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Preface

I have written this dissertation largely between February 2019 and Septem-
ber 2022 during my time as a research assistant at the Chair of International
Law, European Law and Public Law at Bucerius Law School in Hamburg.
During this time, I had the privilege of completing a research stay at the
PluriCourts Centre of Excellence at the University of Oslo from November
to December 2021. After a nine-month break to complete an LL.M. degree
at the University of Cambridge between September 2022 and June 2023,
I have finished the dissertation in Berlin between July 2023 and October
2024. The dissertation was assessed by Professor Dr Mehrdad Payandeh,
LL.M. (Yale) and Professor Dr Dr h.c. Jorn-Axel Kidmmerer and accepted
by Bucerius Law School in the summer term of 2025. The date of the oral
examination at Bucerius Law School was 20 May 2025. The dissertation was
nominated as one of three theses for the final selection of the Dissertation
Prize of the German Society for the United Nations (DGVN).

I owe the success of this project to the kind support of many people.
First of all, T would like to express my sincere gratitude to my doctoral
supervisor, Professor Dr Mehrdad Payandeh, LL.M. (Yale). Already when I
was a student in one of his classes, he guided me in developing my own
positions and questioning the positions of others. These encounters on an
equal footing encouraged me to take on the dissertation project. From my
initial ideas to the completion of the work, he gave me complete freedom
while always being available as my most important mentor.

I would also like to thank Professor Dr Dr h.c. Jorn-Axel Kdammerer for
promptly preparing his second opinion. My thanks also goes to Professor
Dr Geir Ulfstein and Professor Dr Andreas Follesdal for inviting me to the
PluriCourts Centre at the University of Oslo and for the many enriching
discussions that provided me with new insights into the study of interna-
tional courts and tribunals. In this context, I would also like to thank the
ZEIT STIFTUNG BUCERIUS for providing the financial support for my
research stay.

I would also like to express my sincere thanks to the directors of the
Max Planck Institute for Comparative Public Law and International Law,
Professor Dr Armin von Bogdandy and Professor Dr Dr h.c. mult. Anne
Peters, LL.M. (Harvard), for including this work in the institute’s series of
publications.
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partner during this time. I would also like to thank Dr Shpetim Bajrami and
Dr Philipp Knitter for critically proof-reading the book.

My special thanks goes to my family, especially my parents, Ulrike and
Dr Klaus-Peter Saake. They have encouraged and supported me throughout
my life, while allowing me to follow my own path.

Finally and most importantly, I would like to express my most heartfelt
thanks to my wife, Alisa Priess. Throughout this entire process, she has
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