the Neo-Gramscian framework in the following analysis. 

 

Methodological background 

Network analysis 
The notion of network analysis comes from the social sciences, where it emerges as early as the 40s 

(Borgatti et al., 2009). A network is created by identifying a set of actors, referred to as nodes, and 

their connections to each other. The nodes can be any discrete entity; individuals, organizations or 

groups for example. The idea of policy networks didn’t arise until the 60s and 70s, used as a 

describer for political communication and action, first when Bentley (1967) named the US 

government a “network of activities” (pg 261). It wasn’t until later that it gained traction in 

intergovernmental relations studies (Scharpf et al., 1978) and in support of bottom up policy 

influence (Hejrn & Porter, 1981). Kenis & Schneider (1991) state that policy networks are an 

accepted description for the policy formation process, specifically useful when power is distributed 

over a large group of public and private actors, within a complex system of governance, which as 

discussed above, this author (and many others, including Varady et al., 2009) believes is exactly the 

right description for modern GWG. Indeed, Kenis & Schneider (1991) go on to (inadvertently) agree 

with the Neo-Gramscian approach, saying that modern politics can no longer be sufficiently analysed 

on the assumption of a centralised, powerful state, but that dispersed, individual actors now 

purposefully interact and exchange knowledge within “informal, complex relationships” (pg. 27) and 

that network analysis is the best tool available to us to analyse this new policy formation structure, 

especially in the case of the “transnationalization of domestic politics” (pg 35), something Coleman 

& Perl (1999) agree with. Rhodes (2006) describes a policy network as a ‘meso level’ concept that 
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“links the micro -level of analysis, dealing with the roles of interests and government in particular 

policy decisions, and the macro- level of analysis, which is concerned with broader questions about 

the distribution of power in modern society” (p. 426).   

Recently this concept has been adopted into the analysis of adaptive governance in resource 

management, which, among other things, theorises that governance of complex systems should be 

less about centralised command and control and more about a holistic, dynamic, multi stakeholder 

policy approach (Crona & Hubacek, 2010). 

Prell et al., (2007) for example, note that it is social ties (generally between individuals) more than 

organizational structures or formal ties which influence land management views. Indeed, there is 

currently an increased recognition of the role of social networks in establishing integrated resource 

policies and in analysing resource management (Bodin & Crona, 2009). These authors state that a 

number of characteristics of a network can and do influence the governance process. These 

characteristics include various forms of centrality and network cohesion among others. This is 

explained by pointing out that social networks often form the platform for knowledge sharing and 

consensus building, while facilitating collective action and even trust building. Bodin & Crona (2009) 

note that an actor with a large number of ties/connections, defined as high degree centrality, is 

likely to be highly influential within the network, however, Prell et al., (2007) note that those with 

high degree centrality must exert considerable energy to maintain those ties, and so, while they are 

very good at diffusing information, they are not very good at influencing others with new ideas. 

From this one might conclude that an entrepreneur might not have high degree centrality, but might 

better profit from being connected to someone with high degree centrality. This is defined as 

Eigenvector centrality. It may be worth keeping in mind however that while managing multiple ties 

takes considerable energy and is no doubt a restraint when referring to an individual, when referring 

to a large global organisation, the effect may not be equally important.  

While Bodin & Crona (2009) and Burt (2004) point to a correlation between position and influence, 

Uruena (2009) goes so far as to suggest that it can be the position of an agent within a network 

which lends it authority, rather than the other way around. This suggestion fits well with policy 

entrepreneur strategy number 2 (and excluded strategy number 5), to manage networks and 

coalitions, as managing ones network might well lead to increased authority within the field.  
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Figure 1: Graphic representation of methodological synthesis of Neo-Gramscian, Policy Entrepreneurship and Network 
Analysis. 

 

Method 

 
Network analysis as well as internet and literature searches were used to identify the key actors 

within the GWG arena, in order to assess Nestlé’s connections to these actors.  

 

Identification of key actor group 

Data collection and analysis 
Methodological triangulation was used to identify key water governance actors. Firstly a list of 

influential actors was found in an article published by the Pacific Institute (Cooley et al., 2013). This 

list was then shown to 3 experts within the field for confirmation and amendments. The amended 

list of primary actors (referred to as egos) was then used as the basis for a web based data collection 

process which involved finding all connections to other organisations that these initial actors or 

egos, reported on their websites. The secondary organisations, those found through the internet 

search, are referred to as alters when analysed. These connections were split into three types; 

reported members, partners and sponsors, each corresponding to a previously discussed political 

influence:  

• Instrumental influence has been described as a direct influence that one actor can have on 

another’s voluntary action (Clapp et al., 2009). The author assigned this influence to 

Sponsorships because donations are often linked to specific projects, methods or even 

outcomes, thus they are capable of steering another’s choice of action from one option to 

another, preferred option. 

• Structural influence is the ability to influence the range of policy and regulation choices 

available (Clapp et al., 2009), likewise membership is able to steer organisational policy, 

structure and direction. 

Neo-Gramscian 
approach: what 

types of influence 
are useful

Policy 
entrepreneurship: 
strategies to gain 

influence

Network 
analysis: the 
space where 
influence is 

wielded
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• Discursive influence is the forming of ideas, problems and solutions (Clapp et al., 2009), thus 

partnerships, with the exchange of research and ideas, the framing of a question or problem 

to be answered can be considered an example of this.  

While these were the pairings chosen by the author it is important to note that each type of 

connection can hold aspects of all 3 types of influence, for example a membership (structural 

influence) to an influential association might give an organisation access to policy makers for private 

lobbying action, thus using a form of instrumental influence (rather than the structural influence 

assigned). As already mentioned, this overlapping and often reinforcing nature of influence is 

recognised in the literature (Clapp & Scrinis, 2016) but for the sake of analysis the author chose the 

corresponding connection and influence pairing based on which power was deemed predominant in 

each case. This assessment was made in part based on personal communication with Clapp (2017). 

 After reducing the data (discussed below), this information was fed into UCInet 6 (Borgatti et al., 

2002) to create three separate networks, one for each form of influence. Subsequently all isolates 

(actors with no reported links) and pendants (actors with only one reported link to any other actor) 

were deleted. These 3 separate networks were then analysed for indegree centrality, which is the 

number of links/connections reported by another actor with directionality towards the node in 

question, while outdegree centrality is the number of connections reported by the actor in question 

out of (or from) their node. Actors with at least 1 indegree centrality in at least two of the separate 

networks (types of influence) were then judged as key actors within the field. It was decided that 

actors must be influential in more than one network because this proved that they had more than 

one type of influence within the governance arena. Indegree centrality was chosen over outdegree 

centrality due to the inherent skewness of the data collection method. As all data collected was 

based on the individual organisations self-reporting, there might be multiple causes for one 

organisation being attributed more or less connections by the author. These include (but are not 

limited to) a higher budget for website maintenance and updating of connections, more navigable 

websites in general and thus easier to identify connections or greater transparency/less sensitive 

operations of that specific actor, and thus more willingness to report. For this reason, it was decided 

that if an actor was often cited by other actors as a connection (indegree centrality) it was more 

likely to be influential, not only because the self-reporting aspect is no longer dominant, but also 

because logically an actor is more likely to report connections to highly respected and influential 

actors within the field, than with less influential actors, as a form of advertising.  

Once the key actors across all influence types were identified, the 3 separate networks were once 

again created using only said actors and all resulting isolates were deleted. 

 

Data refinement 
Due to time and resource constraints a complete analysis of all actors within the GWG field was 

impossible. Thus, multiple refinement and constraining conditions were imposed to reduce the 

number of actors considered: 

• Multiple connections between the same organisations were ignored for simplicity, as the 

strength of a connection was not being analysed, only its presence or absence. 

• Any and all actors obviously only active below the national level were automatically 

excluded due to the set scale of the project as global. 

• All private, for profit organisations were excluded on the basis that they do not have formal 

policy influencing authority, and their inclusion would skew the data in favour of 
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organisations that work with business. This includes all commercial financial institutions such 

as banks and insurance companies. The exclusion of these actors may have significant 

implications for the results. 

• Sub organisations that are managed or governed by others were listed as the supra 

organisation. These include: 

o Any international organisations with regional or national branches were grouped 

under only the international name. e.g. Humana People to People, or World Wildlife 

Fund for Nature. 

o All organisations that are solely or mostly funded and or governed by national 

governments, or regional intergovernmental organisations are listed as that 

government or intergovernmental organisation. Examples include Sweden 

International Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA), the German Federal Ministry 

for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) and the Caribbean 

Meteorological Organization. 

o All funds and networks administered, governed or fully funded by financial agencies 

are listed as the latter. E.g. The African Development Fund (ADF) is the concessional 

window of the African Development Bank (AfDB), and Global Development and 

Learning Network is coordinated by the World Bank. 

o Past and present organisations and projects which specifically lead on from one 

another were recorded as only the present organisation. E.g. Earth System Science 

Partnership (ESSP) and every part of said partnership (including the World Climate 

Research Programme (WCRP) and all of its programmes) is listed as Future Earth. 

• The Consultative Group for International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) was listed as a key 

player by the literature and expert consultation, so kept even though it is a program. 

However, the research facilities of this program (e.g. International Water Management 

Institute) were kept separate from it because they are also independent institutions, while 

programs within CGIAR e.g. CGIAR Research Program on Water, Land and Ecosystems (WLE) 

where listed purely as CGIAR. 

• All UN organisations were excluded for two reasons: 

o The difficulty in differentiating between UN organisations activities both amongst 

themselves and with other actors, thus leading to the grouping of all UN agencies, 

departments and programmes into one. 

o the resultant omnipresence of UN connections to all actors in all categories, thus 

making that specific connection purely “noise”. The UN is an assumed key actor, and 

likely the most influential. 

• The World Bank lists 189 member nations states. This means that the majority of nation 

states in the world are members. Thus, the WBs memberships were not included in the 

initial analysis to identify key players as the link was omnipresent across nation states, 

however they were included in subsequent analysis and illustrations. 

• 4 organisations were deemed obviously non-relevant to water governance and excluded. 

They were: 

o International Olympics Committee,  

o International Union of Radio Science (IURS)  

o International committee for weights and measures 

o International Federation of Air Line Pilots Associations (IFALPA) 



Nestlé and the Global Water Governance Arena  Yvonne Smith 
 

 
 

11 

• Due to the self-reporting aspect of the data collected, there were many differences and 

inconsistencies in nomenclature of connections. The author therefor had to group some 

connections together under umbrella titles: 

o Donor, Supporter, Sponsor and Contributor were reported as Sponsors, defined as 

instrumental Power 

o Strategic allies were reported as Partners, which together with Founders are defined 

as discursive power 

o Members, participants and Board members are defined as having structural power. 

• Memorandi of Understanding were excluded due to the assumed limited strength of said 

connection. 

 

Nestlé’s connections and influence 

Data collection and analysis 
Firstly, Nestlé´s website was searched for any and all connections to the identified key actors within 

the GWG sector that relate to water. Then Nestlé´s Corporate Social Responsibilities (CSR) and 

annual reports were searched for the same. Finally, a google search was done for each identified key 

actor and any connections to Nestlé. Connections involving landscape or resource management, 

agricultural efficiency or sustainability or directly referencing water were included. 

All connections were then recorded, organised and input into UCInet 6 and added to each of the 

three networks in a similar manner to the key actor data (see below for differences in the recording 

of data for Nestlé). Nestlé total in and outdegree centrality was calculated, and the key actors it 

connected to noted, specifically in regards to previously recorded indegree centrality of said key 

actors. The author would have preferred to calculate the Eigenvector centrality of Nestlé, however 

UCInet 6 does not allow for only indegree centrality of the secondary actors (in this case, of the key 

actors group) to be considered when calculating said metric, and so a manual effort was made to 

achieve that result.  

Finally, a literature, Nestlé report and organisational website review was made to assess Nestlé’s use 

of the 4 policy entrepreneur strategies. In regards to these strategies, those involving identified key 

players were considered most important, and due to Nestlé´s broad range of interests, the subject 

matter of the action taken must include water in some clear regard. 

 

Differences in the recording of data for Nestlé 

Nestlé’s connection data was treated slightly differently from all others due to Nestlé’s position as 

the case study in question. Nestlé is the only private, for profit organisation included in the study, 

and therefor is more suited than the other organisations to the traditional private company 

influence methods: Structural and Instrumental power in the form of lobbying and importance in the 

local economy. For this reason, they have been included in the analysis, alongside the membership 

and sponsorship connections previously assigned to those types of power. A second reason for 

lobbying and market dominance being taken into account was the high number of nation states 

present in the resulting key group networks of instrumental and structural power. There is no other 

legal method for a private company to “sponsor” states than through lobbying, and difficult for 

companies to be members, or possibly stakeholders of a nation state differently than owning a 

certain market share in said country.  
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Sources for lobbying and market dominance were largely limited to government websites and Nestlé 

reports or to Nestlé memberships in established lobbying groups (e.g. FoodDrinkEurope). This means 

that it is highly likely that the number of links recorded is conservative. In the case of Switzerland 

this approach was sidestepped due to a lack of national regulation regarding lobbying transparency, 

instead a statement made by Barlow (2012), an expert in the field of global water, on the Global 

Policy Forum website was taken as a reliable source.  

Another notable difference in Nestlé connection collection is the registration of a shared 

membership in a third-party network/organisation as a partnership connection. For example, the 

Nature Conservancy and Nestlé are both members of the California Water Action Collaborative 

(CWAC). This connection was recorded as an outdegree partnership from Nestlé to The Nature 

Conservancy. The partnership was recorded because both actors have the same formal position 

within this third-party organization and within possible collaboration distance of each other. The 

decision to make Nestlé the ego and The Nature Conservancy the alter was taken because Nestlé’s in 

and outdegrees will not be differentiated anyway, and because the link was discovered when 

investigating Nestlé connections. It must be noted that no third-party connections were recorded 

during this research project which did not include Nestlé. 

 

Results 

Key actor group 

42 actors were identified as key players in the GWG field. They are listed in Table 1, along with the 

number of indegree connections reported for them in each type of influence network before Nestlé 

was added. There is also a “total” indegree connections column. While this column is of limited value 

alone, it is helpful in identifying influential actors at a glance, and can then be considered in 

conjuction with the number of connections in each network to determine what type of influence 

said actor wields.  

 

  



Nestlé and the Global Water Governance Arena  Yvonne Smith 
 

 
 

13 

Table 1: List of Key actors within the Global Water Governance arena and their indegree connections in each influence 
network. 

 Number of indegree connections in each Influence network 

Actor Name Instrumental Structural Discursive Total 

African Development Bank (AfDB) 3 0 2 5 

Asian Development Bank (ADB) 3 0 4 7 

Australia 3 1 1 5 

Austria 2 1 2 5 

Brazil 1 2 2 5 

Canada 3 1 1 5 

China 2 2 1 5 
Consultative Group on International Agricultural 
Research (CGIAR) 1 0 1 2 

Denmark 2 1 2 5 

Egypt 2 2 1 5 

EU 3 0 2 5 

France 3 1 2 6 

Germany 3 1 3 7 

Global Environment Facility (GEF) 1 0 2 3 

Global Water Partnership (GWP) 2 0 2 4 

India 3 2 1 6 

Inter-American Development Bank (IADB) 2 0 4 6 
International Union for Conservation of Nature 
(IUCN) 0 1 2 3 

International Water and Sanitation Centre (IRC) 0 0 0 0 

International Water Management Institute (IWMI) 0 0 2 2 

Italy 2 1 2 5 

Japan 3 1 2 6 

Mexico 2 2 1 5 

Netherlands 3 1 1 5 

Norway 2 1 2 5 

Rockefeller Foundation 2 0 0 2 

Slovak Republic 1 2 1 4 

South Africa 3 2 1 5 

South Korea 2 1 1 4 

Spain 2 1 3 6 

Stockholm International Water Institute (SIWI) 0 0 2 2 

Sweden 4 1 3 8 

Switzerland 3 1 3 7 

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) 1 1 1 3 

Transparency International 0 1 0 1 

Turkey 2 1 0 3 

UK 3 1 2 6 

USA 4 1 4 9 

Water Environment Federation (WEF) 1 0 1 2 

WaterAid 0 0 1 1 

World Bank 3 0 7 10 

World Wildlife Fund (WWF) 1 1 2 4 
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Influence networks 

Within the Instrumental influence network (illustrated in Figure 1) GEF and the CGIAR have the 

largest number of connections, however they are mostly outdegree connections (both nodes only 

have 1 indegree connection each). The nodes with the most indegree connections (excluding 

connections to Nestlé) are in this case Sweden and USA (both present in all 3 networks), each with 4 

reported indegree connections, three of which come from GEF, CGIAR and IWMI. These connections 

represent some form of funding or donations to these organisations by the nation states, either 

through respective development agencies (SIDA and USAID) or directly. 11 other countries and three 

financial institutions have 3 indegree connections (again not counting Nestlé connections). Of those, 

the financial institutions are all funding the CGIAR and IUCN, while WB is funding GEF, the ADB and 

AfDB are both funding the IWMI. 

Nestlé´s one indegree connection was reported by SIWI, and represents Nestlé´s financial 

contributions towards the World Water Week (WWW) conference held yearly in Stockholm. While 

Nestlé has little to no control over the content or participants of this conference, it does receive 

certain publicity benefits for their support, including a large exhibition booth. Due to this booth 

being on venue at one of the largest water conferences globally (Cooley at al., 2013, Gleick & Lane, 

2005, although the latter refer to it by its old title, the Stockholm Water Symposium), this 

connection can be viewed as use of strategy 4: Venue recognition, exploitation and manipulation.  

Regarding Nestlé´s outdegree connections, they are all with the nation state nodes with the highest 

or second highest indegree centrality in the original instrumental network (Figure 1), including the 

USA. This represents the manual calculations of a moderately high Eigenvector centrality on Nestlé´s 

behalf. These instrumental connections all represent Nestlé lobbying practices in said country. While 

in some cases Nestlé’s lobbying was easy to identify directly (e.g. USA and Canada where a 

mandatory lobbying registry exists and Nestlé is on it), in others such as the UK and EU, Nestlé 

lobbying position was inferred from indirect connections. E.g. in 2014 a Nestlé staff member was 

elected president of the Food and Drink Federation (Nestlé, 2014a), “the voice of the UK food and 

drink industry” (Food and Drink Federation, 2016). Nestlé´s position of power within the Food and 

Drink Federation, as well as its memberships in highly influential lobbying groups such as 

FoodDrinkEurope are examples of entrepreneurial strategy number 2: Building coalitions and selling 

ideas. 
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The structural network (Figure 2) is by far the simplest network of the three. It shows only two non 

Nestlé organisations memberships, however neither have any indegree connection.  

Multiple key actors were excluded from this network due to their isolated status.  

Nestlé’s 15 outdegree connections within the Structural network connect to 5 of the 7 nation states 

with 2 previous indegree connections. Nestlé’s connections in this network represent a large 

economic presence, or dominance in the selected country. For example, in the USA Nestlé currently 

directly employs 51,000 people in over 80 factories in 47 different states (Nestlé, 2015b), and in the 

EU it employs over 94,000 people in over 190 factories (Nestlé, 2015c), and has been listed as 

Europe´s most valuable corporation (Corporate Europe Observatory, 2016). 

 

Figure 3: Key actors plus Nestlé structural influence network. 
Arrows show the directionality of connections, outdegree links symbolised with an arrow away from the node, indegree 
with the arrow facing into the node. The nodes, or actors are differentiated through the colour and shape of the symbol 
used to represent them: Dark blue diamonds represent international financial institutions, light blue boxes represent nation  
states or regional, intergovernmental alliances, green triangles represent NGOs and scientific, research based organisations 
and associations. The red node represents Nestlé.  

Before considering Nestlé, the World Bank has the most indegree connections in the Discursive 

influence network (figure 3), totalling 7 citations from other actors, 4 of which are also referenced by 

the WB leading to a reciprocal connection between the WB and GEF, GWP, CGIAR and the IADB. This 

is due to WBs multiple partnerships with other organisations. It is also worth noting, that the World 

Bank is present in all 3 of the initial influence networks. The Asian and Inter-American Development 

Banks, as well as the USA (also present in all 3 networks) have the joint second highest indegree 

centrality with 4 connections each and Germany, Spain, Sweden and Switzerland are 3rd highest with 

a total of 3 indegree connections each. One might note that the African Development bank has 

many connections to other nodes, but 19 out of 21 of these are outdegree connections. 

Once Nestlé and its twenty outdegree and one indegree connections (from the IUCN partnership to 

for example, create the Aluminium Stewardship Initiative) are considered, it can be noted that 

Nestlé reports a connection to seven of the eight most connected actors within it, including the 

World Bank (through for example, their partnership in the Nespresso Sustainability Innovation 
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Fund), the USA (from the joint USAID and Nestlé collaboration on Sustainable Tree Crops 

Programme) and the IADB (due to their shared support of the “Shared Values Initiative”). It is also 

worth noting Nestlé´s connection to South Africa which is specifically relevant as an example of GWG 

related idea development, and thus the first of the four entrepreneurial strategies. This connection 

represents a research partnership created between Nestlé and South Africa in 2012 in the hopes 

that “the collaboration will help to provide the scientific basis for sound nutrition and food safety 

policies” (Nestlé, 2012). Furthermore, Nestlé is a joint member of the ILSI South Africa with South 

African government officials, creating “partnership” conditions according to this study (see 

“differences in the recording of data for Nestle” above). The ILSI South Africa is a public private 

partnership which focuses on “conducting, gathering, summarizing, and disseminating science” on 

“nutrition, food safety, and environmental issues, particularly water.” (ILSI South Africa, 2017), thus 

this partnership also represents a use of strategy 1: Idea Development. 

One extra key player became relevant with the addition of Nestlé and that was India (through a 

collaboration on the “science express” train, an Indian government educational exhibit), which was 

absent from the original discursive network due to its isolation. 
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Nestlé’s general use of policy entrepreneurial strategies 

1. Develop new ideas 
The first strategy of the policy entrepreneur is frequently used by Nestlé, indeed according to the 
Danish Food Cluster, (2014) and Nestlé´s website (2017a) Nestlé is “the world's largest food and 
nutrition research organization” with multiple research centres globally and over 5000 Nestlé staff 
members working in research and development (Nestlé, 2017a). The Nestlé Foundation also provides 
research funding for independent projects (Nestlé Foundation, 2015). Nestlé´s interest is however 
broad, both in their in-house research, and in their research funding, thus not everything is related 
to water, but at least one independent project was on the subject of food security (Nestlé 
Foundation, 2015) and one research centre concentrates on plant sciences (Nestlé, 2017a). 
 
Nestlé also has over 60 public-private research partnerships running through to 2017 (Nestlé, 
2017b), some of which (depending on topic relevance) were included in the discursive network 
above (e.g. the research partnership with Canada on Sustainability), as well as the previously 
mentioned research partnership with ILSI south Africa, both of which clearly fall under this strategy. 
 

2. Build coalitions and sell ideas 
Building coalitions and joining networks are highly valued strategies of Nestlé. Currently Nestlé is a 

joint member of the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil with WWF (RSPO, 2017), it is a joint 

member of the Swiss Water Partnership (SWP), along with WWF and Switzerland (as SDC) (SWP, 

N.D.) and it has had an ongoing partnership with TNC since the 80’s with regards to landscape 

management for the protection of spring water sources in the USA (Sarni, 2012). In 2014 Nestlé´s Mr 

Brabeck-Letmathe was the leader of the World Economic Forum´s (WEF) Global Water Initiative 

(Nestlé, 2014b) a "Forum [which] will help to engage leading actors across sectors, build momentum, 

and trigger practical public-private action” (WEF, 2017b). This forum includes as members key actors 

such as the WB, WWF, the IADB, Sweden (SIDA) and Switzerland (SDC) (WEF, 2017b).  

Nestlé was and remains an inaugural partner in the 2012 Shared Value Initiative which 

“curates research and insights generated by FSG’s client work” (Shared Value Initiative, 2017a), a 

partnership that might arguably also fall under strategy 1. Current relevant partners of said initiative 

include IADB, WB and the Rockefeller Foundation (Shared Value Initiative, 2017b). Nestlé also had a 

hand in creating (interviewee 2, 2017) and currently leads the 2030 Water Resource Group (N.D. a). 

Most of the non-private partners of the 2030WRG are key actors in this project, including WB, AfDB, 

Sweden (as SIDA), IUCN, IADB, the GWP, Switzerland (as SDC) and the UN (2030WRG, N.D. b). Nestlé 

also helped launch The California Water Action Collaborative (CWAC), which brings NGOs like TNC 

and the WWF together with private corporations to protect water in California (Nestlé, 2016c). 

 

3. Recognize and exploit windows of opportunity 
Unfortunately, the author had limited time to assess this strategy, as it would entail studying the 

political and environmental history of close to 100 countries over the last 100 years, to be cross 

referenced with Nestlé action. However one global example was found. In 2015 the new Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs) were deliberated and decided by the UN (UNDP, 2015). This was an 

opportunity for nation states and the UN to show their commitment to sustainability and to the 

future of humanity. Due to their membership in the UN global compact and Water Mandate, Nestlé 

was invited to take part in deliberations (Nestlé, 2016b) and to speak to the general assembly during 

the process (Nestlé, 2015d). Beyond listing their corporate sustainability policies (Nestlé, 2015d), it is 
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impossible for the author to know how this opportunity may have been exploited, however Nestlé 

citing it indicates that Nestlé recognised it as significant (Nestlé, 2016b), thus fulfilling at least half of 

the strategy criteria.  

While the evidence found for the use of this strategic approach is minimal, Nestlé itself states that 

its second “strategic priority” is to “grasp opportunities: see the opportunity in change and trends, 

and translate them into concrete business opportunities.” (Nestlé, 2016a, pg 10), thus while the 

action itself cannot be proven, the recognition and intent is obvious. 

 

4. Recognize, exploit, create, and/or manipulate the multiple venues in 
modern societies 

Venue manipulation is difficult to assess without insider knowledge of all the possible venues and 

thus the expert interviews were heavily relied upon here. According to one source Nestlé often 

requests access to semi informal meetings and events around UN discussions (interviewee 1, 2017), 

including key speeches in side events, or mingling opportunities at embassies.  

Nestlé also actively proposes and takes part in main and side events at many of the most influential 

water forums in the world (e.g. World Water Forum, 2015 and World Water Week, 2015), as well as 

acquiring exhibition space in most of them, either through indirectly through sponsorship deals, or 

via a direct purchase. 

The author also argues that some of the networks created and managed by Nestlé (as listed under 

strategy 2) could count as venue creation and manipulation as they can work as platforms for 

discussion on policy issues and management (partially supported by Bodin & Crona, 2009 as 

discussed in the methodological background). This would include the 2030WRG and the WEF Global 

Water Initiative (with key actors), and the Sustainable Agriculture Initiative (SAI), a coalition platform 

where members (none of whom are key actors) can “influence harmonised guidelines and tools 

which are set to become the industry sustainable sourcing reference” (SAI, 2010). 

 

Discussion 

Key Actor Group 

International financial institutions are among some of the most connected actors within the key 

actor group. Within the discursive network, 3 of the 4 actors with the highest indegree centrality are 

the WB, the IADB and the ADB, while within the instrumental network the WB, ADB and AfDB are 

joint second highest in indegree connections along with 9 nation states. Within the structural 

networks IFIs are the only source of any connections. Possible reasons for IFI dominance in the GWG 

arena include the strong link between water and development, created by the Rio convention (see 

contextual background), development being an area of IFI expertise.  

Nation states are surprisingly well connected, considering that no nation states were included in the 

initial list of key actors. The author would like to point out that there is significant overlap between 

the nations present in the GWG key actor group, and those countries which contributed the most to 

foreign aid in 2015 (OECD, 2016). Of those, the most significantly present across influence types are 

Sweden, Switzerland, Germany and the USA, who have either 3 or 4 indegree connections in both 

the discursive and instrumental networks. The author stipulates that in accordance with the foreign 

aid overlap, possible reasons for nation state influence within GWG has less to do with local water 
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issues, and more to do with global status, such as number and quality of research facilities, 

disposable income or even military strength (as in the case of the USA). This would support the 

conclusion that while the academic community has slowly accepted GWG as separate from other 

governance arenas (as discussed in the contextual background), the governance structure itself has 

not, thus influence in the water arena is dependent on influence in other global governance 

networks. 

The structural network is very limited in its representation of influence, and none of the most 

influential actors from the other two networks have more than 1 indegree connection in this case. 

South Africa might be considered the most influential of those highly connected in this network with 

3 indegree connections in the instrumental network, and one in the discursive network. It is worth 

noting that EU may not be a member of the WB and GEF due to the fact that they mostly have 

nation state members, and the EU is not generally considered a nation state, however all members 

of the EU are members of WB. The assumed reason for the lack of information within the network is 

that, of all the initial actors whose members (who have a form of structural power) were recorded, 

only the GEF and WB remained as key actors after initial analysis, thus leading to a limited database 

from which to produce the network model. If secondary data collection had been possible after the 

identification of the key actors (see limitations), it is likely that the structural network would have 

been more insightful. Furthermore the lack of transparency to non-members meant that in many 

cases few or no members could be identified.  

Of the not for profit organisations, the GWP presents as the most connected, present in two of the 

three networks with an indegree connection of 2 in both the instrumental and discursive networks. 

The TNC, GEF and the WWF are present in all three networks, but with only 1 indegree connection 

each while the CGIAR and IWMI are present in two of the three networks with the CGIAR having 1 

indegree connection in each, and the IWMI having 2 indegree connections in discursive and 1 

indegree connection in the instrumental network. CGIAR and IWMI both resulted as key actors in the 

analysis, however had they been considered as one entity (due to IWMI being a CGIAR research 

center, see data refinement for more information) the resulting node would likely have been even 

more heavily connected within two of the networks, although some actors, such as the AfDB might 

have resulted as less influential due to their connections to both IWMI and CGIAR resulting in only 

one connection.  

While the Rockefeller Foundation is not among the most connected actors in any of the networks, it 

is still an outlier in its presence in the group of key actors. It is the only private fund included in this 

group, and it was not on the initial list of actors to investigate. It is worth considering that one of the 

reasons for its presence may be due to the USA centric nature of the original data pool (see 

Limitations below for further information), and the fact that the foundation is American. 

Lastly, it must be stated that, with less stringent criteria, the key actor group could easily have been 

much larger. An example of less stringent criteria could be the inclusion of pendants in the first 3 

networks created (see methodology).  

 

Nestlé connectivity and strategy use 

Nestlé has 1 indegree connection in both the Instrumental and Discursive networks, showing that, 

according to the assumptions made, Nestlé could be considered as influential within GWG as the 

CGIAR when considered without the IWMI. Setting aside the in- and outdegree differentiation, it is 
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clear that Nestlé is heavily connected to the most influential key actors in GWG, including the WB, 

Sweden, Switzerland, USA, IADB, GWP and WWF, thus the ad hoc calculation of Eigenvector 

centrality is high. Whether Nestlé prioritises connections with the most influential players cannot be 

statistically demonstrated at this point. However, Nestlé does connect to five out of the eight most 

connected actors in the discursive network and all five of its outdegree connections in the 

instrumental network connect to nation states with the highest, or second highest number of 

indegree connections. Within the instrumental network one must also consider the difficulties 

associated with identifying lobbying ties between Nestlé and nation states. While some (USA, 

Canada) do have mandatory lobbying registries, the majority do not, resulting in non- existent or 

incomplete lists where lobbying is even defined. 

It must also be remembered that 3 of the 16 most connected actors in the instrumental network are 

IFIs (WB, AfDB and ADB), and within the defined boundaries of this influence analysis there is no way 

for Nestlé to report an instrumental influence over them, as that influence would have to manifest 

either in the form of funding or sponsoring of this financial institution (something the author has not 

come across from any private for profit organisation), or through lobbying. While the author does 

believe that some form of lobbying relationship likely does exist between international financial 

institutions and private, for profit companies, no direct connection of this kind was identified during 

this study. One might however, consider the privatisation conditions attached to international loans 

from these institutions (Hoekstra, 2006; Levy & Newell, 2006) as a result of possible lobbying 

activities.  

From the results, it is clear that Nestlé actively uses at least 3 of the 4 entrepreneurial strategies, 

both aimed at the identified key actors within GWG, and in general within the field of water. The 

analysis of strategy 3: exploiting windows of opportunity, would have benefited from further 

research had there been sufficient time, however the author finds it unlikely that Nestlé does not 

actively use this strategy.  

The author also noticed that similarly to the three types of influence identified by the Neo-

Gramscian approach, the 4 strategies can often be overlapping and reinforcing in nature, as 

discussed above in the case of research networks representing strategy 2 (coalition building) and 4 

(venue manipulation). 

Implications 

While the results are indicative of Nestlé influence, there is much data missing due to a lack of 

availability and transparency. For example, many actors either did not list their members or partners 

online, for example WaterAid and the International Water Resources Association (an ego in the 

initial list of actors), or, as in the case of the WEF, they reported individual connections as they 

occurred in their press releases, meaning that the author would have had to sift through years of 

press releases to gather a complete dataset. Finally, many organisations did not differentiate 

between types of connections, for example partners and sponsors, as in the case of IUCN. Not only 

does this lack of transparency influence the links detected, but it might also greatly influence the 

final list of key actors. 

Further research needs to be done (see list of limitations below) and either another data collection 

method found, or organisations need to significantly increase their transparency. Having said this, 

the author believes the methodology to be sound and, once a definitive list of key actors and their 

connections has been found, formal responsibilities can be transparently discussed and distributed, 

as well as all water related connections analysed in order to identify any secondary or informal 

influences. Nestlé has definitive ties to the GWG arena, and uses at least some of them strategically. 

It was however chosen merely as a case study for TNCs, many other TNCs have potentially influential 
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connections worth investigate, such as the infrastructure systems operator SUEZ.  The first step to 

managing a system is always correctly identifying it and its components.  

 

Why this is a useful novel approach 

The current study has also been a proof of concept, that this synthesis of methodologies can be 

achieved and that it effectively streamlines cross-disciplinary comparisons and communication, 

which is essential when discussing inter-disciplinary subject matters such as resource governance, as 

well as widening the reach of each theory. 

The Neo-Gramscian approach (political economics) is usually used to look at the types of influence 

business has over governance, while Policy Entrepreneurship (environmental governance and 

management) focuses on how an individual actor can actively influence policy formation, specifically 

within the realm of adaptive, bottom up governance. In a way, the two theories seem to oppose 

each other in regards to the focus of their study, business vs individual actor, private vs common 

governance, however upon closer analysis the two theories complement each other, one defining 

the strategies to gain influence, the other, what types of influence are useful. Network analysis goes 

one extra step and visually represents and then analyses the access that all actors have to each 

other, the avenues through which the other two theories work. Mostly the theorists of each of them 

use the same words and the same underlying ideology to describe the systems within which they 

deem their theories best suited, these being complex, multi-stakeholder, cross scale systems. Thus, 

it seems likely that silo research and mere oversight may be the reasons for this not having been 

suggested before.  

 

Limitations 

• Due to the differences in data collection criteria and organizational type between Nestlé and 

the other included organisations, no meaningful comparisons can be made. 

• Nestlé lists most connections as partnerships. Little or no reference is ever made to 

sponsorship or membership. The author believes that this is more to do with public relations 

than the actual basis for the relationship as partnership sounds more productive and 

cooperative. When it has been possible to further differentiate the relationship through 

investigation, this has been done, however the author cannot with confidence say that all 

such differentiation was achieved, and so the resulting discursive power of Nestlé may be 

overstated. 

• Lobbying and economic dominance were not measured when collecting data to identify the 

key actor group, but were considered when researching Nestlé connections. The initial 

reason for this was the exclusion of any private, for profit organisations (the type of actor 

usually associated with these expressions of influence) from the initial list of actors.  

While economic dominance is not likely to be valid for the majority of the not for profit 

organisations present in the key actor group, it may well be a type of power exercised by the 

IFIs in governments with high international debts or large investment projects from the 

institutions mentioned. Lobbying practices on the other hand are an accepted part of NGO 

work and likely to represent some missed connections. Having said the above, both 

economic dominance and lobbying are activities usually directed towards national 

governments, and due to governments not being included in the initial list of egos, and the 
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following limitation regarding the lack of investigation into connections between alters, the 

effect of this limitation may not be significant. 

• No research was done into connections between secondary organisations (also referred to 

as “alters”), i.e. the organisations not present in the initial pacific institute, and expert 

reviewed list. This means that the amount of interconnectivity within the key group network 

is likely very conservative. E.g. The Rockefeller foundation is on the board of directors 

(defined as a structural influence) of the Nature Conservancy. However, neither of these 

organisations was in the initial list of egos, and so this connection was not listed. It is also 

possible that an organisation with very high interconnectivity among key actors initially 

identified as alters was missed from the finalised group due to a lack of connections to the 

initial ego list of actors. 

• Due to the large amount of data available online, and the limited amount of time available 

to analyse it all, the author cannot be certain that all connections were reported, or that all 

sub organisations or programmes were identified and incorporated into their supra 

organisations, as stipulated in the data refinement criteria. Connections between some 

organisations, funds and programs are not always evident or transparent, so some may have 

been missed. Furthermore, many organisational websites were only available in the native 

language (mostly African and Latin American organisations), and thus difficult to decipher 

the type of organisation (e.g. for profit or government run) or the likelihood of the 

organisation being run or funded by another. 

• The social networks of individuals within and between organisations was not considered in 

this analysis. From the expert communications performed during the project it became clear 

that formal connections between organisations often arose from personal and individual 

connections, however time constrains made this impossible to include. This means that the 

phenomena of “revolving doors” between organisations, governmental and 

intergovernmental agencies is not represented, but it is likely to be significant as 

professionals in water governance follow their careers through multiple positions and 

organisations in the field. 

• The initial list from the Pacific Institute may be considered USA centric and bias towards 

organisations cooperating with the Pacific Institute who may also be USA centric, such as the 

Water Environment Federation (WEF). This is likely to influence the final list of key actors. 

 

Conclusion 
The study identifies 42 key actors in the field of GWG and clearly indicates that Nestlé is heavily 

connected to many of them, including many of the most influential among them. The latter of those 

two points suggests a high eigenvector centrality, discussed as a possible strategic solution to 

gaining influence without excessive resources being used to manage multiple connections.  It shows 

that Nestlé has a comparable indegree centrality, thus assumed influence, to some of the key actors, 

and it demonstrates that Nestlé is active in all three fields of influence, instrumental, structural and 

discursive. The study goes on to illustrate that Nestlé actively and on multiple occasions uses three 

out of the four strategies employed by policy entrepreneurs, thus can be confidently identified as 

such, and that it has positions of considerable power in networks that include key actors. Having 

stated the above, the author would like to point out that Nestlés identified connections are only 

potential avenues to influence. While there is proof of strategic action from Nestle, it would be 

unrealistic to assume that it managed to leverage each and every connection it has. 
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Simply put, the results imply that Nestlé both has, and at least to some degree, actively works 

towards increasing its access to and influence over global water governance. This raises the question 

of how many other private, for profit companies influence global governance systems? To what 

extent? Through what channels? And to what ends? The author believes that this current state of 

affairs likely emerged over time with little or no holistic vision, although the current hegemony of 

‘private is better’ might have played a role. If that is the case then maybe it is time to fully identify, 

analyse the system that governs our most vital resource. 

The author believes that this study represents merely a small piece in what must be an ongoing 

investigation into the structure and actor composition of GWG. The current list of key actors is likely 

to be amended through future investigations, by adding for example informal, social network 

connections as well as using a ‘snowball’ investigative approach when gathering data on the formal 

connections between all initial actors, and all secondary connections of the organisations connected 

to them, i.e. that the links between alters be fully investigated and included in order to identify all 

key actors. 

The author also concludes that the proof of concept has succeeded and the three theories are 

complementary. Using them together strengthens the final analysis considerably. It is hoped that 

this approach may be used again when analysing global governance influence.  
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