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1. Suitability to lead a ‘scientific-breakthrough’ study

2. Research Program

a. Scientific Background

The world is facing today a series of acute challenges in multiple areas, including climate change, infectious diseases, economic inequality, protection of labor rights across global supply and commodity chains, and global migration (Anner, 2020; L. Gostin & Katz, 2016; Nielsen, Hasselbalch, Holmberg, & Stripple, 2020; Sumner, 2019; UNEP, 2020). Coping with these challenges requires a strong system of global governance. The Covid 19 pandemic and the recent wave of extreme weather events have demonstrated the scale and gravity of these challenges (Fuentes, Galeotti, Lanza, & Manzano, 2020).  The recent IPCC report, which noted that global warming of 1.5C and 2C will be exceeded during the 21st century unless global society succeeds in achieving deep reductions in CO2 and other greenhouse gas emissions in the near future, is a vivid illustration of the gravity of the risks facing the global society (IPCC, 2021: 17). The current international treaty system finds it increasingly difficult to address the mounting challenges the world faces today (Dauvergne, 2018; L. O. Gostin, Habibi, & Meier, 2020; Kreienkamp & Pegram, 2020). At the core of these difficulties is a mismatch between the global demand for governance and the regulatory capacity of the treaty system and its designated institutions (intergovernmental organizations (IGOs)) (Hale, Held, & Young, 2013; Kreienkamp & Pegram, 2020: 785). (Dauvergne, 2018; L. O. Gostin et al., 2020; UNEP, 2019)Two recent international reports illustrates the extent of this governance gap. The report of the Independent Panel for Pandemic Preparedness & Response: 'COVID-19: Make it the Last Pandemic’ provides a devastating critique of the way in which the global public health system, governed by the World Health Organization, has managed the crisis (Independent-Panel-of-Pandemic-Preparedness-and-Response, 2021). The United Nation Environment Programme (UNEP) ‘Emissions Gap Report 2020’ emphasizes how far we are from resolving the climate change crisis, noting that: “there is inconsistency between the emission levels implied by current policies and those projected under current NDCs by 2030, and, more importantly, those necessary for achieving net-zero emissions by 2050”  (UNEP, 2020: XVII). 
In parallel to these increasing socio-ecological pressures, the structure of the global governance system has been transformed. as a A new array of actors, —from firms, cities and regions, to informal inter-governmental organizations, transnational public–private partnerships and private transnational regulatory regimes—, have entered into the arena, . The outcome is the establishing establishment of a new type of political structure —the hybrid global governance system (Abbott & Faude, 2021; Lake, 2021:346). In this new hybrid regulatory universe, private transnational regulatory regimes (PTRs), which both produce and enforce norms at the global level, play a particularly important role (Hale, 2020; J. W. Kuyper, Linnér, & Schroeder, 2018; Pattberg, Widerberg, & Kok, 2019; Streck, 2020). These new PTRs operate in diverse areas, ranging from product standards to human and labor rights, environmental protection, global health governance and the ranking of academic institutions (Bartley, 2007; Perez, 2016). 
The This recent literature on global governance has emphasized the increasing hybridity and complexity of the global governance system (Abbott & Faude, 2021; J. W. Kuyper et al., 2018; Orsini et al., 2019; Zelli, Gerrits, & Möller, 2021). The literature distinguishes between two aspects  can be viewed from two perspectivesof complexity that are relevant to the study of global governance (Orsini et al., 2019). The first aspect focuses on the complexity of the global socio-ecological system, giving rise to the problem of governing complexity (Young, 2017a; 2017b: 1-22). (Young, 2017a; 2017b: 1-22), while the The second aspect focuses on the complexity of the global governance system itself, . The latter aspect is directly related to the shift to a hybrid model of governance, which has multiplied the number of norms, institutions and communities that take part in global governance processes as well as their degree of which is generated by the myriad norms, institutions, and communities that populate the field and their multiple forms of interconnectedness, giving rise to the problem of the complexity of the global governance system (Biermann & Kim, 2020; Rakhyun E Kim, 2019). This second aspect of complexity is directly related to the shift into a hybrid model of governance, which has multiplied the number of norms, institutions and communities that take part in global governance processes. 
This dual regulatory complexity creates a theoretical and pragmatic challenge. Although there is a Despite the wide-ranging literature that explores questions related to on global governance, we are still lacking a unified theoretical framework that can captures the complexity and dynamics of the the new hybrid model of global governance system. Realizing such a framework requires further research on both the The shortcoming of the current literature on global governance are both conceptual and empirical-methodological level. At the conceptual level, there is a need to construct a  literature suffers from a theoretical abundance problem: it consists of multiple, competing unifying theoretical theory constructs, each using its own idiosyncratic conceptual apparatus in an attempt to capture that captures the shift into a hybrid governance structure. Constructing a unifying theory, however, cannot only be validated via  At the empirical-methodological level the field suffers from a lack of  ‘big picture’ studies, which use large data sets to test alternative thoeries theories (Fuß, Kreuder-Sonnen, Saravia, & Zürn, 2021; Orsini et al., 2019). Only through the bi-directional flow of information between the conceptual and empirical levels can we reach a holistic understanding of this new permeating form of governance. 


I consider first the shortcomings at the conceptual level. Examples include ‘regime complex’ (Keohane & Victor, 2011), ‘organizational ecology’ (Abbott, Green, & Keohane, 2016) ‘liquid authority’ (Krisch, 2017), ‘transnational business governance interactions’ (Wood, Eberlein, Meidinger, Schmidt, & Abbott, 2019), ‘governance spheres’ (Cashore, Knudsen, Moon, & van der Ven, 2021), ‘hybrid institutional complexes' (Abbott & Faude, 2021), ‘orchestration’ (Abbott & Snidal, 2010) and ‘pluralist jurisprudence’ (Roughan & Halpin, 2017). While these different concepts all provide valuable insights to the analysis of global governance, the ultimate result is a fragmented theoretical discourse, which makes it difficult to generate consistent predictions and sound policy recommendations (Coen & Pegram, 2018). 
Two prominent research strands in the literature are organizational ecology and governance interactions. It is thus important to examine them in more detail. The notion of organizational ecology was developed by sociologists and management scholars in the 1980s (Michael T Hannan & Freeman, 1989; Michael T. Hannan, 2005). Organizational ecology theory is concerned with the evolutionary dynamics of populations of organizations —especially their rates of “birth” (founding or entry) and “death” (dissolution or exit), but also changes in the composition (the distribution of organizations over populations) and diversity (differentiation in organizational form) of the population (Michael T. Hannan, 2005). Organizational ecology seeks to study population dynamics both theoretically, by examining mechanisms that can explain longitudinal changes in organizational population such as competition over scarce resources and legitimation, and empirically through the systematic study of population-wide dynamics (Michael T Hannan & Carroll, 1992). Recently several authors have applied this concept to the study of global governance (Abbott et al., 2016; Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, 2021; Lake, 2021). Eilstrup-Sangiovanni uses the prism of organizational ecology to study IGO death during the period of 1815–2016 (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, 2021). Abbott et al use insights from organizational ecology to explain the viability and rapid growth of PTRs, relative to the stagnant growth of IGOs and present evidence from climate governance to support their argument (Abbott et al., 2016). Lake argues that the rise of PTRs is both required and facilitated by disagreements between states that block the creation of what might be otherwise effective IGOs (Lake, 2021).
The application of the concept of organizational ecology to the field of global governance raises, however, several difficulties, which remain unresolved in the recent studies. Organizational ecology is driven by ‘population thinking’: the focus of the analysis are the changes that take place at that level of a population of organizations (Michael T Hannan & Carroll, 1992; Lake, 2021: 347). A population is defined as a set of organizations with a common form (Michael T. Hannan, 2005: 52). The first problem with this approach is that it disregards important elements in the ontology of global governance, especially the critical role of legal texts and the discursive dynamic they produce. Because of the centrality of legal-regulatory texts to global governance processes, a theory that ignores them misses critical aspects of the system’s dynamic. A second problem concerns the fact that organizational ecology disregards an important aspect of the dynamic of global governance processes: the interaction between the organizations that populate the system (Michael T Hannan & Carroll, 1992: 26-7). This disregard constitutes an explicit theoretical choice; organizational ecology adopts an asocial theoretical approach which assumes that that organizations may compete even though they lack awareness of one another. Competition is understood as an indirect and diffuse process that arise from organizations’ joint dependence on the same limited resource (Michael T Hannan & Carroll, 1992: 26-7). This approach, which may be appropriate for the study of business corporations, is not appropriate to the study of the global governance system, where the question of hybridity and the interaction between the PTRs and IGOs constitutes a core theoretical and policy challenge. As I will argue below network analysis provides the appropriate theoretical and empirical tools for such analysis. A third problem concerns the fact the theory has little to say about the jurisprudence of global governance and in particular about the emergence and exercise of authority. A strong reflection of this gap can be found in the idea of legitimation. An organizational form acquires legitimation according to Hannan and Carroll, when there is little question in the minds of actors that it serves as the natural way to effect some kind of collective action (Michael T Hannan & Carroll, 1992: 34). The idea of legitimation as ‘taken-for-grantedness’ is very different from the idea of legitimacy in law. Legitimacy questions whether the exercise of authority by an institution is rightful and deserves recognition based on its conformance to principles of democratic governance and universal morality (Tallberg & Zürn, 2019). This gap may reflect the intellectual roots of the theory which originated in management studies. Finally, the literature on organizational ecology is rooted in a positivist tradition and has relatively little to say about the normative and policy-design questions that underpin global governance debates (Ackroyd & Fleetwood, 2000). Jointly these blind spots makes the theory ill-suited to serve as an all-embracing theory of global governance. 
Contrary to organizational ecology, the research line, spearheaded by Stepan Wood and Burkard Eberlein has focused on the role of interactions in transnational business governance. They defined interactions as “mutual actions and responses of individuals, groups, institutions or systems,” (Wood, Abbott, Black, Eberlein, & Meidinger, 2015: 339) and transnational governance as “governance in which non-state actors or institutions assert or exercise authority in the performance of one or more components of regulatory governance across national borders.” (Wood et al., 2019: 3). They then developed an analytical framework to study the nexus between dimensions of interaction (e.g., who interacts, and the pathways and character of the interaction) and components of regulatory governance (e.g., rule formation, monitoring, and compliance) (Eberlein, Abbott, Black, Meidinger, & Wood, 2013). The framework of transnational business governance interactions (TBGI) has many affinities with this project, but it leaves many questions open. First, although TBGI is interested in the exercise of authority, its theoretical apparatus does not explain how such authority arises through the interactive dynamics of transnational regulation and what are its jurisprudential qualities. Second, the way in which the TBGI project defines the concept of interaction is so broad that it limits its explanatory value. A similar focus on interactions can be found in the work of Anne-Marie Slaughter (Slaughter, 2017; Slaughter & Zaring, 2006) and Diane Stone (Stone, 2004, 2008). Slaughter and Stone have highlighted the important role of networks in the establishment of new governance mechanisms (e.g., the emergence of sub-governmental networks of bureaucrats (Abbott, Kauffmann, & Lee, 2018)) and in the diffusion of policy ideas (Stone, 2013). However, their work also fall short of providing a complete articulation of the current hybrid global governance system. First, both Slaughter and Stone make little use of the formal analytical and empirical tools of network analysis.  Second, they do not attempt to link between the sociological insights of their arguments and the jurisprudential features of the transnational legal system.   
A second problem in the current picture concerns the gap in ‘big picture’ empirical research (Jordana, Schmitt, & Holesch, 2020: 5). This gap constitutes a significant lacuna, whose persistence cannot be justified anymore given the development of sophisticated computational approaches for the social science research. This empirical gap has several roots: (1) the lack of integrated theoretical models bringing together ideas from complexity science with legal and political theory in a sufficiently rigorous manner; (2) the lack of appropriate interdisciplinary expertise to pursue a research that involves the legal and political knowledge and methodological training; (3) the lack of datasets, especially focusing on private (non-treaty based) regulatory instruments. This situation can be contrasted with the significant progress that has been made in the study of global risks that constitute the subject matter of global regulation. Thus, for example, both climate change and viral pandemics have developed extensive research programs using big data analytics (John-Hopkins-University-Coronavirus-Resource-Center, 2020; King, 2004; Pardi & Weissman, 2020; Pihl et al., 2021). I can make here a risky but not far-fetched analogy to physics. As we could not have imagined the development of theoretical particles physics without experiments such as those carried out in the Large Hadron Collider at CERN (Gagnon, 2016; Krause, 2014) so we cannot continue theorizing about global governance without engaging in wide-ranging empirical analysis. While global governance cannot be studied using the ‘experimental’ methods of the natural sciences, it can use a variety of empirical techniques such as social network analysis which will be primary mode of inquiry in this project (Carrington, Scott, & Wasserman, 2005; Froehlich, Rehm, & Rienties, 2019; Knoke, Diani, Hollway, & Christopoulos, 2021; Yousefi Nooraie, Sale, Marin, & Ross, 2020).  While there has been some progress, especially in the past few years, in applying big data research methods to the study of global governance, it has been relatively sporadic and limited almost exclusively to the study of the international treaties and IGOs (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, 2021; Fuß et al., 2021; Haftel & Lenz, 2021; Rakhyun E. Kim & Morin, 2021; Maoz, 2010; Mitchell et al., 2020; Pratt, 2018; Tallberg, Sommerer, & Squatrito, 2016) and to informal forms of inter-governmental collaboration (Charles B Roger, 2020; Charles B. Roger & Rowan, 2021; Vabulas & Snidal, 2021).[footnoteRef:1] Further, only few of these studies have taken a big picture view and these have focused exclusively on the treaty and IGOs universe. Notable exceptions include Zeev Maoz study of the evolution of international networks (Maoz, 2010), Jason Beckfield study of the structure of the world polity through a network analysis of the evolution of the population of IGOs since 1820 (Jason Beckfield, 2010), Kim and Morin study of super-cluster governance structures (Rakhyun E. Kim & Morin, 2021) Haftel and Lenz study of institutional overlap in global governance (Haftel & Lenz, 2021) and Eilstrup-Sangiovanni study of the ‘death’ of IGOs (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, 2021). A recent review data sets with relevance to the study of global governance noted that “information on private actors in global governance features in very few datasets. This represents a severe gap of information, given the importance of private sector actors in global governance” (Jordana et al., 2020: 6).[footnoteRef:2] Of the 19 datasets on global governance agents identified by the Globe team only two focused on private governance (Jordana et al., 2020: 5). They note that what is missing in the current literature are “large-n studies or data sets with comparable relevant information on these [private] actors, networks and systems” and emphasize that “It would be a tragic fallacy to interpret this absence of research as an indication that private-sector actors are not engaging in global governance. By all means, existing work suggests a lot of currently understudied activities” (Jordana et al., 2020: 8). Most of the datasets pertaining to private global governance are maintained by private commercial entities, which provide limited access to researchers, thus creating further hurdles for thorough academic analysis.[footnoteRef:3] Existing empirical research of private global governance schemes has been limited, focusing primarily on single regimes or sectors. Examples include study of private standards that govern the measurement and management of greenhouse gases (Green, 2013), sustainability accounting (Thistlethwaite & Paterson, 2015), the global network of biofuel sustainability standard-setters (Henriksen, 2015), codes of conduct in the apparel industry (Paiement & Melchers, 2020), transnational municipal networks in global climate governance (Bansard, Pattberg, & Widerberg, 2017) or climate finance governance networks (Kawabata, 2021).  [1:  In the field of international relations there has been a concerted effort to develop datasets focusing on inter-state militarized conflicts, international crisis behavior, treaty membership, and more. See, (Maoz, 2010) and (Hooghe et al., 2017). Prominent datasets include the Measure of International Authority (MIA) data set developed by (Hooghe et al., 2017) (https://garymarks.web.unc.edu/data/international-authority/), various datasets developed by the world bank (global preferential trade agreements, at https://wits.worldbank.org/gptad/library.aspx), and the World Trade Organization (Design of Preferential Trade Agreements, https://www.wto.org/english/res_e/reser_e/ersd201110_e.htm), the International Environmental Agreements Dataset (https://iea.uoregon.edu/) (Mitchell et al., 2020). For a recent survey see (Jordana et al., 2020).  ]  [2:  See the list of datasets collected by the Globe project team, in https://www.globe-project.eu/en/data-sets_11834. ]  [3:  The rest focus on IGOs (14), transgovernmental networks (4) and public-private partnerships (3).
] 

A final difficulty concerns the fact that most of the empirical research, and particularly the ‘big picture’ studies, were undertaken by political scientists (especially from the field of IR). The relative absence of legal scholars from the empirical had two undesired outcomes. First, significant legal questions related to global governance have not received empirical attention. A good example is the question of the links between private corporate codes and supply-chain contracts and PTR standards and international agreements (especially labour, environmental and human rights). While there has been significant progress in the legal analysis of this question (Snyder, Maslow, & Dadush, 2021), there is a significant shortage of empirical research. This lacuna has wide-ranging policy repercussions because these private-law instruments play a critical role in the implementation of public norms to transnational business practice. Second, the lack of legal involvement in empirical research also led, in some cases, to conceptual confusion in the use of legal terminology, which could consequently hamper the research design. A good example is Kuyper et al study of Institutional Accountability of Nonstate Actors in the UNFCCC (J. Kuyper, Bäckstrand, & Schroeder, 2017)      
I argue that this empirical shortcoming also hampers the advancement of a sound theory of hybrid global governance. 

b. Research objectives & expected significance

In this project I seek to develop an empirically driven theory of hybrid global governance, which brings together ideas from legal theory, international relations (IR), social science and network science. I argue that this integrated theoretical approach, which is encapsulated in the title of this proposal - Transnational Networked Governance (TNG) – is better suited to the study of the global hybrid governance system, than other approaches. The proposed framework responds to the above critique both by developing a new theoretical framework and by proposing a wide-scale empirical analysis. The theoretical challenge that a theory of hybrid global governance faces is multifaceted. First, such a theory must be able to explain the emergence of new types of global authorities which are not part of the common universe of public international law, such as PTRs and to offer a framework through which their regulatory output can be evaluated. Second, the theory must provide an account of the interaction between the private and public governance realms, which is one of the key puzzles underlying the study of hybrid governance systems. Such account should consider questions such as the synergy/antagonism between the two realms, the contribution of hybridity to the resilience of the global system and more. Third, a theory of hybrid global governance must be able to link between the system’s institutional features (e.g., its cartography) and its jurisprudential and doctrinal features (e.g., how it influences the liability of various actors). Finally, it requires the development, assembling and adaptation of new methodologies that fit its theoretical ambitions.  
[bookmark: _Hlk86302572]TNG seeks to overcome the shortcomings of the existing models of  hybrid global governance by: (1) developing a more precise and theoretically robust articulation of the topology of the hybrid global governance system, drawing on the dual concepts of network of networks and multi-layered networks; using this dual framework allows TNG to capture the macro topology and dynamic of the field, while at the same time remaining sensitive to jurisprudential questions as well as to the need to cope with questions related to the hybrid nature of the current system.  (2) developing a new model of transnational legal authority, which challenges the conventional hierarchical thinking that underpins traditional legal theory, and argues that transnational legal authority is an emergent, network-based phenomenon. This thesis brings together analysis of the network structure of PTR regimes and new philosophical and jurisprudential analysis of the idea of grounding. (3) developing a network-driven model of meta-governance as a way to model the self-organizing dynamics of transnational regulatory networks; (4) developing a framework to analyze the steering capacities of the PTR authorities based on a dual framework of network compliance (highlighting the compliance synergy between different PTRs) and corporate signaling (exposing the signaling dynamic underlying corporates certification decisions). (5) developing a new model of inter-face institutions and analyzing their role in the interaction between public and private regime-complexes; (6) developing a new theory of PTR responsibility, which will disentangle the private law and public law aspects of PTR responsibility and expose its influence on other players (e.g., firms and employees) in transnational production chains; (7) assessing the synergy and complementarity between the private and public domains of global governance, devising quantitative indicators to measure it and analyzing its contribution to the resilience of the system, developing policy design recommendations to improve it.
In the second tier of the project, I intend to test of my theory, drawing on a multi-method research strategy, which will bring together the tools of social network analysis (SNA), with additional quantitative and qualitative methods, including qualitative sociological inquiry, consumer-choice modelling, and legal-doctrinal research. To facilitate the analysis, I intend to build an original dataset which will capture key aspects of the evolution of the global hybrid governance system. As noted above, the lack of such datasets has been a major stumbling block in the effort to develop a theory of global governance that can cope with the myriad challenges facing the world (Jordana et al., 2020). 
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