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Abstract

When Covid-19 broke out, many interpreted it as a crisis that would lead to fundamental
changes in different areas of life. The article aims to assess whether this also applies
to intergovernmental organizations (IGOs). By analysing the websites of a sample of
intergovernmental organizations, we ask: How did the Covid-19 pandemic affect the behaviour
of intergovernmental organizations? How can one explain this behaviour of intergovernmental
organizations in response to such a major exogenous event as the Covid-19 pandemic? How
can the Covid-19 pandemic be best conceptualized in terms of its impact on intergovernmental
organizations? We show that the responses of intergovernmental organizations to the Covid-19
pandemic had two important features: (a) intergovernmental organizations responded in a
synchronized way, and (b) the pandemic triggered wide-spread non-major adaptations to the
changed environment, providing opportunities for legitimation work and minor repackaging
of existing activities, but has not led to noticeable transformational change in organizations’
activities. We argue that the observed intergovernmental organization’s responses can be
explained partly from rational-choice perspective and partly from sociological institutionalist
perspective. Given our data, we argue that the pandemic can be conceptualized as an
uncertainty shock, in terms of its impact on intergovernmental organizations.
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Introduction

In 2020, a new pandemic, caused by coronavirus disease 2019 (Covid-19) broke out. It
is repeatedly argued that the Covid-19 pandemic is a major crisis, leading to radical
changes in many spheres of social life, institutions, and organizations. Indeed, it caused
a major economic contraction (Lewis et al., 2020), and severe disruptions in trade and
travel. Large numbers of workers around the world shifted to remote work and were
urged or ordered to stay at home, which affected employment and consumption (e.g.
Baker et al., 2020; Coibion et al., 2020; Hacioglu et al., 2020). This article is concerned
with the effect of the Covid-19 pandemic on intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) —
how they responded to this exogenous event, and how this event can be best conceptual-
ized in terms of its impact on IGOs.

Previous research suggests that crises often lead to transformational change across
societies and organizations, such as changes in preferences, interests, institutions, and
interactions (e.g. Lipscy, 2020). Treating Covid-19 as a crisis also in the world of inter-
national institutions, researchers argued that the pandemic ‘is likely to perturb the struc-
tures and processes of global governance’ (Levy, 2021: 565). Similarly, Hay (1999)
argues that crisis can be characterized as a ‘moment of decisive intervention’, in which
actors realize that a decisive intervention can and must be made. Organizational change
has indeed been recorded in response to the Covid-19 pandemic, for example, changes in
the grantee relationships and agreements of philanthropic foundations (Finchum-Mason
et al., 2020). In this respect, we expect IGOs to rethink their key tasks or strategy, reform
their major organizational structures, and so on.

The Covid-19 pandemic is also viewed, especially by economists, as an exogenous
shock, which brought about an abrupt change to daily work practices of many workers,
now forced to work remotely (Milliken and Bechky, 2020). As an uncertainty shock, the
Covid-19 pandemic resulted in a significant reduction in economic activity (Baker et al.,
2020; Miescu and Rossi, 2020). Exogenous shocks, also referred to as ‘environmental
jolts’ (Meyer, 1982) are unprecedented and unexpected events of abrupt environmental
change, which may require organizations to respond. In fact, failure to adapt to exoge-
nous shocks has been shown to lead to organizational demise among international organ-
izations (10s) (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, 2020).

Yet, other researchers argue that the pandemic has not brought about major transfor-
mations but rather revealed and possibly accelerated some pre-existing trends in global
politics and globalization (McNamara and Newman, 2020). Having reviewed the effect
of the pandemic on the distribution of power, interest, and hegemonic ideas, Drezner
(2020) concludes that Covid-19 will not have transformative effects on world politics. If
we join these scholars and hypothesize that the Covid-19 pandemic did not constitute a
life-changing crisis for IGOs, we could expect to see different types of IGO responses,
such as no response, or cosmetic and superficial responses. If this is the case, how should
the Covid-19 pandemic be conceptualized from the perspective of IGOs and in terms of
its impact on IGOs?
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In this article, we examine how the Covid-19 pandemic affected IGOs. We aim to
make an empirical and a theoretical contribution to existing scholarship. First, intergov-
ernmental organizations are important trend-setters, shaping the modern world. They are
often trusted as authoritative sources of expertise and guidance in different areas of
social life. Therefore, we gather empirical data allowing us to better understand the
behaviour of these key actors — as global role models — in the pandemic. Second, we use
these data to make a theoretical contribution to the research exploring the impacts of
major exogenous events on intergovernmental organizations. While there is a rich schol-
arship debating the behaviour of for-profit organizations in response to various exoge-
nous events, similar analysis conceptualizing the behaviour of IGOs is rather limited.

One way to understand the effects of the pandemic on IGOs is to look at how organi-
zations responded to it. This article is concerned with three broad questions: How did
1GOs respond to the Covid-19 pandemic? How can we explain this behaviour of IGOs in
response to a major exogenous event? How can the pandemic be best conceptualized in
light of the resulting organizational behaviour? Revealing how IGOs responded to the
pandemic, and why they did so, will help us tailor our expectations about global govern-
ance actors, their dynamics, and behaviour in critical situations.

We do this by gathering a novel dataset on the response of 252 intergovernmental
organizations. The focus is on publicly visible response, so unreported intraorganiza-
tional responses are excluded from the analysis. The data were collected from the organi-
zations’ websites in September—December 2020.

As we show below, our data do not reveal any signs of wide transformational change
and thereby do not support the hypothesis that the Covid-19 pandemic constituted a cri-
sis for IGOs. Rather, the pandemic-related activities are predominantly cosmetic, light-
touch responses to the pandemic. Based on the observed IGO behaviour, we argue that
for IGOs, the Covid-19 pandemic should be mostly conceptualized as an uncertainty
shock, which triggered only minor adaptations to the changed environment. It provided
opportunities for conducting legitimation work but did not lead to radical change in
organizations’ repertoires of activities.

Below, we first briefly highlight relevant studies, analysing organizational responses
to exogenous events as shapers of organizational behaviour and sources of transforma-
tional (organizational) change, and develop hypotheses (section ‘Exogenous events as
sources of organizational change’), explain our methods of data collection and analysis
(section ‘Data and methods’), present the findings (section ‘Results: Public responses of
intergovernmental organizations to the Covid-19 pandemic’), and then discuss these in
light of existing research on organizational responses to crises, exogenous shocks, and
uncertainty (section ‘Discussion’).

Exogenous events as sources of organizational change

IOs can be considered as key actors in global governance and as agents whose behav-
iour, leadership, and governance practices as well as their roles within the community
of global governance actors are constrained by their survival strategies. In other words,
we consider IOs not so much as representatives of states or other political actors, but as
organizations with their own agency and relative autonomy (Ellis, 2010; Ness and
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Brechin, 1988). Organizations are adaptive systems whose responses to complex
dynamic environments are affected by the social characteristics of their participants as
well as by the varied pressures imposed by their environment (Scott, 2014). Therefore,
the behaviour of IOs must be seen as a reflection of organizational strategies aimed at
adaptation to the changing environment, pursuing the interests of the organizations
themselves, including organizational survival (Abbott et al., 2016). In pursuing organi-
zational goals and strategies, decision-makers follow certain logics, that is apply certain
reasoning guiding their behaviour. These logics mediate the relationship between the
environment and the actions of organizations (Thornton et al., 2012).

How organizations respond to crises

There is a rich scholarship discussing the diversity of crises and their impact on organi-
zations. This literature tends to focus on governments or businesses. We apply the
findings of these studies to our analysis of intergovernmental organizations, many of
which share organizational features with state bureaucracies and often include for-
profit stakeholders. In this literature, a crisis usually refers to ‘an undesirable and
unexpected situation’, with three key situation components being ‘threat, uncertainty,
and urgency’ (Boin et al., 2005: 2). According to Boin et al. (2005), an event can be
qualified as a crisis if all three components are present. Changes in behaviour can often
be observed because organizations need to survive, and to do so they need to respond
to environmental pressures.

Broadly speaking, organizational responses can be either transformative or non-trans-
formative. Some environmental pressures require substantive transformation to
strengthen organization’s resource security, legitimacy, or authority. According to his-
torical institutionalism, crises are ‘critical junctures’, moments of transformational
change that trace a new trajectory for institutions and their activities (Capoccia and
Kelemen, 2007). In a similar vein, Kingdon (2003) argued that crises can open ‘windows
of opportunity’ for new policies and ideas, working in some cases as ‘catalysts of reform’
(Hall, 1993; Resodihardjo, 2009: 14). In other words, crises can have major effects on
the behaviour of organizations. Governments may use crises as opportunities to imple-
ment previously impossible/halted reforms (Resodihardjo, 2009), utilizing the crisis dis-
course as a way to advance their agendas and narrow the selection of policy alternatives
(Moury and Standring, 2017), and thus, forcing new policies onto citizens (Klein, 2007).
Existing studies provide ample examples of major transformational organizational
change in response to crises. Public organizations redefine their strategies and missions,
decentralize and re-organize service provision, and reform their organizational culture
(Rochet et al., 2008). Businesses change their marketing strategies (Ang, 2001) and
engage in different kinds of organizational restructure, such as mergers and acquisitions,
adoption of innovations, entering and exiting markets, changing the operational priori-
ties, etc. (Fromhold-Eisebith, 2015; Szalavetz, 2016).

However, crises are not always associated with transformational change. Organizations
may also respond in symbolic or cosmetic non-transformational ways. Transformation
depends on the cost of introducing organizational change (Smart and Vertinsky, 1984) and
on crisis characteristics, such as the level of uncertainty, threat, and urgency. It



Ulybina et al. 419

is the subjective perception of these aspects of an event, as well as the decision-makers’
perception of their ability to control the environment (Smart and Vertinsky, 1984) that mat-
ter for the response. Crises can be exogenous shocks, but they need to be endogenously
constructed, interpreting these events as requiring change (Widmaier et al., 2007). For
example, one differentiates between ‘fast-burning’ and ‘slow-burning’ crises (Boin et al.,
2005; Seabrooke and Tsingou, 2019), the former being ‘instant and abrupt shocks, such as
plane hijacks’, and the latter being ‘gradual and creeping, such as protracted guerrilla war-
fare or environmental crises, where there is political and scientific uncertainty about how
to resolve the issue’ (Seabrooke and Tsingou, 2019: 470). In relation to corporations, schol-
ars talk about the so-called ‘sticky crises’, which are particularly complex and challenging,
and they are classified into different sub-types, such as longitudinal crises, ‘scansis’ (a
combination of a scandal and a crisis), industry-wide crises, and so on (Coombs et al.,
2020). So, in terms of conceptualizing an exogenous event, it may be helpful to consider
differences between crisis and uncertainty shock, as well as other dimensions of crises.

The literature on crises pays attention to the threat that a changed situation poses for
an organization’s legitimacy. According to the scholarship, when faced with a crisis,
organizations are compelled to communicate strategically with stakeholders to manage
legitimacy (Massey, 2001). Hence, crisis management can be equated with the manage-
ment of organizational legitimacy, where legitimacy is defined as the stakeholder percep-
tion that an organization is good and has a right to continue operations (Massey, 2004).
On the other hand, organizations are increasingly dependent on their public image. For
example, Vestergaard (2008) notes that the development of corporate communication in
recent years has brought about a fading of the division of labour between commercial
and non-commercial organizations. The same could be said about IGOs, whose legiti-
macy is also dependent on visibility in the media (Schmidtke, 2019). Consequently, all
kinds of organizations have a need to respond to crises in ways that are generally viewed
as morally impeccable. Organizations that do not adapt and ‘recalibrate’ their work to the
current context may end up losing legitimacy (Imerman, 2018).

Responding to the Covid-19 pandemic as a crisis

From a rational-choice institutionalist perspective, an organization’s response to cri-
sis is based on an interest-based preference (Schmidt, 2010). Therefore, actors within
an organization will follow a ‘calculus approach’ to determine whether and how a
crisis requires a change within the institution (Hall and Taylor, 1996). Following the
rational-choice line of analysis, we would expect that all IGOs will respond differ-
ently depending on their interests, preferences, and institutional logics. On the other
hand, from the sociological institutionalist viewpoint, an organization’s response to
exogenous shocks depends not only on characteristics of the crises but also on how
other actors, for example the organization’s competitors or other organizations
belonging to the organization’s reference group construct the event in question and
respond to it. Since the Covid-19 pandemic is framed by many as a crisis that needs
to be taken seriously and with due compassion, it is likely that many IGOs will act
accordingly by responding to it and expressing their willingness to serve their stake-
holders and the population at large.
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Using these viewpoints in the case of the Covid-19 pandemic, we need to consider
how to best characterize it as an exogenous event in light of the IGOs’ responses: was
it deemed as a threat needing urgent action, and can it be, therefore, considered a crisis
as is commonly said? On the other hand, if the threat and time pressure are not very
severe, decision makers may have difficulty justifying major change (Lipscy, 2020).
Transformational responses can also be impeded by crisis complexity: when a crisis is
multifaceted and affects multiple stakeholders, agreeing on solutions may be challeng-
ing (Lipscy, 2020). Importantly, for transformation to be supported, the crisis needs to
clearly expose the shortcoming of existing structures or institutions, which may not
always be the case.

Responding to the Covid-19 pandemic as environmental uncertainty

For many IOs, the pandemic may not involve any direct threat to the organization, but
involve an increase in uncertainty, where ‘a radical diversity of futures is possible’
(Stirling and Scoones, 2020). The pandemic-associated economic uncertainty was meas-
ured in different ways, for example, through ‘stock market volatility, newspaper-based
economic uncertainty, and subjective uncertainty in business expectation surveys’ (Baker
et al., 2020). Highlighting the uncertainty aspect of the Covid-19 event, Bel et al. (2020)
analysed the agility of governments’ policy response to the pandemic in conditions of
incomplete information. They found that a reduction in uncertainty (about other coun-
tries’ policy responses and the epidemic development) increased the agility of the gov-
ernment’s policy response.

How do organizations respond to environmental uncertainty? Taking a rational-choice
lens, we expect to find that organizations take different approaches, which has an impact
on organizational practices (Maiorano, 2019). Some organizations rely on pre-estab-
lished routines, while others develop ad hoc strategies (Lu, 2017). Milliken (1987: 138)
differentiates between three types of perceived uncertainty: ‘state uncertainty’ (when
managers/administrators lack information about the nature of the environment), ‘effect
uncertainty’ (when managers/administrators lack information about how environmental
events will affect their organization); and ‘response uncertainty’ (when managers/admin-
istrators lack information about availability and usefulness of response options).
Differences between types of perceived uncertainty have implications for the logics the
organizations are likely to apply, and eventually how organizations respond to these situ-
ations. In the case of ‘state uncertainty’, organizations are likely to pursue strategies
designed to protect key functions of the organization, such as creating slack resources
and buffering production processes from the effects of uncertainty (Thompson, 1967). In
the case of ‘effect uncertainty’, decision makers are only likely to respond if they per-
ceive the events as likely to represent significant threats or opportunities. If decision
makers are uncertain about the implications of environmental change for their organiza-
tion, they may spend a lot of time and resources in analysing the threats and opportunities
in planning their strategy. This may paralyse the strategic planning process (Milliken,
1987). In the case of ‘response uncertainty’, managers may imitate or copy the strategic
responses of others, or, if the stakes are high, delay strategy implementation altogether,
while possible alternative responses are considered. It is also likely that organizations



Ulybina et al. 421

will engage in active informational collection in order to find out how other organiza-
tions are responding (Milliken, 1987).

Intergovernmental organizations and the Covid-19 pandemic: The logics
of crisis response versus the logics of uncertainty shock

Building on the literature on various organizational responses, we argue that understand-
ing the responses of IGOs to the Covid-19 pandemic requires differentiating between two
types of behavioural logics — logics of crisis response and logics of uncertainty shock.
‘Uncertainty shock’ is an event, an exogenous disruption, whose consequences ‘outstrip
the dimension of predictability for the average manager’ and whose ‘uniqueness makes
translating experience into learning far more difficult’ (Ballesteros and Kunreuther, 2018:
2). Organizational decision-making under an uncertainty shock is far more complicated
than in events of ‘usual’ organizational crises and risks affecting single organizations
(Ballesteros and Kunreuther, 2018: 3-4). Under uncertainty shock, an organization deals
with multi-level, systemic phenomena, where allocating risks to the outcomes of one’s
responses is practically impossible. While actively studied by economics and business
scholars, uncertainty shocks have received barely any attention from international rela-
tions researchers. In relation to firms, studies showed that organizations often adopt a
‘wait and see’ strategy in response to uncertainty shocks (Bloom, 2009), by pausing
investment and hiring (Bloom, 2009; Larsen, 2021). In other words, unlike common situ-
ations of crisis with high levels of certainty (e.g. scandal-related reputation damage, tech-
nological disruption, competitive struggles, etc.), where organizations are likely to react
strongly, launch an organizational reform, or introduce new policies or services, an uncer-
tainty shock is likely to cause organizations to delay taking any radical action.

Using the rational choice lens, we expect that in response to the Covid-19 pandemic,
if IGOs experience the pandemic as an unprecedented crisis, a major blow that could
endanger the very institution of IGO, they will predominantly pursue the logics of a cri-
sis response, in a number of cases resulting in changes in their functional repertoires and
portfolios of their activities. If, however, IGOs experience the pandemic as an uncer-
tainty shock, they will tend to pursue the logics of uncertainty shock and will not engage
in any major transformational change, possibly not issue any kind of response at all. We
expect to find that in the case of a major event that presented a crisis for IGOs, at least
some IGOs will publicize organizational change if not reform in response to the event. In
particular, we expect to find that at least some IGOs will have moved away from publi-
cizing their regular activities and repertoires — to advertising organizational renewal
(new policies, new products and services, new processes or structures).

The IGOs’ most common functions include ‘sharing and collecting information, mon-
itoring trends, providing forums for collective decisions and settling disputes’ (Amici
and Cepiku, 2020: 16). If IGOs perceived the Covid-19 pandemic as an uncertainty
shock rather than an organizational crisis, they would stick to their regular functions and
activities, and we would find no declarations of change in strategy, mission, priorities,
and so on. All three types of uncertainty (state, effect, and response) are relevant to
Covid-19 pandemic. Therefore, we may expect organizations to refrain from any major
investments or introducing any risky innovations (state uncertainty); to postpone any
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substantive response measures or any strategic moves, such as establishing new policies,
offering new services or running any new types of projects (effect and response uncer-
tainty). Rather, we expect IGOs do what they normally do — share and collect informa-
tion, publish reports on trends in their traditional sectors of interest, provide space for
communication of their usual stakeholders.

In contrast, from the viewpoint of sociological institutionalist theory, symbolic and
cosmetic reactions characterized above as typical of the logics of uncertainty shock can
be considered typical responses to different kinds of exogenous shocks. Based on previ-
ous sociological institutionalist scholarship, we would expect IGOs to ‘follow the crowd’
and react to the pandemic, even if only symbolically, to demonstrate their relevance and
compliance with the perceived consensus that Covid-19 is a global challenge, as well as
compliance with the moral norm that one has to make an effort to help mitigate the global
socio-economic and health crisis.

International governmental organizations are a heterogeneous group of organizations,
with different functions, capabilities, and histories, which renders broad generalizations dif-
ficult (Amici and Cepiku, 2020). Taking the rational choice perspective, we expect to see
variation in responses among IGOs with different characteristics, namely size, policy scope,
and response to previous pandemics. Based on Paarlberg et al. (2020), who analysed the
responses of community philanthropic organizations to the Covid-19 pandemic, we expect
to find that response to previous pandemics is a good predictor of whether IGOs will issue a
response to Covid-19. Paarlberg et al. (2020) also find that organizations with larger assets
were more likely to respond. The importance of organization’s size is also suggested by
Debre and Dijkstra (2020), who find that IOs with large bureaucracies are better at resisting
environmental pressures. Policy scope can also be expected to make a difference. For exam-
ple, according to a study by Debre and Dijkstra (2021), who analysed a significantly smaller
sample of 10s, general purpose I0s were more likely to expand their scope and instruments
compared with task-specific 1Os in a situation of the Covid-19 pandemic.

To summarize, we apply two lenses to conceptualize the responses of IGOs to the
Covid-19 pandemic. First, taking the rational-choice lens, we could have different expec-
tations concerning IGOs’ responses, depending on whether the pandemic was perceived
as a crisis or an uncertainty shock. If it was perceived as a crisis, we would expect IGOs
to vary greatly in their response (e.g. whether they respond at all, and if they do respond,
how light-touch or transformational it is). If the pandemic was perceived as an uncer-
tainty shock, we would expect to see rather little (substantive and transformational)
response, if any at all. Second, taking a sociological institutionalist lens, we would expect
a massive across-the-board, large-scale response, because Covid-19 has been topic num-
ber one in the news and on the international agenda, encouraging IGOs to ‘follow the
flow’ and demonstrate their reaction in one way or another. At the same time, given the
diversity of 1GOs, their resources, and agendas, we would expect to see predominantly
superficial, cosmetic responses, which would allow IGOs to avoid the conflict between
internal organizational needs and external legitimacy pressures. Finally, we operational-
ize non-transformative responses as several types of responses (a — f) specified in the
section ‘Exogenous events as sources of organizational change’. Transformative
responses are operationalized as statements indicating deviations from existing IGO
functions, introduction of new policies, strategies, structures, or services.



Ulybina et al. 423

Data and methods

We analysed a sample of 252 international governmental organizations. Findings are
based on the information collected from the websites of analysed organizations in
September—December 2020. Analysis covers publicly visible responses. While such
website-based assessment is not sufficient to evaluate the whole spectrum of organiza-
tional responses to the pandemic, since many internal organizational changes are likely
to remain invisible for the public eye, this publicly visible information gives us a good
idea of the important organizational activities and functions, which the IGOs themselves
view important to publicize.

The list of intergovernmental organizations analysed here was retrieved from the
online version of the Yearbook of International Organizations, accessed in October—
November 2020. It includes two types of intergovernmental organizations: 76 global
intergovernmental organizations (in the Yearbook referred to as universal membership
organizations or intercontinental membership organizations); and 214 regional intergov-
ernmental organizations (‘regionally defined membership organizations’ in the
Yearbook). For each organization, data were gathered about the organization itself and its
response to the Covid-19 crisis. To analyse how different organizations responded to the
crisis, we collected and coded the data on organizational size; responses to previous
pandemics (since these responses characterized organizations prior to the Covid-19 pan-
demic); and the policy scope of the organization. IGOs were coded on the basis of their
aims as task-specific or general purpose.

To capture the scale and scope of (public) responses to the Covid-19 crisis, we col-
lected and coded the following data for each organization: (a) verbal responses of the
organization to Covid-19 crisis: statements justifying the importance of the organization
to mitigating the crisis; statements reminding of the organization’s mission, in the con-
text of Covid-19 crisis, but not necessarily relevant to mitigating the crisis; statements
about organizational compliance with some national or international Covid-19-related
regulations; (b) provision of material support to third parties; (c) running educational and
awareness raising project; (d) issuing guidelines to third parties; (¢) producing knowl-
edge; (f) sharing third party knowledge/information (for more details, see Table 8 in
Appendix 1). We used inductive coding, that is the coding scheme was derived from the
data, defined and modified during the preliminary analysis. Data for each type of response
were coded in a binary way—Yes (1)/No (0).

The results presented should be taken with an important caveat in mind. The source
of our data are websites of organizations. We are mindful of the fact that the informa-
tion provided through organizational websites is naturally limited. Websites shed a
light on those aspects which an organization decided (and had the capacity) to publi-
cize. Websites are unlikely to reveal all aspects of organizational formal and informal
structures, strategies, or routines. The absence of evidence is not evidence of the
absence of certain actions or transformations. It is possible that some relevant infor-
mation about IGOs’ responses to the pandemic was missed in the analysis. Various
internal organizational changes, which have not been publicized, are not discussed in
this article.
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Results: Public responses of intergovernmental
organizations to the Covid-19 pandemic

Factors affecting responses

Considering all types of responses, most IGOs responded to the Covid-19 pandemic
within the analysed time period and placed it on their agenda in one way or another.
Compared with responses to previous pandemics (operationalized as a mention of previ-
ous pandemics anywhere on the website), the Covid-19 crisis triggered a wider response.
While 122 organizations of the analysed total sample of 252 (48%) responded to previ-
ous pandemics, 184 responded to Covid-19 (73%). This high response rate is surprising,
given how diverse the analysed intergovernmental organizations are in terms of their
agendas and areas of expertise. As to the size of the organization, larger size organiza-
tions were more likely to have a response (measured by any Covid-19-related statements,
documents, or projects referred to on the websites). Among small IGOs, 86/159=54% of
organizations had a response, while 49/59=83% of large IGOs responded; a statistically
significant difference, p <0.001. Furthermore, general purpose IGOs were more likely
to respond than task-specific ones. General purpose IGOs responded 39/43=91%, task-
specific IGOs 63/145=43%, p=0.004.

We compared the organizations’ response to Covid-19 with responses to previous
pandemics, including Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome (SARS) in 2003, Influenza A
HINS (bird flu) in 2007, HIN1 (swine flu) in 2009, Middle East Respiratory Syndrome
(MERS) in 2012, Ebola in 2014, Zika virus in 2015-2016, HIV/AIDS. Those who
responded to previous pandemics were more likely to respond to this pandemic too.
IGOs 122/252=48% responded previously, of these now responded 112/122=92%, and
those that did not 72/130=55%, p<0.001. In other words, large organizations with
wider policy agendas, which responded to past pandemics, were significantly more
likely to respond to the Covid-19 pandemic as well. Overall, in the data, we see a wide-
spread response to the Covid-19 pandemic among IGOs. IGOs reacted to Covid-19
noticeably more often than to previous pandemics (73% vs 48%). A diverse range of
organizations responded to Covid-19 — IGOs of different sizes, policy scope, and history
of response to previous pandemic. Given the relatively short time frame during which the
organizations responded, one can speak about a global synchronization of response. This
supports our hypothesis based on institutionalist studies.

Variation of responses

While the majority of IGOs provided a wide and synchronized response to the pan-
demic, there is significant diversity among organizations regarding the nature of
their response (e.g. see Table 1). IGOs responded to the pandemic in different ways
— from plain statements on the website to targeted allocation of significant material
resources.

By ‘Acknowledging Covid-19’, we refer to statements of three types: statements of
organization’s importance to mitigating the crisis (‘We help solving the crisis’), state-
ments reminding of the organization’s mission (‘We are important despite the crisis’),
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Table I. Responses of IGOs by the type of response.

Type of response % of the total IGO sample
Acknowledging Covid-19 52.8

Sharing third party knowledge 52.8

Material support 13.1

Running educational and awareness raising projects 373

Issuing guidelines 27

Producing knowledge 325

IGO: intergovernmental organization.

and statement of the organization’s compliance with some national or international
Covid-19-related regulations (‘We comply”).

We report Cramer’s V, a measure of association on a scale 0 (no association)—1 (com-
plete association) between the two variables, calculated from the underlying 2 X 2 con-
tingency table (where 0.1-0.3 is small effect. 0.3-0.5 is medium effect. above 0.5 is
strong effect.). It shows the correlation between the type of response and three variables—
size, policy scope, response to past pandemics. We also report the p value calculated by
Fisher’s exact test. As seen from the table, everything significantly correlates with size
and response to previous pandemics. Bigger size or previous pandemic response make it
more likely that an IGO will respond, for all types of response. The policy scope (task-
specific vs general-purpose IGO) shows less association but is significant for knowledge
sharing, material support, running projects, and knowledge production. In all cases, gen-
eral purpose organizations are more likely to react. So, we observe that the response is a
strong function of the underlying characteristics of the organization (Table 2).

From the above data, we see that the response was not universal. Larger organizations
were more likely to respond. This is likely to be due to larger organizations often being
more financially capable, with larger budgets for public relations and website mainte-
nance, as well as new projects and activities. General purpose organizations, that is,
those with wider policy agenda, were more likely to respond, compared with task-spe-
cific organizations (91% vs 43%). This is probably due to task-specific IGOs having
fixed budgets, meaning that their ability to operate out of scope is limited. Our finding
agrees with results of Debre and Dijkstra (2021), who argue that the bureaucratic capac-
ity of IOs is an important factor shaping organizational behaviour under the pandemic.

Types of responses

Notably, the significantly higher rate of response compared with past pandemics is not
indicative per se of the significance of these actions in terms of transformation and
organizational change. Overall, the responses seem to be in line with regular functions
and repertoires of practices of IGOs, that is engaging in symbolic action, collecting and
sharing information, issuing guidelines, setting international issue agenda. One could
hypothesize that more IGOs would attempt to raise funds or provide material support to
the communities and stakeholders they serve, as material support is an effective way to



426 International Sociology 37(4)

Table 2. Characteristics of IGOs that determine the nature of their response.

Type of response Size Policy scope (task-specific Responded to previous

(small vs large) vs general-purpose) pandemic (yes vs no)
Acknowledging Covid-19  0.294 0.110 0.391

p value<0.001 p value 0.094 p value < 0.001
Sharing third party 0.33 0.211 0.381
knowledge p value<0.001 p value 0.001 p value <0.001
Material support 0.353 0.228 0.327

p value <0.001 p value <0.001 p value <0.001
Running educational and  0.349 0.213 0.38
awareness raising projects p value <0.00| p value 0.001 p value <0.001
Issuing guidelines 0.436 0.02 0317

p value<0.001 p value 0.852 p value <0.001
Producing knowledge 0.372 0.13 0.337

p value<0.001 p value 0.041 p value <0.001

IGO: intergovernmental organization.

Table 3. The responses of IGOs that had not responded to past pandemics.

Material  Issued Running educational and ~ Knowledge
support  guidelines awareness raising projects production

Number of IGOs who 3 16 23 21
responded this way to Covid-19

IGO: intergovernmental organization.

demonstrate one’s contribution to alleviating problems created by the pandemic.
However, we do not see this in our data.

To discuss some examples in more detail, let us now consider the responses of IGOs
that did not respond to previous pandemics but did respond to Covid-19 (Table 3). The
number of IGOs (global and regional) that did not respond to any of the previous pan-
demics but responded to Covid-19 pandemic is 72 (out of 252). Of these, three IGOs
provided pandemic-related material support (Table 4).

Some IGOs issued guidelines in relation to Covid-19 (Table 5). A closer scrutiny of
these guidelines reveals that they tend to relate to previously existing recommendations
and guidelines, and often serve to promote the IGO’s existing guidelines and service, high-
lighting their very existence and re-packaging them to underscore their relevance to the
Covid-19 situation. For example, the guidance issued by UNIDROIT highlighted the rel-
evance of their own UNIDROIT Principles of International Commercial Contract (UPICC):

In the context of the outbreak of COVID-19 and the resulting public health and economic
crises, UNIDROIT has prepared guidance as to how the Principles could help address the main
contractual disruptions caused by the pandemic directly as well as by the measures adopted as
a consequence thereof. (Note of the UNIDROIT Secretariat on the UNIDROIT Principles of
International Commercial Contracts and the COVID-19 Health Crisis).
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Table 4. Examples of material support provided by IGOs.

Name of the organization Provision of material support in response
to The Covid-19 pandemic

SNOMED International Clinical terminology related to Covid-19
(an IGO developing clinical terminology) was made freely available.

The Southeast Asian Ministers of Teaching materials were made available
Education Organization freely online.

Islamic Educational, Scientific, and Technical and logistical support to several
Cultural Organization member states affected by the pandemic

IGO: intergovernmental organization.

Table 5. Examples of guidelines issued by IGOs in response to the Covid-19 pandemic.

Name of the organization Issuing guidelines in response to the Covid-19 pandemic

The International Institute Issued guidance in connection with their own UNIDROIT

for the Unification of Principles of International Commercial Contract (UPICC)

Private Law (UNIDROIT)

The Global Green Released the document ‘Achieving Green Growth and Climate

Growth Institute Action Post-Covid-19’, which offered recommendations for GGGI
Members for designing green COVID-19 recovery plans.

The International Solar Advice to global manufacturers of ventilators (Advisory by ISA to

Alliance global manufacturers of Ventilators during COVID-19 pandemics

at https://www.isolaralliance.org > uploads »).
SNOMED International A guide on how to code Covid-19 data using SNOMED clinical

terminology.
Arab Civil Aviation The ‘Council Aviation Recovery Task Force (CART) Phase Il High-
Organization Level Cover Document’, and the associated ‘Take-off: Guidance

for Air Travel through the COVID-19 Public Health Crisis’ (icao.
int), which introduced recommendations and guidance of CART in
light of the COVID-19 crisis faced by civil aviation national sectors.
The Northwest Atlantic Guidelines on reporting non-compliance (Report of the NAFO
Fisheries Organization Commission and its Subsidiary Bodies (STACTIC and STACFAD)
42nd Annual Meeting of NAFO 21-25 September 2020 via
WebEx).

UPICC: UNIDROIT Principles of International Commercial Contract; COVID-10: coronavirus disease 2019.

Similarly, the advice issued by the International Solar Alliance urged the producers of ven-
tilators to address the problem of unreliable power supply, by adopting a solar kit to power
ventilators, and retrofitting solar kits with already operational ventilators — in other words,
serving the promotion of their existing agenda. Similar response can be found, for example
with the Global Green Growth Institute, SNOMED International, whose responses can be
hardly qualified as transformational. Rather, they constitute marketing-like activities,
aimed at the promotion, with some tailoring to the current agenda, of already existing ser-
vices or products, explaining the relevance of their services in the context of the Covid-19
pandemic, and how their products can be best used in this context.
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Table 6. Examples of educational and awareness raising projects launched by IGOs in
response to the Covid- 19 pandemic.

Name of the organization Educational and awareness raising projects in response to
the Covid-19 pandemic

The International Institute for the Webinars such as ‘Covid-19 and UNIDROIT Principles

Unification of Private Law of International Commercial Contracts solutions’,
explaining how UNIDROIT Principles ‘can help in this
situation < Covid-19 pandemic >’

International Association Announced the theme for their next congress in 2022: ‘The
of Supreme Administrative role of the supreme courts in the context of the health
Jurisdictions crisis linked to Covid-19'.

International Pepper Community  Announced the theme for their annual webinar — ‘Pepper in
Challenging Times’.

International Sugar Organization ~ Seminar Coronavirus and Climate Change: Short and Long
Term Challenges; a summer series of zoom conferences
and webinars

Global Green Growth Institute Webinars on post-Covid green recovery

Arab League Educational, Cultural International webinar on «Cooperation on Future

and Scientific Organization Education between China and the Arab Region during the
post COVID-19 Eray

COVID-19: coronavirus disease 2019.

There are examples of more substantive and detailed guidelines and instructions, pro-
viding genuine answers to the problems faced by IGOs’ stakeholders, see, for example,
Arab Civil Aviation Organization. Also, the Pan African Postal Union, whose beneficiary
national postal organizations also faced a crisis, wrote about the Recovery Plan Guide by
the UPU International Bureau. Another example of an IGO that goes beyond self-promo-
tion and addresses issues faced by IGO beneficiaries, is the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
Organization. 1t developed guidelines on reporting non-compliance, to differentiate
between pandemic-conditioned non-compliance and other non-compliance. Yet, these
responses also fit well within the business-as-usual repertoires of the relevant IGOs, and
do not bear any signs of transformational change.

In response to the pandemic, some IGOs launched educational and awareness raising
projects (Table 6). As many cases show (the International Association of Supreme
Administrative Jurisdictions; the International Pepper Community; Arab League
Educational, Cultural and Scientific Organization; Global Green Growth Institute;
International Sugar Organization), the pandemic is met with a light-touch, regular-reper-
toire response. Usual portfolios and activities are re-packaged to demonstrate relevance
to the Covid-19 event, which can be explained through the lens of legitimation efforts. In
other words, while it may seem on the surface that IGOs delivered a massive response to
the pandemic, a closer investigation reveals that these activities often constitute re-fram-
ing of existing products and services.

Some IGOs went beyond re-packaging their business-as-usual activities. The
International Commission for the Protection of the Rhine responded to the closure of nature
centres in the Rhine area and developed a website-based alternative to raise environmental
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awareness and educate school children about the nature of the Rhine basin. Unlike the
above examples, this behaviour does not constitute re-packaging but adaptation of the
IGO to the new organizational environment. However, even this change fits well in the
already pre-existing trend of digitalization of public education services, not a departure
from typical activities and general trends in the sector. Another example of a non-cosmetic
response is Global Coalition against Daesh, which conducted a sanitation campaign in
Raqqa City to prevent the spread of the disease, and a public awareness campaign about
sanitation (https://theglobalcoalition.org/en/first-responder-teams-raqqa-covid-19/).
While possibly not a typical activity for many IGOs, but part of a non-governmental rep-
ertoire, these activities were a natural extension of the emergency aid profile of this par-
ticular IGO.

In relation to knowledge production, we see similarly ordinary activity. International
Organization of Vine and Wine ran a questionnaire on the impact of the pandemic; the
Association of Natural Rubber Producing Countries released its Natural Rubber Trends
& Statistics June 2020; International Sugar Organization included data on the market
effects of Covid-19 into its Quarterly Market Outlook.

As these examples show, the Covid-19-related activity of IGOs was a moderate exten-
sion of their regular activities. There are some counter examples of IGOs significantly
deviating from their ordinary repertoires, for example, the European Union increased its
policy scope (Debre and Dijkstra, 2021: 3). However, on the whole, our data show that
IGOs decided to stick to their core functions and usual repertoires.

Discussion

In our analysis, we asked three questions: How did IGOs respond to the Covid-19 pan-
demic? How can one explain this behaviour of IGOs in response to a major exogenous
event? And how can one best conceptualize the Covid-19 pandemic in terms of its impact
on IGOs? Our data show that the reaction of IGOs to the pandemic had two distinct fea-
tures — (a) they responded en mass and in a synchronized way, and (b) the pandemic
triggered many non-major adaptations to the changed environment, providing opportuni-
ties for legitimation work and minor repackaging of existing activities, but our data does
not contain any evidence of major, radical structural change in organizations’ activities.
The observed variation in responses is explained through size and policy scope of IGOs,
as well as their response to past pandemics, which fits existing explanations of organiza-
tional behaviour in non-crisis situations

Based on these results, in this section, we interpret the logics behind the IGOs’
responses in light of theories about how organizations respond to various kinds of
situations. How do the observed responses fit with the rational-choice and sociologi-
cal institutionalist theory of organizational behaviour under different exogenous
events?

We suggest that the observed IGO behaviours can be best explained by looking at
them both through the rational-choice and sociological institutionalist lenses. Applying
the rational-choice lens, the observed IGO behaviours follow the logics of uncertainty
shock rather than the logics of crisis response. We argue that for IGOs, the Covid-19
pandemic presented significant and multi-aspect uncertainty, but not necessarily a major
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(or immediate) threat. The uncertainty created by the Covid-19 pandemic was high in
length and breadth. It created uncertainty about many aspects of organizational function-
ing and long-term survival: the eventual impact on the demand for and costs of IGO’s
services; year-ahead funding; the timing of exit from the pandemic and lifting or new
imposition of restrictions; pandemic outcomes for IGO’s stakeholders: the extent to
which and period over which Covid-19 will continue to generate uncertainty; who will
be most affected; whether and how this will affect different funding streams for IGOs;
their daily operations. As the Covid-19 pandemic broke out, decision makers did not
have prior knowledge, but also could not quickly acquire necessary knowledge about the
geographic and time scale of the pandemic, the depth of the consequent economic, social
and political crisis, related alterations in the funding stream, medium- and long-term
changes in the patterns of travel and trade, availability of their staff, emergence of new
technologies, post-Covid changes in demand for their products and services, and so on.
For the first several months after the start of the pandemic, there could neither be clear
indications from other IOs and sectors about the consequences of choosing particular
response strategies. They could not be certain about outcomes of any major organiza-
tional reforms, repurposing of their organization, etc. At the same time, there was not
necessarily immediate threat to the IGOs’ survival, given that many of them have secure
funding at least for 1 year ahead. The relative security of funding is an important differ-
ence from for-profit organizations, who are more likely to be forced to engage in trans-
formational change after a few months of reduced revenues and whose less secure
financial position may not allow them to ‘snooze’ for a few months in expectation that
the uncertainty will resolve.

The wide-spread lack of publicized transformational change fits well with rational-
choice perspective on organizational behaviour under uncertainty. If IGOs experienced
the pandemic as an organizational crisis, it would be reasonable to expect that they would
tend to use it as an opportunity for organizational reform and use the opportunity to
advertise their organizational renewal. Under uncertainty, however, one is likely to opt
for symbolic actions to demonstrate one’s commitment to resolving the situation but
without committing significant resources, pursue the ‘wait and see’ strategy and avoid
any structural change — as a safe option. So, on one hand, rational-choice perspective can
help explain the observed IGO responses, and in particular the observed diversity of
responses. Also, showing wide-spread symbolic or light-touch, rather than substantive
transformational responses, our data suggest that IGOs experienced the pandemic as an
uncertainty shock, whereas the extent to which they experienced it as a crisis is
questionable.

The striking synchronization of IGO responses, however, can be better explained by
applying the sociological institutionalist lens. In a situation of immense uncertainty,
IGOs chose to ‘follow the crowd’, admit the relevance and importance of the pandemic
to the activity of their organization. Possibly, the role of peer example took centre-stage,
although following others who are likely to be unable to make better informed choices,
may not be a rational response strategy in the sense that it is not associated with any
specific risk reduction or increased benefits. In the case of Covid-19, the vast majority of
IGOs felt the need to respond, even where it had little if any direct impact on their organi-
zation in particular. This strong uniformity can be a result of IGOs assuming that other
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organizations have more information and respond appropriately, and so a similar response
is required from their organization too.

Based on previous research, our starting point was that major exogenous events do
not always constitute a crisis; in some cases they can be better conceptualized as uncer-
tainty shocks. Moreover, ‘crises’ themselves are a collection of different types of events,
which can also be perceived in different ways and lead to more or less transformational
effects. Given this starting point, how can the Covid-19 pandemic be best conceptualized
as an exogenous event from the perspective of IGOs?

In our data (Covid-19-related statements on IGOs’ websites), we did not identify any
signs of transformational change similar to that described in the crisis literature. We did
not find any examples of IGOs talking about a new strategy, change of mission, or a new
repertoire of organizational tasks and activities. Nor did we find examples of Covid-19-
related announcements, which would indicate change in the nature of IO’s service provi-
sion, reform of organizational culture, organizational restructure, or similar.

Our data do not allow us to answer the question to what extent the Covid-19 pandemic
resulted in crisis for individual organizations and whether this led to any transforma-
tional change, as we deal with public information, which is unlikely to cover changes in
intraorganizational systems and routines, or information concerning changes in IGO
relationships with stakeholders. It is also possible that the Covid-19 pandemic was per-
ceived as a particular type of crisis, such as a slow-burning crisis, not requiring urgent
organizational reform. However, the available data point towards the interpretation that
IGOs perceived the pandemic as an uncertainty shock, with little if any transformational
change at the IGO population level, whereby individual IGOs tended to retain their ordi-
nary activity repertoires.

It is likely of course that the Covid-19 pandemic was a complex environmental event,
which had different implications for different IGOs, whereby some IGOs faced not only
an uncertainty shock but also a crisis (of presumably varying nature). This would mean
that organizations pursue combined logics — logics of crisis response and logics of uncer-
tainty shock. The presence of multiple logics can lead to various organizational out-
comes (Besharov and Smith, 2014). In addition, the predominant intraorganizational
logics vary across IGOs, whereby some IGOs follow the logics closer to those of a state
bureaucracy, a political organization, an NGO or a profit-oriented organization. Our data
point towards behaviour in line with the logics of uncertainty shock.

To argue that IGOs responded to the pandemic as a major crisis, one would need to
answer two questions: (a) Given that by definition, ‘crises occur when core values or
life-sustaining systems of a community come under threat’ (Boin et al., 2005: 2), can
Covid-19 situation be interpreted as a crisis for the analysed IGO? (b) Given that by
definition ‘crises typically and understandably invoke a sense of urgency’, did Covid-
19 pose immediate problems for the analysed IGO? Did it evoke the perception that the
threat ‘must be dealt with as soon as possible’ (Boin et al., 2005: 3)? Before these ques-
tions are answered, there is little ground to assume crisis response and transformational
change as an outcome. We argue that one needs to critically scrutinize one’s assump-
tions about the nature and potential consequences of analysed exogenous events. Our
argument is similar to the argument made by Van Hooren et al. (2014), who analysed
social policy responses of several governments in the aftermath of four global economic
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shocks and found that fundamental change as a result of an exogenous shock is rare.
Similarly, our data suggest that the implications of the Covid-19 pandemic for IGOs,
and in particular for transformation of their functional repertoires and ordinary activity
patterns, may not be as stark as one might expect in the wake of such an ‘unprecedented’
global event. It remains to be seen whether the pandemic will result in any significant
transformations of these global governance actors. It may lead to major changes, or dis-
sipate, without leaving much institutional or organizational imprint. We can make one
step towards accurately capturing and explaining these outcomes by critically consider-
ing the nature of the exogenous event, and respective potential logics that would be
reasonable for different types of IGOs to pursue.

Theorizing IGO behaviour under different exogenous events. How do IGOs respond
to different types of crises, including the varying transformational response? The
nature of crises and uncertainty arising from exogenous shocks can vary — in terms of
threat, urgency, uncertainty, and length of time. For example, the nature of uncer-
tainty for business created by Brexit was argued to be ‘different from that of a typical
uncertainty shock because of its length, breadth, and political complexity’ (Bloom
et al., 2018). We feel that in addition to better understanding IGO’s behaviour under
crisis vs uncertainty shock, there is a need to go beyond this binary division, to refine
our understanding of different types of crises and their implications in terms of organ-
izational behaviour and change.

Theorizing transformational change of IGOs. Analysis of transformational change in
relation to organizational functions is complicated by the existence of manifest and latent
functions of organizations, and so attempts to clearly delineate what (does not) consti-
tutes organizational functions is likely to be arbitrary. To build a robust theory of IGO
behaviour and transformational change in crises and other exogenous events, one would
need to improve the operationalization of transformational change.

Finally, given the methodological limitations of our study, future research could study
how the pandemic affected formal and informal structures and routines within organiza-
tions, as well as different publicity strategies during the pandemic. This analysis would
help better understand the role of major exogenous events in triggering different kinds of
organizational change.
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Résumé

Lorsque le Covid-19 a éclaté, beaucoup l'ont interprété comme une crise qui allait entrainer
des changements fondamentaux dans différents domaines de la vie. Cet article vise a déterminer
si cela s’applique également aux organisations intergouvernementales (OIG). En analysant les
sites web d’un échantillon d’OIG, nous posons les questions suivantes : en quoi la pandémie de
Covid-19 a-t-elle eu des répercussions sur le comportement des OIG ? Comment expliquer
ce comportement des OIG face a un événement exogéne aussi important que la pandémie de
Covid-19 ? Comment conceptualiser au mieux la pandémie Covid-19 en termes d’impact sur les
OIG ? Nous montrons que les réponses des OIG a la pandémie de Covid-19 présentent deux
caractéristiques importantes : (a) les OIG ont réagi de maniére synchronisée, et (b) la pandémie
a donné lieux a de nombreuses adaptations non majeures a la nouvelle situation, offrant des
possibilités de travail de légitimation et de reconditionnement mineur des activités existantes,
mais n’a pas entrainé de changement transformateur notable dans les activités des organisations.
Nous montrons que les réactions observées des OIG peuvent s’expliquer en partie par la
perspective du choix rationnel et en partie par la perspective institutionnaliste sociologique.
Compte tenu des données, nous soutenons que la pandémie peut étre conceptualisée comme un
choc d’incertitude, eu égard a son impact sur les OIG.

Mots-clés
choix rationnel, comportement organisationnel, Covid-19, crise, gouvernance mondiale,
incertitude, organisations intergouvernementales

Resumen

Cuando estallé la Covid-19, muchos lo interpretaron como una crisis que provocaria cambios
fundamentales en distintos ambitos de la vida. Este articulo tiene como objetivo evaluar si esto
también se aplica a las organizaciones intergubernamentales (OIG). Al analizar los sitios web
de una muestra de OIG, nos preguntamos: ;Cémo ha afectado la pandemia de la Covid-19
al comportamiento de las OIG? ;Coémo se puede explicar este comportamiento de las OIG
en respuesta a un evento exdgeno tan importante como la pandemia de la Covid-19? ;Cémo
se puede conceptualizar mejor la pandemia de la Covid-19 en términos de su impacto en las
OIG? En el articulo se muestra que las respuestas de las OIG a la pandemia de la Covid-19 han
tenido dos caracteristicas importantes: (a) las OIG han respondido de manera sincronizada,
y (b) la pandemia ha desencadenado adaptaciones generalizadas no esenciales al entorno
modificado, ofreciendo oportunidades para un trabajo de legitimacién y un redisefio limitado
de las actividades existentes, pero no ha llevado a un cambio transformador significativo en
las actividades de las organizaciones. Se argumenta que las respuestas de las OIG observadas
pueden explicarse en parte desde la perspectiva de la eleccidn racional y en parte desde la
perspectiva socioldgica institucionalista. En vista de los datos, se argumenta que la pandemia
puede conceptualizarse como un shock de incertidumbre, en términos de su impacto sobre
las OIG.

Palabras clave
comportamiento organizacional, Covid-19, crisis, eleccion racional, gobernanza global,
incertidumbre, organizaciones intergubernamentales
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