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Preface

International organizations interact with each other. In labour governance, this
phenomenon is ubiquitous. The International Labour Organization, equipped with
a mandate to pursue social justice and decent work for all, interacts with a wide range
of economic, financial, human rights and other organizations, all of which work on
labour issues as well. These interactions vary in shape and form and can substantially
affect all interacting organizations’ work. For this reason, they are of significant
structural relevance for labour governance as a whole.

For the organizations themselves, interactions are an ambivalent matter: through
interactions, each organization can promote its own model of labour governance,
thus enhancing its effectiveness and legitimacy. Yet, interactions simultaneously
expose each organization to adverse influence from others, compromising its efforts
and jeopardizing its goals. In this context, it becomes critical to ensure that interac-
tions take place in a structured and predictable manner.

This book enquires how international law addresses interactions between inter-
national organizations in labour governance. Based on detailed case studies of
mutual influence between the International Labour Organization, the World Bank
and the Council of Europe’s human rights bodies, it provides a systematic analysis of
the law of inter-organizational interactions as it stands at present. It identifies key
challenges and envisions a (more) developed law of inter-organizational interactions
as a normative framework structuring interactions and enhancing the effectiveness
and legitimacy of multi-institutional labour governance.

The book is based on my doctoral thesis I defended at the Law Faculty of Georg-
August-University Göttingen in summer term 2019. The thesis was awarded the
Faculty Prize for the best dissertation.

I am indebted to a remarkable community of teachers, colleagues and friends.
Above all, I express my sincere gratitude and appreciation to my supervisor Peter-
Tobias Stoll for his unwavering support, patience, trust and guidance. He gave me
the freedom and inspiration to pursue this project and included me into an excep-
tional academic environment at the Göttingen Institute of International and
European Law.
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I also thank Andreas Paulus, who agreed to serve as second examiner and
provided many thoughtful and critical comments on the thesis.

Armin von Bogdandy and Anne Peters accepted this book into the prestigious
Beiträge zum ausländischen öffentlichen Recht und Völkerrecht series of the Max
Planck Institute for Comparative Public Law and International Law in Heidelberg,
for which I am much obliged. I also gratefully acknowledge the German National
Academic Foundation (Studienstiftung des deutschen Volkes) for supporting me
with a doctoral scholarship.

As my research proceeded, I had the opportunity to present work in progress at a
series of conferences, workshops and seminars in Göttingen, at ELTE Budapest, the
University of Oslo and the German National Academic Foundation’s annual doc-
toral forum. I am grateful for the comments and feedback I received.

Throughout the entire duration of this project, I was fortunate to receive support,
understanding and encouragement from many knowledgeable colleagues and dear
friends. Pars per toto, I thank Till Patrik Holterhus and Patrick Abel for their
continuous intellectual engagement with my work and for an outstanding and
inspiring time in Göttingen.

I dedicate this book to my family, especially my parents Gisela and Rainer and
my brothers Kristoff and Steffen.

Göttingen, Germany Henner Gött
May 2020
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