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In this appendix, we lay out the research design and case selection logic underlying the paper’s empirical sections in greater detail (A.1). Moreover, we provide additional in-depth evidence for each of the four pair-wise comparisons conducted in section 5 of the paper (A.2). Finally, we outline our interview strategy and provide a list of interviews (A.3).

The appendix is structured as follows:
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A.1 Detailed Reasoning for Research Design and Case Selection Logics
[bookmark: _Hlk141358571]To conduct a relatively strong probe of the empirical plausibility of our Negative Institutional Power Theory (NIPT), we employ a mixed-method strategy combining congruence analyses and structured focused comparisons (George and Bennett 2005) of overall 12 cases of institutional contestation. Thus, we check for different sets of cases whether the predictions of our hypotheses are congruent with empirical observations on negative institutional power, on the one hand, and varieties of institutional contestation, on the other. Congruence of the theoretical predictions in our hypotheses and the empirical observations in our cases strengthens our confidence in the plausibility of our theory while non-congruence would falsify our theory. Moreover, we check whether the theorized conditions covary with modes of institutional contestations across cases. Cross-case covariation of negative institutional power endowments and contestation modes gives us further reason to belief in the suitability of our theory; by contrast, a lack of covariation across cases would disprove it.

In a first step, we assess whether the expectations of the NIPT are borne out within four detailed case studies of institutional contestation by the US under the Trump Administration. We evaluate whether different configurations of the two variables indeed led to the choice of a specific contestation mode (in an otherwise similar setting). 
We focus on institutional contestation by the US under the Trump Administration because the US under President Trump clearly qualifies as highly dissatisfied, materially powerful state and because limiting our analysis to institutional contestation by the US under President Trump allows us to control for important confounding variables, such as different degrees of hegemonic decline as well as other country-specific factors, including individual properties of state leaders and governmental representatives (Cox and Strokes Doug 2012; Blum and Parker 2019; Smith and King 2020). Most importantly, the US under Trump is a hard case for our NIPT: President Trump’s decision-making was often considered highly idiosyncratic, emotional, and irrational. If patterns of institutional contestation even by the US under President Trump conform to the expectations of our theory, which emphasizes (boundedly) rational choices based on negative institutional power endowments, this indicates that NIPT variables may also matter in other, arguably ‘easier’ cases of institutional contestation by (highly) dissatisfied, (materially) powerful states. 
We compare the contestation of the World Bank, the WTO, the Paris Agreement, and the JCPOA by the US under the Trump Administration. The Trump Administration was substantially dissatisfied with all four of these institutions. It harshly criticized the World Bank (WB) for its continued high lending to countries, such as China, which would obtain “substantial access” to other sources of finance; and it denounced its alleged lack of financial efficiency and waste of resources (Mnuchin 2017). The WTO was criticized by President Trump himself as well as members of his administration for being “unfair to the US” (Trump 2018). In particular with regard to the WTO’s dispute resolution system, the Trump Administration claimed that the WTO “makes it almost impossible for us to do good business. We lose the cases; we don’t have the judges” (cited by Miles 2018). Similarly, President Trump denounced the Paris Agreement for being “very unfair” and argued that the accord “would undermine our economy, hamstring our workers, weaken our sovereignty, impose unacceptable legal risks, and put us at a permanent disadvantage to the other countries of the world” (Trump 2017). Finally, Trump repeatedly expressed his dissatisfaction with the JCPOA, calling it “a horrible one-sided deal” that was “defective at its core” (cited by The White House 2018), as it did not curb Iran’s regional military activities. 
While the US was similarly dissatisfied with all four institutions, US inside options to prevent as well as the external effects of the institutions on outsiders varied substantially. We would therefore expect the institutional contestation modes employed by the US to be congruent with their respective negative institutional power configurations. Checking whether this theoretical expectation is empirically borne out allows us to gauge the combined impact of inside options to prevent and outside options to evade on the choice of contestation strategies, while holding constant characteristics of the contesting member state and its government. In all these four cases the Trump Administration’s contestation of the respective multilateral institution promised to be applauded by important domestic constituencies. Contesting the WTO promised to be rewarded by, inter alia, the US steel and coal industry. Contesting the World Bank promised to boost Trump’s standing among American farmers feeling disadvantaged by agricultural programs and subsidies for developing countries. Contesting the Paris Agreement catered to the interests of a powerful oil and gas lobby as well as large energy-consuming industries such as steel production and the automotive industry. Finally, contesting the Iran deal promised to be approved by a large constituency of the Republican party that steadfastly supports and shares Israel’s security interests in the region. Thus, domestic incentives for institutional contestation seem similar across the analyzed cases. Holding roughly constant the factors of hegemonic decline (by focusing exclusively on the Trump Administration years) and domestic politics (by selecting cases with similar domestic incentives for institutional contestation) contributes to isolating the causal effect of our explanatory condition of interest, namely institutional power endowments. Table A.1 summarizes the selected cases and the expected choice of contestation modes by the Trump Administration: 
Table A.1: Cases of the Trump Administration’s dissatisfaction with international institutions and expected contestation modes.
	
	Inside options to prevent
	No inside options to prevent

	Outside options 
to evade
	World Bank: voice
	Paris agreement:  exit

	No outside options 
to evade
	WTO: subversion
	JCPOA: rollback




In our case studies of institutional contestation by the US under the Trump Administration, we draw on a wealth of qualitative data, including official documents, public accounts, and interviews with involved officials, we draw on different primary and secondary sources including interviews, official documents, and academic literature to reconstruct the processes that led to the choice of contestation modes.

In a second step, we assess whether our two institutional variables make a difference across cases. For that purpose, we conduct a structured focused comparison (George and Bennett 2005; George 2019; see also Urpelainen and van de Graaf 2015) to study four pairs of contextually similar cases in which one of the variables varies while the other is constant. This allows us to assess the isolated effect on individual variables on institutional contestation. The four selected case pairs are: the UK and UNESCO in the 1940s (UK-UNESCO1) and 1980s (UK-UNESCO2); Japan and the IWC in the 1980s up to the 2000s (Japan-IWC1) and 2010s (Japan-IWC2); Germany and the IEA in the late 1990s/early 2000s (DEU-IEA1) and 2010s (DEU-IEA2); and the UK’s behavior towards the EU after Brexit in the issue areas of migration (UK-Post-Brexit1) and finance (UK-Post-Brexit2).
All four contesting states meet the scope conditions of our theory. Japan, the UK, and Germany were dissatisfied with fundamental principles, policies, or procedures of the contested institutions. Being materially powerful states, they did not only have incentives to contest them due to their dissatisfaction, but they also commanded sufficient resources to employ the full repertoire of contestation modes. Crucially, the cases in each case-pair differ regarding one of our two independent variables, i.e. inside options to prevent or outside options to evade undesired institutional outcome. This allows us to check whether the dependent variable (i.e., institutional contestation modes) co-varies accordingly in the relevant case-pair. At the same time, the cases in each case-pair are constant with regard to the other independent variable of our theory. Moreover, the cases within each case-set are also similar with regard to other potentially confounding variables beyond our NIPT.
In a first case-pair (UK-UNESCO1 and UK-UNESCO2), we probe our expectation about how, in the (constant) presence of outside options to evade, varying inside options to prevent undesired institutional outcomes affect contestation. We compare the UK’s contestation of UNESCO in the 1940s and in the 1980s. In both episodes, the UK was dissatisfied with UNESCO’s policies. Like the UK’s substantial dissatisfaction with the UNESCO, its options to evade negative effects of UNESCO by means of withdrawal were constant over time. However, the UK’s inside options to prevent undesired outcomes within UNESCO deceased over time. Our NIPT therefore leads us to expect that the UK’s mode of institutional contestation would shift from mere voice to exit. Table A.2 summarizes the selected cases and the expected choice of contestation modes by the UK in the UNESCO: 
Table A.2: Cases of the UK’s dissatisfaction with UNESCO and 
expected contestation modes.
	
	Inside options to prevent
	No inside options to prevent

	Outside options 
to evade
	UK-UNESCO1 (1940s): voice
	UK-UNESCO1 (1980s): exit

	No outside options 
to evade
	
	



In a second case-pair (Japan-IWC1 and Japan-IWC2), we probe our expectation about how, in the (constant) absence of outside options to evade in both cases, varying inside options to prevent undesired institutional outcomes affect contestation. We compare two episodes of Japan’s contestation of the IWC: the decades from the 1980s to the 2000s, on the one hand, and the 2010s onwards, on the other hand. For a long time, Japan has been strongly skeptical about key IWC policies, such as the moratorium on commercial whaling and its rigid interpretation of (allowed) scientific hunting (Kolmaš 2021). Japanese officials have a long-standing tradition of denouncing the IWC as being “dominated by conservationists,” defending “Japan’s basic policy of promoting sustainable use of aquatic living resources based on scientific evidence” (Chief Cabinet Secretary Yoshihide Suga, cited by Associated Press 2018), and criticizing the organization for focusing on the protection of whale stocks even though the IWC had a mandate for both whale conservation and the development of the whaling industry. Like Japan’s substantial dissatisfaction with the IWC, the negative external effects the IWC would exert on Japan even as an outsider were also constant over time. However, Japan’s veto power within the IWC decreased over time as the proportion and assertiveness of anti-whaling member states increased in the 2010s. Our NIPT therefore leads us to expect that Japan’s mode of institutional contestation would shift from (internal) subversion to (external) rollback. Table A.3 summarizes the selected cases and the expected choice of contestation modes by Japan in the IWC: 
Table A.3: Cases of Japan’s dissatisfaction with the IWC and 
expected contestation modes.
	
	Inside options to prevent
	No inside options to prevent

	Outside options 
to evade
	
	

	No outside options 
to evade
	Japan-IWC1 (1980s to 2000s): subversion
	Japan-IWC2 (from the 2010s onwards): rollback




[bookmark: _Hlk152325023]In a third case-pair (Germany-IEA1 and Germany-IEA2), we probe our claim that, in the (constant) presence of inside options to prevent undesired outcomes, varying outside options to evade shape institutional contestation by comparing Germany’s contestation of the IEA in the late 1990s/early 2000s, on the one hand, and in the 2010s, on the other hand. In both episodes Germany was substantially dissatisfied with the IEA’s policies, in particular by what it perceived as the IEA’s insufficient efforts in promoting renewable energies. Similarly, Germany had inside options to prevent undesired outcomes within the IEA in both the 1990s/2000s and the 2010s. However, its outside options changed remarkably over time. In fact, what is peculiar about the Germany-IEA case pair is that the structural features of the policy field of sustainability governance allowed Germany to build viable outside options to the IEA at reasonable costs. As Germany spearheaded the establishment of IRENA, and IRENA got working, Germany gained outside options to the IEA. This, combined with Germany’s continuing inside options to prevent, increased its bargaining power within the IEA. Accordingly, our NIPT leads us to expect that Germany’s mode of institutional contestation would shift from subversion to voice, as the other members of the IEA should become more inclined to accommodate Germany’s demands based on mere threats rather than actual use of its negative institutional power. Table A.4 summarizes the selected cases and the expected choice of contestation modes by the UK vis-à-vis the EU after Brexit:
Table A.4: Cases of Germany’s dissatisfaction with the IEA and 
expected contestation modes.
	
	Inside options to prevent
	No inside options to prevent

	Outside options 
to evade
	Germany-IEA2 (from 2010s): voice
	

	No outside options 
to evade
	Germany-IEA1 (late 1990s and early 2000s): subversion
	



In a fourth case-pair (UK-Post-Brexit1 and UK-Post-Brexit2), we assess our claim that, in the (constant) absence of inside options to prevent undesired outcomes, varying outside options to evade them shape institutional contestation by comparing the UK’s behavior towards the EU after Brexit across the issue-areas of migration and finance. In both issue areas, the UK was substantially dissatisfied with EU policies and principles. The Brexit campaign made the intrusion of supranational EU actors in the regulation of migration one of its central concerns (Hobolt 2016). UK governments attacked the EU’s free movement principle for creating a problem of welfare migration and “health tourism” from Eastern EU member states to the UK, which allegedly “put pressure on the doctors’ surgeries, the schools, the council services and housing” (cited by Doyle 2014). Similarly, in the issue area of finance, the UK had always taken a critical stance towards EU integration of financial regulation, because it would have made it impossible to flexibly adapt exchange rates during times of economic hardship (House of Lords 2012/13). Moreover, the UK was fiercely opposing the European Central Bank’s attempts in the early 2010s to reinforce its oversight over the financial sector, mostly based in the City of London (Quaglia 2019). What is more, at least after Brexit, the UK lacked in both issue-areas the veto power to prevent undesired EU policies from within. However, the negative effects the EU exerted on the UK even as an outsider, i.e. after Brexit, varied significantly across the two issue-areas: while the EU migration regime does not entail negative externalities for outsiders, the EU financial regime creates strong negative externalities. Accordingly, our NIPT yields the expectation that the UK should behave quite differently towards the EU in the two distinct issue-areas after Brexit: while the UK should be satisfied with mere exit in migration, it should engage in rollback in finance. Table A.5 summarizes the selected cases and the expected choice of contestation modes by the UK vis-à-vis the EU after Brexit:


Table A.5: Cases of the UK’s dissatisfaction with the EU after Brexit and 
expected contestation modes.
	
	Inside options to prevent
	No inside options to prevent

	Outside options 
to evade
	
	UK-Post-Brexit1 (migration): exit

	No outside options 
to evade
	
	UK-Post-Brexit2 (finance): rollback




This set of four pair-wise comparisons provides us with a unique opportunity to isolate how inside options to prevent and outside options to evade shape governments’ choice of contestation modes (Przeworski and Teune 1982). Moreover, as they include several different states and institutions in different issue-areas they also help assess the robustness of our argument in different settings. For these eight case studies, we draw on a variety of public statements and primary documents as well as secondary literature as our sources. 

In the conclusion, we summarize the results across the overall 12 cases studied and assess the congruence of the values of the two conditions and the four outcomes across all 12 cases. Overall, our two-pronged research strategy entails a high likelihood of falsification for our NIPT. If our theoretical expectations are borne out within and across these 12 cases, our confidence in the internal and external validity of the NIPT is considerably strengthened. 


A.2 Detailed case studies including detailed information on the conditions that are held constant in our research design
To assess whether states’ institutional power endowments make a difference across cases, we engage in a structured focused comparison (George 2019) of four case-pairs beyond the US and the Trump Administration: the UK’s contestation of UNESCO in the 1940s and 1980s, Japan’s contestation of the IWC in the 1980s up to the 2000s, on the one hand, and in the 2010s, on the other hand; Germany’s contestation of the IEA in the late 1990s and early 2000s as well as from the 2010s onwards; and the UK’s post-Brexit contestation of the EU across the issue areas of migration and finance. We selected these cases to study the isolated effect of our two institutional variables. While either inside options to prevent or outside options to evade vary within each case-pair, they are otherwise very similar.

A.2.1 The UK’s eroding inside options to prevent in UNESCO: from voice to exit 
To assess our expectation about how inside options to prevent undesired institutional outcomes affect states’ choice of contestation mode, we compare two episodes of the UK’s contestation of UNESCO in the institution’s founding and early years in the 1940s and 1950s, and 1980s where inside options to prevent eroded due to significant changes in its membership structure. 
This case comparison allows us to isolate the effect of varying inside options to prevent, while holding potential confounders like domestic variables on the side of the contesting state or institutional design features of the contested institution constant. In line with our expectation, over this period of time, the UK escalated its contestation of UNESCO from mere voice to exit. In the case of the UK´s exit from UNESCO in 1985, the high degree of pooled authority and the fact that the IO was, due to changes in its membership structure, increasingly dominated by an on average more authoritarian majority passing policies considered illiberal and illegitimate by the UK strongly influenced the government’s decision to withdraw. 
Since its foundation in 1945 and institutionalized through the adoption of the UNESCO constitution by its then 20 founding members, decisions within the organization are taken by majority voting, following the principle of “one state one vote” (UNESCO 1945). Thus, from its beginning, the UK’s inside options to prevent undesired outcomes in UNESCO were dependent on its ability to create majority coalitions among the institution’s membership in the decision-making processes. In its early years, the UK clearly was capable of shaping UNESCO policies as the institution’s membership was comparatively homogenous and largely in line with UK interests which was further clearly in charge of the agenda-setting process. From the beginning, the UK was highly influential in the institutionalization process of UNESCO. Richard Butler, Chairman of the Board of Education of the UK, was not only the intellectual father of a multilateral education institution, but he was also the initiator and convenor of UNESCO’s predecessor institution, the Conference of Allied Ministers of Education (CAME) set up in 1942 (Capello 1970). Through its leadership in the early institutionalization of UNESCO, the UK gained substantial inside options to prevent (UK-UNESCO1). From the beginning the UK lobbied for a clear and precise mandate in favor of a purely liberal and functional exchange of knowledge among member states. Not all member states shared the UK’s strong notion of functionality as the core task of UNESCO and particularly France in the early years tried to prioritize a more normative, “intellectual basis to UNESCO programming” (Jones 1999: 21).
To counter these ideas the UK resorted to a strategy of voice, criticizing these French initiatives as in contradiction to the “Wilsonian” ideals of functional inter-governmental collaboration (Jones 1999: 20). Since they were able to build on broad support from the then mainly Western-oriented member states, the UK together with the US were ultimately successful in avoiding the institutionalization of the French normative proposal. Reflected in resolutions stressing the UNESCO’s contribution to peace by its promotion of the “(…) free development of the individual as well as of nations enriched by a multiplicity of cultures” (De Capello 1970: 29). The homogenous membership structure thus allowed the UK to avoid undesired policies within UNESCO without having to escalate contestation beyond mere voice. Moreover, the early liberal agenda pursued by the majority of Western member states was considered one of the main reasons that made the Soviet Union initially refrain from joining UNESCO (Imber 1989: 100) which preserved their inside options to prevent over the UNESCO’s early years. 
However, starting with the decolonialization processes from the 1960s onwards, the membership structure of UNESCO changed dramatically which led to a significant erosion of the UK’s inside options to prevent (UK-UNESCO2). Not only did the communist autocracy Soviet Union join UNESCO in 1954 but also several other non-Western states, increasing the total number of member states from 99 in 1960 to 159 in 1980. This increase in the total number of member states strongly influenced the way the UK government was able to prevent undesired policies and the unwanted allocation of funds for UNESCO projects. Although the UK remained one of the major donors of the organization, due to the significant changes in UNESCO’s membership, the UK faced a situation in which 100 developing countries, most of which did not share the UK’s liberal principles in international educational and cultural cooperation, were able to control decision-making in the IO although only contributing about 1 per cent of its budget (Francis 1984).
Western countries like the UK therefore no longer controlled, e.g., potential budget increases, as due to the UNESCO’s principle of majority voting, smaller states could in fact “(…) impose taxes on the major donors” (Newell 1984, cit. by Francis 1984). The UK and its allies loss in formal and informal inside option to avoid was further reflected in their main line of criticism during that time that not only “(…) the third-world majority can override the industrial-world minority with ease, but also that director-general Amadou Mahtar M’Bow runs the organization and devises its programs with little real control from any of its member nations” (Francis 1984). Delegates of industrial states went as far as criticizing UNESCO for being “run like a dictatorship” or “machine government” (Francis 1984). 
This loss of both formal and informal inside options to prevent undesired policies and budget allocation was spurred by the continuously changing membership structure of UNESCO. Majorities shifted in favor of coalitions consisting of rather illiberal and authoritarian members which could pass policies which were not in line with the UK´s normative convictions. As claimed by the UK´s Foreign Affairs Committee´s Special Report on Britain´s relationship with UNESCO 1984, while the IO formerly used to be “(…) a predominantly Western and Latin American organization pursuing avowedly western intellectual and cultural aims and cultural values” (cit. by: Ray 1985:285), the wave of accession throughout the 1970s and early 1980s brought the UK and other Western states in a situation where “(…) they find themselves in a minority in programs decision-making and naturally take recourse to the plea of politization” (Ray 1985: 254). 
The UK government and other Western states were quite aware of their shrinking options to prevent undesired policies. Therefore, they pushed for, inter alia, reforms of the institutions governing bodies, budgetary procedures as well as fundamental program issues which were subsequently discussed at the 119th session of the Executive Board in May 1984. Still, the reform proposals made by the UK were not fully implemented and the reform effort proposed by the UNESCO “did not satisfy the British government”  (Dutt 1999:216). When the then Minister for Overseas Development, Timothy Raison, officially declared the UK´s exit from UNESCO before the House of Commons on 22 November 1985, he particularly stressed the legitimacy deficit of UNESCO due to policies pushed through by the Soviet Union and “Third World” countries including radical initiatives against a free press, human rights and Western positions on arms control. 
In his statement, Raison made clear that the British government anticipated normative pressure to withdraw resulting from its inability to prevent illiberal policies initiated by the Soviet Union and its allies and brought into the programs of UNESCO. For instance, he stated that “UNESCO had also become increasingly used as a forum for the propagation of ideas repugnant to the people of this country. The so-called new world information and communication order […] posed a threat to the freedom of the press because it could be used to justify rigid Government controls in the name of producing a balanced flow of information” (Raison 1985). Due to the UK’s and its Western partners’ lack of inside options to prevent, “UNESCO activities have too often been used as a medium for Communist rhetoric – largely, but not exclusively, over such issues as peace, disarmament and human rights” (Raison 1985). This clearly indicates that the UK government was no longer willing and able to obey to the policies of what it perceived to be an undemocratic majority dictating UNESCO policies. At the same, due to the lack inside options to prevent, the UK had no other option but to resort to a strategy of exit. 
Overall, the UK’s loss of negative power to prevent within UNESCO over time was accompanied by a shift from voice (UK-UNESCO1) to exit (UK-UNESCO2). The UK-UNESCO case-pair thus lends support to our expectation that the availability of inside options to prevent affects states’ choice to withdraw from an institution or not. 

A.2.2 Japan’s eroding inside options to prevent in the IWC: from subversion to rollback
The comparison of two episodes of Japan’s contestation of the IWC shows that, while facing largely constant negative effects from the organization, Japan’s loss of inside options to prevent was associated with a shift from internal to external contestation modes. 
It was clear, at least after the 1986 moratorium on commercial whaling, that the IWC would exert negative effects on Japan even as an outsider. The IWC forbids whaling outside states’ own waters except for scientific purposes. As a member, Japan could alleviate criticism by referring to the scientific purpose of its whaling program. As an outsider, Japan would face not only fiercer criticism but also sanctions. A majority of members, adopting a restrictive interpretation of the IWC’s moratorium on commercial whaling, was unwilling to accept non-members’ hunting for endangered species outside their sovereign waters, not even for scientific purposes (Kolmaš, 2021). Moreover, criticism by environmentalist civil society organizations was also likely to increase if Japan would withdraw its participation in the IWC and waive members’ privilege to justify its whaling program as scientific (Catalinac & Chan, 2005). As negative externalities were likely amplified for outsiders, withdrawal would make it costlier rather than cheaper for Japan to continue its whaling program, especially outside its sovereign waters and it could no longer draw on the loophole of “scientific” whaling the IWC granted its members (Fobar, 2018). Moreover, in the absence of Japan and its coalition building efforts in the IWC, anti-whaling states would be empowered and a tightening of its rules, particularly those affecting outsiders, was very likely. 
While these negative external effects were largely constant over time – and could not be countered by building competing institutions as outside options to the IWC, Japan’s inside options to prevent undesired outcomes in the IWC eroded over time. The escalation of Japan’s contestation of the IWC from subversion (from the 1980s up to the 2000s) to rollback (in the 2010s) over time thus corroborates our theory’s explanatory power for the variance in one state’s contestation of the same institution over time, when they saw themselves confronted with significantly decreasing veto power. 
Japan initially possessed substantial inside power to prevent within the IWC (Japan-IWC1). To be sure, due to the IWC’s weak bureaucracy, Japan lacked informal veto power. However, Japan retained the right to submit a protest note against stricter rules that effectively canceled its own obligations. Moreover, as major substantive decisions in the IWC required a three-quarters majority of members, Japan, together with other pro-whaling countries, was in a good position to prevent all too “conservationist” policies. Thus, given the demanding super-majority rule for major decisions, other (anti-whaling) members were interested in and dependent on seeking consensus with Japan: “the IWC was under considerable pressure to reach consensus, which in turn often meant agreeing on larger catches than were prudent” (Knauss 1997). While the IWC’s membership increasingly turned anti-whaling from the 1970s (Gambell 1999), Japan was still able to re-affirm its veto power by incentivizing small states to join the organization who would then vote in Japan’s favor in exchange for rewards (Strand and Tuman 2012; Wissmann and Wollensak 2020). In a nutshell, Japan and its pro-whaling allies within the IWC possessed (at least) collective veto power in the decades through the 2000s.
However, Japan’s inside options to prevent undesired outcomes within the IWC diminished in the 2010s (Japan-IWC2). The number and assertiveness of anti-whaling states in the organization grew to the extent that they could pursue, more forcefully, anti-whaling policies opposed by Japan’s coalition. Not only did countries with an environmentally protectionist stance join the organization in the 2010s but several powerful member states, such as Germany and the US, began to convert the IWC’s focus from regulating commercial whaling to abandoning it (Kolmaš 2021). Faced with a majority of anti-whaling states and still lacking informal veto power due to the organization’s weak bureaucracy, Japan found it increasingly hard to protect its presumed right to “sustainable” commercial whaling. This development reached its peak in 2018, when the Japanese proposal to create a “Sustainable Whaling Committee” within the IWC was rejected by a majority of members who outrightly dismissed the economic necessity of whaling (Barnett 2018).
Japan’s loss of inside options to prevent was associated with a shift in contestation modes. As expected for dissatisfied states which have internal veto power and face undesired, negative effects from the institution even as an outsider, Japan initially opted for subversion. It repeatedly used its veto power to avoid stricter interpretations of whaling for “scientific purposes” to an extent that undermined the IWC’s purpose of the sustainable preservation of whales. Japan also fostered collaboration among pro-whaling states, encouraging an extensive approach to “scientific” whaling in other countries that challenged IWC principles (Eldar 2008). Finally, Japan subsidized its fishing industry to sustain the operational and economic viability of Japanese commercial whaling endeavors, thereby engaging in overt and systematic non-compliance with the IWC (The Asahi Shimbun 2021).
As Japan increasingly lost its power to prevent undesired outcomes from the IWC, its government escalated contestation to rollback. In 2019, Japan withdrew from the IWC, but its contestation did not stop with exit. After its withdrawal, remaining members made it clear that they would no longer accept Japanese whaling outside its sovereign waters, including for “scientific” purposes that was exclusively reserved for members. As the IWC’s continued to negatively affect Japan even after its withdrawal, its government also undermined the organization from outside. The Japanese government declared its ambition to take the lead in (re-)legalizing commercial whaling (Suga 2018). To promote commercial whaling against the IWC’s ban, Japan shore up its support for the pro-whaling North Atlantic Marine Mammal Commission (NAMMC) and initiated an international agreement on commercial whaling (Matsu 2018). Moreover, in overt opposition to the IWC’s protectionist purpose, Japan further expanded subsidies for its domestic whaling industry (The Asahi Shimbun 2021).
Overall, Japan’s loss of negative power to prevent within the IWC over time was accompanied by a shift from subversion (Japan-IWC1) to rollback (Japan-IWC2). The Japan-IWC case-pair thus lends support to our expectation that the availability of inside options to prevent affects states’ choice to withdraw from an institution or not.

A.2.3 Germany’s increasing outside options to evade the IEA: from subversion to voice 
To assess our expectation that outside options to evade undesired institutional outcomes shape institutional contestation, we compare two episodes of Germany’s contestation of the IEA –the late 1990s/ early 2000s and the 2010s. 
Since the early 1990s, Germany had increasingly pushed for enhanced international cooperation on the issue of renewable energies not least because of the profound economic interests of its then rapidly growing solar industry. At the same time, Germany was dissatisfied with the extent and speed with which the existing focal international energy institution, the IEA, dedicated itself to the expansion of cooperation on renewable energies. The impression that the institution continued to protect the interests of major oil and gas producing members by delaying and thwarting reform initiatives to increase the IEA’s focus on renewable energies consolidated among German politicians. For instance, already in 1993, Herrmann Scheer, a social democratic German politician and one of the leading political proponents of enhanced international cooperation on renewable energies, claimed that “time is overdue for the majority of states not to let themselves be prevented from recognizing and acting on their interests by a minority of oil-producing and industrial countries” (Scheer 1993:21). In their eyes, the IEA had been “captured by specific interests […] without fully reflecting the potential of renewable energies” (Urpelainen and van de Graaf 2015: 813). 
Over time, due to significant structural changes in the policy field as well as successful institution building efforts, Germany gained significant outside options to evade the perceived negative effects of the IEA’s stubborn policy focus on nuclear energy and fossil fuels on their long-term economic project “Energiewende” [energy turn] which aimed at reducing the country’s dependence on fossil and nuclear energy sources. While their inside options to evade remained stable over both periods, their newly gained outside options to evade allowed them to deescalate their contestation of the IEA from subversion to mere voice. The analysis of Germany’s contestation of the IEA thereby allows us to isolate the effect of outside options to evade while controlling for several potential confounders, such as the contesting state and the contested institution. 
In the late 1990s/ early 2000s, Germany lacked institutional outside options to evade the IEA’s continued reluctance to increase cooperation on renewable energy (DEU-IEA1). Establishing multilateral cooperation on the issue of renewable energies outside of the IEA remained difficult during the 1990s for Germany as one of the few pioneer states in promoting the issue of energy transition from fossil to renewable sources as they faced powerful opponents like the US which showed little interest in giving up their strategic focus on nuclear and fossil energy sources. Moreover, during this period, Germany found itself dependent on oil and gas imports at that time (Hake et al. 2015: 237–8) which further increased the costs of creating contender institutions thereby risking conflict with major suppliers. Thus, outside options to evade the negative effects of the IEA’s focus on nuclear and fossil energy on Germany’s Energiewende remained limited. This is reflected in the failed attempts of Germany and other like-minded states to build alternative institutions outside the IEA with an explicit focus on solar energy during the 1990s. At the preparatory conference in the runup to the UN Earth Summit in Rio in 1992, for instance, the US and allies turned down a proposal to create a UN agency to support solar energy claiming that “it would make little sense to create yet another international agency; existing ones could or should handle this additional task” (Scheer 1993: 21). 
Since the start of the coalition governments of SPD and Greens in 1998 the latest, Germany was determined to push for a stronger focus on renewable energies within or outside the IEA, which it considered to be of its crucial economic interest (Röhrkasten and Westphal 2013). Confronted with a lack of outside options, in the late 1990s, Germany successively began to engage in a strategy of subversion vis-a vis the IEA (Germany-IEA1). More precisely, throughout the 1990s and against the fierce resistance of, inter alia, the pro-nuclear IEA members France, Canada, Australia, Japan, UK, and the US, Germany pro-actively engaged in forging coalitions with other IEA member states to push for an expansion of renewable energy cooperation while blocking IEA attempts’ to reaffirm its commitment to nuclear energy (Röhrkasten and Westphal 2013). Germany created a coalition of like-minded IEA member states with the goal to impede the IEA’s strategy of more or less ignoring initiatives for an increase in the promotion of renewables. In particular the IEA members Spain and Denmark joined ranks with Germany’s lobbying efforts for fostering policies aimed at the expansion of solar and other renewable energy sources as they both shared the economic interest in the expansion and technological diffusion of renewables (van de Graaf 2013: 27). The coalition successively began to undermine the IEA’s policies. Attempts to actively promote a focus on renewables remained largely unsuccessful due to the reluctance of many states which feared the high political and economic costs of a transition towards renewable energy (Scheer 1993; Röhrkasten and Westphal 2013). However, Germany managed, together with a newly forged coalition of states in favor of renewable energy cooperation, to undermine the IEA’s nuclear and fossil energy agenda by aggressively blocking IEA’s initiatives on nuclear and fossil energy promotion and trying to “alter the IEA’s internal governance structures” (Urpelainen and van de Graaf 2015: 813). 
Germany then took the lead in circumventing existing IEA fora that could have been used to promote their renewable energy agency and financed several large-scale like fora like the Bonn2004 International Conference on Renewable Energy which resulted in the creation of the policy network “REN21” which explicitly aimed at mirroring the IEA’s mandate of gathering and publishing data on energy demand and supply however with a specific and exclusive focus on renewables (Röhrkasten and Westphal 2013). REN21 was supported not only by Germany’s IEA internal renewable energy coalition partners Spain, and Denmark, but also by other important IEA members like Norway, Australia, South Korea, and Austria (REN21 2023). However, Germany’s ambition to go beyond loose policy networks and establish a fully-fledged institution with an exclusive focus on renewable energy remained unsuccessful, not least because the lack of support by many major important IEA members like the US, France, or the UK. Thus, Germany had no choice but to continue to undermine the IEA’s nuclear and fossil energy agenda from within the institution due to the lack of institutional outside options to evade.
Thus, while during the late 1990s and early 2000s Germany’s contestation of the IEA took the mode of subversion due to the lack of attractive and feasible outside options to evade, this changed in the 2010s. An increasingly diverse international energy market in Germany significantly decreased its dependence on energy imports while facilitating the creation of institutionalized forms of cooperation on renewable energy. As one of the leading countries in the development of renewable energy technologies, pursuing institutionalized cooperation on energy issues outside of existing institutions like the IEA—which was perceived to be controlled by fossil industrial interests—became much more feasible and attractive with the increasing competition in the policy field of energy governance during the 2000s. Together with its coalition of like-minded IEA members Spain and Denmark, Germany initiated the creation of an institutional outside option and they were quickly joined by many other countries with a newly gained interest in the promotion of renewable energy not only due a high level of potential of renewable energy deployment but also due to the high levels of import dependency of fossil fuels or energy scarcity by some (Roerkasten and Westphal 2013: 8). Only one year after Germany had initiated the formal preparatory process, 75 countries signed an agreement on the establishment of the International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA) in 2009. 
The creation of this surprisingly successful institutional outside option allowed Germany to evade the perceived negative effects of the IEA’s stubborn focus on nuclear energy and fossil fuels on their long-term economic project “Energiewende”, hence relaxing the need to undermine the IEA from within (DEU-IEA2). To the contrary, Germany could deescalate its contestation from active subversion to a strategy of mere voice while still achieving remarkable outcomes within the IEA. With the creation of the IRENA as a credible institutional alternative for Germany, the IEA itself now reacted with prompt and swift measures to engage Germany’s ongoing criticism of the institutions’ renewable energy neglect in order to avoid the exit by Germany and other dissatisfied members. Accommodating Germany’s repeatedly voiced criticism even after IRENA’s creation in 2011, the IEA engaged in successively broadening its core policy agenda beyond energy security defined in terms of oil explicitly expanding its engagement to promote renewable energy production. Moreover, placating Germany’s criticism, over the last 10 years the IEA created two new divisions focusing on renewable energy and energy efficiency and has allocated significantly more resources to these areas (Downie 2020). 
Taken together, in line with our argument, we find that Germany in the late 1990s/early 2000s, when it lacked outside options to evade, engaged in subversion by blocking the IEA’s reaffirmation of an institutional focus on nuclear and fossil energy, initiating institutional reforms and creating an intra-institutional reform coalition (DEU-IEA1). The success of this endeavor provided Germany with significant outside options to evade which in turn led to a de-escalation of its contestation to mere voice (DEU-IEA2).

A.2.4 The UK’s varying options to evade EU effects after Brexit in migration and finance: exit and rollback
The comparison of the UK’s behavior vis-à-vis the EU after Brexit across the issue areas of migration and finance allows us to assess the isolated effect of the presence or absence of outside options to evade (for a member state after withdrawal) on the choice of contestation mode (i.e., undermining or not). To be clear, our objective is not to explain Brexit, but to study the UK government’s subsequent decision to undermine the EU or not.[footnoteRef:2]  [2: 	Explaining Brexit is indeed beyond the scope of the NIPT since the UK’s decision to withdraw from the EU was driven by a popular vote and not a strategic choice by the government. This very feature allows us to separate the usually intertwined decisions to withdraw from an institution or not and to undermine it or not. ] 

[bookmark: _Hlk175662102]The UK generally lacked inside options to prevent undesired outcomes within the EU after the Brexit. However, its outside options to evade negative effects from the EU and its policies varied across issue-areas. In the issue area of migration (UK-Post-Brexit1), the UK commanded outside options to evade the EU. The UK did not have to fear any negative external effects after withdrawal in the case of migration policy. To the contrary, a state leaving the EU’s migration regime, regulating migration policies of its members, frees the leaving states from all effects that might be perceived as negative. Continued cooperation by the remaining EU member states does not constrain an outsider’s ability to unilaterally control its own borders and the migration flows crossing them. The continuation of the EU’s (comparatively) liberal migration policies would even induce a shift of migration flows away from the UK towards remaining member states (Portes 2021). Thus, through its withdrawal from the EU, the UK was able to address the major points of dissatisfaction emphasized by the Brexit campaign with regard to the EU’s migration regime, facing no longer the perceived negative effects of EU migration policies (Foteini and Markozani 2020; Schwartz et al. 2021). 
[bookmark: _Hlk175662177]In contrast, in the issue area of finance the UK lacked outside options to evade (UK-Post-Brexit2). In the policy field of financial regulation, in contrast to the issue of migration, the UK had to expect significantly negative institutional effects after withdrawal. Leavers had to expect the UK to be exposed to increased competition by the market for financial services of remaining EU member states, which would profit from significant network effects (Di Noia 2001). Especially the City of London was likely to suffer immensely after withdrawal and the resulting competitive disadvantages vis-à-vis financial centers in continental Europe (Briançon 2018). Indeed, the European Commission after Brexit issued various policies that aimed at breaking the City’s dominance in the handling of euro-denominated derivative trading. In 2022, for instance, the Commission issued a draft proposal that requires financial firms to clear a proportion of derivatives via accounts inside the EU (Rankin 2022). With the EU financial centers as direct competitors, the City of London was relatively vulnerable to such EU policies and faced a significant outflow of market participants amongst them Ryanair or the Universal Music Group. According to Stéphane Boujnah, chief executive of Euronext, while “London used to be the largest financial centre of the European Union and everybody liked it today, London is the largest financial centre of the United Kingdom” (Boujnah 2022, cit. by Rankin 2022). 
Over time, evading the negative effects of the EU’s efforts to challenge the City’s dominance as a financial hub has and will be even more difficult as EU regulators are also increasingly revisiting bespoke arrangements and grace periods agreed with banks based in London and initiating reforms to clamp down on the use of cross-border arrangements that allow non-EU banks to do business in the bloc, thereby forcing them to shift their business to the continent (Thomas 2021). Thus, leaving the EU was associated with strongly negative effects for the UK’s ability to sustain its position as a global financial center. While a peripheral member of the EU’s financial regulation regime, as an outsider of the Common Market, the UK had to expect significant restrictions, which were considered to jeopardize the businesses of many global financial service providers crucial for the City of London (Jenkins 2016).
As expected for dissatisfied states which (lack veto power and) face no undesired, negative effects from the institution even as outsiders, the UK did not escalate contestation of the EU’s migration regime after Brexit. Through its exit from the EU, the UK was able to address its dissatisfaction with the EU’s migration regime (Foteini and Markozani 2020). With its withdrawal from the EU, the UK regained unilateral control over migration flows across its borders. The UK replaced the EU’s norm of free movement by its own points-based system under which EU and non-EU citizens were treated equally (Pullen-Stanley 2020). EU and non-EU migrants seeking work in lower-skilled and lower-paid occupations will not be able to enter and firms willing to acquire highly qualified labor are expected to pay fees (Portes 2021). Rather than escalating contestation after Brexit, the UK has even taken first steps towards cooperating with the EU in the area of illegal migration (Foteini and Markozani 2020). 
As expected for dissatisfied states that cannot evade negative effects from the institution even as outsiders, the UK escalated its contestation of the EU’s financial regime beyond exit and engaged in rollback. Right after the EU-UK withdrawal agreement entered into force, the UK was strongly hit by the negative institutional effects stemming from remaining EU member states’ continued cooperation on financial issues. The UK found itself in fierce competition with existing financial centers in the EU, whose position within the Common Market was now strengthened vis-à-vis the City of London (Wilson and Callanan 2021). Moreover, as the EU and its member states also proclaimed plans to create new financial hubs, this threatened not only to direct private capital flows away from the City of London but also challenged the UK’s focality in financial regulation (van Kerckhoven 2021). To mitigate these negative effects, the UK began to fiercely contest the EU’s position in the issue area of finance. The UK started a “race to the bottom” to consolidate or build partnerships in the financial services sectors, thereby actively undermining the EU’s regulatory goals (Morales and Brush 2021; Rosca 2020). The UK’s plans for capital market reforms, which aim at defending or even expanding the supremacy of the City of London, are by some observers considered merely a first step in the confrontation between the UK and the EU in the policy field of financial regulation (Véron 2021; Brenton 2021).
Overall, the UK faced different outside options to evade the external effects of the EU in the issue areas of migration and financial regulation. While the UK did not escalate contestation after Brexit in the case of migration where negative institutional effects were absent (UK-Post-Brexit1), they engaged in rollback in the case of financial regulation where the EU exerted negative externalities after Brexit (UK-Post-Brexit2). The post-Brexit case-pair thus lends support to our expectation that the availability of outside options to evade affects states’ choice to undermine an institution or not from outside.


A.3	Interviews
For the four cases of institutional contestation by the US, we inter alia drew on interviews to uncover the Trump Administration’s strategic choices among contestation modes. As members of the Trump Administration declined to provide their rationale for the contestation of international institutions, we contacted representatives of other powerful participants, including the European Union (EU), as well as senior officials of the involved international bureaucracies at the time of US contestation to learn more about their perception of US goals and actions both in public and behind closed doors. Interviews took place in person in Brussels, New York, Vienna, and Washington D.C. as well as online between 2020 and 2023. Several member state and IO officials preferred to talk off the record, and we treated their insights as background information and guidance for our case studies. Moreover, we could also draw on the accounts by 18 interviewees under the guarantee of anonymity: 

· Interview WB_MS.
· Interview WB_Secretariat.
· Interview WTO_MS1.
· Interview WTO_MS2.
· Interview WTO_MS3.
· Interview WTO_Practitioner.
· Interview WTO_Secretariat1.
· Interview WTO_Secretariat2.
· Interview Paris_MS1.
· Interview Paris_MS2.
· Interview Paris_MS3.
· Interview Paris_MS4.
· Interview Paris_UN1.
· Interview Paris_UN2.
· Interview JCPOA_MS1.
· Interview JCPOA_MS2.
· Interview JCPOA_MS3.
· Interview JCPOA_MS4.
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