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Abstract:  

While the United States (US) have been one of the key promoters of the rule-based international 
order, they have regularly terminated their commitment to or participation within multilateral 
institutions. Faced with the severe challenge of hegemonic withdrawal, some multilateral 
institutions decay while others are resilient. This paper develops a theoretical framework to 
explain this variation. I suggest that hegemonic withdrawal poses a twofold challenge for 
multilateral cooperation as it deprives the institution of material capacities and questions its 
legitimacy. I argue that whether multilateral institutions withstand this challenge depends on 
alternative leaders and an institution’s authority. Multilateral institutions are more likely to be 
resilient (1) when remaining states possess significant soft and hard power and are willing to 
take over leadership; or (2) when institutions possess extensive capacities and legitimacy in 
their own right. A logistical regression analysis based on my original ExitUS Database of 115 
instances of US withdrawal from multilateral institutions from 1945 through 2020 lends support 
to my theoretical expectations. 
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1 Introduction 

The international order, based on multilateral institutions, is under severe pressure (Colgan & 

Keohane, 2017; Haas, 2018; Ikenberry, 2018a; Lake, Martin, & Risse, 2021).1 It took one of 

the hardest blows from the United States (US), which are often considered as one of its key 

promoters if not creator (Ikenberry, 2001; Mastanduno, 2019; Mearsheimer, 2019a; Mousseau, 

2019). Under the Trump Administration, the US engaged in what was characterized as a 

“withdrawal doctrine” (Haas, 2018), a “retreat from multilateralism” (Duncombe & Dunne, 

2018, p. 27), or an “exit from hegemony” (Cooley & Nexon, 2020). The hegemon withdrew its 

commitment to or participation in numerous multilateral institutions, ranging from the World 

Health Organization (WHO) to the Paris Agreement on climate change and from the United 

Nations Human Rights Council (UNHRC) to the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) agreement 

(Heinkelmann-Wild, Kruck, & Daßler, 2020). Overall, scholars agree on the importance of US 

hegemony for the post-war international order and that hegemonic withdrawal challenges the 

cooperation in multilateral institutions it is based on (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni & Hofmann, 2019, 

p. 3; Fioretos, 2018, 7; Ikenberry, 2018b, p. 20; Mearsheimer, 2019a, p. 9).  

However, the impact of hegemonic withdrawal varies considerably across multilateral 

institutions: Some multilateral institutions decay after hegemonic withdrawal. For instance, 

after the US withdrew from the ‘Iran deal’, the Iranian government stopped compliance with 

its rules. Furthermore, both UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) 

and UN Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA) suffer 

from severe financial crisis since the US withdrew. By contrast, other multilateral institutions 

remained resilient after hegemonic withdrawal. For instance, after the Trump Administration 

terminated its support, the Paris Agreement’s provisions were even deepened, and remaining 

member states relied on the WHO to cope with the Corona pandemic. 

This variation also poses a puzzle for two strands of literature that hold opposing expectations 

about how multilateral institutions cope with the challenges of hegemonic withdrawal. A first, 

pessimistic strand rests on the assumptions of Hegemonic Stability Theory (HST) (Arce M, 

2001; Gilpin, 1981, pp. 29–34; Charles Poor Kindleberger, 1976; Charles P. Kindleberger, 1986; 

 
1 While not being a cohesive entity formed at one moment in time, “[i]nternational order is manifest 

in the settled rules and arrangements between states that define and guide their interaction” 
(Ikenberry, 2012a, p. 12). International institutions then are “building blocks of orders” and 
“prescribe acceptable kinds of behavior and proscribe unacceptable forms of behavior” 
(Mearsheimer, 2019b, p. 9). International institutions are sets of rules meant to govern state 
behavior and can take the form of multilateral agreements or intergovernmental organizations 
(IGOs) (Martin and Simmons, 2013, 328f.). 
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Krasner, 1976, 322f.; see also, Lake, 1993) and emphasizes that hegemonic leadership is 

necessary to achieve and sustain multilateral cooperation. Without the hegemon, multilateral 

institutions are doomed (Acharya, 2017, p. 280; Layne, 2018, p. 111; Mearsheimer, 2019a, p. 7). 

By contrast, a more optimistic strand builds on institutionalist assumptions (Ikenberry, 2012b; 

Robert Owen Keohane, 1984, pp. 89–107; Norrlof, 2010; Snidal, 1985) and holds that hegemonic 

leadership is dispensable for the maintenance of multilateral institutions. As institutions are 

considered ‘sticky’ or even ‘locked in’ after their creation, they are expected to prevail hegemonic 

withdrawal and stay resilient (Duncombe & Dunne, 2018; Fioretos, 2018, 6f.; Ikenberry, 2018a, 

2018b, 2019; Jahn, 2018; Stokes, 2018). Why are some multilateral institutions resilient while 

others decay after hegemonic withdrawal?  

To solve this puzzle, this paper combines insights from both strands and develops a theoretical 

framework that accounts for institutional resilience and decay after hegemonic withdrawal. The 

hegemon’s value for multilateral cooperation stems from its superior hard and soft power. 

Accordingly, hegemonic withdrawal poses a twofold challenge for an abandoned institution: 

by withdrawing from a multilateral institution, the hegemon (1) deprives the institution of 

material capacities; and (2) questions its legitimacy. Whether multilateral institutions withstand 

this challenge depends on alternative leaders and an institution’s authority. Multilateral 

institutions are more likely to be resilient (1) when remaining states possess significant soft and 

hard power and are willing to take over leadership; or (2) when institutions possess extensive 

capacities and legitimacy in their own right. Both alternative leaders and authoritative 

institutions have the means to absorb the blow of hegemonic withdrawal. Powerful states can 

use their hard and soft power to (collectively) address the twofold challenge of hegemonic 

withdrawal. Moreover, authoritative institutions that possess capacities and legitimacy in their 

own right tend to be self-sustaining. As states value an authoritative institution’s assets or 

believe in its appropriateness, they will maintain it. 

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 develops my theoretical framework. I first theorize 

the twofold challenge posed by hegemonic withdrawal to multilateral institutions. I then explain 

how alternative leaders as well as authoritative institution contribute to institutional resilience. 

Section 3 introduces the ExitUS Database comprising 115 cases of hegemonic withdrawal from 

multilateral institutions from 1945-2020 and presents the operationalization of the dependent 

and independent variables. I test my hypotheses by running logistic regression models. Section 

4 discusses the results, which support my theoretical expectations and hold against a number of 

robustness checks. Section 5 concludes by reflecting on the implications these findings yield 

for the future of the institutional order.  
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2 Theory  

2.1 The challenges of hegemonic withdrawal for multilateral institutions 

The US emerged from World War II as the most powerful state in the international system.2 As 

liberal hegemon, the US facilitated the creation of an international order based on multilateral 

institutions (Börzel & Zürn, 2021; Cooley & Nexon, 2020; Heinkelmann-Wild et al., 2020; 

Ikenberry, 2001, 2012b; Lake et al., 2021; Mastanduno, 2019; Mousseau, 2019). Ever since, 

the US as “exceptional state” (Milewicz & Snidal, 2016, p. 827) regularly used its superior soft 

and hard power to promote multilateral cooperation. However, the US have also demonstrated 

continued skepticism towards multilateral institutions (Lake, 1999; Lake et al., 2021). Their 

unwillingness to sustain multilateral cooperation repeatedly resulted in withdrawal from 

multilateral agreements and IGOs.3  

Figure 1 shows that the US terminating their commitment to or participation within multilateral 

institutions continued a regular feature of international politics from 1945 through 2020.4 For 

instance, the US withdrew from IGOs such as UNESCO in 1984, the UN Industrial 

Development Organization (UNIDO) in 1996, and temporarily, the International Atomic 

Energy Agency (IAEA) in 1982. Moreover, all Republican US presidents since Ronald Reagan 

terminated funding the UNFPA completely and so did President Barack Obama with regards to 

UNESCO in 2011. The US also withdrew their commitment to multilateral agreements such as 

the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) in 1999 and the Kyoto Protocoll in 2001. 

Overall, I observed 115 instances of US withdrawal from multilateral institutions since 1945. 

Hegemonic withdrawal constitutes a twofold challenge for cooperation in multilateral 

institutions, which ultimately rests on states’ active participation and compliance. 5  By 

terminating its commitment to or participation in a multilateral institution, the hegemon not 

only takes away its material backing but also questions its legitimacy.   

 
2 For the purpose of this paper, I consider the US as the hegemon based on its superior capabilities 

since 1945 (see, e.g., Layne, Wohlforth, and Brooks, 2018; Ikenberry, 2001, 2012b; Milewicz 
and Snidal, 2016, pp. 827–829). 

3 The US also have a record of rejecting to join multilateral institutions in the first place (Fehl, 
2012; Bower, 2017; Brem and Stiles, 2009; Price, 2005; Thimm, 2016). 

4 Withdrawal – or exit – can comprise both the termination of formal participation as well as de 
facto commitment to an institution, and it might be followed by a turn to unilateralism or 
multilateral alternatives (cf. Börzel and Zürn, 2021, p. 9). The unwillingness to continue support 
for a multilateral institution can stem from both the executive as well as the legislative. 

5 For compatible understandings of multilateral cooperation see, e.g. J. Pevehouse, Nordstrom, and 
Warnke, 2004; Gray, 2018; Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, 2018; Rittberger, Zangl, Kruck, and Dijkstra, 
2019; Eilstrup-Sangiovanni and Hofmann, 2019, p. 4; Copelovitch, Hobolt, and Walter, 2019; 
Deitelhoff and Zimmermann, 2019; Bower, 2017. 
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Figure 1: Multilateral cooperation and hegemonic withdrawal 1945-2020. 

 

Note: IO membership counts US membership in IOs from 1945-2014, including pre-existing  
IGOs (J. C. W. Pevehouse, Nordstrom, McManus, & Jamison, 2019); total signatures counts all  

multilateral agreements signed by the US from 1945-2020 (UNTC, 2020); hegemonic withdrawal 
counts instances where the US withdrew from both types of institutions (ExitUS Database). 

 

 

First, hegemonic withdrawal challenges multilateral cooperation by depriving an institution of 

its material backing, giving rise to a capacity gap. Due to its extraordinary hard power, a 

hegemon can use inducements and threats to gain support for institutions or to compel 

compliance with their rules (see Abbott & Snidal, 1998; Gilpin, 1981; Koremenos, Lipson, & 

Snidal, 2001; Krasner, 1976; Mearsheimer, 1994; Milewicz & Snidal, 2016; Schneider & 

Urpelainen, 2013; Thompson, 2006). In turn, when the hegemon retrenches its engagement and 

stops providing crucial material and political resources to an institution, this likely harms its 

operational maintenance – let alone its deepening in response to potentially pressing global 

problems. In turn, other states might be reluctant to join or continue cooperation in an institution 

abandoned by the hegemon. Cooperation without the hegemon tends to be less useful and 

costlier (see Fehl, 2012; Price, 2005, p. 139; von Borzyskowski & Vabulas, 2019, p. 16). 

Moreover, participants might not comply with institutional rules if these are not backed up by 

the hegemon’s power. Overall, hegemonic withdrawal yields direct negative effects on the 

range of activities, authority, and effectiveness of an institution. 
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Second, hegemonic withdrawal challenges multilateral cooperation through its de-legitimation. 

Due to its extraordinary position in the international system and soft power, the hegemon tends 

to be a reference point for appropriate behavior. This position allows it to promote multilateral 

cooperation through persuasion (Cox, 1987; Gill, 1995; Guzman, 2008; Ikenberry & Kupchan, 

1990; Kern, 2004; Klotz, 1995; Percy, 2007; Sandholtz, 2007; Sandholtz & Stiles, 2009; 

Thomas, 2000, 2001). By withdrawing from a multilateral institution, the hegemon prominently 

questions its appropriateness, thereby directly undermining an institution’s legitimacy 

(Heinkelmann-Wild & Jankauskas, 2020). As the authority of a multilateral institution 

fundamentally depends on its legitimacy (Buchanan & Keohane, 2006; Tallberg, Bäckstrand, 

& Scholte, 2018a; Tallberg & Zürn, 2019b), hegemonic withdrawal harms the abandoned 

institution’s authority (see Bäckstrand & Söderbaum, 2018, p. 112; Heinkelmann-Wild et al., 

2020; Kruck, Hobbach, Heinkelmann-Wild, & Daßler, 2020; Tallberg & Zürn, 2019a). 

Moreover, hegemonic withdrawal also provides opponents of an institution with an opportunity 

to justify their non-compliance with its rules (Carnegie & Carson, 2019) or even de-legitimize 

the institution further and promote alternatives (see, Bäckstrand & Söderbaum, 2018, p. 115; 

Cottrell, 2009, pp. 223–224; Walter, 2020). Thereby, hegemonic withdrawal might trigger a 

“non-compliance cascade” (Panke & Petersohn, 2012, p. 721; see also, McKeown, 2009, p. 11). 

The twofold challenge of hegemonic withdrawal may even be self-reinforcing as a loss of 

legitimacy likely impacts an institution’s capacities and thus performance; and a loss in 

performance likely impacts an institution’s legitimacy (see Bäckstrand & Söderbaum, 2018, 

p. 112; Tallberg & Zürn, 2019a).  

However, the challenge of hegemonic withdrawal is only one part of the story. Whether 

cooperation in multilateral institutions ultimately withstands the capacity loss and de-

legitimation by the hegemon also depends on characteristics of the respective institution and its 

participants. Multilateral institutions are more likely to be resilient after hegemonic withdrawal  

when remaining states possess significant soft and hard power and are willing to take over 

leadership; or when institutions possess strong capacities and high legitimacy in their own right. 

Both alternative leaders and authoritative institutions have the means to absorb the blow of 

hegemonic withdrawal. Powerful states can draw on their hard and soft power to (collectively) 

address the twofold challenge of hegemonic withdrawal. Moreover, authoritative institutions 

that possess capacities and legitimacy in their own right tend to be self-sustaining. As states 

value an institution’s assets or believe in its appropriateness, they will maintain it. In the 

remainder of this section, I explain how alternative leaders and authoritative institutions are 

conducive to institutional resilience after hegemonic withdrawal.  
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2.1 Alternative leaders 

Powerful states participating in a multilateral institution abandoned by the hegemon can take 

over leadership and address the twofold challenge posed by hegemonic withdrawal. While less 

powerful than the hegemon, (a small group of) states that possess significant soft and hard 

power are well equipped to counter the twofold challenge of hegemonic withdrawal (see Brem, 

2009, p. 181; Fehl, 2012, pp. 43–44; Fehl & Thimm, 2019; Milewicz & Snidal, 2016, p. 826; 

Snidal, 1985). Powerful states can use their hard power to address the capacity gap left by the 

hegemon. Vast material resources allow states to sustain the operational functioning of the 

institution and effectively address the cooperation problem at hand. For instance, they can draw 

on their economic power to close the funding gaps left by the hegemon. Moreover, powerful 

states can use their own capacities to sustain compliance with institutional rules by issue-

linkage, side-payments, or (threatening) sanctions. In turn, confidence that institutional rules 

will be adhered makes it attractive for states to participate in or join a multilateral institution. 

Powerful states can also counter the de-legitimation challenge posed by hegemonic withdrawal 

by drawing on their soft power. They can re-legitimate an institution by defending its value in 

the public or even shame the hegemon for abandoning it. By continuing participating in the 

institution, they act as role models for weaker states or can use their diplomatic capacities to 

persuade them to sustain or join multilateral cooperation. Overall, their (combined) power 

allows alternative leaders to compensate the capacity loss and re-legitimate an institution. And 

when multiple powerful states participate in the abandoned institution, their relatively small 

number enables collective action. After all, an exclusive subset of powerful states is more able 

to coordinate actions and avoid freeriding among their ranks than the total number of remaining 

participants; and their superior diplomatic capacities, such as representations in international 

institutions or other states, further facilitates coordination (Milewicz & Snidal, 2016, p. 826; 

Snidal, 1985). 

Powerful states are not only in an advantageous position to counter the challenge of hegemonic 

withdrawal but also possess strong incentives to step in after hegemonic withdrawal. First of 

all, powerful states have joined an institution to advance a joint interest in cooperation benefits 

and this initial interest will likely persist (see Abbott & Snidal, 1998; Axelrod & Keohane, 

1986; Hall & Taylor, 1996; Robert Owen Keohane, 1984; Robert O. Keohane & Nye, 1977; 

Koremenos et al., 2001; Zürn, 1992). Their cooperation benefits also tend to surpass those of 

weaker states as their societies and economies tend to be larger and more globalized (Snidal, 

1985). Second, when the hegemon withdraws from an institution, this leaves a power vacuum 

that allows other powerful states to shape its rules. As their contributions to multilateral 
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cooperation increase, so does the dependence of weaker states as well as international 

bureaucracies (Milewicz & Snidal, 2016, 825-826, 829; Viola, Snidal, & Zürn, 2015, p. 232; 

Zangl & Zürn, 2003, pp. 246–254; see also, Stone, 2011, 2013). Finally, saving a multilateral 

institution abandoned by the hegemon promises prestige both at the international and domestic 

level (see Cohen, 1995; Gilpin, 1981; Powlick & Katz, 1998; Schweller & Pu, 2011; Stiles, 

2009, p. 11). 

However, the benefits for powerful states to take over leadership are constrained by the 

hegemon’s relevance for a specific institution. Even after withdrawal, the hegemon can still 

impact institutional cooperation in at least two different ways. First, the hegemon might be of 

‘systemic relevance’ for solving a specific cooperation problem due to its possession of specific 

assets, such as nuclear weapons, or its contribution to a global problem, e.g., carbon emissions 

(see Fehl, 2012, 3-27, 44; Stiles, 2009, 6f.). In such cases, the hegemon’s inaction weakens 

cooperation. Second, the hegemon might also try to actively undermine multilateral cooperation 

after exit by employing coercive means to drive weaker states away from an institution (Daßler, 

Heinkelmann-Wild, & Kruck, 2019). For instance, the Trump Administration actively tried to 

sabotage the UNRWA as well as the Iran Nuclear Deal by putting pressure on remaining 

participants after withdrawing from these institutions. Where the hegemon continues to 

negatively affect cooperation after its withdrawal, the costs powerful states have to bear to 

revive the abandoned institution might outweigh their benefits. After all, the cooperation 

benefits will be lower when the hegemon remains relevant. Moreover, when weaker states do 

not benefit from sustained cooperation, they will be less willing to accept alternative leaders’ 

attempts to increase their influence within an institution. Finally, also the potential prestige 

gained from standing up for an institution likely depends on its functionality after hegemonic 

withdrawal. Overall, this leads me to the following hypotheses: 

H1: The more powerful states participate in a multilateral institution,  
the more likely it is resilient after hegemonic withdrawal  
(alternative leaders hypothesis). 

H2: Hegemonic relevance for the provision of a cooperation good renders 
institutional resilience after hegemonic withdrawal less likely  
(hegemonic relevance hypothesis). 
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2.2 Authoritative institutions 

Multilateral institutions can also contribute to their own resilience when they are authoritative, 

i.e., possess extensive capacities and legitimacy in their own right  (Weber, [1922] 2013; see 

also Fioretos & Tallberg, 2020, pp. 4–5). As states value an institution’s assets or believe in its 

appropriateness, they are more likely maintain it. This renders authoritative institutions 

resilient.  

Institutions that possess significant capacities on their own are more likely to overcome the 

withdrawal of the material backing by the hegemon. Institutional capacities may constitute of 

highly precise rules negotiated among its participants, the establishment of a focal point for 

future negotiations, as well as the delegation of authority to international bureaucracies to make 

or implement new rules and to monitor and even enforce compliance (see, Abbott & Snidal, 

2000; Hooghe & Marks, 2015; Koremenos et al., 2001; Zürn, Binder, & Ecker-Ehrhardt, 2012). 

A capable institution is in a better position to resist the challenge of hegemonic withdrawal. 

First, when participating states made high investments in terms of sovereignty and negotiation 

costs in an institution, they will be less likely to sacrifice it. After all, institutions tend to be 

more costly to create than to maintain (Debre & Dijkstra, 2020; Jupille, Mattli, & Snidal, 2013; 

Robert Owen Keohane, 1984; Wallander, 2000). Second, and relatedly, institutional capacities 

constitute assets that make the institution attractive to join (see Abbott & Snidal, 1998; 

Wallander, 2000). Third, states will expect compliance by fellow participants to be higher when 

an institution specifies or even delegates monitoring or sanctioning mechanisms. Especially the 

centralization of sanctioning mechanisms helps to overcome the freeriding problem of 

sanctioning non-compliance (see Panke & Petersohn, 2012, 737, note 7). Finally, when 

institutions have their own independent bureaucracy, the administration itself can coordinate 

the defense against hegemonic withdrawal and organize support for the institution (see 

Bernholz, 2009; Debre & Dijkstra, 2020; Heinkelmann-Wild & Jankauskas, 2020; 

Hirschmann, 2020; McCalla, 1996). For instance, when the bureaucracy possesses the ability 

to collect voluntary contributions by states or civil society actors, it may campaign for funding 

to fill the funding gap left by the hegemon (see Goetz & Patz, 2017). 

Institutions that possess a high level of legitimacy in the first place are in an advantaged position 

to withstand their de-legitimation through the hegemon. A multilateral institution is legitimate 

when there is a strong (ideational) consensus on the goals and values the institution promotes 

(Cottrell, 2009, 2016; Hurd, 2007). By participating in the institution, states do not only affirm 

these norms, but legitimate institutions may also have a ‘deep impact’ on them. By repeated 
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and habitual behavior reproducing the norm, actors are socialized into accepting it as a standard 

for ‘good’ behavior, which can, eventually, become part of their identity (Finnemore & Sikkink, 

1998; Panke & Petersohn, 2012, p. 722; Risse, Ropp, & Sikkink, 1999). Legitimate institutions 

thus possess a normative ‘stickiness’ (see Crawford, 2002, p. 109; Keck & Sikkink, 2014, 

p. 35). When the hegemon withdrawals from an institution, those participants who have 

internalized its norms will perceive the hegemon’s behavior as inappropriate. They will thus 

not follow the hegemon and abandon multilateral cooperation and might even publicly defend 

the institution and shame the hegemon for rejecting it (see Adler-Nissen, 2014; Risse et al., 

1999; Squatrito, Lundgren, & Sommerer, 2019). Second, highly legitimate institutions will 

often be defended by third parties, such as civil society actors, who advocate their norms. They 

will not only shame the hegemon for withdrawing from the institution but also those states who 

consider following the hegemon’s example. The reputational costs of withdrawing from an 

institution broadly perceived as legitimate might deter even those states who have not (yet) 

internalized underlying norms themselves. Finally, when member states delegated tasks to an 

international bureaucracy, the institution develops agency itself. Its staff will be its strongest 

supporter. The bureaucracy will fend off the legitimacy challenge posed by hegemonic 

withdrawal. It will speak up in the public and shame the hegemon for its choice to withdrawal 

from the institution (Heinkelmann-Wild & Jankauskas, 2020). 

Legitimacy beliefs vary considerably across multilateral institutions and different audiences 

(see Dingwerth, Witt, Lehnmann, Reichelt, & Weise, 2019; Tallberg, Bäckstrand, & Scholte, 

2018b; Tallberg & Zürn, 2019a; Zaum, 2013). A prime example for a consensual norm in the 

post-war period are human rights, which constitute a key pillar of the current international order 

(Börzel & Zürn, 2021; Lake et al., 2021). Even though differences exist with regards to their 

substantive definition and the depth of their internalization across countries and their 

governments, the public commitment to human rights is ubiquitous among states. While human 

rights are at the core of democratic societies, also autocratic countries are keen to (at least 

rhetorically) commit to human rights. Moreover, strong civil society organizations uphold the 

principle of human rights (Risse et al., 1999, 2013). Hence, it will be more costly for remaining 

participants to follow the hegemon in abandoning an institution relating to human rights as 

compared to those, e.g., relating to economic issues. Overall, this leads me to expecct:  

H3: The higher the institutionalization of a multilateral institution, the more likely it is 
resilient after hegemonic withdrawal (institutionalization hypothesis). 

H4: Institutions enshrining human rights are more likely to be resilient after hegemonic 
withdrawal (institutional legitimacy hypothesis).  
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3 Research design 

I compiled the ExitUS Database to test my hypotheses. It includes information on the 

withdrawal of the US from multilateral institutions from 1945 through 2020. I adopt a broad 

understanding of multilateral institutions that includes both agreements and IGOs by defining 

them as sets of rules meant to govern the behavior of at least three participating states (Martin 

& Simmons, 2013, 328f.). For the purpose of this paper, hegemonic withdrawal comprises both 

‘hard’ cases where the hegemon terminates its formal participation as well as ‘soft’ instances 

of withdrawal where the hegemon remains a formal participant but effectively ends its 

commitment by not ratifying a signed agreement or completely cutting its financial 

contributions. I opted for the period after World War II since the US were the single most 

powerful state in the international system and with regards to multilateral cooperation in 

particular (Ikenberry, 2001, 2012b; Layne et al., 2018; Milewicz & Snidal, 2016, pp. 827–829). 

While this focus limits generalizability beyond US hegemony, it allows me to control for 

characteristics of the hegemon, such as being a liberal democracy, as well as the absence of 

great power warfare which could be confounding factors driving remaining states’ choice to 

participate or abandon institutional cooperation (see e.g. Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, 2018, 2020). 

More practically, as data availability for this period is comparatively advantageous, I was able 

to collect information on hegemonic withdrawals in a more systematic and comparable manner 

than possible for any other period. Overall, my ExitUS Database comprises 115 cases of US 

withdrawal from multilateral institutions from 1945 through 2020.6 

My dependent variable measures the occurrence of institutional resilience and decay after 

hegemonic withdrawal. For the purpose of this paper, I evaluate cooperation in multilateral 

institutions based on (1) the participation of states, (2) their compliance with basic institutional 

rules, and (3) their active engagement in regular activities, such as plenary meetings or 

conferences of parties (COPs). I consider institutions as resilient when participation, 

commitment, and activity remain constant or even increase after hegemonic withdrawal. An 

institution decays once cooperation decreases along one or more of these dimensions. Figure 2 

shows the dimensions of cooperation in multilateral institutions along with the criteria for 

resilience and decay. 

  

 
6 In Appendix Section A.1, I present the process of data collection in more detail and also discuss 

limitations of existing datasets on multilateral institutions. 
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Figure 2: Three dimensions of institutional cooperation and criteria for resilience and decay. 

  

 

To operationalize institutional resilience and decay, I combined indicators for the three 

dimensions of cooperation. For each institution I assessed (1) participation based on the number 

of IGO members or ratifications of an agreement; (2) commitment based on states’ 

contributions to an IGO’s budget or states’ public commitment to agreements; and (3) activity 

based on states’ plenary meetings for IGOs and COPs for agreements.7 As I am interested in 

the relative resilience or decay after hegemonic withdrawal (and not the absolute level of 

institutional cooperation), I used the status quo ante as a benchmark and compared the three 

indicators 10 years before and after hegemonic withdrawal.8 

• Resilience: An institution is coded as resilient when institutional cooperation in all three 

dimensions remained stable after hegemonic withdrawal or even increased. I thus 

consider stability in an institution’s participation, commitment, and activity individually 

necessary and jointly sufficient for institutional resilience. First, the number of IGO 

members or the ratification rate an agreement remained stable. Second, the remaining 

states demonstrated their commitment by filling the gap in an IGO’s budget left by the 

US or by not questioning an agreement’s validity in public. Third, IGO plenary meetings 

or COPs for agreements continued regularly.9 

• Decay: An institution is coded as in decay when I observed a decline in at least one of 

the three dimensions of institutional cooperation. 10  In other words, I consider an 

indication of decay in one of the three dimensions sufficient for institution decay. First, 

 
7 In Appendix Section A.2, I present for each indicator the coding rules as well as sources. 
8 For instances of hegemonic withdrawal after 2009 as well as those institutions that were younger 

than 10 years at the time of US withdrawal, I relied on the available years. 
9 While I generally consider yearly meetings necessary for the activity of an organization, this must 

not be the case for agreements. If no COPs took place before, I thus did not consider an 
agreement’s activity as decayed after hegemonic withdrawal. 

10 In the exceptional case that an institution was terminated, I consider the institution in decay if it 
is not replaced by a functional equivalent by the remaining participants.  

Participation Commitment Activity

Resilience
• Constant or increasing 

IGO membership or 
ratification of agreements

• States remain committed to rules

• States pay budget contributions

• Regular plenary meetings 
in IGOs or COPs

Decay
• Withdrawal of signature 

or memberships
• Widespread rejection

of institutional rules in public

• IGO budget crisis 

• No plenary meetings 
in IGOs or COPs
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other states withdrew from an IGO or the rate of ratifications decreased. Second, other 

states do not close the funding gap in an IGO’s budget left by the US or even cut funding 

themselves – or increasingly reject an agreement’s rules in the public. Third, IGOs fail to 

hold plenary meetings or the average frequency of COPs decreases. 

Figure 3 depicts the trajectories of multilateral institutions after hegemonic withdrawal over 

time. While 75 multilateral institutions (65%) are resilient after hegemonic withdrawal, 40 cases 

show indications of decay (35%). Resilience and decay vary across issue areas, such as security, 

economy, and human rights. Resilience and decay also vary within institution types: in 40 out 

of 50 instances of hegemonic withdrawal from IGOs (80%) and 36 out of 65 instances of 

hegemonic withdrawal from multilateral agreements (55%) the institution remained resilient. 

Finally, while hegemonic withdrawal was more frequent after than during the Cold War, the 

share of institutional resilience is equally distributed across both periods: 28 out of 40 (70%) 

during the Cold War and 48 out of 75 (64%) after the Cold War.  

 

Figure 3. Resilience and decay after hegemonic withdrawal 1945-2020. 

 

Note: own compilation based on ExitUS Database. 

 

To understand why in some cases institutions remain resilient while other institutions decay, I 

run a logistic regression analysis using the resilience-decay dummy as dependent variable. I 
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• Multilateral powers: To determine whether potential alternative leaders are present in 

an institution at the time of hegemonic withdrawal, I draw on data provided by Milewicz 

and Snidal (2016) who define multilateral powers as those states who possess high 

capacities and are independent from the US. Their power index consists of ten variables 

reflecting three dimensions of power: military, economic, as well as social and human 

capital. For the purpose of this paper, a state qualifies as multilateral power when the 

power index assumes a value above 1.5 and trade independence from the US is higher 

than 0.8.11 I opted for these thresholds as, for the recent years, mostly the G20 states meet 

this definition who Milewicz and Snidal (2016) regard as key multilateral powers. 

Accordingly, I used the number of G20 states participating in an institution as a proxy for 

the years after 2008, which are not covered by their data. 

• Relevance of the hegemon: As existing indicators of overall power are unable to grasp 

the hegemon’s issue-specific relevance, I qualitatively evaluated the importance of the 

US for each case. Based on the available sources such as the coverage by quality 

newspapers, think tank reports, and secondary literature, I assessed (1) whether continued 

cooperation was still beneficial given issue-specific capabilities of the US; and (2) 

whether the US (threatened to) actively undermine cooperation. If cooperation without 

the US was broadly portrayed as unbeneficial or the US undermined an institution from 

outside, I regard the US as relevant and having a negative effect on cooperation.  

• Institutionalization: To assess institutionalization, I created an additive index. It counts 

whether an institution’s rules are precise and obligatory, comprises an independent 

secretariat with a large bureaucracy, and whether the institution is tasked with monitoring, 

dispute settlement, and rule enforcement. As no single dataset comprised all institutions 

covered in my analysis, I complied information from different sources, including the 

Measurement of International Authority (MIA) dataset (Hooghe, Lenz, & Marks, 2019; 

Hooghe & Marks, 2015), data on IO’s degree of independent decision-making power, 

central monitoring, and enforcement capacity compiled by Karreth and Tir (Karreth & 

Tir, 2013; Tir & Karreth, 2018), who build on Boehmer, Gartzke, and Nordstrom (2004), 

as well as on information provided by Reinsberg and Westerwinter (2019) about IGO’s 

design, such as obligation, the independence of the bureaucracy, enforcement, dispute 

settlement, and monitoring competences. When an institution was not covered by these 

datasets, I manually coded this information based on the agreement or an IO’s 

 
11 In the Appendix Section A.5, I discuss this choice and probe alternative indicators, such as mere 

capabilities or the ratio of multilateral powers participating in an institution (instead of their 
absolute number). 
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foundational treaty. I approximated an institution’s precision by the length of an 

agreement or an IO’s foundational treaty (>10 pages) and the autonomy of international 

bureaucracies by their size (>50) (see Debre & Dijkstra, 2020).12  

• Human rights: To measure whether an institution (partly) relates to human rights, I drew 

on the coding of agreements and IGOs provided by my sources (e.g. Elsig, Milewicz, & 

Stürchler, 2011; IATP, 2005; Lupu, 2016; Milewicz & Snidal, 2016; von Borzyskowski 

& Vabulas, 2019) and completed the information myself. 

I also included several control variables, which I carefully selected due to the rather small 

number of observations. First, I accounted for the preference divergence among an institution’s 

participants. Institutions where participating states’ preferences converge might in an 

advantageous position to address the challenges of hegemonic withdrawal as compared to 

institutions where participating states’ preferences diverge. I drew on data of Bailey, Strezhnev, 

and Voeten (2017) on state’s voting in the UN General Assembly as a proxy for states’ 

preferences and calculated the average deviation from the arithmetic mean. 13  Second, I 

controlled for whether the hegemon withdrew its commitment or terminated its formal 

participation in a multilateral institution as soft and hard withdrawals might differ in their 

severity (Daßler et al., 2019; Heinkelmann-Wild & Jankauskas, 2020; Kruck et al., 2020; see 

also, Deitelhoff & Zimmermann, 2019). I therefore included a dummy indicating whether 

withdrawal was hard or soft based on the above definition. Third, I account for the exit period, 

i.e., the number of years the hegemon abandoned an institution before it eventually resumed to 

cooperation as the duration of withdrawal might impact institutional resilience. As the coding 

of institutional resilience and decay is based on a ten-year period after hegemonic withdrawal 

(see above), the variable assumes values from 1 to 10.14 Fourth, I included a dummy for the 

Cold War period. The rational was that the hegemonic position of the US for multilateral 

cooperation was less pronounced during the Cold War than since 1989, and the support for 

human rights might also differ between the two periods. Fifth, I included an institution’s total 

number of participants at the time of hegemonic withdrawal as it might be correlated with, inter 

alia, the number of multilateral powers. The variable counts the number of IGO member states 

or states having ratified an agreement in the year of hegemonic withdrawal. Finally, as an 

institution’s age might be correlated with the number of multilateral powers, and might yield 

 
12 I also probed in Appendix Section A.6 alternative indicators for institutionalization such as 

delegation, the size of the bureaucracy, and an institution’s precision. 
13 For the two years 2019-2020 not covered by the dataset, I the used the values of 2018 as a proxy. 
14 As discussed above, the period of examination is shorter for instances of hegemonic withdrawal 

after 2010. This is also expressed in a shorter duration of withdrawal. In Appendix Section A.4, I 
also checked whether repeated withdrawal impacts the results. 
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potential socializing effects on participating states, I included a variable that counts the logged 

number of years between an institution’s creation and hegemonic withdrawal. 

 

4 Empirical Analysis 

4.1 Results 

To evaluate whether the four theorized independent variables affect the probability of 

institutional resilience, I employ a logistic regression. I test my hypotheses by running four 

main models (see Table 1). Model 1 includes the two independent variables related to 

alternative leaders, i.e., the number of multilateral powers participating in an institution at the 

time of hegemonic withdrawal (alternative leader hypothesis) as well as the issue-specific 

relevance of the hegemon (hegemonic relevance hypothesis). Model 2 comprises the two 

variables related to authoritative institutions, i.e., the degree of institutionalization 

(institutionalization hypothesis) and whether the institution relates to human rights (legitimacy 

hypothesis). Model 3 includes all four independent variables of theoretical interest and Model 

4 also controls for the effect of preference divergence, the type of withdrawal, the duration of 

exit, whether the hegemon withdrew during the Cold War or afterwards, the number of 

participating states, as well as an institution’s age at the time of hegemonic withdrawal. 

The results corroborate my hypotheses as the four independent variables of theoretical interest 

are statistically significant at least at the 95% level in all four models. As expected, institutional 

resilience is more likely to occur as the number of multilateral powers participating in an 

institution at the time of hegemonic withdrawal increases (alternative leader hypothesis). Also 

corresponding to my theoretical expectations, hegemonic relevance decreases the likelihood of 

resilience (hegemonic relevance hypothesis). Further corroborating theoretical expectations, a 

higher degree of institutionalization is associated with a positive effect on institutional 

resilience (institutionalization hypothesis). Finally, an institution relating to human rights has a 

higher likelihood of resilience (legitimacy hypothesis). None of the control variables has a 

statistically significant effect on the dependent variable.  
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Table 1: Results of three models. 

Dep. Var.: Resilience 
(1) 

Alternative 
leaders 

(2) 
Authoritative 
institutions 

(3) 
Leaders  

& Institutions 

(4) 
All controls 

     
Alternative leaders     
     
Multilateral powers 0.16***  

(4.33) 
 0.11*  

(2.52) 
0.18* 
(2.21) 

     
Hegemonic relevance -1.94**  

(-2.93) 
 -1.91**  

(-2.74) 
-2.11**  
(-2.86) 

     
     
Authoritative institutions     
     
Institutionalization  3.11***  

(3.84) 
1.91*  
(1.91) 

2.75*  
(2.36) 

     
Human Rights  2.05*  

(2.57) 
1.72*  
(2.03) 

2.01* 
(2.14) 

     
     
Controls     
     
Preference Divergence    3.36  

(0.64) 
     
Hard Withdrawal    -0.72  

(-1.11) 
     
Exit Period     -0.15  

(-1.67) 
     
Cold War    -0.41  

(-0.61) 
     
Total Participants    -0.01  

(-0.95) 
     
Age    -0.44 

(1.40) 
     
Constant -0.56  

(-1.43) 
-0.67* 
(-1.98) 

-0.95* 
(-2.21) 

0.84  
(0.71) 

     
AIC 118.0694 126.0768 113.7365 119.9100 
     
BIC 126.3042 134.3116 127.4612 150.1042 
     
Observations 115 115 115 115 

 

Note: logistic regression estimates; z statistics in parentheses * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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The independent variables of theoretical interest are not only statistically significant but also 

have a strong substantive effect on the dependent variable. Figure 4 presents first difference 

estimates for Model 4. These indicate the change in the predicted probability of institutional 

resilience given a one-unit change in the respective independent variable with all other variables 

being at their observed values. Institutionalization has the strongest effect. It increases the 

likelihood of resilience after hegemonic withdrawal by 37.97%. When the hegemon is relevant 

for institutional cooperation, this decreases the likelihood of resilience after hegemonic 

withdrawal by 29.19%. The human rights issue has a similarly strong, but positive effect on 

institutional resilience. When an institution relates to human rights, this increases the likelihood 

of its resilience after hegemonic withdrawal by 27.72%. The number of multilateral powers has 

the lowest probability as each multilateral power participating in an institution increases the 

probability of its resilience by 2.49%. 

 

Figure 4: First difference estimates for Model 4. 

 

Note: Discrete first differences computed from Model 4 (95% CIs) 
while holding all other variables at their observed values. 

 

However, as the number of multilateral powers participating in an institution at the time of 

hegemonic withdrawal constitutes a semi-continuous variable, Figure 5 graphs the probability 

of resilience over its full range, that is associated with an increase in the probability of 

institutional resilience by 61.73%.  
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Figure 5: The effect of the number of multilateral powers on institutional resilience. 

 
Note: Predicted probabilities computed from Model 4 (95% CIs)  

while holding all other variables at their observed values. 
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that the presence of alternative leaders, the absence of the hegemon’s issue-specific relevance, 

the institutionalization and human rights are related to a multilateral institution’s resilience after 
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of institutional resilience.  
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audience costs for withdrawing from respective institutions created by domestic and 

transnational civil society might differ between autocracies and democracies. I calculated the 

average for the year of hegemonic withdrawal based on states’ polity2 scores sourced from the 

polity4 dataset (Marshall, Jaggers, & Gurr, 2010), that range from a minimum score of -10 to a 

maximum score of 10, representing the highest level of state democracy. Finally, I included 

preference convergence with the hegemon among an institution’s participants as states that 

strongly aligne with the hegemon might be more likely to join the hegemon in abandoning the 

institution. The results for the models including each of these additional control variable as well 

as all of them at the same time remain unaffected.  

With regards to operationalization, I also probed different indicators for multilateral powers 

(see Appendix Section A.5). First, I used the power index (without independence) as indicator 

for the presence of multilateral powers at the time of hegemonic withdrawal. The results 

generally remain robust. Second, I checked whether the ratio of powerful states participating in 

an institution is a better indicator than their absolute number. As this alternative indicator fails 

to reach statistical significance, this only increases my confidence that the absolute number is 

the more suitable measure for multilateral powers. Furthermore, I calculated a model where I 

use US overall power, approximated by GDP, as an indicator for hegemonic relevance (see 

Appendix Section A.6). While the results remain stable and significant with regards to other 

three independent variables of theoretical interest, US overall power does not reach statistical 

significance. This underlines the necessity of a fine-grained, issue specific coding of hegemonic 

relevance. I also ran models with alternative indicators for institutionalization (see Appendix 

Section A.7): (1) whether states delegated any authority to a bureaucracy or not (see Abbott 

& Snidal, 2000; Koremenos et al., 2001; (2) whether this bureaucracy is large and thus 

possesses considerable agency (see Bernholz, 2009; Debre & Dijkstra, 2019; Gray, 2018); and 

(3) whether the institution is precise or not (see Abbott & Snidal, 2000; Koremenos et al., 2001). 

While the effect of the other three independent variables of theoretical interest remains 

significant, all alternative indicators for institutionalization fail to reach statistical significance. 

This underlines the need of an index that combines different indicators for institutional 

capacities.  

The results also remain robust when accounting for fixed effects of the different types of 

multilateral institutions included in the sample (see Appendix Section A.8). As the ExitUS 

Database comprises arguably diverse types of multilateral institutions, ranging from stand-

alone IOs and UN agencies and funds over multilateral agreements and protocols, I ran models 

that comprised fixed effects for these institutional types by including three dummies that 
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indicate (1) whether an institution is an IO or agreement, (2) whether it is an UN emanation or 

not, and (3) whether it is a protocol or not.15 The results for the models including each of these 

dummies as well as all of them at the same time remain unaffected. Finally, I also ran two 

models with standard errors clustered on institutions as well years to account for respective 

dependencies (see Appendix Section A.9). Again, the results remain unchanged. 

 

4.2 Discussion 

As this paper is a snapshot of work in progress, several caveats remain: I still have to check the 

robustness of the model for different components and thresholds of the dependent variable, i.e., 

institutional resilience and decay. Moreover, I plan to employ matching or a selection model to 

address potential selection effects in case that a multilateral institution’s characteristics that 

affect its resilience are correlated with the drivers of hegemonic withdrawal in the first place 

(see, e.g., Daßler & Heinkelmann-Wild, 2021; von Borzyskowski & Vabulas, 2019). 

This paper also yields implications for future research. While I identified cross-case correlation 

between the four suggested independent variables and institutional resilience, causality has to 

be established on the within-case level. Future studies should thus employ process tracing to 

probe the theorized causal mechanisms in detailed case studies (see Heinkelmann-Wild, 2020). 

Future research might also extend this paper’s perspective on US hegemony by probing whether 

the theoretical framework travels to earlier periods dominated by other hegemons, such as Great 

Britain, or to regional hegemons in regional institutions (see Heinkelmann-Wild, 2021).  

Finally, while my analysis focused on multilateral institutions abandoned by the hegemon, its 

results yield general implications for the study of international institutions’ vitality. After all, 

the challenges posed by hegemonic withdrawal render my sample a rather hard case for 

institutional resilience. Theoretically, my findings point to the importance of multilateral 

powers. While scholarship so far focused on institutionalization and bureaucratic agency 

(Bernholz, 2009; Debre & Dijkstra, 2019; Gray, 2018; Heinkelmann-Wild & Jankauskas, 2020) 

as well as exogenous factors (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, 2018, 2020), the agency of powerful states 

might plausibly be of general importance for institutional vitality. Conceptually, this paper 

suggested a definition of institutional resilience and decay that allows to systematically capture 

and map empirical variation of institutional vitality. While existing scholarship mostly 

 
15 I did not compute models for the subsamples of each type of institution as this would have 

decreased the respective number of observations considerably. 
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embraces a ‘life-death’ dichotomy (but see Gray, 2018) and studies either institutions 

(Deitelhoff & Zimmermann, 2019; Panke & Petersohn, 2012, 2016; Price, 2004, 2006), or 

IGOs (Debre & Dijkstra, 2019; Dijkstra, 2019; Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, 2018, 2020; Gray, 2018), 

my conceptualization allows for a comprehensive perspective on different degrees of vitality in 

different types of institutions. 

 

5 Conclusion 

In this paper, I theoretically developed and empirically tested a framework to account for the 

variation of resilience and decay after hegemonic withdrawal from multilateral institutions. I 

started from the assumption that hegemonic withdrawal poses a twofold challenge for 

multilateral cooperation by depriving the institution of material capacities and questioning its 

legitimacy. I then suggested that institutional resilience after hegemonic withdrawal depends 

on alternative leaders and authoritative institutions. First, multilateral cooperation is more likely 

to be resilient when remaining states possess significant soft and hard power and are willing to 

take over leadership and (collectively) address the twofold challenge of hegemonic withdrawal. 

Second, multilateral cooperation is also more likely to be resilient when institutions themselves 

are highly capable or legitimate as states who value its assets or believe in its appropriateness 

will maintain it. The analysis of institutional resilience and decay after the withdrawal of the 

US from 1945 through 2020 corroborated to my theoretical expectations. First, the presence of 

powerful states and the absence of continued relevance of the hegemon impact an institution’s 

resilience after hegemonic withdrawal. Moreover, high institutionalization and institutions 

relating to human rights are associated with institutional resilience after hegemonic exit. 

Where does this leave us with regards to the future of the international institutional order? On 

the one hand, the results give reason for less pessimism than proponents of the realist camp who 

claim from a hegemonic stability perspective that multilateral cooperation is doomed in the 

absence of a hegemon (Layne, 2018; Mearsheimer, 2019a). In contrast to realist approaches, 

my findings suggest that the diffusion of power is not a bad thing per se for the international 

order, but powerful alternative leaders have a positive effect on institutional resilience. In fact, 

institutional decay is more likely when the hegemon retained superior issue-specific power. On 

the other hand, my results also give reason to question the liberal optimism that many 

institutionalists share on the future of the institutional order (Ikenberry, 2015, 2018a, 2018b, 

2019). While those institutions that enjoy high capacities and legitimacy are more likely to be 
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resilient, the trajectory of multilateral institutions is also affected by the hegemon’s behavior 

towards the institution after exit as well as alternative leaders.  

However, alternative leaders might not always favor the (liberal) substance of institutions. 

When alternative leaders leave the substantive values of multilateral institutions unaltered, we 

might indeed witness a “transition within the order” (Ikenberry, 2012b, 2018b). For instance, 

after the withdrawal of the US from the Paris Agreement on climate change as well as the WHO, 

China and European powers took over collective leadership and reaffirmed their commitment 

to these institutions. However, potential alternative leaders in the West currently undergo an 

illiberal backlash and the liberal outlook of rising powers, first and foremost China, is also 

anything but certain. In consequence, if they even step in at all, multilateral cooperation might 

nevertheless be hampered by increasing preference divergence – or be converted to illiberal 

purposes. For instance, while the EU filled earlier funding gaps in the UNFPA, after the US 

withdrawal under the Trump Administration, the liberal consensus was weakened due to 

conservative, Eastern European member states. And in the UN Human Rights Council, China 

strives for filling the vacuum after US withdrawal and redefining the very meaning of universal 

human rights. Thus, under less propitious conditions, a “transition of the order” (Gilpin, 1981) 

away from liberal norms and multilateral procedures to a different, less liberal kind of 

international order is a real possibility.   



 

 
 23 

References 

Abbott, K. W., & Snidal, D. (1998). Why States Act through Formal International 
Organizations. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 42(1), 3–32. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002798042001001 

Abbott, K. W., & Snidal, D. (2000). Hard and Soft Law in International Governance. 
International Organization, 54(3), 421–456. https://doi.org/10.1162/002081800551280 

Acharya, A. (2017). After Liberal Hegemony: The Advent of a Multiplex World Order. 
Ethics & International Affairs, 31(03), 271–285. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S089267941700020X 

Adler-Nissen, R. (2014). Stigma Management in International Relations: Transgressive 
Identities, Norms, and Order in International Society. International Organization, 68(1), 
143–176. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818313000337 

Arce M, D. (2001). Leadership and the aggregation of international collective action. Oxford 
Economic Papers, 53(1), 114–137. https://doi.org/10.1093/oep/53.1.114 

Axelrod, R., & Keohane, R. O. [Robert O.] (1986). Achieving Cooperation under Anarchy. 
Strategies and Institutions. In K. A. Oye (Ed.), Cooperation Under Anarchy (pp. 226–254). 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ. Press. 

Bäckstrand, K., & Söderbaum, F. (2018). Legitimation and Delegitimation in Global 
Governance Discursive, lnstitutional, and Behavioral Practices. In J. Tallberg, K. 
Bäckstrand, & J. A. Scholte (Eds.), Legitimacy in global governance: Sources, processes, 
and consequences (pp. 101–118). Oxford, United Kingdom: Oxford University Press. 

Bailey, M. A., Strezhnev, A., & Voeten, E. (2017). Estimating Dynamic State Preferences 
from United Nations Voting Data. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 61(2), 430–456. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002715595700 

Bernholz, P. (2009). Are international organizations like the Bank for International 
Settlements unable to die? The Review of International Organizations, 4(4), 361–381. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-009-9062-9 

Boehmer, C., Gartzke, E., & Nordstrom, T. (2004). Do Intergovernmental Organizations 
Promote Peace? World Politics, 57(1), 1–38. https://doi.org/10.1353/wp.2005.0008 

Börzel, T. A., & Zürn, M. (2021). Contestations of the Liberal International Order: From 
Liberal Multilateralism to Postnational Liberalism. International Organization, 59, 1–24. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818320000570 

Bower, A. (2017). Norms without the great powers: International law and changing social 
standards in world politics (First edition). Oxford: Oxford University Press. Retrieved 
from http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198789871.001.0001 
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198789871.001.0001 

Brem, S. (2009). Conclusion: Is there a future for non-hegemonic cooperation?: Explaining 
success and failure of alternative regime creation. In S. Brem & K. W. Stiles (Eds.), 
Cooperating without America: Theories and case studies of non-hegemonic regimes 
(pp. 173–186). London: Routledge. 

Brem, S., & Stiles, K. W. (Eds.) (2009). Cooperating without America: Theories and case 
studies of non-hegemonic regimes. London: Routledge.  

Buchanan, A., & Keohane, R. O. [Robert O.] (2006). The Legitimacy of Global Governance 
Institutions. Ethics & International Affairs, 20(4), 405–437. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-
7093.2006.00043.x 

Carnegie, A., & Carson, A. (2019). Reckless Rhetoric? Compliance Pessimism and 
International Order in the Age of Trump. The Journal of Politics, 81(2), 739–746. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/702232 

Cohen, J. E. (1995). Presidential Rhetoric and the Public Agenda. American Journal of 
Political Science, 39(1), 87. https://doi.org/10.2307/2111759 



 

 
 24 

Colgan, J. D., & Keohane, R. O. [Robert O.] (2017). The Liberal Order Is Rigged: Fix It Now 
or Watch It Wither. Foreign Affairs, 96(3), 36–44. 

Cooley, A., & Nexon, D. H. (2020). Exit from hegemony: The unraveling of the American 
global order. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.  

Copelovitch, M., Hobolt, S. B., & Walter, S. (2019). Challenges to the contemporary global 
order. Cause for pessimism or optimism? Journal of European Public Policy, 98(1), 1–12. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2019.1678666 

Cottrell, M. P. (2009). Legitimacy and Institutional Replacement: The Convention on Certain 
Conventional Weapons and the Emergence of the Mine Ban Treaty. International 
Organization, 63(02), 217. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818309090079 

Cottrell, M. P. (2016). The Evolution and Legitimacy of International Security Institutions. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781316392799 

Cox, R. W. (1987). Production, power, and world order: Social forces in the making of 
history. The political economy of international change: the 4 vol. series ; 1. New York: 
Columbia Univ. Pr.  

Crawford, N. (2002). Argument and change in world politics: Ethics, decolonization, and 
humanitarian intervention. Cambridge studies in international relations: Vol. 81. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511491306 

Daßler, B., & Heinkelmann-Wild, T. (2021). International Authority, Democracies, and Exit 
from International Organizations. Paper prepared for the Political Economy of 
International Organization (PEIO) online seminar.  

Daßler, B., Heinkelmann-Wild, T., & Kruck, A. (2019). When does the barking dog bite?: 
The Trump Administration and Varieties of Contestation of Multilateral Institutions. 
conference paper. Heidelberg.  

Debre, M. J., & Dijkstra, H. (2019). Institutional design for a post-liberal order: Why some 
international organizations live longer than others.  

Debre, M. J., & Dijkstra, H. (2020). Institutional design for a post-liberal order: why some 
international organizations live longer than others. European Journal of International 
Relations, 96(3), 135406612096218. https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066120962183 

Deitelhoff, N., & Zimmermann, L. (2019). Norms under Challenge: Unpacking the Dynamics 
of Norm Robustness. Journal of Global Security Studies, 4(1), 2–17. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/jogss/ogy041 

Dijkstra, H. (2019). Who gets to live forever?: An Institutional Theory on the Life and Death 
of International Organizations. Paper prepared for the ECPR Joint Sessions, Mons, 8-12 
April 2019.  

Dingwerth, K., Witt, A., Lehnmann, I., Reichelt, E., & Weise, T. (2019). International 
Organizations under Pressure: Legitimating Global Governance in Challenging Times. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

Duncombe, C., & Dunne, T. (2018). After liberal world order. International Affairs, 94(1), 
25–42. https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iix234 

Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, M. (2018). Death of international organizations. The organizational 
ecology of intergovernmental organizations, 1815–2015. The Review of International 
Organizations, 70(2), 315. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-018-9340-5 

Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, M. (2020). What kills international organisations? When and why 
international organisations terminate. European Journal of International Relations, 22(2), 
135406612093297. https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066120932976 

Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, M., & Hofmann, S. C. (2019). Of the contemporary global order, crisis, 
and change. Journal of European Public Policy, 92(1), 1–13. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2019.1678665 

Elsig, M., Milewicz, K., & Stürchler, N. (2011). Who is in love with multilateralism? Treaty 
commitment in the post-Cold War era. European Union Politics, 12(4), 529–550. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116511419869 



 

 
 25 

Fehl, C. (2012). Living with a reluctant hegemon: Explaining European responses to US 
unilateralism (1. publ). Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press. Retrieved from 
http://www.oxfordscholarship.com/view/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199608621.001.0001/ac
prof-9780199608621 https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199608621.001.0001 

Fehl, C., & Thimm, J. (2019). Dispensing With the Indispensable Nation? Global 
Governance, 25(1), 23–46. https://doi.org/10.1163/19426720-02501006 

Finnemore, M., & Sikkink, K. (1998). International Norm Dynamics and Political Change. 
International Organization, 52(4), 887–917. https://doi.org/10.1162/002081898550789 

Fioretos, O. (2018). The syncopated history of the liberal international order. The British 
Journal of Politics and International Relations, 87(1), 136914811879141. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148118791415 

Fioretos, O., & Tallberg, J. (2020). Politics and theory of global governance. International 
Theory, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1752971920000408 

Gill, S. (1995). American hegemony and the Trilateral Commission (1. paperback ed., 
reprinted.). Cambridge studies in international relations: Vol. 5. Cambridge: Cambridge 
Univ. Press.  

Gilpin, R. (1981). War and change in world politics (Transferred to digital printing). 
Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press.  

Goetz, K. H., & Patz, R. (2017). Resourcing International Organizations: Resource 
Diversification, Organizational Differentiation, and Administrative Governance. Global 
Policy, 8(2), 5–14. https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.12468 

Gray, J. (2018). Life, Death, or Zombie?: The Vitality of International Organizations. 
International Studies Quarterly, 62(1), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1093/isq/sqx086 

Guzman, A. T. (2008). How International Law Works.: A Rational Choice Theory. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press.  

Haas, R. N. (2018). Liberal World Order, R.I.P. Retrieved from Project Syndicate website: 
https://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/end-of-liberal-world-order-by-richard-n--
haass-2018-03?barrier=accesspaylog  

Hall, P. A., & Taylor, R. C. R. (1996). Political Science and the Three New Institutionalisms. 
Political Studies, 44(5), 936–957. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.1996.tb00343.x 

Heinkelmann-Wild, T. (2020). Institutional hegemony by invitation? The co-optation of 
alternative leaders after hegemonic withdrawal. Working paper.  

Heinkelmann-Wild, T. (2021). The challenge of exit and the vitality of international 
organizations. Working paper.  

Heinkelmann-Wild, T., & Jankauskas, V. (2020). To Yield or Shield? Comparing 
International Public Administrations’ Responses to Member States’ Policy Contestation. 
Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis. 

Heinkelmann-Wild, T., Kruck, A., & Daßler, B. (2020). A Crisis from Within: The Trump 
Administration and the Contestation of the Liberal International Order. In F. Böller & W. 
Werner (Eds.), A Hegemonic Transition? Reconfigurations of Global Economic and 
Security Orders in the Age of Trump. 

Hirschmann, G. (2020). To be or not to be? Lebensdynamiken internationaler Organisationen 
im Spannungsfeld von internationaler Autorität und nationalstaatlicher Souveränität. 
Zeitschrift Für Internationale Beziehungen, 27(1), 69–93. https://doi.org/10.5771/0946-
7165-2020-1-69 

Hooghe, L., Lenz, T., & Marks, G. (2019). A theory of international organization: A 
postfunctionalist theory of governance. Transformations in governance: vol. 4. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press.  

Hooghe, L., & Marks, G. (2015). Delegation and pooling in international organizations. The 
Review of International Organizations, 10(3), 305–328. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-
014-9194-4 



 

 
 26 

Hurd, I. (2007). Breaking and Making Norms: American Revisionism and Crises of 
Legitimacy. International Politics, 44(2-3), 194–213. 
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.ip.8800184 

IATP (2005). The Treaty Database: U.S. Compliance with Global Treaties.  
Ikenberry, G. J. (2001). After Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint, and the Rebuilding of 

Order after Major Wars. Princeton: Princeton University Press.  
Ikenberry, G. J. (2012a). Liberal Leviathan: The Origins, Crisis, and Transformation of the 

American World Order. Princeton: Princeton University Press.  
Ikenberry, G. J. (2012b). Liberal leviathan: The origins, crisis, and transformation of the 

American World Order. Princeton: Princeton University Press.  
Ikenberry, G. J. (2015). The Future of Liberal World Order. Japanese Journal of Political 

Science, 16(03), 450–455. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1468109915000122 
Ikenberry, G. J. (2018a). The end of liberal international order? International Affairs, 94(1), 

7–23. https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iix241 
Ikenberry, G. J. (2018b). Why the Liberal World Order Will Survive. Ethics & International 

Affairs, 32(01), 17–29. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0892679418000072 
Ikenberry, G. J. (2019). Reflections on After Victory. The British Journal of Politics and 

International Relations, 21(1), 5–19. https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148118791402 
Ikenberry, G. J., & Kupchan, C. A. (1990). Socialization and hegemonic power. International 

Organization, 44(3), 283–315. https://doi.org/10.1017/S002081830003530X 
Jahn, B. (2018). Liberal internationalism: historical trajectory and current prospects. 

International Affairs, 94(1), 43–61. https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iix231 
Jupille, J., Mattli, W., & Snidal, D. (2013). Institutional Choice and Global Commerce. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. Retrieved from 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139855990 
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139855990 

Karreth, J., & Tir, J. (2013). International Institutions and Civil War Prevention. The Journal 
of Politics, 75(1), 96–109. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0022381612000898 

Keck, M. E., & Sikkink, K. (2014). Activists beyond Borders: Advocacy Networks in 
International Politics: Cornell University Press.  

Keohane, R. O. [Robert O.], & Nye, J. S. (1977). Power and Interdependence. World Politics 
in Transition. Toronto: Longman.  

Keohane, R. O. [Robert Owen] (1984). After hegemony: Cooperation and discord in the 
world political economy (1st Princeton classic ed.). A Princeton classic edition. Princeton, 
N.J: Princeton University Press. Retrieved from 
http://lib.myilibrary.com/detail.asp?id=275144  

Kern, H. L. (2004). Strategies of Legal Change: Great Britain, International Law, and the 
Abolition of the Transatlantic Slave Trade. Journal of the History of International Law / 
Revue D'histoire Du Droit International, 6(2), 233–258. 
https://doi.org/10.1163/1571805042782073 

Kindleberger, C. P. [Charles P.] (1986). Hierarchy versus inertial cooperation. International 
Organization, 40(04), 841. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300027399 

Kindleberger, C. P. [Charles Poor] (1976). Systems of International Economic Organization. 
In H. B. van Cleveland, C. P. Kindleberger, L. E. Lehrman, & D. P. Calleo (Eds.), A 
Lehrman Institute book. Money and the Coming World Order (pp. 15–39). New York: 
New York University Press. 

Klotz, A. (1995). Norms reconstituting interests: global racial equality and U.S. sanctions 
against South Africa. International Organization, 49(3), 451–478. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300033348 

Koremenos, B., Lipson, C., & Snidal, D. (2001). The Rational Design of International 
Institutions. International Organization, 55(4), 761–799. 



 

 
 27 

Krasner, S. D. (1976). State Power and the Structure of International Trade. World Politics, 
28(03), 317–347. https://doi.org/10.2307/2009974 

Kruck, A., Hobbach, R., Heinkelmann-Wild, T., & Daßler, B. (2020). The Trump 
Administration and IOs: Varying Frames of Institutional Contestation. conference paper. 
Freiburg.  

Lake, D. A. (1993). Leadership, Hegemony, and the International Economy: Naked Emperor 
or Tattered Monarch with Potential? International Studies Quarterly, 37(4), 459. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2600841 

Lake, D. A. (1999). Entangling relations: American foreign policy in its century. Princeton 
studies in international history and politics. Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ. Press.  

Lake, D. A., Martin, L. L., & Risse, T. (2021). Challenges to the Liberal Order: Reflections 
on International Organization. International Organization. 

Layne, C. (2018). The US–Chinese power shift and the end of the Pax Americana. 
International Affairs, 94(1), 89–111. https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iix249 

Layne, C., Wohlforth, W., & Brooks, S. G. (2018). US Decline or Primacy?: A Debate. In M. 
Cox & D. Stokes (Eds.), US Foreign Policy (3rd ed., pp. 397–414). Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 

Lupu, Y. (2016). Why Do States Join Some Universal Treaties but Not Others? An Analysis 
of Treaty Commitment Preferences. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 60(7), 1219–1250. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002714560344 

Marshall, M. G., Jaggers, K., & Gurr, T. (2010). Polity IV project: Characteristics and 
transitions, 1800–2009. Dataset Users’ Manual. Center for Systemic Peace. 

Martin, L. L., & Simmons, B. A. (2013). International Organizations and Institutions. In W. 
Carlsnaes, T. Risse, & B. A. Simmons (Eds.), Handbook of International Relations 
(pp. 326–351). 1 Oliver's Yard,  55 City Road,  London   EC1Y 1SP  United Kingdom: 
SAGE Publications Ltd. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446247587.n13 

Mastanduno, M. (2019). Liberal hegemony, international order, and US foreign policy: A 
reconsideration. The British Journal of Politics and International Relations, 21(1), 47–54. 

McCalla, R. B. (1996). NATO's persistence after the cold war. International Organization, 
50(3), 445–475. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300033440 

McKeown, R. (2009). Norm Regress: US Revisionism and the Slow Death of the Torture 
Norm. International Relations, 23(1), 5–25. https://doi.org/10.1177/0047117808100607 

Mearsheimer, J. J. (1994). The False Promise of International Institutions. International 
Security, 19(3), 5. https://doi.org/10.2307/2539078 

Mearsheimer, J. J. (2019a). Bound to Fail: The Rise and Fall of the Liberal International 
Order. International Security, 43(4), 7–50. https://doi.org/10.1162/ISEC_a_00342 

Mearsheimer, J. J. (2019b). Bound to Fail: The Rise and Fall of the Liberal International 
Order. International Security, 43(4), 7–50. https://doi.org/10.1162/isec_a_00342 

Milewicz, K. M., & Snidal, D. (2016). Cooperation by Treaty: The Role of Multilateral 
Powers. International Organization, 70(4), 823–844. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S002081831600031X 

Mousseau, M. (2019). The End of War: How a Robust Marketplace and Liberal Hegemony 
Are Leading to Perpetual World Peace. International Security, 44(1), 160–196. 

Norrlof, C. (2010). America's Global Advantage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511676406 

Panke, D., & Petersohn, U. (2012). Why international norms disappear sometimes. European 
Journal of International Relations, 18(4), 719–742. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066111407690 

Panke, D., & Petersohn, U. (2016). Norm challenges and norm death: The inexplicable? 
Cooperation and Conflict, 51(1), 3–19. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836715597948 

Percy, S. V. (2007). Mercenaries: Strong Norm, Weak Law. International Organization, 
61(02), 1. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818307070130 



 

 
 28 

Pevehouse, J., Nordstrom, T., & Warnke, K. (2004). The Correlates of War 2 International 
Governmental Organizations Data Version 2.0. Conflict Management and Peace Science, 
21(2), 101–119. https://doi.org/10.1080/07388940490463933 

Pevehouse, J. C. W., Nordstrom, T., McManus, R. W., & Jamison, A. S. (2019). Tracking 
organizations in the world: The Correlates of War IGO Version 3.0 datasets. Journal of 
Peace Research, 27, 002234331988117. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343319881175 

Powlick, P. J., & Katz, A. Z. (1998). Defining the American Public Opinion/Foreign Policy 
Nexus. Mershon International Studies Review, 42(1), 29. https://doi.org/10.2307/254443 

Price, R. (2004). Emerging Customary Norms and Anti-Personnel Landmines. In C. Reus-
Smit (Ed.), The Politics of International Law (pp. 106–130). Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Price, R. (2005). Hegemony and multilateralism. International Journal: Canada's Journal of 
Global Policy Analysis, 60(1), 129–150. https://doi.org/10.1177/002070200506000110 

Price, R. (2006). Detecting Ideas and Their Effects. In R. E. Goodin & C. Tilly (Eds.), The 
Oxford handbooks of political science. The Oxford handbook of contextual political 
analysis (pp. 252–265). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Reinsberg, B., & Westerwinter, O. (2019). The global governance of international 
development:: Documenting the rise of multi-stakeholder partnerships and identifying 
underlying theoretical explanations. The Review of International Organizations. Advance 
online publication. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-019-09362-0 

Risse, T., Ropp, S. C., & Sikkink, K. (Eds.) (1999). Cambridge studies in international 
relations: Vol. 66. The power of human rights: International norms and domestic change 
(8. print). Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press.  

Risse, T., Ropp, S. C., & Sikkink, K. (Eds.) (2013). The Persistent Power of Human Rights. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139237161 

Rittberger, V., Zangl, B., Kruck, A., & Dijkstra, H. (2019). International organization (Third 
edition). London: Red Globe Press.  

Sandholtz, W. (2007). Prohibiting Plunder: Oxford University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195337235.001.0001 

Sandholtz, W., & Stiles, K. W. (2009). International norms and cycles of change. Oxford: 
OUP.  

Schneider, C. J., & Urpelainen, J. (2013). Distributional Conflict Between Powerful States 
and International Treaty Ratification 1. International Studies Quarterly, 57(1), 13–27. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/isqu.12024 

Schweller, R. L., & Pu, X. (2011). After Unipolarity: China's Visions of International Order 
in an Era of U.S. Decline. International Security, 36(1), 41–72. 
https://doi.org/10.1162/ISEC_a_00044 

Simmons, B., & Martin, L. (2002). International Organizations and Institutions. In Handbook 
of International Relations (pp. 192–211). 1 Oliver's Yard,  55 City Road,  London   EC1Y 
1SP  United Kingdom: SAGE Publications Ltd. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781848608290.n10 

Snidal, D. (1985). The limits of hegemonic stability theory. International Organization, 
39(04), 579. https://doi.org/10.1017/S002081830002703X 

Squatrito, T., Lundgren, M., & Sommerer, T. (2019). Shaming by international organizations: 
Mapping condemnatory speech acts across 27 international organizations, 1980–2015. 
Cooperation and Conflict, 54(3), 356–377. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836719832339 

Stiles, K. W. (2009). Introduction: Theories of non-hegemonic cooperation. In S. Brem & K. 
W. Stiles (Eds.), Cooperating without America: Theories and case studies of non-
hegemonic regimes (pp. 1–20). London: Routledge. 

Stokes, D. (2018). Trump, American hegemony and the future of the liberal international 
order. International Affairs, 94(1), 133–150. https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iix238 



 

 
 29 

Stone, R. W. (2011). Controlling Institutions. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511793943 

Stone, R. W. (2013). Informal governance in international organizations: Introduction to the 
special issue. The Review of International Organizations, 8(2), 121–136. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-013-9168-y 

Tallberg, J., Bäckstrand, K., & Scholte, J. A. (2018a). Introduction: Legitimacy in Global 
Governance. In J. Tallberg, K. Bäckstrand, & J. A. Scholte (Eds.), Legitimacy in global 
governance: Sources, processes, and consequences (pp. 3–19). Oxford, United Kingdom: 
Oxford University Press. 

Tallberg, J., Bäckstrand, K., & Scholte, J. A. (Eds.) (2018b). Legitimacy in global 
governance: Sources, processes, and consequences. Oxford, United Kingdom: Oxford 
University Press.  

Tallberg, J., & Zürn, M. (2019a). The legitimacy and legitimation of international 
organizations: introduction and framework. The Review of International Organizations, 
18(4), 403. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-018-9330-7 

Tallberg, J., & Zürn, M. (2019b). The legitimacy and legitimation of international 
organizations: Introduction and framework. The Review of International Organizations. 
Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-018-9330-7 

Thimm, J. (2016). The United States and multilateral treaties: A policy puzzle. Boulder, 
Colo., London: First Forum Press A Division of Lynne Rienner Publishers Inc.  

Thomas, W. (2000). Norms and Security: The Case of International Assassination. 
International Security, 25(1), 105–133. https://doi.org/10.1162/016228800560408 

Thomas, W. (2001). The Ethics of Destruction: Cornell University Press.  
Thompson, A. (2006). Coercion Through IOs: The Security Council and the Logic of 

Information Transmission. International Organization, 60(01), 198. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818306060012 

Tir, J., & Karreth, J. (2018). Incentivizing peace: How international organizations can help 
prevent civil wars in member countries. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.  

UNTC (2020). United Nations Treaty Series Online. Retrieved from https://treaties.un.org/ 
Viola, L. A., Snidal, D., & Zürn, M. (2015). Sovereign (In)equality in the Evolution of the 

International System. In S. Leibfried, E. Huber, M. Lange, J. D. Levy, F. Nullmeier, & J. 
D. Stephens (Eds.), Oxford handbooks. The Oxford handbook of transformations of the 
state (pp. 221–236). Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press. 

Von Borzyskowski, I., & Vabulas, F. (2019). Hello, goodbye: When do states withdraw from 
international organizations? Review of International Organizations, 42(1), 3. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-019-09352-2 

Wallander, C. A. (2000). Institutional Assets and Adaptability: NATO After the Cold War. 
International Organization, 54(4), 705–735. https://doi.org/10.1162/002081800551343 

Walter, S. (2020). The Mass Politics of International Disintegration. CIS Working Paper No. 
105. Zurich.  

Weber, M. ([1922] 2013). Economy and society: An outline of interpretive sociology 
([Nachdr.]). Berkeley: Univ. of California Press.  

Zangl, B., & Zürn, M. (2003). Frieden und Krieg: Sicherheit in der nationalen und 
postnationalen Konstellation ([Nachdr.]). Edition Suhrkamp Neue Sozialwissenschaftliche 
Bibliothek: Vol. 2337. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.  

Zaum, D. (Ed.) (2013). Legitimating International Organization. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press.  

Zürn, M. (1992). Interessen und Institutionen in der internationalen Politik. Grundlegung und 
Anwendungen des situationsstrukturellen Ansatzes. Opladen: Leske + Budrich.  

Zürn, M., Binder, M., & Ecker-Ehrhardt, M. (2012). International Authority and its 
Politicization. International Theory, 4(1), 69–106. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1752971912000012 


