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Project outline 
 
Maintaining Multilateralism  
The Politics of Dispute Initiation at the World Trade Organization 
 
State of the art 
 
An increasing range of policy issues are subject to international rules, and international courts have grown in 
number and authority. This trend toward the legalization, or judicialization, of international politics has 
attracted substantial attention in research on international relations (e.g. Abbott and Snidal 2000; Goldstein et 
al. 2000; Simmons 2000; De Bièvre and Poletti 2015). The policy field in which the degree of legalization or 
judicialization of these institutions has been the most prominent has been the issue area of trade (Poletti and 
De Bièvre 2016). Since the World Trade Organization (WTO) was established in 1995, members of the trade 
regime strengthened mechanisms for enforcement of commonly agreed upon rules, and replaced the model of 
political-diplomatic dispute settlement of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) with a quasi-
judicial model of dispute settlement.  
 
Since then, the dispute settlement mechanism (DSM) has been heralded as the WTO’s jewel in the crown, 
gradually moving towards center stage in political science research and public debates. As various high profile 
WTO disputes have shown in recent years, public attention has increasingly turned to the ways in which the 
WTO deals with trade disputes. Moreover, the meager results of Doha Round negotiations further increased 
the importance of the WTO’s judicial arm. More generally, the economic stakes related to such an institutional 
innovation cannot be overstated as the WTO judicial arm represents the backbone of a governance system that 
regulates over € 23 trillion in trade in goods and services on the basis of treaty agreements on a yearly basis.  
 
Scholarship on the WTO DSM has focused on explaining the motivation for states to design such an 
institutional device (Elsig and Eckhardt 2015, Rosendorff 2005) and especially on evaluating the effect of these 
commitments. This latter group of studies has shed light on the crucial role the WTO DSM plays in fostering 
greater compliance with multilateral trade rules (Wilson 2007; Poletti and De Bièvre 2014; Zangl 2008; Zangl et 
al. 2011) and in acting as a buffer against protectionist policies being devised in the very first place, particularly 
in the aftermath of the 2007-2008 financial crisis (Baccini and Kim 2012). 
 
Less attention has been given to the implications of judicial enforcement for the WTO’s overall capacity to 
efficiently provide the public good of maintaining the level of trade openness that WTO member states had 
previously agreed to for the key stakeholders operating within the multilateral trading system. Goods have a 
“public” character when two conditions are met: nobody can be excluded from their consumption and their 
use or enjoyment by one person does not foreclose their use or enjoyment by others (Ostrom 1990). In 
principle, any move towards a rule-based system should provide an essential public good: leveling the playing 
field to make sure that all stakeholders (e.g. WTO members and different actors within WTO members) can 
have equal opportunities to see their rights enforced through legal means. In other words, the WTO dispute 
settlement system has been widely perceived as an institutional device that could make the international 
trading system more equitable, shifting multilateral trade relations away from the realm of pure power-based 
politics and creating a rule-based system that provides fair and unbiased access to the important public good of 
credible enforcement of market opening commitments that every member has made according to its own 
sovereign decisions as well as of common rules and procedures in handling international trade. 
 
In practice however, the capacity of the WTO’s DSM to contribute to the attainment of this essential public 
good can be hindered due to a number of factors that can make it an excludable good. For instance, if weak 
states cannot even bring forward legal claims to challenge violations against their rights, or they face 
constraints in doing so against powerful countries they are systematically excluded from the benefits that such 
legalized dispute settlement can bring about. A strictly related question concerns whether the WTO DSM is 
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activated to challenge WTO-illegal policies that affect only a narrow subset of WTO members or that have 
negative effects for the broader WTO membership. Only in the latter case does enforcement bring about 
benefits that become widely available to the WTO membership. Whereas this question has been the subject of 
a considerable amount of research, an additional problem concerns the potential bias in the representation of 
different constituencies within, rather than across, WTO members. For instance, the WTO DSM mechanism 
could be used to defend the interest of a restricted set of domestic constituencies representing concentrated 
and narrow interests, leading to the underrepresentation of other important diffuse interests. In other words, 
while in principle a move towards a rule-based system should be expected to provide the public goods of 
equitable access to enforcement, in practice such a move may simply reinforce existing power asymmetries 
and political biases that lead to the systematic exclusion of some sets of actors from such benefits. 
 
Main objective of the study 
 
In order to empirically assess the contribution of judicialized politics in the WTO to the provision of the public 
good of maintaining multilateralism in international trade relations, it is necessary to uncover some of the key 
political and economic conditions under which WTO members decide to utilize the dispute settlement 
mechanism of the WTO. This project envisages innovative methodological and empirical strategies to address 
this challenge. The most important innovative element of this research project lies in its ability to bring to the 
surface a huge amount of original and thus overcoming the massive selection bias that has so far characterized 
WTO dispute settlement research, thus enabling to systematically uncover the dynamics underlying WTO 
members’ decision to initiate trade disputes. While political scientists have extensively analyzed WTO dispute 
settlement, they have focused mainly on actual and sometimes even only the highly visible trade disputes.  
 
However, these disputes are only the tip of an iceberg of potential disputes. When governments initiate trade 
disputes in the WTO, they tend to do so in response to pressures from domestic producers wishing to access 
foreign markets. Preliminary research shows that less than 10 per cent of foreign trade barriers brought to the 
attention of governments are litigated in the WTO (Davis 2012). The bulk of WTO-incompatible trade barriers 
simply does not come to the surface because governments decide not to respond to some of the pressures 
emanating from organized producers. The greatest challenge in the investigation of how WTO dispute 
settlement can provide a public good is therefore to set the benchmark of how many cases could have been 
filed, that is to define the universe of potential cases out of which governments select topics that lead to the 
filing of WTO disputes.  
 
Rather than focusing exclusively on actual WTO disputes as in the current literature, this research project will 
thus for the first time construct a dataset that combines existing data on actual WTO disputes with potential 
cases for WTO litigation for key WTO members in the 1995-2016 period. Thanks to this original approach, and 
relying on a mixed method approach which combines statistical analyses and in depth case studies, the project 
will thus be able to cast systematic light on the following research questions: To what extent does the WTO 
Dispute Settlement Mechanism contribute to the provision of the public good of maintaining multilateralism? 
Alternatively, under which conditions does the WTO DSM provide private goods to only a subset of actors with 
narrow interests among and within WTO members? 
 
Importance of the study to the broader field 
 
Besides enabling to advance the scholarly debate on the role of multilateral institutional in international 
politics, the project promises to contribute to the policy debates on whether and to what extent the 
multilateral trading system contributed to coping with a number of key challenges that have come to the fore 
in the realm of trade politics. For one, it will shed light on the question to which extent the multilateral trading 
system and its judicialized enforcement system contributed to the avoidance of a relapse in a tit-for-tat 
protectionism after the 2007-2008 global financial crisis and its ensuing worldwide recession – a response that 
in the absence of such an international set of institutions had led to a far more dramatic collapse in world trade 
after the 1929 great depression, than in our contemporary period. Unearthing the causal mechanisms that 
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might contribute to the avoidance of a ruinous exchange of tit-for-tat retaliation of reciprocal protectionism 
may thus contribute to our understanding of the current global political economy of international trade 
relations.  
 
Second, the study should be able to inform us on the question whether and to what extent the multilateral 
trading system – despite its decline as a negotiation forum for new commitments – is still resilient to the 
changing power structures in the global economy, like the rise of China. Third, the study should allow us to 
assess the relationship between the upholding of WTO commitments on the one hand, and the fact that most 
WTO members engage in further liberalization and regulatory convergence only in the form of through 
bilateral, preferential trade agreements. Finally, by identifying the domestic and political motives of trade-
related stakeholders to seek to uphold existing multilateral trade commitments, it should enable us to come to 
a balanced view on whether the rhetoric of protectionism and tit-for-tat reciprocity and enforcement from the 
new US administration under president Trump is likely to fundamentally uproot the foundations of the post-
war trading regime, or whether it will rather be a more defensive sort of behavior within a largely still stable 
and thus predictable set of trading rules governed by its members’ WTO law.  
 
In order to reach these broader objectives, the study will be embedded in a rich and growing body of scholarly 
literature, that has already shed light on many important aspects of the political-economy of WTO dispute 
settlement: strategic behavior by dispute settlement panels (Busch and Pelc 2010), the choice of institutional 
venue for resolving trade disputes (Davis and Shirato 2007), why disputes escalate (Guzmann and Simmons, 
2002), how the prospect of litigation affects multilateral negotiations (e.g. Goldstein and Martin 2000; Poletti 
2011; De Bièvre et al. 2015), and how parties comply with decisions adopted through third party review (Bown, 
2005; Poletti and De Bièvre 2014).  
 
Relatively few studies have explicitly assessed whether fundamental political or economic biases hamper WTO 
members’ ability to make full use of the WTO DSM, that is whether WTO DSM provides equitable access to the 
key public good of credible enforcement of market opening commitments and common, previously agreed 
upon rules. These studies have focused on potential sources of bias and exclusion among WTO members, i.e. 
the lack of economic resource and legal expertise (Bown 2005; Guzmann and Simmons 2005; Davis and 
Blodgett Bermeo 2009) and economic power asymmetries (Sattler and Bernauer  2011), and within  WTO 
members, i.e. the disproportionate access to the system by powerful domestic constituencies (Davis and 
Shirato 2007; Davis 2012). 
 
The study’s innovative contribution to the field 
 
While these contributions have been very significant, our knowledge of the political-economic dynamics that 
underlie WTO dispute initiation remains incomplete. One of the most acute problems concerns the limited 
attention to dispute initiation and the so-called non-cases. Trade disputes are only the tip of an iceberg of 
potential disputes (De Bièvre, Poletti & Yildirim forthcoming in Elsig, Pauwelyn and Hoekman 2017). 
Governments act as gatekeepers of interest groups’ demands in the WTO DSM. When they initiate a WTO 
dispute they do so in response to pressures from domestic producers who think they are denied access to 
foreign markets on the basis of WTO incompatible rules. Yet, governments do not always react to these 
pressures. The complaints filed in the WTO DSM represent only a small fraction of the total number of policies 
allegedly in violation of WTO agreements. A large number of WTO-illegal trade barriers do not come to the 
surface because WTO members decide not to challenge them. 
 
The implications of this omission in empirical research strategies are far reaching and they make it near 
impossible to reliably assess whether access to enforcement of rules is a truly public good in the WTO. Indeed, 
without defining the entire universe of potential and actual WTO disputes, any such assessment is going to 
suffer from a fundamental selections bias, potentially leading to partial inferences in the best-case scenarios, or 
entirely wrong ones in the worst-case scenario. For instance, high profile WTO disputes initiated by the US 
against the EU’s bans on imports of hormone-treated beef and on GM crops have led commentators to portray 
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the transatlantic regulatory relationship as a highly conflictive one (Davis 2003), while these are the only two 
disputes that emerged between the two parties out of nearly 3000 notifications concerning similar regulatory 
trade barriers in the 1995-2009 period (Young 2009). In other words, it is only possible to address the question 
how the WTO DSM contributes to the maintenance of multilateralism in trade relations by devising empirical 
strategies that can credibly allow to overcome the methodological problem of selection bias by which 
inferences about the probability of dispute initiation are developed on the basis of few actual and directly 
observable WTO disputes. 
 
Research Hypotheses 
 
As explained in greater detail in the methodology section, the backbone of such an empirical strategy will 
consist of the creation of an original trade barrier dataset (TBD) which will include all politically relevant trade 
barriers brought to the attention of public officials in the EU, the US, South Korea, Japan and Brazil. Such a 
dataset will be used to assess the explanatory power of the following of theoretically embedded hypotheses on 
the political and economic factors that might explain dispute initiation in the WTO.  
 

- Hypothesis 1 - Power preponderance: the probability of out-of-court settlement increases with larger power 
asymmetries between WTO members. On the potential sources of exclusion from the benefits of WTO 
enforcement might lie in the existence of economic power differentials. According to this argument, the 
probability of an ‘out-of-court’ settlement increases with large power asymmetries because under such 
conditions powerful WTO members can effectively threaten to impose great costs on the least powerful 
ones with limited harm to their own economy (Guzmann and Simmons 2005). Power asymmetries are thus 
a potential cause for the systematic exclusion of a considerable number of WTO members from the public 
good of rule-based enforcement. This hypothesis resembles the power preponderance hypothesis in 
research on armed inter-state conflict (Sattler and Bernauer 2011). 
 

- Hypotheses 2 – Selective targeting:  the probability of dispute initiation decreases when targeting one policy 
would likely have positive effects for a large number of WTO members. The types of policy measures that 
are targeted through WTO litigation can also make a difference in terms of much members of the WTO can 
be excluded from its benefits. Some policies targeted through WTO dispute are “partial”, i.e. affect only the 
complainant or a small subset of actors, while other are “global”, i.e. it can negatively affect all trading 
partners (Bown and Reynolds 2014). Selective targeting can be expected to arise as collective action 
problems among WTO members can be expected to lead to a suboptimal production of trade disputes given 
the character of the challengeable policy measures.   

 

- Hypothesis 3 - Pressure politics: the probability of dispute initiation increases when domestic constituencies 
of powerful domestic exporters push for it. The WTO DSM may not deliver the maintenance of 
multilateralism when access to it happens to be particularly difficult for some subsets of constituencies 
within WTO members. This argument builds on classical political economy approaches that conceive of 
government choices over economic policies as a function of political pressures of key economic interest 
groups within society. Following Olson (1965), it is therefore possible to hypothesize that a potential source 
of political bias exists in the domestic politics of trade, making concentrated interests with a stake in 
accessing foreign markets more capable to influence policy makers than other, more diffuse interests.  
 

- Hypothesis 4 - Alternative forum: the probability of dispute initiation decreases when the potential target is 
a partner in a Preferential Trade Agreement (PTA) with a highly legalized Dispute Settlement Mechanism. 
Existing research shows that one of the most striking features of the current wave of regionalism is the 
increasing presence of strong enforcement mechanisms in such PTAs (Dür et al., 2014). Other things being 
equal, it is just plausible to expect that the likelihood of dispute initiation in the WTO is lower when the two 
potential complainants dispose of an alternative forum in a PTA.  
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- Hypothesis 5 – Global Value Chain integration: the probability of dispute initiation increases when firms in 

the potential complainant and the potential defendant are highly integrated into Global Value Chains 
(GVCs). With regard to actual disputes, the degree of integration into GVCs is very strongly related to the 
time to comply with WTO rulings (Yildirim 2016; Yildirim, Poletti, Chatagnier & De Bièvre forthcoming). Yet, 
it remains to be seen whether this logic also holds for whether or not potential disputes turn into actual 
ones, since the counterhypothesis might well be that those firms that are that are highly dependent on each 
other inputs within their Global Value Chain of production might make sure that no such clear trade barriers 
that violate WTO commitments arise in the first place.  

Methodology and research strategy in the face of risk 
 
The explanatory power of the above hypotheses will be tested through a sequential mixed-methods 
explanatory design. Information obtained from the statistical analyses of the original and exhaustive trade 
barrier dataset (TDB) will be combined and further explored through in-depth case studies (Creswell and Plano 
Clark 2007).  
The most important methodological innovation of the research project lies in setting the benchmark in terms 
of how many cases could be initiated in the WTO dispute settlements, thus identifying the universe of potential 
cases out of which governments select issues to the filing of a case before the WTO DSM. While attempts to 
tackle problems of selection bias of dispute initiation research by collecting data on potential complaints are 
not completely new (Davis 2012; Kim 2008; Young 2009), the methodological approach of this project is 
innovative in three important ways.  
 
First, some studies define the universe of potential trade disputes through estimations based on trade flows 
between pairs of trade partners. The approach chosen in this research project allows to eliminate the 
imprecision inherent in estimation by collecting data on actual trade barriers perceived as detrimental by 
domestic producers. Second, the project will retrieve information on the full range of trade protectionist 
measures and will thus have a much broader empirical scope than studies that have focused on particular 
sectors. Third, while the few existing studies that do not restrict their analysis to particular sectors have so far 
only focused on two cases, the US and Japan focusing only in the period between 1995-2004 (Davis 2012) 
countries, this research project will adopt a comparative approach focusing on all five key WTO members on 
which systematic evidence concerning potential WTO disputes can be reliably collected (US, EU, Brazil, Japan, 
and South Korea). This data gathering part of the research project is both the most innovative with regard to its 
theoretical rationale, as well as with regard to its empirical strategy. As we explain in WP 2 below, we will 
collaborate with Bernard Hoekman (professor) and Aydin Yildirim (Max Weber Fellow, 2017-19) at the 
European University Institute with regard to the EU and the US, Sooyeon Kim at the National University of 
Singapore for Japan and S-Korea, and will establish a similar collaboration in Brazil.  
 
The EU, US, and Japan represent obvious cases for this type of analysis because of their pivotal role in 
international trade relations. They were the key sponsors of the reform of the DSM, and since then they have 
been the most frequent users of this institutional tool (Horn et al., 2011). In order to increase its analytical 
leverage, the research project will also concentrate on two emerging economies such as Brazil and South Korea 
Brazil, highly representative cases of emerging economies that have been increasingly assertive in the WTO and 
have made ample use of the WTO DSM to further their economic interests worldwide. While other important 
cases could not be included because of the lack of any systematic data (e.g. China or Least Developed 
Countries), this comparative design offers unique opportunities to exploit significant variation across levels of 
economic development and relative economic power, as well as geographical diversity, while controlling for an 
important potential source of variation in WTO dispute initiation such as legal capacity (Kim 2008).  
 
First stage: quantitative analysis 
 
The trade barriers dataset (TDB) will be constructed as follows. Data will be coded in cross section time series 
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format with a trade barrier-year as the unit of analysis. We will thus first create a list of all politically relevant 
trade barriers faced by exporters in the EU, the US, Japan, South Korea, and Brazil. Data regarding the US, the 
EU, Japan and South Korea is relatively easy to access. The US Trade Representative publishes annually the 
National Trade Estimate Report on Foreign Trade Barriers that includes data on market access barriers that 
negatively affects US exports of goods and services. The European Commission publishes a similar report from 
2009 onwards, the Trade and Investment Barriers Report. Data before 2009 is available from the Market Access 
Database of the European Commission. The Japanese government publishes annually a Report on Compliance 
by Major Trading Partners with Trade Agreements, while in the South Korean case, the government has 
recently started to publish a National Report on Foreign Trade Environment. While in the Brazilian case such 
data is not available for governmental sources, organizations representing broad sectoral interests do produce 
such kind of annual reports, i.e. the National Confederation of Industry, the Confederation of Agriculture and 
Livestock, the Association of Beef Industry and Exporters. This information will be cross-checked and eventually 
complemented with official notifications issued by these five WTO members to WTO Technical Committees.  
 
Once the data is collected, it will be coded and analyzed as follows: 

- Unit of analysis: in the dataset thus a unit represents a distinct complaint about a specific policy measure in 
a foreign trade partner in a given year. The data scope is not restricted to any particular trading partner and 
the time period begins with the establishment of the WTO in 1995 and will continue to 2016. 

- Dispute initiation: the formal initiation of a dispute by the EU, the US, Japan, South Korea, and Brazil 
respectively against any WTO partner is the dependent variable. Data on formal initiation of trade disputes 
will be drawn from the WTO website the World Bank database elaborated by Horn and Mavroidis (2011), 
and updated by Johannesson and Mavroidis (2016).  

- Power preponderance: this variable will be operationalized as the difference between the log GDP of the 
potential complainants and log GDP of potential defendants. Data will be drawn from the Penn World 
Tables from the University of Groningen and California, Davis (Feenstra, Inklaar and Timmer 2015). 

- Selective targeting:  this variable will be operationalized dichotomously distinguishing between “partial” and 
“global” targeted policies. While such coding of potential disputes does not exist and will have to made 
from scratch, it will be possible to draw inspiration from how such variable is operationalized by Bown and 
Reynolds (2014) in their dataset on actual WTO disputes. 

- Pressure politics: analyses on the US usually operationalize this variable by focusing on interest groups’ 
political contributions. This approach, however, is problematic as comparable data is not available beyond 
the US case. The Herfindahl-Hirschman Index (HHI) offers a valid alternative in that it is a measure of the 
size of firms in relationship to the industry and an indicator of the amount of competition among them 
(OECD 2004) and thus ties more directly to the theory of collective action that underlies this  hypothesis.  

- Alternative forum: this variable will be operationalized as common membership of the potential 
complainant and potential defendant to bilateral of regional PTAs that possess a dispute settlement 
mechanism with significant levels of delegation to third party bodies and enforcement powers. Data on 
PTAs will be drawn from the Design of Trade Agreements (DESTA) (Dür et al. 2014). 

- Integration into Global Value Chains: After identifying the sector(s) targeted in the disputes based on 
original WTO documents, Horn and Mavroidis (2008/2016) and cross-referencing with the International 
Standard Industrial Classification (ISIC) and European Union Classification of Economic Activities (NACE), we 
will use the European WIOD dataset, which includes detailed data on each sector’s value-added trade and 
intermediate consumption between 1995 and 2012 (Timmer et al. 2015; 
http://www.wiod.org/new_site/database/wiots.htm). We will calculate targeted sectors’ intermediate 
consumption as a percentage of their total output and use this import-dependence measure as the first 
measure of our independent variable. However, in order to check the robustness of this operationalization, 
we will use three alternative measures drawn from the OECD-WTO Joint Trade in Value Added Database 
(TiVA) (OECD-WTO 2015: http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=TIVA2015_C1#.). These include the 
sectors’ total import dependence, import dependence for intermediate goods, and foreign value added share 
of gross exports (for this overall approach, see Yildirim, Poletti, Chatagnier and De Bièvre forthcoming).  

- Controls: an exhaustive list of control variables will be identified in the early phase of the project. 

http://www.wiod.org/new_site/database/wiots.htm
http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=TIVA2015_C1
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The most appropriate strategy to analyze the data can only be identified once the dataset will be completed. At 
this stage, the most appropriate option would seem to analyze the data using standard logit regression 
analysis, with standard errors clustered on commodity and country, to use t-tests to determine whether a 
given regressor has a statistically significant effect upon the dependent variable, and to assess the relative 
impact of each of the relevant explanatory variables by examining their substantive effects on the probability 
of formal dispute initiation. Robustness checks will also be performed by splitting the dataset by initiator,  and 
performing disaggregated analyses for the five WTO members considered. 
 
Second stage: qualitative analysis 
In order to better trace the causal mechanisms brought to light in the preceding stage, we will select two 
qualitative case studies for each WTO member considered (EU, US, Japan, South Korea, and Brazil). For each of 
the five WTO members considered, we will thus look into cases in which the combination of independent 
variables would suggest a high probability of dispute initiation and dispute initiation occurred and, on the 
contrary, cases in which despite a similar combination of explanatory variables the expected outcome did not 
materialize. The goal is to show in the first case that the postulated causal logic actually drives the observed 
relation between variables, and in the second case is to show that the poor fit with the model of a deviant case 
is due to idiosyncratic rather than systematic factors. We will draw on process related evidence to carry out the 
analysis of the case studies (see George and Bennett 2005).  
 
Work-packages  
 
Work-package 1 – Research design refining: further elaboration of the conceptual and analytical issues involved 
in the research project. In particular: (1) the research design, (2) the conceptual definitions of the explanatory 
variables (3) operationalization of explanatory variables. This phase of the project is a crucial preparatory stage 
as both the quantitative and qualitative components of the comparative analysis developed in the project will 
rely on the conceptual and design matters decided at this stage. In the initial stage, we will read and discuss all 
relevant bibliography on the political economy of WTO dispute settlement. Subsequently, we will focus on all 
reports on trade foreign trade barriers produced by governmental sources (EU, US, South Korea, and Japan) 
and by organizations representing private interests (Brazil), as well as on all sorts of existing measurements 
that will be used for the coding of the dataset, complemented with information from specialized trade-related 
news wires, for which we will take a subscription (World Trade Online; EU Trade Insights, see consumables). 
The activities foreseen in this work-package will be carried out during the first half year of the research project 
(months 1-6). 
 
Work-package 2 - Dataset creation: creation of the Foreign Trade Barriers (FTB) dataset. This part of the 
research will be the most time-consuming, although the data for the US and the EU have already been largely 
coded (Davis 2013; ECPR JS conference paper Poletti, De Bièvre & Yildirim 2017). It will involve going through 
the (1) USTR National Trade Estimate Reports on Foreign Trade Barriers, (2) European Commission Trade and 
Investment Barriers Report and Market Access Database, (3) Japanese Reports on Compliance by Major Trading 
Partners with Trade Agreements (but see also Davis 2013), (4)  Korea National Reports on Foreign Trade 
Environment, (5) Annual reports on foreign trade barriers produced by the Brazilian National Confederation of 
Industry (CNI), the Brazilian Confederation of Agriculture and Livestock (CAN), the Brazilian Association of Beef 
Industry and Exporters (ABIEC) and the Brazilian Poultry Association (UBABEF), (6) Notifications to technical 
WTO committees issued by the five WTO members considered. Once potential WTO trade disputes have been 
trace, each potential dispute will be coded as specified above. The activities foreseen in this work-package will 
be carried out over the course of one and half years beginning in month 7 of the research project (months 7-
24). For the coding of potential WTO disputes that might have been or could be initiated by Japan or South-
Korea, we will collaborate with Prof. Sooyeon Kim at the National University of Singapore (NUS) who directs a 
project on WTO compliance and is involved in the Global Production Networks Research Centre at NUS. We will 
set up a similar collaboration with Brazilian researchers to validate and interpret the evidence on Brazilian 
potential disputes. 
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Work-package 3 – Dataset analysis. This stage of the project will focus on the statistical analysis (both logit 
regressions and robustness checks). Since the data on potential trade disputes will be generated in a phased 
fashion in WP 2, the dataset analysis will also proceed in a staggered way. Dataset analysis will thus take a total 
of one and a half year as well, starting in month 13 and proceeding as the data from all the 5 WTO members 
becomes ready (months 13-30). 
 
Work-package 4 – Qualitative analysis: comparative case studies. First, we will select the relevant case studies 
on the basis of the quantitative analysis and the relevant secondary and primary sources concerning these 
cases. This selection will be based on the general findings coming out of the quantitative analysis, i.e. those 
explanatory factors that turn out to yield significant results will be selected in order to come to paired 
comparisons of cases where the presence and the absence of a particular causal factor can be discerned, so as 
to then gauge the causal mechanism and process-trace in this case study fashion. To that end, we will conduct 
interviews with relevant policy makers and societal stakeholders that were involved in those selected cases. 
The activities foreseen in this work-package will be carried out during the third year of the research project as 
follows: the selection of the case studies following the quantitative analysis (months 25-36), the in-depth 
analysis of the cases studies including research visits in Brasilia, Washington DC, and Singapore (for the data on 
Japan and South-Korea; since Brussels is near-by Antwerp, there is no need for an extra research stay for EU 
interviews). 
 
Work-package 5 – Scientific output elaboration: we envisage the presentation of research results at scientific 
conferences, a set of peer reviewed articles, one PhD dissertation, and one book with a major international 
academic publisher (e.g. Oxford or Cambridge UP).  Papers will be submitted to journals in a staggered fashion, 
as dataset analysis and comparative case studies become ready over the course of WP 2 to 4 (months 19-48): 
(1) Quantitative analysis US (e.g. International Studies Quarterly); 
(2) Quantitative analysis EU (e.g. European Union Politics); 
(3) Quantitative analysis Brazil (e.g. Global Governance); 
(4) Quantitative analysis Japan and S-Korea (e.g. East Asia: an International Quarterly); 
(5) Paired case study comparisons with cases from EU, US, S-Korea, Japan, and Brazil (e.g. Review of 
International Political Economy).  
 
This is an ambitious publication strategy. Yet, the judicial politics research program carried out by the two 
promotors of this project in Antwerp between 2009 and 2016 lead to a series of successful peer reviewed 
articles and a ECPR Monograph. This is testimony to the feasibility of getting a considerable section of them 
published in good journals. Second, peer review publishing is a question of trial and error. Envisaging the 
submission of a series of publications to journals does not necessarily entail publication, as rejection rates are 
high and the learning process involved in obtaining high level reviewer comments is fruitful in and of itself.  
 
Time plan 
 
Year 2018  2019  2020  2021  

Month 1-6 7-12 13-18 19-24 25-30 31-36 37-42 43-48 

 
WP1: Research design 

 

        

 
WP2: Dataset creation 

        

1. US         

2. EU         

3. Japan         

4. South-Korea         

5. Brazil         

 
WP3: Dataset analysis 
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1. US         

2. EU         

3. Japan         

4. South-Korea         

5. Brazil         

 
WP4: Qualitative anal. 
 

        

1. Paired 
comparison 1 

        

2. Paired 
comparison 2 

      
 

  

 
WP5: Publication  
output 

        

1. PhD dissertation         

2. Policy briefs         

3. Academic articles         

4. Book          
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Research communication and dissemination 
 
We foresee to communicate the results of the project through paper presentations at the main conferences in 
the discipline (e.g. ECPR General Conference, Annual Meeting of APSA, EUSA Biannual Conference, ECPR Joint 
Sessions, ISA annual meeting). Next to that, we will communicate to the broader user community and the 
general public through the following channels. (1) The datasets will be made public in open access and in 
staggered fashion as soon as research results are published in a peer reviewed journal. (2) We will publish short 
policy papers with influential think tanks with a wide audience such as Peterson Institute in Washington, and 
Bruegel, CEPS and ECIPE in Brussels, as well as thewonk.eu). Where possible and appropriate, these 
publications will be accompanied by seminar presentations at these think tanks. These papers will summarize 
preliminary findings, and later in the process, summarize the main findings of the study and thus communicate 
it to the wider user community in policy making circles in the EU and the US. (3) We will co-organize a 
workshop with the National University of Singapore (prof. Sooyeon Kim) to disseminate the results from our 
study with regard to Japan and South-Korea. (4) We plan to engage in a similar strategy to communicate our 
research results to a Brazilian audience. (5) We will communicate these activities through the social media 
channels available at the level of (1) the Jean Monnet Centre of Excellence ACTORE in Antwerp, (2) the 
research group ACIM in Antwerp, (3) at the University of Trento, (3) at the National University of Singapore.  


