






































WTO members created the mechanism for resolving WTO disputes after 

the US crippled the Appellate Body; it now includes 58 members and covers 

nearly 60 percent of global trade.61 Some see further promising signals for 

WTO reform given recent changes in China’s policies. Beijing has opted 

to give up the benefits from the WTO special and differential treatment 

provisions, which it had obtained due to its developing country status.

Pessimists disagree. While this step by China has removed “a bone of 

contention” in the WTO,62 few expect China to embrace broader reforms, 

such as on subsidies or fair market access.63 Analysts further believe that 

without WTO adherence by the US, incentives for others to follow the rules 

will “quickly evaporate” and a common rulebook will be a mirage.64

2025 has cast a long shadow over the future of the global trade order, with 

power politics increasingly dictating the terms of trade. The US and China 

are undermining the very principles of rules-based trade, doubling down on 

economic coercion and market distortions. Yet trade has proven more robust 

than expected. And new formats of cooperation that remain anchored in 

WTO law are taking shape. Whether these smaller coalitions will suffice 

to sustain rules-based trade – at least in part – or whether the system will 

collapse entirely into the law of the strongest remains an open question. For 

now, the global trade order is battered but not broken.65

86

MUNICH SECURITY REPORT 2026



Key Points

In 2025, challenges to the global trade order reached new 
heights. The US has heavily deployed economic coercion to 
secure bilateral deals, rejecting the rules-based system it 
once championed. China has continued its market-distorting 
practices and escalated its weaponization of economic 
chokepoints.

US tariffs and Chinese export controls have disrupted global 
markets. While trade has been more robust than initially 
feared, economic fragmentation and uncertainty risk inflicting 
welfare losses worldwide – ironically, including in the US itself.

While Washington and Beijing are undermining the very 
principles of rules-based trade, new trade partnerships that 
are still committed to the WTO are emerging around the 
world. Whether these smaller coalitions will suffice to 
sustain rules-based trade – at least in part – or whether the 
system will collapse entirely into the law of the strongest 
remains an open question.
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2025 budget cuts in Germany and the UK, due to their scale but also because 

they represent a shift away from the long-held commitment to support LMICs 

by allocating 0.7 percent of gross national income to ODA. Breaking with a 

30-year tradition, the German government under Chancellor Friedrich Merz 

did not commit to hitting the ODA target “due to the need to consolidate the 

budget.”16 The government announced it would further cut the development 

budget and reduce its humanitarian budget by more than half compared to 

2024.17 Meanwhile, the UK government announced plans to dramatically 

decrease its ODA to boost defense spending instead.18

Yet although cuts have been underway in several countries, it is the recent 

US cuts that have caused the greatest ruptures in the development and 

humanitarian systems. Driven by President Donald Trump’s “America First” 

policy and his skepticism of multilateral organizations, the US withdrew 

from the World Health Organization and the Paris Agreement on Trump’s 

first day in office.19 The administration has openly rejected the SDGs and 

denounced them as “globalist endeavors.”20 The US also froze foreign 

aid, resulting in a series of program cancellations; more than 5,300 of 

around 6,200 awards were axed, leaving partner communities stranded.21 

The US Agency for International Development (USAID), once the world’s 

largest funding agency for development and humanitarian assistance, 

ceased to exist as an independent entity. The US retreat is not temporary, 

as underlined by its withdrawal from 66 international organizations and 

treaties.22 However, in January 2026, Congress averted further massive 

reductions by agreeing on a compromise bill that would implement a 

16 percent drop to US foreign assistance, instead of the 47.7 percent cut that 

Trump had envisioned.23

Figure 5.1
Human toll caused by USAID cuts

Data: Daniella Medeiros Cavalcanti et al.; Impact Counter; Saskia Osendarp et al.; OHCHR. 
Illustration: Munich Security Conference

14,000,000
Estimated additional deaths by 2030

152,274
Additional adult HIV deaths in 2025

163,500
Estimated additional child deaths due to 
severe acute malnutrition per year

10,000,000
Estimate of people no longer receiving  
emergency assistance 

91

DEVELOPMENT AND HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE



The repercussions of the US cuts are hitting LMICs particularly hard, and 

projections paint a devastating picture. According to findings reported 

in The Lancet, USAID programs have saved around 90 million lives over 

the past two decades. Permanent cuts could lead to around 14 million 

avoidable deaths by 2030 (Figure 5.1).24 The situation in Sudan illustrates 

the immediate impact on humanitarian crises: In 2024, USAID provided 

44 percent of the country’s humanitarian funding. The rapid withdrawal 

in 2025 exacerbated a grave emergency; for instance, 1,500 soup kitchens 

closed immediately.25 The US cuts have also affected long-term development 

projects, with basic services, such as HIV prevention, ceasing operation in 

partner countries. Additionally, cuts to climate finance will greatly impact 

global development because climate change acts as a threat multiplier. For 

example, extreme weather events cause widespread harvest losses, which 

fuel food insecurity.

Figure 5.2
Largest donors to UN agencies and projected cuts, 2024, percent

Projected cutsOrganization Largest donor Second-largest donor

34% less for 2025
Compared to 2024

WFP US (46%) GER (10%)

30% less for 2025
Compared to 2024

IOM US (44%) GER (8%)

15–20% less for 2026
Compared to 2025

OCHA US (23%) UK (11%)

17% less for 2026
Compared to 2025

UNHCR US (42%) GER (7%)

20% less for 2026–29
Compared to 2022–25

UNFPA US (38%) GER (7%)

20% less for 2026
Compared to 2024

UNICEF US (25%) UK (8%)

9% less for 2026–27
Compared to 2024–25

WHO US (25%) GER (9%)

2.5% less for 2026–27
Compared to 2024–25

FAO US (14%) UK (9%)

Data: ALNAP/ODI; CNA; Executive Boards of UNDP, UNFPA, and UNOPS; FAO; OCHA; Reuters; UN; WFP; WHO.  
Illustration: Munich Security Conference
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US cuts are also putting UN agencies in jeopardy. For decades, the US 

shaped the development and humanitarian systems and was by far the 

largest contributor.26 Recent US defunding could now be fatal for several UN 

agencies, which depended on the US for 14 to 46 percent of their 2024 budgets 

(Figure 5.2).27 This will add to the UN’s preexisting funding crisis, with many 

member states already not paying their dues. UN Secretary-General António 

Guterres has hence warned that the UN is in “a race to bankruptcy.”28 In 

this context, the two billion dollars pledged by the US to UN humanitarian 

programs in December 2025 are a drop in the bucket. Critics argue that the 

pledge comes with strings of US priorities attached by predefining a list of 

17 countries, which limits the UN’s flexibility to react to new crises and even 

to some existing ones, such as Afghanistan, Gaza, and Yemen.29 Besides 

the financial consequences, Trump’s questioning of the UN’s purpose at 

the General Debate in September 2025 sent shockwaves through the UN 

system.30 The pressure is on UN agencies to demonstrate their effectiveness 

in tackling global challenges – and on other member states to step in.

“�My hope is that this 
process, the funding cuts, 
what is happening globally, 
actually drives new ways 
of thinking.”31

Amy Pope, Director General 
of the International 
Organization for Migration, 
annual meetings of the World 
Bank and the IMF, October 
16, 2025

Treatment: New Donors Stepping In?
Amid the recent turmoil, it is clear that no one actor will fully fill the gaps. 

In recent years, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, the United Arab Emirates, Qatar, 

and especially China have become more visible. However, they approach 

development finance differently to traditional donors. While the US and 

European countries have mostly focused on promoting good governance, 

education, and healthcare in partner countries through grants and low- or 

no-interest loans, the Gulf countries and China have largely concentrated 

on infrastructure projects that rely on a more diverse set of instruments, 

including debt-based and blended financing.32 Meanwhile, the proportions 

of ODA-equivalent assistance from these five countries have remained a 

fraction of that of the US and Europe (Figure 5.3). And, although China 

has announced several projects in the wake of US cuts, such as one on 

early childhood development in Rwanda, the contributions do not match 

those once made by the US.33 It is unlikely that China will increase its 

commitment, given that the Chinese Communist Party and the public wish 

to prioritize domestic needs.34 Lastly, private actors will remain hesitant 

to fill the public-funding void in LMICs as long as barriers such as poor 

infrastructure and financial risks persist.

Nevertheless, China has expressed an ambition to play an expanded role in 

UN agencies dedicated to development and humanitarian assistance. This 

has raised concerns among policymakers and experts in the US and Europe, 
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as the country may exploit the political vacuum to increase its influence 

and embed its worldview into multilateral discourse.35 As Democratic US 

Senator Jeanne Shaheen warned: “If we walk away from […] the UN, the 

result won’t be reforms that advance American interests. […] China will 

be writing the rules.”36 These concerns are relevant, given that China has 

become the second-largest contributor to the UN, providing 20 percent of 

the UN’s budget in 2025.37 The UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), 

led by Director-General Qu Dongyu from China, exemplifies how China is 

already pursuing its strategic interests within the UN. According to critics, 

China is linking the FAO’s Hand-in-Hand Initiative, which aims to accelerate 

agricultural transformation in LMICs, to the BRI.38 Moreover, Qu has refused 

to condemn Russia’s war in Ukraine and has not acknowledged it as a cause 

of increased global food prices.39

Chances for Recovery: Rescuing the Systems Through Reforms
The far-reaching budget cuts from donor countries make multilateral 

reforms inevitable. At present, most reform efforts focus on coping with 

the drop in resources by improving the efficiency of the development and 

humanitarian systems. In the development system, the UN Secretary 

General’s UN80 Initiative proposes to reduce the duplication of mandates and 

pool expertise in the UN – for example, by merging the UN Population Fund 

and UN WOMEN.40 Moreover, at the UN’s Fourth International Conference 

on Financing for Development in Sevilla, leaders discussed ways to support 

LMICs in increasing their domestic resources to free up funding for public 

Figure 5.3
Official development assistance (ODA) of the five largest traditional 
and nontraditional donors compared, 2019–2024, USD billions
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services.41 In the humanitarian system, the Humanitarian Reset proposed 

by UN Emergency Relief Coordinator Tom Fletcher aims to cut down the 

so-called cluster system, the UN’s coordination mechanism for humanitarian 

crises, from 15 to eight clusters, as the system is considered too cumbersome.42

“�[T]hese changes [are] not 
just a challenge but also 
an opportunity. An 
opportunity to strengthen 
Germany’s role and to 
make international 
solidarity strong for the 
future.”43 

Reem Alabali Radovan, 
German Development 
Minister, January 12, 2026

Efficiency reforms are vital, as they will, in the best-case scenario, 

address some of the reasons why the legitimacy of the systems and trust 

in them have eroded. Yet, there is a risk that reforms aimed at improving 

effectiveness are being sidelined. Such reforms have been discussed for 

decades. For example, in the humanitarian system, the Grand Bargain of 

2016 aimed to increase local ownership by expanding direct support to local 

and national actors and strengthening their say in funding decisions.44 

However, the implementation of these reforms has been limited. For this 

reason, the Humanitarian Reset aims to connect with these previous efforts 

and channel more funding to local and national organizations. But critics 

are already arguing that it is falling short of its ambitions.45 Another factor 

that is limiting the effectiveness of development efforts and that remains 

unaddressed in current reform proposals is the expanding definition of ODA 

spending. Recently, several donor countries have been diverting funds away 

from ODA’s original aim of poverty reduction and economic growth to cover 

the costs of hosting refugees in their countries and providing support to 

Ukraine. This inflation of total ODA figures has led to confusion and a loss 

of trust in ODA’s overall mission, especially in partner countries, prompting 

calls for clarification regarding the core objectives and limits of what 

can be considered ODA.46

Yet these reform efforts, whether aimed at boosting efficiency or 

effectiveness, will all be in vain if the fundamental criticism by some donors 

regarding the legitimacy of both systems remains unaddressed. Trump’s 

view of foreign aid as a betrayal of national interests and as a risky gamble 

that could ultimately create uncontrollable rivals is just one example of 

how traditional donor countries are narrowing their definition of national 

interests. As a result, solidarity with the most vulnerable is eroding.47 The 

golden age of multilateralism, marked by the adoption of the SDGs and 

the pledge to leave no one behind, will prove an exception if the question 

of how to restore faith in the systems remains unaddressed. Proponents of 

development and humanitarian assistance have yet to find an answer to 

boost the systems’ legitimacy and avoid death by a thousand cuts.
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Key Points

Traditional donor countries face economic pressure, populist 
disinformation campaigns, and a more geopolitically 
competitive reality. As a result, they have narrowed their 
definition of national interest to economic competitiveness 
and protection against immediate security threats.

The budget cuts by traditional donor countries – most 
notably by the US, formerly the largest donor – have 
ruptured the development and humanitarian systems. 
Consequently, the human toll in LMICs is rising and UN 
agencies are having to limit their operations.

The gaps left by the US and European countries will not be 
entirely filled by nontraditional donors, including those from 
the Gulf. Nevertheless, China is using the moment to expand 
its political and strategic influence within UN agencies.

Several reforms have been proposed to improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the development and 
humanitarian systems. Yet, decision-makers must not only 
improve implementation but also find ways to address the 
fundamental questioning of the systems’ legitimacy by 
donors such as the US.

1

2

3

4

97

DEVELOPMENT AND HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE



98

MUNICH SECURITY REPORT 2026MUNICH SECURITY REPORT 2026



Food for Thought

Books
Anthony King
AI, Automation, and War: The Rise of a 
Military-Tech Complex
New Jersey: Princeton University  
Press, 2025.

King explores how military forces 
have applied AI in the last decade. He 
challenges narratives about machines 
replacing humans on the battlefield 
and explains how AI has been used 
for data processing and intelligence 
purposes. The integration of AI into 
military structures has created a 
powerful military-tech complex.

Claire Yorke
Empathy in Politics and Leadership: 
The Key to Transforming Our World
New Haven: Yale University Press, 2025.

Empathizing with people who hold 
different views can be uncomfortable. 
Yorke explains the political importance 
of seeing the world through others’ 
eyes. By contrasting approaches 
adopted by model leaders like Nelson 
Mandela and populists like Donald 
Trump, the author explores how 
mobilizing different forms of empathy 
and feeling can facilitate a politics that 
resonates with humans.

Alexander Cooley and Alexander 
Dukalskis
Dictating the Agenda: The Authoritarian 
Resurgence in World Politics
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2025.

Cooley and Dukalskis outline how 
authoritarian regimes around the world 
exploit areas from education to sports 
to push back against liberal ideas and 
democracy. The authors also provide a 
historical perspective on the emergence 
and erosion of US soft power. 
 

Dan Wang
Breakneck: China’s Quest to Engineer 
the Future
London: Penguin Books, 2025.

Wang characterizes China as an 
engineering state that builds to 
address challenges, both physical and 
social. Beijing’s bold megaprojects 
have fueled China’s economic rise at 
a time when the US, described as a 
lawyerly society, has been constrained 
by process and litigation. Yet China’s 
social engineering approach has 
imposed huge societal costs – notably 
through its one-child and Covid-19 
policies.

99

FOOD FOR THOUGHT



Amitav Acharya
The Once and Future World Order: 
Why Global Civilization Will Survive the 
Decline of the West
New York: Basic Books, 2025.

Global history shows that a world  
order facilitating peace and 
cooperation between states existed 
before the rise of the West. Acharya 
offers a historical account of orders 
and argues that the decline of the 
West provides an opportunity to build 
an order that could lead to a more 
equitable distribution of power and 
prosperity in the world. 

Carlo Masala
If Russia Wins: A Scenario
London: Atlantic Books, 2025.

Masala paints a dark picture in which 
Russia invades Estonia in 2028 after 
winning its war against Ukraine. 
Through this scenario, the author 
explains what is currently at stake in 
Ukraine and asks the uncomfortable 
question of what will happen in the 
event of a Russian victory.

Erin Sikorsky
Climate Change on the Battlefield: 
International Military Responses to the 
Climate Crisis
New York: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2025.

Military operations are increasingly 
affected by the climate crisis. Sikorsky 
explores the implications of rising 
temperatures for military operations in 
areas like the Arctic and Afghanistan 
and asks how militaries can contribute 
to disaster relief missions under 
extreme weather conditions. She also 
assesses whether militaries around the 
globe are adapting sufficiently to the 
climate crisis.

Ankit Panda
The New Nuclear Age: At the Precipice 
of Armageddon
Cambridge; Hoboken: Polity Press, 2025.

The first nuclear age began amid the 
destruction of World War II, the second 
in the relative optimism of the 1990s. 
Now we have entered a new nuclear 
age, as nuclear arsenals grow and risk 
increases. Ankit Panda explores how 
multipolar dynamics and declining 
arms control have informed this new 
age and argues that political will and 
fresh thinking are needed to avoid 
catastrophe.

Reports
Susi Dennison and Mats Engström
“The Power of Partnerships: European 
Climate Leadership with Less America”
Paris: European Council on Foreign 
Relations, July 2025, 
https://perma.cc/228Z-Y57C

Many countries in the Global South 
want to boost employment and 
production while collaborating with 
European countries on the green 
transition. Dennison and Engström 
analyze how the EU can facilitate 
these goals by engaging with partner 
countries and providing better access to 
its market, technologies, and finance.

Thomas Carothers et al.
“What Future for International 
Democracy Support?”
Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace, July 2025, 
https://perma.cc/P7FN-N6U9

The report describes how the US, other 
Western donor countries, US private 
funders, and multilateral institutions 
reduced their support for international 
democracy in 2025. It also engages 
with the political backdrop to these 
disruptions: the rise of authoritarian 
powers like Russia and China and 
democratic backsliding within 
democracies.
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Wendy Chang et al.
“China’s Drive Toward Self-Reliance in 
Artificial Intelligence: From Chips to 
Large Language Models”
Berlin: MERICS, July 2025,  
https://perma.cc/LNM4-54P2

China aims to achieve AI sovereignty 
at every technology level. The report 
analyzes China’s current degree of 
self-sufficiency in AI models, software 
frameworks, and chips. While the 
US’s lead in models and applications 
is narrowing and China can source 
critical inputs at home, its access to 
advanced chips remains limited. 
 
 

Ethan Illzetzki
“Guns and Growth: The Economic 
Consequences of Surging Defense 
Spending”
Kiel: Kiel Institute for the World 
Economy, February 2025,
https://perma.cc/F9VD-TYSW

Russia’s invasion of Ukraine has 
prompted large increases in defense 
spending across Europe. The report 
explores the economic effects of this 
military expansion. It argues that GDP 
could increase from 0.9 to 1.5 percent 
per year if governments increase 
annual defense spending from 2 to 3.5 
percent of GDP and concentrate defense 
investment on suppliers within the EU. 

Rockefeller Foundation
“A Mandate for International 
Coooperation: G20 Popular Opinion on 
Global Action”
New York: Rockefeller Foundation, 
November 2025, 
https://perma.cc/3XNP-GQHP

The G20 is home to most of the world’s 
population and includes its largest 
economies. What do people in the 
G20 countries want international 
cooperation to deliver? The report 
presents the results of nationally 
representative polls in 18 G20 countries 
and shows that respondents prioritize 
global issues that affect humanity and 
not just their own countries.

Céline Marangé and Susan Stewart (eds.)
“The Tipping Point: An Emerging Model 
of European Security with Ukraine and 
Without Russia”
Berlin: German Institute for International 
and Security Affairs (SWP), November 2025, 
https://perma.cc/US7H-ATJ5

How are European actors positioning 
themselves in relation to the 
fundamentally incompatible visions 
of European security offered by Russia 
and Ukraine? This report analyzes 
the Russian and Ukrainian stances 
and outlines how various entities – 
including the EU, the UK, France, 
Poland, Hungary, and Turkey – 
are responding. Russia, the report 
concludes, is out, and Ukraine is in.

Jakub Kalenský and Heidi Hanhijärvi
“Countering Disinformation in the Euro-
Atlantic: Strengths and Gaps”
Helsinki: European Center of Excellence for 
Countering Hybrid Threats (Hybrid CoE), 
October 2025,
https://perma.cc/LSU8-5MJK

For more than a decade, Russia has 
waged ongoing, daily disinformation 
campaigns in the Euro-Atlantic space. 
Based on a survey of Hybrid CoE’s 
participating states and organizations, 
the report maps the current counter-
disinformation tools and policies in 
use. Considerable improvements have 
been made in recent years, but there 
are challenges and resource gaps that 
must be overcome.

Giuseppe Spatafora et al (eds.)
“Low Trust: Navigating Transatlantic 
Relations under Trump 2.0”
Paris: European Union Institute for 
Security Studies (EUISS), October 2025, 
https://perma.cc/37WS-ABKL

The actions of the second Trump 
administration have severely eroded 
transatlantic trust, but relations 
must continue regardless. This report 
analyzes how and why rifts with the US 
have emerged in various policy areas 
and examines how Europe can engage 
with and learn from the experiences of 
other regions in navigating relations 
with the US in a low-trust environment.
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Appendix

endnotes

1 Introduction: Under Destruction

Suggested citation: Tobias Bunde and Sophie eisentraut, “Introduction: 
Under Destruction,” in: Tobias Bunde/Sophie Eisentraut (eds.),
Munich Security Report 2026: Under Destruction,
Munich: Munich Security Conference, February 2026, 13—35,
https://doi.org/10.47342/JWIE5806-1.

 1.  See Jess Bidgood, “The White House Wrecking Ball,” The New 
York Times, October 22, 2025. 

 2.  Quoted in Kelly Rissman, “Karoline Leavitt Blames Democrats 
Being ‘Jealous’ for Outrage Over White House Demolition for 
Trump’s Ballroom,” The Independent, 22 October, 2025: “’While 
many presidents have privately dreamt about this, it’s President 
Trump who is actually doing something about this. He’s the 
builder-in-chief,’ Leavitt continued.”

 3. For additional background on the project, incl. the regular use of 
tents for state dinners, see Tamara Keith, “Why Trump Is Obsessed 
With Building a White House Ballroom,” NPR, July 29, 2025. 

 4.  See The White House, “National Security Strategy of the United 
States of America,” Washington, DC: The White House, December 4, 
2025, https://perma.cc/TRH6-BKV7, 2.

 5.  Donald J. Trump, “The Inaugural Address,” Washington, DC: The 
White House, January 20, 2025, https://perma.cc/2SR4-KA93.

 6.  For an overview of the early plans, which “suggested a hurried 
process,” see Marco Hernandez, Junho Lee, and Ashley Wu, 
“Trump's Plans for the East Wing Keep Changing: Here's a Look,” 
The New York Times, October 24, 2025.

 7.  Grace Eliza Goodwin and Caitlin Wilson, “Millions Turned Out for 
Anti-Trump 'No Kings' Protests Across US,” BBC, October 19, 2025. 

 8.  See Bernd Debusmann Jr, “Who Is Paying for Trump's White House 
Ballroom? Full Donor List Revealed,” BBC, October 24, 2025.

 9.  On some of these actors and their political eff ects see William 
Callison and Véronica Gago, “The Chainsaw International,” 
Boston Review, April 3, 2025.

 10.  Carolin Amlinger and Oliver Nachtwey, Zerstörungslust. Elemente 
des demokratischen Faschismus, Berlin: Suhrkamp Verlag, 2025.

 11.  See Hannah Stephens and Andre M. Perry, “In Every Corner of 
the Country, the Middle Class Struggles With Aff ordability,” 

Washington, DC: Brookings, December 2, 2025, https://perma.
cc/4F7F-BNGG; Alan M. Jacobs and Mark A. Kayser, “Downward 
Mobility and Far-Right Party Support: Broad Evidence,” 
Comparative Political Studies 0:0 (2025), 1–37, https://doi.
org/10.1177/00104140251349663; Raj Chetty et al., “The Fading 
American Dream: Trends in Absolute Income Mobility Since 
1940,” American Association for the Advancement of Science
356:6336 (2017), 398–406, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aal4617; 
Rebecca Riddell, “Unequal: The Rise of a New American 
Oligarchy and the Agenda We Need,” Boston: Oxfam America, 
November 3, 2025, https://perma.cc/53A3-2JDG.

 12.  This phenomenon was discussed in more detail in the Munich 
Security Report 2022. On the perception (and the impact) of 
“learned helplessness” in the face of mounting global crises see 
in detail Tobias Bunde, “Turning the Tide – Unlearning 
Helplessness,” in: Tobias Bunde et al., “Munich Security Report 
2022: Turning the Tide – Unlearning Helplessness,” Munich: 
Munich Security Conference, February 2022, https://doi.
org/10.47342/QAWU4724, 13–31; Tobias Bunde: “Unlearning 
Helplessness,” Project Syndicate, February 14, 2022.

 13.  See Ernst Hillebrand, “Schwindende Legitimität,” Berlin: 
IPG-Journal, December 22, 2025, https://perma.cc/3BJG-Q4BQ.

 14.  Stacie E. Goddard et al., “Liberalism Doomed the Liberal 
International Order: A Less Legalistic System Would Help Protect 
Democracies,” Foreign Aff airs, July 28, 2025. Also see Christoph 
Knill et al., “Failing Through Success? How Stable Liberal Orders 
Become Self-Destabilising,” Journal of European Public Policy 0:0 
(2025), 1–27, doi:10.1080/13501763.2025.2580519.

 15.  J. D. Vance, “JD Vance,” in: Benedikt Franke (ed.), Speech by JD 
Vance and Selected Reactions: Munich Security Conference 2025. 
Hamburg: Mittler, 2025, 15–24.

 16.  Christopher Clark, “The End of Modernity: A Crisis Is Unfolding 
Before Our Eyes - and Also in Our Heads.,” Foreign Policy, June 
30, 2025.

 17.  On the MAGA intellectuals and their resentment of “modern 
ideas” see Laura Field, “The 77-Year-Old Book That Helps Explain 
the MAGA New Right,” The New York Times, December 13, 2025.

 18.  Stephen Holmes, “MAGA's Death Wish,” Project Syndicate, 
December 1, 2025. On the “cultural backlash” as an essential 
factor in explaining the rise of authoritarian populism see Pippa 
Norris and Ronald Inglehart, Cultural Backlash: Trump, Brexit, 
and Authoritarian Populism, Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2019.

 19.  Holmes, “MAGA's Death Wish.”

 20.  Susan D. Hyde and Elizabeth N. Saunders, “The Unconstrained 
Future of World Order: The Assault on Democratic Constraint 
and Implications for US Global Leadership,” International 
Organization 79:1 (2025), 71–87, doi:10.1017/S0020818325101161.

 21.  Hyde and Saunders, “The Unconstrained Future of World Order,” 73.

Quotations originally in British English have been adapted to 
American English. In some cases, stylistic adjustments were 
made to quotes.
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22.	 John G. Ikenberry, After Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint, 
and the Rebuilding of Order After Major Wars, Princeton, New 
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 2019.

23.	 Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation. My Years in the State 
Department, London: Hamish Hamilton, 1970, xvii.

24.	 Marco Rubio, “Secretary of State Marco Rubio Remarks to the Press,” 
Press Release, December 19, 2025, https://perma.cc/EED4-NUC8.

25.	 Marco Rubio, “Opening Remarks by Secretary of State-Designate 
Marco Rubio Before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,” 
Washington, DC: Senate Foreign Relations Committee, January 
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List of Abbreviations

	 ASEAN	 Association of Southeast  
Asian Nations

	 BRI	 Belt and Road Initiative

	 BRICS	 Intergovernmental 
organization originally 
comprising Brazil, Russia, 
India, China, and South Africa. 
Egypt, Ethiopia, Iran, and the 
United Arab Emirates joined 
the organization in 2024, and 
Indonesia joined in 2025.

	 CAR	 Central African Republic

	 CPTPP	 Comprehensive and 
Progressive Agreement for 
Trans-Pacific Partnership

	 DRC	 Democratic Republic  
of the Congo

	E AEU	 Eurasian Economic Union

	E FTA	 European Free Trade 
Association

	E U	 European Union

	 FAO	 Food and Agriculture 
Organization

	 FTA	 Free trade agreement

	 GCC	 Gulf Cooperation Council

	 GDP	 Gross domestic product

	 G7	 Group of Seven of the world’s 
advanced economies

	 GNI	 Gross national income 

	 HIV	 Human immunodeficiency 
virus 

	 IMF	 International Monetary Fund

	 IOM	 International Organization  
for Migration

	 LDC	 Least developed country

	 LMIC	 Low- and middle-income 
country

	 Mercosur	 Spanish abbreviation for 
Southern Common Market, 
initially established by 
Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay 
and Uruguay, and subsequently 
joined by Venezuela and Bolivia.

	 NATO	 North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization

	 NSS	 National Security Strategy

	O CHA	 United Nations Office  
for the Coordination of 
Humanitarian Affairs

	O DA	 Official development assistance

	OE CD	 Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development

	 PURL	 Prioritized Ukraine 
Requirements List

	 SDG	 Sustainable Development Goal

	 UAE	 United Arab Emirates

	 UK	 United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland

	 UN	 United Nations

	 UNCTAD	 United Nations Conference on 
Trade and Development

	 UNDP	 United Nations Development 
Programme

	 UNFPA	 United Nations Population Fund

	 UNHCR	 United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees

	 UNICEF	 United Nations Children’s Fund

	 UNOPS	 United Nations Office for 
Project Services

	 UK	 United Kingdom

	 US	 United States

	 USAID	 United States Agency for 
International Development

	W FP	 World Food Programme

	W HO	 World Health Organization

	W TO 	 World Trade Organization 
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