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Abstract

Against the backdrop of rising anti-globalization, regional conflicts and the resurgence of na-
tionalism, global sports governance is trapped in intertwined crises involving doping scandals,
organizational corruption, gender disputes and external political intervention. The polycentric
network constituted by sovereign states, international sports organizations and global sports
industry groups is plagued by prominent collective action dilemmas, including widespread
free-riding, fragmented network linkage, unbalanced power structure and difficult interest
coordination. Adopting a literature review method, this study takes network governance the-
ory as the core analytical framework to clarify the connotation and structural characteristics
of the global sports governance network. It systematically explores the typical manifestations,
internal formation mechanisms and logical evolution paths of network collaboration failure in
global sports governance. From the dimensions of stakeholder interest games, network trust
deficits and insufficient institutional incentive constraints, this paper further excavates the
deep-rooted causes of collaborative failure. Guided by the vision of a Community with a Shared
Future for Mankind and based on the practical path of Chinese-style sports modernization,
this study constructs a multi-dimensional empowerment strategy for China to promote the
optimization and reconstruction of the global sports governance network. Specific approaches
include establishing network trust mechanisms, designing selective incentive systems, pro-
moting multi-stakeholder collaborative rule-making, and improving network supervision and
evaluation systems. This research aims to break through the collective action dilemma of global
sports governance, resolve the deadlock of network collaboration failure, provide theoretical
references for advancing the reform of global sports governance system, and offer a feasible
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Chinese solution for realizing balanced, inclusive and sustainable development of global sports

governance.
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for Mankind

1. Introduction

1.1 Research Background

The evolution of globalization and an-
ti-globalization trends has profoundly re-
shaped the international political, economic
and cultural landscape, bringing profound
structural transformation to the field of glob-
al sports governance (Chadwick, S., 2022). As
an essential component of global public gov-
ernance, global sports governance undertakes
core functions such as standardizing interna-
tional sports order, resolving transnational
sports public affairs, and coordinating the in-
terests of diverse stakeholders (Dowling, M.,
Leopkey, B., & Smith, L., 2018). Neverthe-
less, the contemporary global sports system
is continuously troubled by structural defects
and operational disorder, including irregu-
lar internal operation of international sports
organizations, the global spread of doping
problems, rampant match-fixing and indus-
trial monopoly, and increasing political in-
tervention in major sports events (Kihl, L. A.,
Skinner, J., & Engelberg, T., 2017; Lee, K.
M., & Hassim, J.Z., 2023). These phenomena
have seriously undermined the authority and
operational efficiency of the existing global
sports governance system (Peeters, T., & Szy-
manski, S., 2014).

Major international events such as the
Paris Olympics have exposed inconsisten-
cies in international anti-doping rules, poor
coordination among international sports
organizations, and excessive intervention of
national forces in sports affairs (Pielke Jr, R.,
& Boye, E., 2019; Cao, L., 2024). This inci-
dent reflects the lack of unified norms and
collaborative supervision among network
nodes, which serves as a typical embodiment
of collective action dilemma and network col-
laboration failure (Kusumasari, B., Sajida, S.,
Santoso, A. D., & Fauzi, F. Z., 2024). Differ-
ent from traditional hierarchical governance
models, global sports governance presents
obvious polycentric network characteristics,
in which multiple independent actors coexist
and interact, including sovereign states, the

International Olympic Committee, interna-
tional sports federations, global sports in-
dustry groups and sports non-governmental
organizations (Chappelet, J. L., 2020). Since
no super-sovereign authoritative institution
exists within this network, each governance
actor holds distinct interest demands and
behavioral preferences, pushing the glob-
al sports governance network into a typi-
cal collective action dilemma (Sugden, J.T.,
Sheps, S., & Sugden, J., 2023).

Widespread free-riding, deliberate re-
sponsibility evasion, interest gaming among
participants and fragmented cooperative
relations have become major obstacles re-
stricting the effective operation of global
sports governance (Dietl, H., Ozdemir, A., &
Rendall, A., 2020; De Bock, T., Scheerder, J.,
Theeboom, M., De Clerck, T., Constandt, B.,
& Willem, A., 2023). Inherent deficiencies
such as unbalanced power structure, insuf-
ficient mutual trust among network nodes
and missing institutional constraints directly
lead to extensive network collaboration fail-
ure (Burton, N., Chadwick, S., Widdop, P.,
& Bond, A., 2024). Meanwhile, existing aca-
demic studies mostly focus on phenomenon
description and case analysis of global sports
governance crises (Fahlen, J., & Stenling, C.,
2020). Few researches conduct in-depth the-
oretical interpretation on the internal mech-
anism of collaborative failure from the per-
spective of collective action dilemma, and
a systematic analytical framework based on
network governance theory remains absent
(Peng, Q., Dickson, G., Scelles, N., Grix, J.,
& Brannagan, P. M., 2020). Therefore, it is
necessary to explore the logical formation of
network collaboration failure and construct
targeted optimization strategies.

1.2 Research Significance

1.2.1 Theoretical Significance

This study introduces collective action
dilemma theory and network governance
theory into the research domain of global
sports governance, breaking the limitation
of traditional single institutional analysis.
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It constructs a complete analytical para-
digm of “collective action dilemma—network
structure—collaborative failure”, clarifying
the internal correlation between polycentric
network characteristics and collective action
predicament in global sports governance.
The research expands the application bound-
ary of network governance theory in interna-
tional sports research and makes up for the
deficiency of theoretical depth and systemat-
ic framework in existing literature. Further-
more, it integrates the concept of a Commu-
nity with a Shared Future for Mankind into
the network governance analytical system,
realizing the organic combination of Western
mainstream governance theory and Chinese
indigenous governance concepts, and en-
riching the theoretical connotation of global
sports governance research.

1.2.2 Practical Significance

This study systematically sorts out the
realistic manifestations and underlying caus-
es of network collaboration failure in global
sports governance, and identifies interest
conflicts and structural barriers among mul-
tiple governance actors. The proposed tar-
geted empowerment strategies can provide
practical references for China to participate
in global sports governance, enhance the
discourse power and influence of develop-
ing countries in international sports affairs,
and promote the reform of the unreasonable
and unbalanced global sports governance
pattern. In addition, the research conclu-
sions can offer implications for international
sports organizations to optimize network col-
laboration mechanisms, alleviate collective
action dilemmas, and achieve sound opera-
tion and sustainable development of global
sports governance.

1.3 Research Methods and Re-
search Framework

1.3.1 Research Methods

Literature Review Method: By sort-
ing out domestic and foreign literature con-
cerning global sports governance, network
governance theory and collective action di-
lemma (Dowling, M., Leopkey, B., & Smith,
L., 2018; Shilbury, D., O’Boyle, 1., & Ferkins,
L., 2016), this study clarifies the core conno-
tation, research progress and logical correla-
tion of relevant concepts, laying a solid theo-
retical foundation for follow-up analysis.
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Theoretical Analysis Method: Tak-
ing network governance theory and collec-
tive action dilemma theory as core analyti-
cal tools, this paper analyzes the structural
composition, node relations and operational
logic of the global sports governance network
(Trivellato, B., Cristofoli, D., Galizzi, G., Si-
cilia, M., & Steccolini, I., 2025; Lubell, M., &
Morrison, T. H., 2021), and explores the for-
mation mechanism and evolutionary path of
network collaboration failure.

Logical Induction and Deduction
Method: This study summarizes the com-
mon characteristics and inherent laws of
collaborative failure in the global sports
governance network, deduces the restrictive
factors triggering collective action dilemmas
(Meier, H. E., & Garcia, B., 2015), and fur-
ther constructs China’s multi-dimensional
empowerment strategy for optimizing global
sports governance network (Zheng, J., Chen,
S., Tan, T. C., & Lau, P. W. C., 2018).

1.3.2 Research Framework

The research consists of six main sec-
tions. The first section is the introduction,
elaborating the research background, signif-
icance, methods and overall framework. The
second section defines core concepts and the-
oretical basis. The third section analyzes the
realistic manifestations and classification of
network collaboration failure in global sports
governance. The fourth section explores the
formation mechanism of network collabo-
ration failure based on collective action di-
lemma. The fifth section constructs China’s
empowerment strategies to resolve collabo-
rative failure. The sixth section presents re-
search conclusions, limitations and future
prospects.

1.4 Research Innovation

(1) Innovation of theoretical per-
spective. Different from existing studies fo-
cusing on institutional reform and case inter-
pretation, this research takes collective action
dilemma as the entry point and embeds net-
work governance theory into the analysis of
global sports governance, revealing the inher-
ent network logic behind governance failure.

(2) Innovation of mechanism analy-
sis. This paper constructs a logical transmis-
sion framework of network node imbalance,
trust deficit, institutional absence, collective
action dilemma and collaborative failure,
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deeply analyzing the internal evolution path
of global sports governance network failure
and making up for the shallow phenomenon-
oriented analysis of previous studies.

(3) Innovation of strategy construc-
tion. Based on the inherent operational
rules of network governance, this research
designs China’s multi-dimensional empow-
erment paths from the perspectives of trust
construction, incentive optimization, rule co-
ordination and network supervision.

2. Core Concept Definition
and Theoretical Basis

2.1 Core Concept Definition

2.1.1 Global Sports Governance Network

The global sports governance network
refers to a polycentric, relational and open
network system formed by multiple indepen-
dent stakeholders including sovereign states,
international sports organizations, global
sports industry groups and sports non-gov-
ernmental organizations. All participants
gather around transnational sports public
affairs such as rule formulation, event op-
eration, anti-doping management and orga-
nizational governance. Without an absolute
central authoritative node, all stakeholders
maintain interdependent and interactive re-
lations through equal consultation, interest
gaming and cooperative negotiation, pre-
senting typical structural characteristics of
decentralization, multi-node participation
and relational linkage.

2.1.2 Collective Action Dilemma

Collective action dilemma indicates that
when multiple rational actors face public
affairs, individual rational choices driven
by self-interest eventually lead to collective
irrational outcomes, due to the non-exclud-
able and non-competitive attributes of public
goods. Typical manifestations include wide-
spread free-riding, deliberate responsibility
evasion, high cooperative cost and difficulty
in reaching consensus. In the global sports
governance network, each actor is driven by
self-interest and tends to enjoy public ben-
efits brought by global sports governance
without bearing corresponding governance
costs, which hinders collective cooperation
and triggers network operational failure.

2.1.3 Network Collaboration Failure

Section 1. Economics, organization and management
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Network collaboration failure means that
under the polycentric structure of global
sports governance, multiple governance ac-
tors fail to form effective cooperative synergy
due to interest divergence, power imbalance,
trust deficiency and institutional defects.
It is manifested as blocked communication
among network nodes, difficult coordination
of interest demands, low efficiency of joint
governance, and inability to effectively solve
transnational sports public problems, further
resulting in governance inefficiency, market
failure and institutional failure.

2.2 Theoretical Basis

2.2.1 Network Governance Theory

Network governance theory emerged
amid the development of globalization and
social diversification, differing from tradi-
tional hierarchical governance and market
governance. It emphasizes that public affairs
are jointly managed by multiple equal and
interdependent actors through negotiation,
cooperation and consultation. Its core logic
breaks the single top-down control model
and focuses on relational connection, power
balance and trust interaction among network
nodes. Core elements include network nodes,
relational connection mechanism, interest
distribution rules and network supervision
mechanism, which are highly compatible
with the polycentric operational characteris-
tics of global sports governance.

2.2.2 Collective Action Dilemma Theory

Collective action dilemma theory pro-
poses that rational individuals prioritize
self-interest in collective public affairs, and
the non-excludable attribute of public goods
provides inherent motivation for free-riding
behavior. The more participants involved in
collective affairs, the harder it is to reach con-
sensus and implement effective cooperation.
In global sports governance, the large num-
ber of network nodes, scattered interest de-
mands and lack of mandatory binding rules
create objective conditions for free-riding,
which constitutes the core theoretical root of
network collaboration failure.

2.2.3 Theoretical Coupling Mechanism

There exists natural logical coupling
between network governance theory and
collective action dilemma theory in the re-
search of global sports governance. The
polycentric node structure of the global
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sports governance network provides behav-
ioral carriers for the emergence of collective
action dilemma; the absence of hierarchi-
cal authority and mandatory institutional
constraints in network governance creates
objective conditions for free-riding and re-
sponsibility evasion. In turn, collective ac-
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tion dilemma further causes relational dis-
connection, power game imbalance and the
collapse of collaborative efficiency, forming
a cyclic logical relationship. The logical cou-
pling relationship between the two theories
is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Theoretical Coupling Logical Framework of Global Sports
Governance Network and Collective Action Dilemma

Network Governance Theory

* Polycentric node structure
= Absence of hierarchical authority

+ Lack of mandatory constraints

}

Tiggers Coflective Inaction

Collective Action Dilemma

» Ralional self-interest choice
* Widespread free-riding behavior

= High coordination costs

'

Network Collaboration Failure

1. Blocked communication & relational disconnection

2. Unbalanced power structure & oligarchic monopoly

3. Joint governance inefficiency & collapse of synergy

3. Methodology

3.1 Subject Level: Free-Riding and
Responsibility Evasion of Network
Nodes

The global sports governance network
involves a large number of stakeholders,
including developed countries, developing
countries, international sports organiza-
tions and commercial sports groups. Driv-
en by self-interest, many network nodes
are keen to enjoy public dividends from
a stable global sports order but deliberately
evade governance costs such as rule formu-
lation, anti-doping investment and orga-
nizational operation. Developed countries
have long monopolized the right of global
sports rule-making and occupied dominant
network positions, yet refuse to undertake
corresponding global governance respon-
sibilities. Some small and medium-sized
countries rely passively on the governance
achievements of major sports powers, lead-
ing to pervasive free-riding behavior. Such
responsibility evasion at the actor level di-

rectly weakens the willingness of network
collaboration and becomes the primary
manifestation of collaborative failure.

3.2 Structure Level: Imbalanced
Power and Fragmented Network Con-
nection

Although global sports governance is de-
fined as a polycentric network in theory, it
has evolved into an obvious oligarchic dom-
inated structure in practice, resulting in the
alienation of network governance. The Inter-
national Olympic Committee and Western
developed sports powers occupy core dom-
inant nodes, controlling rule-making, event
allocation and benefit distribution rights. By
contrast, developing countries and emerging
sports organizations are marginalized with
insufficient discourse power and weak par-
ticipation in core governance affairs. Mean-
while, serious disconnection and communi-
cation barriers exist among network nodes.
Interest conflicts between international
sports organizations and national sports in-
stitutions are prominent; communication
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and coordination mechanisms between com-
mercial sports groups and public governance
actors are inadequate. The fragmentation of
network linkage makes it impossible to form
cohesive collaborative forces and triggers
structural collaborative failure.

3.3 Institutional Level: Deficient
Rules and Missing Supervision Con-
straints

The global sports governance network
lacks a unified mandatory institutional sys-
tem and independent third-party supervi-
sion mechanism. Most governance rules
depend on internal conventions of interna-
tional sports organizations, lacking univer-
sal binding force and fair evaluation crite-
ria. No clear benefit distribution mechanism
and cost-sharing mechanism have been es-
tablished among multiple actors. Irregular
behaviors such as organizational corrup-
tion, commercial monopoly and political
intervention cannot be effectively restricted
and punished. The absence of institutional
incentives and rigid supervision constraints
makes it difficult to standardize the behav-
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ioral choices of network nodes, further in-
tensifying collective action dilemma and ag-
gravating network collaboration failure.

3.4 Value Level: Divergent Concepts
and Lack of Network Trust

Cultural differences, institutional distinc-
tions and value divergence among network
nodes lead to inconsistent cognitive orienta-
tions toward global sports governance. West-
ern sports governance emphasizes commer-
cialization and liberalization, while developing
countries pay more attention to public welfare
fairness and cultural inheritance. Such value
divergence makes it difficult for network nodes
to form consistent governance expectations,
further reducing collaborative willingness and
exacerbating free-riding motives. Long-term
interest gaming and political frictions also re-
sult in insufficient mutual trust within the net-
work. Stable cooperative expectations among
actors are lacking, making it difficult to main-
tain long-term and stable collaborative gover-
nance relations. The multi-dimensional per-
formance hierarchy of network collaboration
failure is presented in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Multi-dimensional Hierarchical Structure of Network
Collaboration Failure in Global Sports Governance

Subject Level

Free-Riding & Responsibility Evasion

- Passive participation stralegies and evasion of core governance costs

Structure Level

Imbalanced Power & Fragmented Connection

= Dligarchic dominated nebwork and marginalized devaloping nations

Institutional Level
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Direction of Failure Evalution

Value Level

Divergent Concepts & Lack of Trust

Value divergence and insufficient mutual trust resulting In fragile cooperation

Deep-Rooted Theoretical Base

{Dirivien by Rational Self-Interest & Anti-Globalization Environment)

3.5 Classification of Network Col-
laboration Failure Types

According to the differences in formation
causes and practical manifestations, network

collaboration failure in global sports gover-
nance can be divided into four categories.
The specific classification and characteristics
are summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1. Types, Manifestations and Typical Characteristics of
Network Collaboration Failure in Global Sports Governance

Failure Type Core Manifestation

Interest Gam-

ing Type ing power and benefit distri-

bution, refuse to compromise

Enjoy governance dividends
without bearing correspond-
ing costs

Free-riding
Evasion Type

Structural Im- Core nodes monopolize

balance Type  power, marginal nodes are
excluded

Institutional  No unified rules, insufficient

Defect Type supervision and punishment

Nodes compete for rule-mak-

Typlca! C!laracter- Root Cause
1stics

Self-interest priority, Divergent interest

lack of overall aware- demands

ness

Small and medium Public goods

nodes follow passively non-exclusivity

Oligarchic network  Unbalanced global
structure sports pattern
Low institutional Lack of top-level

binding force design

4. Formation Mechanism of Global
Sports Governance Network
Collaboration Failure Based on
Collective Action Dilemma

4.1 Micro Subject Mechanism: Ra-
tional Choice of Self-Interest and Be-
havioral Preference Divergence

From the micro perspective of collective
action dilemma, each node in the global sports
governance network is a rational interest actor
whose behavioral choice is based on cost-ben-
efit calculation. Participating in global sports
governance requires the input of time, capital,
human resources and political resources, while
governance achievements have the attribute
of global public goods accessible to all nodes.
Under the logic of rational self-interest, most
nodes tend to choose free-riding rather than
active participation in governance, directly in-
ducing collective action dilemma. In addition,
different governance actors hold distinct be-
havioral preferences: international sports or-
ganizations prioritize organizational autonomy
and commercial profits; sovereign states focus
on national sports interests and international
status; sports industry groups pursue market
profit maximization. The divergence of behav-
ioral preferences makes it difficult to form uni-
fied collective action goals, laying a micro foun-
dation for network collaboration failure.

4.2 Meso Network Mechanism:
Node Scale Expansion and Relational
Connection Barrier

Collective action dilemma theory holds
that the more participants involved in collec-

tive affairs, the higher the cost of communi-
cation, negotiation and coordination, and the
harder it is to reach consistent cooperation
decisions. The global sports governance net-
work covers almost all sovereign countries,
dozens of international sports federations,
and numerous sports social organizations and
commercial groups, with huge node quan-
tity and complex hierarchical relations. The
expansion of network scale increases coordi-
nation costs and hinders unified action for-
mulation. Meanwhile, geographical distance,
cultural differences, institutional barriers and
political contradictions create obvious rela-
tional connection barriers among nodes, lead-
ing to fragmented network relations and weak
collaborative bonds, which further deteriorate
the collective action dilemma.

4.3 Macro Institutional Mecha-
nism: Absence of Incentive Constraints
and Lack of Trust Mechanism

The lack of effective institutional incen-
tive and constraint mechanism constitutes
the macro institutional root of network col-
laboration failure. On the one hand, the
global sports governance network has no
scientific selective incentive system, and ac-
tive governance actors cannot obtain corre-
sponding institutional rewards, resulting in
low participation enthusiasm. On the other
hand, there is no rigid punishment mecha-
nism for free-riding, responsibility evasion
and irregular behaviors, and the low cost of
opportunistic behavior indulges the spread
of collective action dilemma. Moreover, long-
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term interest gaming and political friction
lead to the absence of universal trust mech-
anisms within the network. Without trust as
an emotional bond, cooperative willingness
among actors remains insufficient, collabora-
tive relations are fragile, and interest games
eventually lead to comprehensive network
collaboration failure.

4.4 External Environmental Mech-
anism: Impact of Anti-Globalization
and Political Power Intervention

The rise of anti-globalization and the in-
tensification of great-power games provide
external conditions for the deterioration of
collective action dilemma. The resurgence of
nationalism and unilateralism in some coun-
tries leads to deliberate decoupling from the
global sports governance system and refusal
to participate in multilateral collaborative
governance. At the same time, political forces
continue to intervene in sports affairs, taking
sports rule formulation, event arrangement
and anti-doping governance as tools of in-
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ternational political games. This breaks the
neutral and autonomous operational logic of
global sports governance, disrupts the inter-
est balance and cooperative order of the net-
work, intensifies conflicts among governance
actors, and makes collective action dilemma
more prominent and network collaboration
failure more serious.

5. China’s Empowerment Strategy to
Resolve Global Sports Governance
Network Collaboration Failure

Guided by the vision of a Community with
a Shared Future for Mankind and adhering to
the principles of equal consultation, win-win
cooperation and inclusive development, Chi-
na can optimize network relations, improve
institutional mechanisms and reshape value
consensus to construct a multi-dimensional
empowerment system. This systematic path
helps break the collective action dilemma
and resolve the deadlock of network collab-
oration failure.

Figure 3. Multi-dimensional Empowerment Strategy
Framework for Global Sports Governance

5.5 Value Concept

Community with a Shared Fulura

Empowerment Goal:

5.1 Trust Relationship

Mutual Trust & Inclusive Bonds

Break Collective
Action Dilemma Selec

5.1 Incentive Mechanism

ive Incentives & Cost-Sharing

4 Reshape Collaboration

Folvcentric Pattern & Power Balance

5.3 Network Structure ‘

Collaboralive Rubes & Supenision

l 5.4 Rule Supervision

Synergistic Evelution of China's Empowerment Sirafegies

As illustrated in Figure 3, China’s em-
powerment strategy to resolve the global

sports governance network collaboration
failure constitutes a multi-dimensional,
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synergistic framework. The core objective
of this framework is to break the collective
action dilemma and reshape network col-
laboration. To achieve this, the strategy is
anchored by the value concept of a “Com-
munity with a Shared Future for Mankind”
(Section 5.5), which provides top-level spir-
itual guidance. Structurally, it relies on four
interconnected pillars: rebuilding mutual
trust and inclusive emotional bonds (Sec-
tion 5.1), designing scientific selective in-
centives and cost-sharing mechanisms (Sec-
tion 5.2), optimizing the polycentric pattern
to balance power distribution (Section 5.3),
and improving collaborative rules with an
independent supervision system (Section
5.4). Rather than operating in isolation,
these five dimensions form a closed-loop,
synergistic evolution mechanism. Togeth-
er, they address the root causes of network
collaboration failure, ranging from rational
self-interest to structural imbalance, there-
by providing a comprehensive Chinese solu-
tion for a more equitable and sustainable
global sports governance order.

5.1 Empowerment of Trust Rela-
tionship: Build a Mutual Trust and In-
clusive Network Emotional Bond

Trust is the core foundation of network
collaborative governance and the key to alle-
viating collective action dilemma. China ad-
heres to the governance concept of harmony
and inclusiveness, strengthens sports cultur-
al exchanges and friendly interactions with
developing countries, international sports
organizations and regional sports groups to
eliminate cognitive misunderstanding and
cultural estrangement. It actively partici-
pates in multilateral sports cooperation plat-
forms such as Belt and Road sports exchange
projects, builds diversified communication
and dialogue channels, smoothes informa-
tion transmission among network nodes,
reduces information asymmetry, and en-
hances mutual recognition and trust among
governance actors. Meanwhile, China takes
the lead in practicing the concept of respon-
sibility sharing and benefit sharing, volun-
tarily undertaking global sports governance
responsibilities, setting a benchmark to re-
strain free-riding behavior and guiding more
stakeholders to participate in collaborative
governance.

Section 1. Economics, organization and management
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5.2 Empowerment of Incentive
Mechanism: Design a Scientific Selec-
tive Incentive and Cost-Sharing System

A reasonable selective incentive system
is an effective institutional tool to restrain
free-riding and resolve collective action di-
lemma. China advocates the joint formula-
tion of benefit distribution and cost-sharing
rules for global sports governance, adheres to
the matching principle of responsibility, right
and interest, and ensures that actors who pay
governance costs can obtain corresponding
political, economic and social returns to mo-
bilize cooperative enthusiasm. It promotes
the establishment of a hierarchical incentive
mechanism, granting more discourse power,
event hosting qualifications and rule-making
participation rights to developing countries
with active participation, forming positive
incentive guidance and reversing the passive
free-riding mentality of marginal network
nodes. Furthermore, China advocates con-
structing a fair evaluation system for global
sports governance, taking governance contri-
bution, responsibility bearing and collabora-
tive willingness as core evaluation indicators,
and linking evaluation results with resource
allocation to form a closed-loop long-term
incentive and constraint mechanism.

5.3 Empowerment of Network
Structure: Optimize the Polycentric
Pattern and Balance Network Power
Distribution

Abalanced network power structure is the
structural guarantee to avoid collaborative
failure. China unites developing countries
and emerging sports forces to promote the
reform of international sports organizations,
break the oligarchic monopoly of Western
powers in rule formulation, event allocation
and organizational operation, and elevate the
participation and discourse power of develop-
ing countries in core governance links to re-
alize balanced network power development.
It promotes the construction of a multi-level
network collaborative governance system,
gives full play to the bridging role of regional
sports organizations, smoothes communica-
tion channels between core nodes and mar-
ginal nodes, breaks the fragmentation of net-
work connection, and forms a collaborative
pattern of multi-actor linkage and full-node
participation. In addition, China adheres to
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the principle of separating sports from poli-
tics, resists excessive political intervention in
global sports affairs, maintains the neutrality
and autonomy of network governance op-
eration, and reduces interest game frictions
caused by political factors.

5.4 Empowerment of Rule Super-
vision: Improve Collaborative Rules
and Build an Independent Network
Supervision System

SSound unified rules and independent
third-party supervision form the institutional
barrier to restrain opportunistic behavior. Chi-
na takes the lead in advocating the joint for-
mulation of universal basic norms for global
sports governance, standardizing the behav-
ioral boundaries of international sports orga-
nizations, sovereign states and commercial
sports groups, and forming a rule system rec-
ognized by all network nodes. It promotes the
establishment of independent third-party su-
pervision and evaluation institutions to break
the internal self-supervision limitation of in-
ternational sports organizations, strengthen
supervision over organizational corruption,
doping violations, match-fixing and rule mo-
nopoly, and impose rigid punishment on irreg-
ular behaviors to raise the cost of opportunistic
actions. China also advocates balancing the re-
lationship between organizational autonomy
and public governance, clarifying the auton-
omy boundary of international sports organi-
zations, avoiding governance absence caused
by excessive autonomy, and forming a gover-
nance pattern with standardized rules, effec-
tive supervision and orderly operation.

5.5 Empowerment of Value Con-
cept: Lead Network Consensus with
the Community with a Shared Future
Jor Mankind

Value consensus serves as the spiritual
guidance to integrate diverse interest de-
mands and alleviate collective action dilem-
mas. China takes the vision of a Community
with a Shared Future for Mankind as the core
value guidance of global sports governance,
advocates the concepts of equality, inclusive-
ness, cooperation and win-win, and breaks
the zero-sum game mentality and hegemon-
ic governance logic embedded in the tradi-
tional global sports governance network. It
advocates that all countries and sports orga-
nizations share sports development achieve-
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ments, jointly undertake governance re-
sponsibilities, collectively respond to global
sports crises such as doping and commercial
monopoly, and jointly build a fair, reason-
able, inclusive and sustainable global sports
governance order. The strategy guides all
network nodes to transcend narrow self-in-
terest, focus on global sports public interests
and long-term development, and lay a solid
value foundation for eliminating free-riding
and realizing long-term stable network col-
laborative governance.

6. Conclusion and Research Prospects

6.1 Research Conclusion

Against the background of anti-globaliza-
tion and international pattern restructuring,
the global sports governance network com-
posed of sovereign states, international sports
organizations and global sports industry
groups is deeply trapped in collective action
dilemmas, presenting multi-dimensional net-
work collaboration failure at the levels of actor
responsibility, structural power, institutional
rules and value cognition. The formation of
collaborative failure is driven by four interre-
lated mechanisms: micro rational self-inter-
est choice of network nodes, meso node scale
expansion and relational connection barriers,
macro absence of incentive and constraint in-
stitutions, and external impact of anti-global-
ization and political intervention.

Collective action dilemma constitutes the
core root of network collaboration failure in
global sports governance, while unreasonable
polycentric power structure and deficient in-
stitutional rules act as important inducing
conditions. Guided by the vision of a Com-
munity with a Shared Future for Mankind,
China can effectively alleviate collective action
dilemma and break the deadlock of network
collaboration failure through five systematic
empowerment paths: trust relationship em-
powerment, incentive mechanism empower-
ment, network structure empowerment, rule
supervision empowerment and value concept
empowerment. These paths promote the bal-
anced reconstruction of the global sports gov-
ernance network, realize the transformation
from interest game to collaborative co-gover-
nance, and provide a feasible Chinese solution
for the reform and optimization of the global
sports governance system.
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6.2 Research Limitations and Pros-
pects

This study mainly adopts theoretical
analysis and literature research methods to
explore network collaboration failure and
China’s empowerment strategies in global
sports governance, lacking empirical quan-
titative measurement of network node con-
nection strength and collaborative efficiency.
Future research can combine social network
analysis methods, adopt empirical data to
measure the structural characteristics and
collaborative level of the global sports gover-
nance network, and further verify the forma-
tion mechanism of collaborative failure.

In addition, with the continuous evolu-
tion of international political and economic
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patterns and the rapid development of digital
sports technology, new problems and chal-
lenges will continue to emerge in the global
sports governance network. Subsequent re-
search can focus on the impact of digitaliza-
tion and intelligent technology on network
collaborative governance, explore new paths
to resolve collective action dilemmas in the
digital era, and further enrich and expand
the research system of global sports network
governance.
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