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ABSTRACT 
 
The European Union is one of the most important members of the World Trade Organization (WTO), and 
an active complainant as well as defendant in WTO dispute settlement proceedings. In this paper, we ask 
whether the EU upholds the rule of (WTO) law and leads by example in responding to WTO complaints 
brought by developing countries. We do so by investigating the political conditions under which the EU 
adheres to international trade law in WTO vis-à-vis developing countries and adopt a mix-method 
research strategy combining an aggregate quantitative examination with selected case studies. Overall, 
our results indicate that the European Union does have an exemplary record in complying with WTO 
panel rulings. At the same time we find strong variation in the time it takes for the EU to comply, which 
seems to be affected by the presence of third parties and by export dependence of the EU to the litigant 
countries. Since the EU does not behave differently towards developing countries than towards advanced 
industrialized states, we show that the EU does not lead by example. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

International trade law functions under the framework of the World Trade Organization (WTO) 

(Greenwald & Fox, 2007). The successor organization to the General Agreement on Tariffs and 

Trade 1947(GATT 1947), the WTO replaced the GATT treaty with a significantly more 

structured and expansive multilateral agreements and introduced a judicialized system of rule 

enforcement in the form of its Dispute Settlement Mechanism (DSM). The DS mechanism is an 

adjudicative system akin to ordinary litigation and provides a court-type legal network for the 

member states to abide by the international trade law treaties put in place (Taylor, 2007).1 Since 

its inception in 1995, the Dispute Settlement Body (DSB) and WTO adjudication has received 

great scholarly attention, especially in understanding the state behavior in terms of compliance 

with the WTO agreements and the implementation of panel rulings (Colares, 2009). It is largely 

agreed that the organization serves a legal as well as a political purpose by preserving member 

state cooperation and commitment. The political nature of state behavior in the WTO comes 

from the underlying political nature of the WTO’s legal system and the member states’ 

commitment to the WTO (Hudec, 2000). This characteristic mainly springs from the preeminent 

enforcement problem in international law (IL). Since self-enforcement is the fundamental 

principle in any domain of IL, any state preferences of a political nature – from domestic issues 

to foreign policy objectives – has an impact on compliance. Few would argue against the 

statement that politics play a large part in determining state compliance with international law. 

Similarly, for the implementation of trade accords in global governance, the WTO’s 

sophisticated dispute resolution system falls short of ensuring full compliance, leaving much 

room for states to overlook or outright violate given commitments.2 In this contribution, we aim to 

answer the question under which conditions the EU complies with DSM rulings on international 

trade law in the WTO. In doing so, we seek to assess whether the EU leads by example in 

abiding to the rule of law by complying with its own WTO commitments, both in its relations with 

advanced industrial democracies and with developing countries.  

 

The political determinants of compliance in the WTO DSM can be manifold; they can consist of 

external factors – e.g. reputation or the threat of retaliation, or country-specific, domestic factors 

– e.g. the level of democracy, the political mobilization of different economic sectors, and the 

number of legislative veto players required to secure policy change; or technical factors – e.g. 

legal capacity (De Bièvre and Poletti, 2014; Young, 2004; Sattler and Bernauer, 2011, Bown, 

2004; Simmons, 2000; Slaughter, 1995; Dixon, 1993). In order to explore the relative 

explanatory force for these potential explanations, we analyze all of the EU dispute settlement 

cases where the EU was a defendant and analyze each of them to understand if they have an 

impact on EU’s compliance rate in WTO dispute settlement. With regards to external factors, we 

investigate the export dependence of the EU to the complainant – by which we seek to capture 

                                                
1
 For a more detailed analysis of judicial reform in world trade regulation and the progression from GATT to WTO, 

see Joost Pauwelyn (2005), “The Transformation of World Trade”, Michigan Law Review 104 (1) 1-65. 
2
 It is important to note here that even though the WTO dispute settlement mechanism can authorize retaliation in 

cases of non-compliance, the WTO DSB is not an enforcement body per se; the WTO members are the enforcers, 

since a complainant can retaliate in the face of enduring non-compliance by a defendant. The point is however, that 

even in the face of authorized penalties, states sometimes still resist compliance with WTO agreements.  
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the impact of potential retaliation. We also look at the presence of third parties – effectively 

observers to the judicial proceedings – that may trigger an audience cost and prevent member 

states from reaching a mutually agreed solution by escalating the dispute (Busch and Reinhardt, 

2006).  With regard to the domestic factors, we examine the domestic political nature of the 

complainant and gauge their level of democracy, with the expectation that the EU would be 

more likely to comply in disputes against consolidated democracies. Lastly, we investigate the 

effect of the amount of veto players in different EU legislative processes on the EU’s 

implementation record. By looking at each legislative act’s voting requirements, we examine the 

veto players present for each policy change and aim to understand if a high or low number of 

veto players may explain compliance. It is important to note here that we investigate the 

behavior of the EU towards all of the member states in the WTO, in order to be able to compare 

this to its behavior vis-à-vis developing countries. We are particularly interested in assessing 

whether or not the EU upholds the rule of (WTO) law against the emerging powers in the WTO. 

As mandated by  the Article 21 of the Lisbon Treaty, the EU has committed to promoting rule of 

law in its external relations with third countries. In this respect, we focus on the extent to which 

the EU is adhering to WTO law and in doing so is “an example for the world” (Barroso, 2009). 

We posit that the record of the EU in compliance with WTO dispute settlement rulings helps us 

analyze the under-explored topic of EU’s prioritization of rule of law towards developing 

countries.  

 

We proceed as follows. We start by reviewing the literature on WTO compliance, introducing the 

alternative explanations on compliance. Secondly, we outline the WTO litigation process, in 

order to introduce crucial concepts we use in the paper – escalation and compliance. In the third 

section, we present our research design and subsequently present a brief descriptive statistical 

analysis. In the fourth section, we present some case studies selected from the complete 

sample of the statistical analysis. We conclude with a summary of our findings and speculate 

about some future research prospects.  

 

LITERATURE ON COMPLIANCE 
 

A distinct subset of institutionalist international relations political science has analyzed the 

reasons explaining states’ behavior in WTO litigation, i.e. the causes of (non) compliance. The 

main arguments have been focusing on three overlapping perspectives. Firstly, external 

pressures were put forward in explaining compliance. Neoliberal institutionalists under the 

aegis of regime theory put forward reputation and potential retaliation as explanations 

(Keohane, 1984, Simmons, 2000, Bown, 2004). Secondly, and alternatively, other scholars 

tried to explain compliance by looking into internal structures and proposed that the democratic 

nature of states determines their rule abidance record (Slaughter, 1995; Dixon, 1993; Milner 

and Moravcsik, 2009). Thirdly, some additionally turned to more country-specific, practical 

explanations and maintained that states’ technical capabilities and legal capacity are 

determinants in their compliance record (Chayes and Chayes, 1995; Weiss and Jacobson, 

1998; Spilker, 2011). Somewhat surprisingly, these plausible explanations have not yet been 

applied to try and explain the entire variety of the EU’s record in WTO dispute settlement, as 

most studies have often focused on high-profile non-compliance disputes.  
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By adopting this approach, we also seek to remedy some of the shortcomings of the existing 

literature. Firstly, the impact of judicialization in international regimes – such as in WTO – 

has not been empirically analyzed to reveal its impact on domestic compliance. The only 

study that looks at the link between judicialization and compliance is Zangl (2008) who finds 

that the rule abidance record of states increased in the WTO since the judicialized dispute 

settlement mechanism was introduced. Based on a controlled comparison of compliance 

under GATT and WTO, the study shows that compliance with WTO rulings is higher than 

with GATT rulings on the same disputes. The study is limited to transatlantic disputes, 

however, and the analysis does not present results about the EU’s overall performance, 

which we aim to do. 

 

Secondly, only a handful of studies regarding compliance examine dispute escalation, i.e. 

which disputes in WTO moved up to the panel stage instead of getting settled early during 

consultations (Guzman and Simmons, 2002). Escalation of disputes indeed presents us with 

a puzzling picture in the WTO’s legal framework because the primary function of the DSM is 

to settle disputes in consultation, and the consultation stage represents the most important 

feature of the organization’s dispute settlement procedure (Busch and Reinhardt, 2000). 

Thus, we intend to try and find reasons why the EU escalates its disputes to the panels, 

rather than settle them. Thirdly, the scholarship has been largely ignored the potential 

impact of state-specific legislative factors. Decision rules for lawmaking vary greatly among 

members; hence the international dispute settlement body rulings may be implemented to a 

varying extent due to the distinctive legislative characteristics of each member. The 

explanatory potential of these institutional factors has not yet been applied for the entirety of 

the EU’s responses to WTO dispute settlement. Young (2010) was the first study to test the 

impact of legislative veto points on EU compliance in the WTO. In order to find out whether 

the EU’s commitment to multilateralism is real, Young investigates a number of variables 

including veto players. In a similar vein, Poletti and De Bièvre (2014) seek to explain 

variation in responses to WTO litigation (both escalation and compliance), showing how 

those cases with a high number of veto players in the EU legislative process hampers the 

EU’s ability to comply. The existing literature thus only examines a selected number of 

disputes in which the EU acted as a defendant, and does not take all disputes into account. 

In this paper, we apply this potential explanation to the entire universe of disputes. 

 

WTO DISPUTE SETTLEMENT IN A NUTSHELL 
 

In this section, we provide an overview of the dispute settlement process so as to clarify the 

meaning of the key concepts of escalation and compliance. The DS procedure is a step-by-step 

process where any member state can notify the WTO that a member is violating stipulations of a 

WTO agreement.  Any dispute settlement case must start with a consultation phase. The parties 

enter into a consultation whereby the complainant communicates its allegations to the 
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respondent member (WTO, 2006).3 If a mutually agreed solution is not reached within 60 days, 

the DSB may be asked to establish a panel to settle the dispute, leading to the next step. It is 

important to note that members settle a large majority of the disputes before moving on to the 

panel phase (Horn and Mavroidis, 2011). When the complainant and the defendant do not find 

an early settlement, it escalates to the panel phase. The panel phase starts with the DS Panel 

composition as requested by a complainant, where the parties present oral and written 

arguments. The panel members then proceed to prepare an interim report, about which the 

parties can negotiate during the process of writing. At this stage, the parties are encouraged to 

reach a mutually agreed solution, but if they do not, the panel circulates its ruling in the form of 

its initial report (WTO, 2006).  

 

Both parties may accept the ruling and the dispute would reach an end at that point. However, 

the respondent and the complainant have a chance to appeal to the ruling, and if they do so, the 

dispute reaches the appeals phase whereby the standing Appellate Body (AB) reviews the 

dispute. The AB then issues a final ruling on the dispute, in which it may overturn or uphold the 

panel ruling in its entirety or in part. When the AB finds the defendant not to be in violation of its 

obligations, the dispute ends here (Ibid). In disputes where the AB sides with some or all the 

claims made by the complainant, the dispute moves to the implementation phase. At this stage, 

the respondent party is asked “to bring the measures into conformity” with WTO law and it is 

asked to notify the DSB of its implementation (Ibid). 

 

The respondent member is given a reasonable amount of time to implement the decision, which 

is negotiated between the parties and may be settled via binding arbitration. If the 

implementation does not take place – or partially takes place – the complainant party may ask 

for a compliance panel to be composed for further enforcement (Ibid). If the defendant is found 

to be non-compliant, then as the very last step, remedial action is allowed for the complainant in 

the form of suspension of concessions, i.e. retaliation.  

 

For the purposes of this paper, we look at the dispute outcome from 2 different angles. First, we 

look at dispute escalation and define disputes based on their outcome from the consultation 

stage – whether litigants settled or escalated. Second, if the dispute escalated into the panel 

stage, we analyze their compliance record with respect to the rulings provided by the panel. 

 

INVESTIGATION OF THE DETERMINANTS OF COMPLIANCE  
 

We start our analysis with a comprehensive statistical analysis in which we test the 

aforementioned explanations for all the EU dispute settlement cases. Before we proceed to the 

results, it is important to outline our approach in making these variables operational.  

                                                

3
 See also, Vasquez and Jackson (2001) “Some Reflections on Compliance with WTO Dispute Settlement 

Decisions”, Law and Policy in International Business, for a brief overview. For additional details regarding the 
process, see Dispute Settlement Understanding (DSU), WTO.  
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Compliance: Our main explanandum, compliance, is separated into two aspects – escalation 

and compliance with panel decisions. For escalation, we investigate whether the dispute 

settlement case was settled during the consultation stage or progressed to a panel without a 

mutually agreed solution. The information was simply collected from the WTO official website – 

for all the dispute cases – and was decided upon the updated information available.4 It should 

be noted that we consider disputes that were settled (and mutually agreed) as compliance, 

since they indicated the complainant had “dropped” the dispute. In reality of course, some of the 

mutually agreed solutions may have been simply agreed by the parties via side payments or 

any other incentives for settlement, without actually correcting WTO-incompatible policies. Even 

though this would mean for the EU that the policies were still not in line with WTO law, we 

emphasize that as long as parties reach an agreement between themselves – much like in a 

plea bargain – the defendant is not considered to be in violation. Moreover, the WTO does not 

offer information on the mutually agreed solutions, therefore the extent to which compliance 

actually occurred in those dispute cases remains extremely difficult to grasp and private 

information to the litigants.  

 

For the disputes that progressed to the panel phase, we organize their results in three 

categories; violation, partial compliance, and full compliance. We follow Zürn and Joerges 

(2005) by adopting this 3-level compliance categorization, and evaluate the WTO documents 

available on the dispute settlement cases accordingly. We subjectively evaluate the EU’s 

response in each dispute, their memorandum to the WTO panels and the conclusion of the 

dispute.  We consider disputes to end in full compliance where the EU changed the WTO-

inconsistent policy within the arbitrated reasonable amount of time, and the revised (or the 

newly enacted) legislation is found fully acceptable by the opposing party. We consider disputes 

to be cases of partial compliance where the EU changed the objectionable policy, yet is found to 

be incomplete (or insufficient) by the litigant state, leading either to prolonged arbitration periods 

or compliance proceedings with discussions continuing, yet not leading to the authorization of 

retaliation. We consider disputes to be violation cases where the EU was unable to change the 

policy in question, beyond the arbitrated reasonable amount of time, and the dispute proceeded 

to compliance proceedings where retaliation may be authorized.  

 

Moreover, consistent with the literature on compliance, violation in WTO dispute settlement is 

very infrequent, and even disputes that dragged on for more than 15 years, like the EU Bananas 

dispute, eventually end in compliance. This brings out the question of timeliness in complying 

with WTO law, which has been proven to be an important aspect (Spilker, 2011).  This is why 

we investigate the time it takes for the EU to comply in dispute settlement cases, since this is 

different from whether policies were actually brought in line with WTO DSB recommendations or 

not.   

                                                
4
 The dispute settlement cases included are as follows: DS7, DS9, DS12, DS13, DS14, DS16, DS17, DS25, DS26, 

DS27, DS48, DS62, DS69, DS72, DS104, DS105, DS115, DS124, DS134, DS135, DS137, DS140, DS141, DS153, 

DS154, DS158, DS172, DS174, DS209, DS219, DS223, DS231, DS242, DS246, DS260, DS263, DS265, DS266, 

DS269, DS283, DS286, DS290, DS291, DS292, DS293, DS299, DS301, DS307, DS313, DS315, DS316, DS326, 

DS328, DS337, DS347, DS349, DS361, DS364, DS369, DS375, DS376, DS377, DS385, DS389, DS397, DS400, 

DS401, DS405. 
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Level of Development: In order to understand the EU’s behavior towards the developing 

countries, we initially analyze the overall record of the Union and then compare its performance 

with the developing states. The definition of “developing country” is not clear-cut however, 

certainly because the WTO does not offer a definition itself and the operational problems with 

simply deciding whether a state is developing or developed are substantial (Abbott, 2007).  

Importantly, the WTO allows the members to self-declare themselves a developing or a 

developed country – as there are special advantageous trading conditions to be obtained by 

declaring oneself a developing country. In order to expand the explanatory potential of our 

investigation, every single developing country that can be characterized as such was selected, 

simply avoiding high-income developed countries. Following the work of Horn and Mavroidis 

(2008) we disregard the high-income countries and include the following as “developing 

countries”: 

 

Table 1: Developing WTO Member States Included in the Study 

Argentina, Brazil, Chile, China, Colombia, Dominican Republic, Egypt, Guatemala, India, 

Indonesia, Israel, Jordan, Korea (Republic of), Malaysia, Mexico, Pakistan, Peru, Romania, , 

Russia, Slovakia, South Africa, Thailand, Turkey,  Uruguay, and Venezuela.   

 

Export Dependence: We assume that states may fear the cost of retaliation in the WTO. If a 

country has substantial leverage over the opposite party during the litigation process, we think it 

may be considered to have the potential to threaten retaliation and force its will upon its 

opponent, which may explain compliance or violation. Following the work of Bown (2004), we 

calculated the share of the defendant (EU) exports to the complainant – for each dispute – to 

capture the potential impact of retaliation. Since export markets present a very direct and clear 

flow of trade between two partners, we assume that the share of the EU’s exports represents a 

sensitive topic for the EU to take into account. In other words, if the EU is dependent on a WTO 

complainant state for its exports to a considerable extent, that member state would have the 

potential to retaliate by limiting market access to the EU’s exports. Thus, we looked at the EU’s 

dependence on exports to the complainant for each individual dispute. To this end, we relied on 

data from the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), because it 

has the most reliable and consistent data since 1995 – the year the WTO’s current judicial 

structure was introduced.  

 

Democracy: We assume that classical liberal theory can inform us about the likelihood of 

compliance with international trade law. We therefore investigate whether the domestic political 

regime of the complainant matters. Following Guzman and Simmons (2002), we look at the 

level of democracy for the complainant in each WTO dispute settlement case where the EU was 

a defendant and categorize complainant countries’ level of democracy as either low, medium, or 

high. This 3-level categorization allows us to observe a potential change between the different 

levels and further help us be consistent in analyzing different determinants. We borrow the data 

from two different sources; the Polity IV project and Freedom House freedom index.  

 

Third-party presence: It has been suggested that the existence of third parties in dispute 

settlement cases has an impact on escalation by lowering the prospects of settlement during the 
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consultations stage (Busch and Reinhardt, 2006). Since the presence of third parties make the 

pre-trial negotiations more transparent, it is assumed that they increase bargaining costs and 

prohibit the defendant from offering side payments (Ibid). We follow the logic presented by 

Busch and Reinhardt and expect the EU to empanel the disputes instead of settling early. We 

accessed the data on the WTO dispute settlement website and collected the information 

provided on panel reports about third party presence. 

 

Veto players: It has been argued that the states’ ability to pass legislation depends on the veto 

points required to secure the passage of the law in the respective policy domain (Tsebelis, 

2002). Different types of legal provisions may involve varying degrees of legislative veto points. 

We expect that the EU’s compliance depends on the number of veto players that are required to 

give consent for each dispute. The potential blocking power by veto players may thus vary 

according to the corresponding decision making rule applicable to decide on policy change 

required to bring the measures in line with WTO law. This decision procedure can be an 

administrative measure applied by the European Commission, in which case there is a low level 

of veto player capacity. Policy change can be subject to Ordinary Legislative Procedure (OLP), 

which operates with a qualified majority in the Council and approval by simple majority in the 

European Parliament (a medium level of veto player power), or unanimity approval in the 

Council with or without European Parliament approval (high level of veto players) (Hix, 2005). 

Since such an assessment requires detailed knowledge of the substance and the procedure for 

every domestic implementation process, we defer to future research for such a complete 

treatment. Yet, basing ourselves on Council documents we do analyze the impact of these 

legislative requirements on compliance in our in-depth comparative case studies. 

 

Legal capacity: Few would argue that legal capacity does not matter. It is indeed logical to 

expect that a state’s legal capacity would make it more or less likely to “lose” a dispute. To 

operationalize this concept, some authors look at the size of the legal delegation of states that 

are present in WTO headquarters in Geneva, but this hardly represents state capabilities in 

securing efficient, expert, legal expertise (Sattler and Bernauer, 2011). More importantly, since 

in this chapter, we look at responses by the EU as a defendant, there is no variation in the EU’s 

high level of legal capacity. For this reason, we do not include it in our empirical test. Further 

research endeavors may benefit from a more precise and nuanced operationalization of this 

variable but we have not been able to find such measure. 

 

Finally, it is important to note that we also do not consider the intrinsic legal merits or 

importance of the dispute. Some complaints brought to the WTO Dispute Settlement Body may 

indeed be more solidly grounded, more substantially argued, and entail more important 

questions of WTO law interpretation than other dispute settlement cases. Moreover, some 

cases may be relatively unimportant in economic terms in and of themselves, yet may involve 

an important question of law that may set an important precedent in future interpretations and 

applications of WTO law. Yet, for the purpose of this analysis we do not consider these sources 

of variation as they concern legal assessments and valuations. Since we are interested in 

political sources of systematic variation, we thus work with the assumption that differences in 
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the legal nature of cases are randomly distributed across the (small) universe of cases we 

study. 

 

Statistical Analysis 

We start our investigation by looking at the main descriptives with regards to the EU’s general 

activity in WTO dispute settlement (Table 2). The EU reached a mutually agreed solution in 

almost half the disputes brought against it before going to the panel phase, and complied in 

almost 90% of the disputes that escalated. However, it should be carefully noted that the EU’s 

compliance record varies significantly with respect to the time it takes for the WTO-inconsistent 

policy to be amended – with a very limited number of disputes taking more than 10 years.5  

 

Table 2 – Descriptive Information on the EU’s Activity WTO dispute settlement 

The European Union at the  

World Trade Organization 

Descriptive Numbers 

Total Number Additional Information 

Disputes as a Defendant  78 16.2% of all the disputes received 

at the WTO 

Developing Economies as 

Litigants Against the EU 

44 55.7% of all the disputes against 

the EU 

Escalated Disputes 42 53% of all the disputes of the EU 

Disputes with Compliance 

Problems 

9 11% of all the disputes of the EU 

Average time of 

compliance for empaneled 

disputes (in months)  

75 17 (without the exceptionally long 

Bananas dispute – see footnote 9) 

*Source: EU and the WTO Dataset Collected by the Authors 

 

Besides the descriptive information outlining the EU’s general activity in WTO, we proceed to 

analyze the impact of each of the independent variables on our explanandum of compliance, by 

looking at the association between them and by interpreting the results. It is important to 

acknowledge that our statistical results are only suggestive due to the fact that we have only 80 

cases – a rather limited number.  

 

 

                                                
5
 A few points need clarification within these descriptive statistics. First, we included the disputes the EU was involved 

in until 2010 because recent disputes have not been concluded and therefore do not have results for us to analyze. 

Secondly, we consider cases separately in which more than one member state complained against the EU. For 

instance, for the Bananas dispute, we consider each recourse (and each country) separately in our analysis because 

that allows us to see if each additional complaint would have an impact on the EU’s behavior. Lastly, when looking at 

the time it takes for the EU to comply, we added the average time without the Bananas dispute simply because that 

particular case was an exceptionally long one that creates an unfair statistical representation of the EU’s behavior, 

therefore we thought the readers might be interested in looking at the EU’s record without it.  
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Table 3– Statistical analysis of the EU and Escalation at the WTO 

Potential Explanations Escalation 

Statistical 

Significance* 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

Level of Development .533 -.071 

Level of Democracy .601 -.060 

EU Export Dependence on 

the complainant  

.082 .474 

Presence of a Third Party .000 .926 

* Significance levels (either <.05 or <.01) are two-tailed. 

 

For escalation, a first look reveals that the EU has reached a mutually agreed solution in 37 of 

the disputes where it was a defendant – roughly 47%. When analyzing the potential 

explanations for escalation, we observe that the EU does not behave differently towards 

developing countries. These are characterized by a few features: all of the emerging countries 

included in the study are non-high-income countries; they may be newly industrialized or 

middle-income nations (such as Brazil) but are nevertheless vulnerable towards the 

industrialized high income countries in terms of exports and presumably fall short of exerting 

substantial pressure upon their developed partners. This in turn leads us to expect that the EU 

might behave differently towards them as an exemplary law-abiding country within WTO. We 

were seeking to understand whether being a developing country makes a difference in the EU’s 

record of escalation in dispute settlement cases. The statistical analysis shows that the results 

are not significant – strongly insignificant as a matter of fact. Therefore, we do not find any 

association between being a developing country and facing escalation from the EU. Similarly, 

export dependence does not seem to have an association either. The results demonstrate that 

there is no significant correlation between escalation and export dependence. Therefore, we 

can surmise that the European Union does not seem to be concerned about facing retaliation 

during consultations. Moreover, our analysis does not show any relation between democracy 

and escalation either. The EU behaves the same against its more or less democratic 

counterparts during consultations. We do, however, find evidence of third parties making a 

difference in EU’s escalation pattern. The results are significant, in measuring the association 

between escalation and third party presence, and they indicate a positive direction. We show 

that the EU is far more likely to escalate its disputes when there is a third party present.  

 

As mentioned above, third-party presence has been hypothesized to prevent states from 

reaching a mutually agreed solution (Busch and Reinhardt, 2006). When there are third parties 

present, the possibility of offering a side payment or any other incentive may well be diminished 

precisely because “there is someone watching”. Considering that the EU is one of the most 

powerful actors in the WTO, it would be plausible to expect it to entice its opponents with 

various deals behind closed doors. This may explain why the EU is more likely to escalate its 
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disputes when there are third parties available. Clearly, such hypotheses can only be credibly 

corroborated or falsified through case sensitive comparative analysis. Indeed, country 

representatives’ choices to register as third party in WTO DS cases may be determined by other 

characteristics of the dispute, in which case not presence of third parties would constitute the 

primary cause of escalation.  

 

Table 4 – Statistical analysis of the EU and Compliance in the WTO 

Potential Explanations Compliance 

Statistical 

Significance* 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

Level of Development .024 .255 

EU Export Dependence on 

the complainant 

.010 -.289 

Presence of a Third Party .009 -.293 

Level of Democracy .334 -.110 

* Significance levels (either <.05 or <.01) are two-tailed. 

 

For compliance, a first look reveals that the EU has fully complied in approximately 90% of the 

disputes and for almost 80 disputes in which it was involved as a defendant, the EU displayed 

compliance problems in only 9 of them. The examination of the potential explanations reveals 

that being a developing country significantly and positively affects the EU’s compliance rate. 

The EU seems to be slightly more likely to comply in disputes with developing countries. 

However, the level of association is moderate and does not suggest a robust correlation; 

therefore we would opt to interpret them cautiously in generating large inferences. The 

association between being a developing country and facing increased chances of compliance 

would not be enough to say that the EU is showing leadership towards its less developed 

counterparts or setting an example. To draw that conclusion, the effect should have been 

considerably higher, and without further evidence, it seems difficult to suggest that the EU is 

leading by example.  

 

Furthermore, we observe that export dependence has a significant relationship with compliance 

and exhibits a weak negative association. The EU’s likeliness to comply decreases somewhat 

when it is more dependent on the complainant, which is rather surprising. We assumed that 

export dependence – a proxy for potential retaliation – would actually increase the level of 

compliance, and it seems to be the opposite. This may be explained by the fact that the EU is 

the largest economy in the world and the threat of retaliation would not apply to it. Although the 

EU is obviously dependent upon foreign markets for its exports, it has a very diverse number of 

“clients” in the world market and it would not matter if one of them threatens to retaliate.  

 

We additionally observe that third party presence has a statistically significant relationship with 

compliance as well. The association is a somewhat weak one, showing a negative direction. 

The European Union is slightly less likely to comply when there is a presence of one or more 
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third parties in the dispute.  The behavior of the EU is thus similar to its behavior during the 

consultation stage of the dispute settlement process. Perhaps precisely because there are 

“others watching”, the EU may be less flexible to make partial concessions or provide deals, 

therefore making settlement and compliance more difficult.  

 

Table 5 – Analysis of the EU’s Compliance According to Time Lag 

Potential Explanations Compliance (by Time Lag) 

Statistical 

Significance* 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

Level of Development .204 .185 

EU export Dependence on 

the complainant 

.016 -.344 

Presence of a Third Party .003 -.419 

Level of Democracy .126 -.222 

* Significance levels (either <.05 or <.01) are two-tailed. 

 

When looking at the EU’s timeliness in settling the case or implementing decisions, we observe 

that level of development and regime type are the two explanations that do not yield statistically 

significant results. Therefore, we can say that being a democracy or a developed country does 

not seem to impact the EU’s behavior in complying faster or slower. However, export 

dependence and third-party presence are both statistically significant and consistent with the 

above mentioned results on compliance. For third-party presence, we observe that the EU’s 

timeliness in compliance is negatively affected. The association is moderate, eliciting caution in 

surmising any inferences, but we can still say that the EU may be resisting compliance when 

there are third parties present during the panel process. 

 

For export dependence, we observe that there is a negative association with compliance, a 

relatively strong one suggesting the EU is slower to comply as it gets more dependent on its 

exports with the complainant country. This variance may be explained by the high mobilization 

of the EU’s import-competing industry. When there are higher stakes for domestic import-

competing industries in a dispute settlement case, because they are likely to be affected by the 

proposed WTO policy, they are likely to resist change. This would mean that the EU’s highly 

mobilized import-competing industries would pressure public officials to prolong the dispute as 

much as possible to try and avoid potential future losses. Such was the case throughout the EU-

US dispute on hormone treated beef that prevented US meat producers’ access to the EU 

market. 6  Imports of hormone-treated beef from the US would have caused  EU import-

competing farmers to lose market share at a time when they incurred significant costs adjusting 

their production process as per the requirements of the EU’s regulatory framework (Poletti and 

De Bièvre, 2014). Thus, European farmers mobilized in their support for the bans on importation 

                                                
6
 WT/DS26/1, European Communities– Measures Concerning Meat and Meat Products (Hormones). 
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of US hormone-treated beef (BEUC and COPA- COGECA, 1999) and the EU continued to 

prolong its non-compliant behaviour for almost 13 years. However, although this may be an 

attractive potential explanation, we would need to establish whether or not the EU’s import-

competing industries are actually targeted in WTO litigation – especially for the disputes where 

the EU was dependent on the complainant. In addition, we would need to see how mobilized the 

European import-competing sectors are. Further research into this potential explanation, 

therefore, is needed before we make a suggestion into a potentially causal mechanism.   

 

CASE STUDIES 
 

In complementing our statistical analysis, we choose four comparative case studies following a 

most similar systems design (Teune, 1970). The reason to undertake such case selection is 

because we are particularly interested in understanding the impact of veto players and the 

impact of being a developed or a developing country. Therefore, by keeping other factors 

constant – that is, by taking the most similar cases – we can identify the effect of these potential 

sources of variation.  We thus compare the EU’s response to a complaint brought by a 

developing country, Brazil, to its response to a complaint filed by Australia, and we 

subsequently compare the EU’s behavior in response to a complaint brought by the US and one 

by China. It is important to mention here that both of the developing countries analyzed in these 

case studies are significant trade partners of the EU. Even further, they can be both considered 

competitors to the EU in seeking market access around the globe. In that sense, the behavior of 

the EU could be different towards a more vulnerable developing country that does not present 

any competition – e.g. Peru. That being said, the disputes brought to the WTO are limited to 

relatively powerful developing countries and there are virtually no disputes we can analyze from 

the least developed countries against the EU. Because of this empirical limitation brought upon 

by our sample, we proceed with our decision to include Brazil.  

 

EU’S BEHAVIOR TOWARDS DEVELOPING COUNTRIES: EU-AUSTRALIA VS EU- BRAZIL 

DISPUTES 
 

The dispute involving the EU’s tariff classification on chicken cuts against Brazil and the dispute 

concerning the EU’s trademark provisions on Australian agricultural products are two cases that 

reveal the lack of difference on EU’s actions towards a developing country in WTO dispute 

settlement. The EU’s share of exports to both countries was almost equal at the time the 

disputes were initiated, third parties were present in both of the disputes, both countries are 

democracies, and both disputes escalated to the panels. Since the two disputes are closely 

similar, we would expect to see the EU behave differently towards Brazil, if it were to try and 

lead by example in its behavior towards developing countries in the WTO. Instead, we 

demonstrate that the EU practically behaves the same way it does towards advanced 

industrialized members of the WTO, i.e. regardless of the complainant’s lower level of 

development.  

 

On 17 April 2003, the government of Australia requested consultations with the EU over the 

newly-enacted regulation 2081/92, claiming that it did not sufficiently protect pre-existing 
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trademarks and violated the national treatment clause of the TRIPS agreement with regards to 

geographical indications (GIs) of exported products.7 The EU regulation essentially required 

other WTO member states to agree to protect European GIs without giving direct reciprocal 

protection, as argued by Australia. The dispute escalated from the consultation stage and the 

first panel sided with Australia, ruling that the EU’s regulation did not provide national treatment 

to the products imported and “foreign nationals did not have guaranteed access to the EU’s 

system for their GIs, unlike EU nationals”.8 The ruling was not objected by the EU and both 

parties agreed to an arbitrated 11 months and 2 weeks for the implementation of the ruling. 

Subsequently, the EU adopted a new regulation within the given reasonable amount of time, 

fully implementing the panel ruling. 9  It is important to note here that Australia expressed 

reservations about the new regulation, claiming that some “minor aspects” of the new 

framework may be potentially inconsistent. 10  However, there has been no documented 

disagreement until today; therefore we consider the ruling to have been fully complied with.  

 

In comparison, the EU’s dispute with Brazil demonstrates a similar behavior from the EU – if not 

worse – in facing litigation at WTO. On October 11, 2002, the government of Brazil requested 

consultations with the EU and claimed that the customs classification of exported frozen chicken 

cuts was unfairly characterized on the EU’s schedule and was subjected to higher tariffs at the 

border, therefore violating WTO law.11 The EU Commission issued new regulations (in early 

2002) regarding the salt content of meat imports, which meant that products only where the salt 

was added for the purpose of preservation could be considered under the category of “salted 

meat”; if not for preservation, the product could fall under the category of “frozen meat” applying 

a significantly higher tariff rate (Horn and Mavroidis, 2008). This meant that the exported poultry 

products from Brazil were to be considered under the frozen meat classification.12 Therefore, 

even though the product remained exactly the same, the EU essentially reclassified the product, 

which drastically changed the applicable tariff from 15% to almost 60% (Ibid). It was argued that 

the EU simply reclassified the product in order to receive higher customs duties, and was hence 

breaching its tariff commitments. The dispute escalated to the panel stage and the panel 

concluded that the EU’s measure of applying a higher customs tariff was inconsistent with its 

obligations.13 The ruling was then appealed by the European Union, but the AB upheld the 

conclusion of the original ruling, leaving the EU with no choice other than to implement a new 

regulation. Brazil subsequently requested binding arbitration and the agreed-upon 10 months 

concluded with the EU not fully implementing the decision, claiming that it had made progress 

                                                
7
 WT/DS290/1, European Communities – Protection of Trademarks and Geographical Indications for Agricultural 

Products and Foodstuffs. For information on WTO case law, see Lester, Mercurio, and Davies, World Trade Law: 

Text, Cases, and Commentary, 2012.  
8
 WT/DS290/R, Panel Ruling on EC-Trademarks Dispute 290. Usually, WTO case are cited differently (not sure if this 

is a big problem, but I wanted to mention it just in case) 
9
 WT/DS290/23/Add.3, Adoption of European Council Regulation 510/2006. 

10
 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade of Australia: Q and A for WTO Dispute 290. 

11
 WT/DS269/1, European Communities – Customs Classification of Frozen Boneless Chicken Cuts. 

12
 Note that Thailand also requested consultations with the EU on the same matter but the dispute continued under a 

single panel against Brazil.  
13

 WT/DS269/R, Panel Ruling on EC-Chicken Cuts Dispute 269.  
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and would provide an update “as soon as the new regulation is adopted”.14 Later in that month, 

the EU reached an understanding with Brazil and fully complied with the panel ruling by 

adopting a new regulation that practically made the former one ineffective.15 

 

In conclusion, we can surmise that the EU demonstrated a similar behavior – in similar cases – 

towards a developing and a developed WTO member when faced with litigation. After 

controlling for the determinants we mentioned, we see that the EU does not comply faster or 

more thoroughly towards developing countries in the WTO. What is more, the EU’s behavior 

towards Brazil became problematic after the reasonable amount of time to implement the 

decision was over. This examination therefore helps us conclude that the EU does not 

necessarily demonstrate an exemplary behavior towards the developing countries in WTO 

dispute settlement.  

 

VETO PLAYERS AND EU COMPLIANCE: EU-CHINA VS EU-US DISPUTES 
 

After finding that the EU’s compliance record does not seem to be affected by a country’s level 

of development, we conduct another comparative case study to assess the potential impact of 

veto players on EU compliance with WTO law. This time we compare two similar disputes with 

different levels of compliance (and timeliness of implementation) because we seek to tease out 

what may be the explanation for difference levels of compliance. Our comparison of the dispute 

regarding the EU's anti-dumping policy on steel products against China with the dispute 

concerning the EU’s tariff regulation on information technology products against the US reveals 

that differences in veto player constellations may indeed explain variation in speediness with 

which the EU complies. 

 

We note that since the developing/developed country distinction does not seem to have an 

influence on EU’s behavior, we do not have to control for it. Moreover, the statistical analysis 

has revealed that the level of democracy does not seem to be a significant determinant in 

explaining compliance either. As a result, we choose two disputes that escalated to the panel 

stage, display third party presence, and involve  countries on which the EU is highly export 

dependent. 

 

On July 22 2009, the Chinese government requested consultations with the EU based on the 

claim that the EU’s anti-dumping regulations (under the EU regulation 384/96 and 91/2009) 

were inconsistent with its WTO commitments. The contentious EU regulations stipulate that the 

EU anti-dumping duties are not applied towards individual companies or products separately 

(known as individual treatment), but towards all exporters unless they can prove their 

independence from the state – effectively arguing that the whole country can be considered one 

exporter. The Chinese government argued, amongst others that the regulations were unfairly 

comprehensive and that the calculated anti-dumping margins cannot be applicable to all 
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 WT/DS269/15, Status Report by the European Communities. 
15

 WT/DS269/15/Add.1 Addendum to the Status Report by the European Communities.  
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exporters.16 After the escalation of the dispute to the panel, the first ruling concluded that the EU 

was in violation of the WTO Anti-Dumping Agreement. The EU decided to appeal the ruling; 

however the AB upheld most of the original panel’s findings and sided with China, leaving the 

EU with an arbitrated time of 14 months and 2 weeks to comply with the ruling.17 On October 12 

2012, the EU declared that it had complied with the Appellate Body’s ruling and provided the 

evidence that it passed the Regulation 765/2012 that effectively annulled the WTO-inconsistent 

anti-dumping practice.18 However, after it took the EU over 14 months to pass the legislation, 

the Chinese government found the EU still in violation of WTO law; claiming that the new 

regulation did not reflect the full compatibility with the WTO agreement on anti-dumping. 

Subsequently, the Chinese government asked for a compliance panel and announced that it will 

seek authorization of retaliation for the injury caused by the inconsistent measures. 

 

A first look at the end result of the dispute indicates that the EU continues to be in violation with 

WTO law. However, we cannot rule out the fact that the European Parliament and the Council 

passed a regulation aiming to remedy the situation and claimed it was in compliance. Therefore, 

it would be safe to say that the case represents one of partial compliance. The legislation 

passed as the EU’s response shows a high number of veto players that can possibly account for 

the compliance problem. The Council directive to enact policy change – Directive 765/2012 – 

was passed under the Ordinary Legislative Procedure (OLP) where the consent by simple 

majority of the European Parliament is required in addition to a qualified majority Council 

approval upon a proposal from the European Commission.19 Thus, the high number of veto 

players required to secure the passage of the legislation may have played a role in creating a 

more ambiguous regulation, which in turn caused the EU to continue to be in partial violation of 

WTO law.  

 

In comparison, the EU’s dispute with the US over tariff duties on information technology 

products reveals a completely different picture in EU compliance with panel rulings. The United 

States requested consultations with the EU on 28 May 2008 based on the grounds that the EU 

application of tariff duties to certain high-tech products, including flat panel monitors, certain 

printers, and set-up boxes, are in violation of the Information Technology Agreement (ITA). The 

US argued that ITA allowed for highly advanced technological products to be imported duty-

free, but the EU counterclaimed that these products included newer technologies and therefore 

cannot be classified under the same criteria.20 The dispute escalated to the panel stage and the 

first ruling concluded that the EU was in violation of the cited GATT agreements under WTO 

law.21 Subsequently, the EU decided not to appeal and complied with the ruling within arbitrated 

9 months and 9 days by adopting Regulation 620/2011 that brought its measures into 

conformity with WTO law.22  

                                                
16

 WT/DS397/1, European Communities– Anti-Dumping Measures on Certain Iron or Steel Fasteners from China. 
17

 WT/DS397/14, Arbitration Agreement between the European Communities and China. 
18

 WT/DS397/16, Understanding between the European Communities and China. 
19

 Regulation no: 765/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council. 
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 WT/DS375/1, European Communities– Tariff Treatment of Certain Information Technology Products. 
21

 WT/DS375/R, Panel ruling on EC– Tariffs on Products Dispute 375. 
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The examination of the dispute reveals that the EU fully complied with the panel ruling. When 

we analyze the adopted regulation itself, we see that the EU’s response required the approval of 

only a low number of veto players, which in turn secured a timelier and a more thorough 

compliance. The regulation was a “non-legislative” act of the European Union and did not 

require the consent of the Parliament or the Council, and was passed by the EU Commission 

without any other legislative veto players’ consent.23 We can surmise that the low number of 

veto players allowed the passage of the regulation faster and with more thorough 

implementation. We conclude, therefore, that veto players theory provides an explanation for 

compliance behavior by the EU in the WTO.  

 

CONCLUSION 
 

In this paper, we investigated the political nature of the EU’s rule abidance record in WTO. We 

started our analysis with the assumption that the EU behaves differently for various potential 

political reasons. Therefore, we looked at the most commonly articulated concepts that 

determine compliance with international law and tried to test them in the context of the WTO 

dispute settlement mechanism for the European Union. The statistical analysis we conducted 

revealed that the EU’s behavior in escalation and compliance may be explained by third party 

presence and export dependence. We found that the presence of third parties seems to have an 

impact on the EU in that disputes with third parties escalate far more from the consultation stage 

to the panel stage, and are also associated with a lower (and slower) compliance rate. In 

addition, we observed that export dependence potentially explains the EU’s rule abidance 

record in the WTO and is associated with a lower (and slower) compliance rate. We 

complemented our statistical analysis with case studies which revealed that veto players theory 

has the potential to explain compliance and violation rates of the EU in WTO dispute settlement.  

Finally, we observed that the EU does not necessarily behave differently towards the developing 

countries in WTO dispute settlement. Both our statistical analysis and the case studies 

demonstrate that the developed/developing country distinction does not seem to have an impact 

on the behavior of the EU. This is rather troubling because, if the EU were to lead by example 

vis-à-vis the developing countries, we would expect the EU to abide by the rules more 

comprehensively (and faster). We have not been able to substantiate that, and without further 

evidence, the leadership of the EU in the WTO as opposed to developing countries seems to 

present a troubling picture.  

The European Union’s compliance record at the WTO is quite high, as it has an over 90% 

compliance rate. However, when we consider the time it takes to reach a mutually agreed 

solution or comply with a panel ruling, there is significant variance. The statement that the “EU 

complies most of the time” is therefore somewhat of an overstatement that is impacted by a 

number of determinants. Both political science and legal scholarship will benefit from additional 

qualitative analysis examining every specific dispute where the EU demonstrated compliance 

problems, which would allow researchers to single out explanations for the EU’s behavior in 

complying with WTO law. Moreover, it would also be beneficial to conduct more medium-N 
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analysis, since the statistical analysis we have conducted needs to be interpreted very carefully 

because of the relatively low number of disputes.  

 

 

REFERENCES 
 

1. Abbott, R. (2007) ‘Are Developing Countries Deterred from Using the WTO Dispute 

Settlement System?’, European Center for International Political Economy Working Paper 

No: 1/2007.  

2. Barroso, J. M. D. (2009) “ Leading by Example: The EU and Global Governance” Global 

Governance Conference Speech No: 09/239, Brussels, May 12, 2009.  

3. BEUC and COPA-COGECA (1999) ‘Joint Statement of BEUC, EUROCOOP, COPA and 

COGECA’, CdP(99)19–1, 29 April. 

4. Bown, C. (2004) 'On the economic success of GATT/WTO dispute settlement', The Review 

of Economics and Statistics 86(3):811-823. 

5. Busch, M. (2000) 'Bargaining in the shadow of the law: early settlement in GATT/WTO 

disputes', Fordham International Law Journal 24:158–172. 

6. Busch, M. and Reinhardt, E. (2006) 'Three’s a crowd: third parties and WTO dispute 

settlement', World Politics, 58 (April):446-77. 

7. Chayes, A., and Chayes, A. (1993) 'On compliance', International Organization, 47 (2): 175–

205.  

8. Colares, J. (2009) 'Theory of WTO Adjudication: From Empirical Analysis to Biased Rule 

Development', Vanderbilt Journal of Transnational Law, 42:383-439. 

9. Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade of Australia, Frequently Asked Questions on Trade 

Disputes (2007), EC - Geographical indications for foodstuffs and agricultural products. 

Accessed on 29 June 2014, available at: 

http://www.dfat.gov.au/trade/negotiations/disputes/290_protection_of_trademarks_q_a.html 

10. Dixon, W. (1993) 'Democracy and the Management of International Conflict', Journal of 

Conflict Resolution, 37 (March): 42-68.  

11. Greenwald, J., and Fox, L. (2007) 'The WTO’S Emphasis on Adjudicated Dispute Settlement 

May Be More Drag Than Lift', Arizona Journal of International & Comparative Law, 

24(1):133-140. 

12. Guzman, A., and Simmons, B. (2002) 'To Settle or Empanel? An Empirical Analysis of 

Litigation and Settlement at the WTO', Journal of Legal Studies, 31: 205–235. 

13. Hix, S. and Hoyland, B. (2011) The Political System of the European Union, London: 

Pelgrave Macmillan. 

14. Horn, H. and Howse, R. (2008) 'European Communities - Customs Classification of Frozen 

Boneless Chicken Cuts' in: The WTO Case Law of 2004-2005, Legal and Economic 

Analysis, Horn, H. and Mavroidis, P. (eds). Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK. 

15. Horn, H. and Mavroidis, P. (2008) 'The WTO Dispute Settlement System Data Set: Some 

Descriptive Statistics', Washington: World Bank (available at 

www.worldbank.org/trade/wtodisputes). 

16. Hudec, R. (2000) 'Broadening the Scope of Remedies in WTO Dispute Settlement' in: 

Improving WTO Dispute Settlement Procedures Issues and Lessons from the Practice of 



 

 

21 

 

Other International Courts and Tribunals, (2000) ed. by Friedl Weiss, London: Cameron 

May. 

17. Keohane, R. (1984) After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political 

Economy, Princeton University Press: New Jersey.  

18. Lester, M., Mercurio, B., and Davies, A. (2012) World Trade Law: Text, Materials and 

Commentary, Hart Publishing. 

19. Milner, H., Moravcsik, A. (2009) Power, Interdependence, and Nonstate Actors in World 

Politics. Princeton University Press: New Jersey 

20. Pauwelyn, J. (2005) 'The Transformation of World Trade', Michigan Law Review, 104(1), 0–

65. 

21. Poletti, A. and De Bièvre, D. (2014) 'Political mobilization, veto players, and WTO litigation: 

explaining European Union responses in trade disputes', Journal of European Public Policy, 

(June), pp.1–18. 

22. Przeworski, A. and Teune, H. (1970) The Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry. Wiley-

Interscience. 

23. Sattler, T., Bernauer, T. (2011) 'Gravitation or Discrimination? Determinants of litigation at 

the World Trade Organization', European Journal of Political Research, 50 (2), 143-167. 

24. Simmons, B. A. (2000) 'International law and state behavior: Commitment and compliance in 

international monetary affairs', American Political Science Review, 94(4), 819–835.  

25. Slaughter, A. (1995) 'International Law in a World of Liberal States', European Journal of 

International Law, 6: 503-38. 

26. Spilker, G. (2012) 'Compliance with WTO Dispute Rulings', Swiss National Centre of 

Competence in Research Working Paper. 

27. Taylor, N. (2007) 'Impossible Cases: Lessons from the First Decade of WTO Dispute 

Settlement', University of Pennsylvania Journal of International Economic Law, 28(2):308-

447. 

28. Tsebelis, G. (2002) Veto Players: How Political Institutions Work. Princeton University 

Press. 

29. Vazquez, C. and Jackson, J. (2001) 'Some reflections on compliance with WTO Dispute 

Settlement Decisions', Law and Policy in International Business, 33:555-568. 

30. Weiss, E., Jacobson, H. (1998) Engaging Countries: Strengthening Compliance with 

International Environmental Accords. MIT Press: Cambridge, MA. 

31. WTO (2004) Handbook on the WTO Dispute Settlement System, Cambridge University 

Press. 

32. Young, A.R. (2010) 'Effective multilateralism on trial: EU compliance with WTO 

law' in: Blavoukos, S. and Bourantonis, D. (eds.) The EU’s Presence in International 

Organisations. European Union Series: Routledge advances in European politics (67). 

Routledge, Abingdon, UK, pp. 114-131. 

a. (2004) 'The incidental fortress: the single European market and world trade', Journal 

of Common Market Studies, 42(2), pp.393–414.  

33. Zangl, B. (2008) 'Judicialization Matters! A Comparison of Dispute Settlement Under GATT 

and the WTO', International Studies Quarterly, 52(4): 825-854. 

34. Zurn, M., and Joerges, C. (2005) Law and Governance in Postnational Europe, Compliance 
Beyond the Nation-State. Cambridge University Press, New York.



 

 

22 

 

 
 

 

 

   

 The Leuven Centre for Global Governance Studies is an interdisciplinary research centre of the 
Humanities and Social Sciences recognized as a Centre of Excellence at the KU Leuven. It hosts 
researchers from law, economics, political science, history, philosophy and area studies. The Centre 
initiates and conducts interdisciplinary research on topics related to globalization, governance processes 
and multilateralism, with a particular focus on the following areas: (i) the European Union and global 
governance; (ii) human rights, democracy and rule of law; (iii) trade and sustainable development; (iv) 
peace and security; (v) global commons and outer space; (vi) federalism and multi-level governance; (vii) 
non-state actors and emerging powers. It hosts the InBev Baillet-Latour Chair EU-China and the Leuven 
India Focus.  
 
In addition to its fundamental research activities the Centre carries out independent applied research and 
offers innovative policy advice and solutions to policy-makers. 
 
In full recognition of the complex issues involved, the Centre approaches global governance from a multi-
level and multi-actor perspective. The multi-level governance perspective takes the interactions between 
the various levels of governance (international, European, national, subnational, local) into account, with a 
particular emphasis on the multifaceted interactions between the United Nations System, the World Trade 
Organization, the European Union and other regional organizations/actors in global multilateral 
governance. The multi-actors perspective pertains to the roles and interactions of various actors at 
different governance levels, which includes public authorities, formal and informal international institutions, 
business enterprises and non-governmental organizations. 
 
For more information, please visit the website www.globalgovernancestudies.eu   
 
Leuven Centre for Global Governance Studies 
Huis De Dorlodot, Deberiotstraat 34, 3000 Leuven, Belgium 
Tel. ++32 16 32 87 25  
Fax ++32 16 37 35 47   
info@ggs.kuleuven.be  

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.globalgovernancestudies.eu/
mailto:info@ggs.kuleuven.be

