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Executive summary 
 
Preliminary note (IMPORTANT): 
This executive summary, dated end of March 2017, reports on the state of progress with 
the project as of March 2017.  It reports work in progress (i.e. conference papers), not 
published work.  Accordingly, the reported results and policy recommendations below 
should be considered preliminary findings and should not be cited, but need to be cross-
checked imperatively against published articles and policy briefs.  Needless to say 
perhaps, in case of conflict, the latter (i.e. published work) will prevail. 
 
I. Research plan 
 

Problem statement and general objectives 
International developments in the social dimension of globalization have long gone 

unnoticed because progress towards the social regulation of global capitalism has been either 
insignificant or slow. In recent years, however, there has been a spectacular growth of 
preferential trade agreements (PTAs) with references to labor provisions (LPs). The share of 
PTAs with LPs to all PTAs entering into force has increased from 13% in 1990-1999 to 37% 
in 2000-2014 with a peak of 75% in 2012-2014 (Author’s own calculation). 

We still know fairly little about the causes and consequences of LPs in PTAs and only 
few existing studies have so far attempted to study this relationship. In order to fill this gap, 
the project, being first of its kind, aimed at systematically investigating the causes and 
consequences of LPs in PTAs. The project has been structured around two main questions: 

• The causes. What are the domestic determinants of variation in the design of PTAs 
with respect to LPs? To what extent do trade union strength and government partisanship 
affect the presence and stringency of LPs in PTAs?  

• The consequences. What is the social and economic impact of LPs in PTAs? How do 
labor-related cooperation provisions influence compliance with collective labor rights? Are 
PTAs with LPs more or less trade-creating than PTAs without? 

The above questions were first and foremost investigated using statistical analysis to 
examine the origins and effects of LPs in PTAs. The quantitative studies were complemented 
by qualitative case studies to unveil the key underlying mechanisms for the (lack of) inclusion 
and design of LPs in a handful of cases including the European Free Trade Association 
(EFTA), Brazil, India, Peru, South Korea and Vietnam. 

 
Schedule 
Overall, the project managed to maintain a strong correspondence between the 

announced and actual research plan and schedule. The initial phase of the project focused on 
developing our own coding scheme and manually coding close to 500 trade agreements. A 
preliminary analysis of the impact of labor-related cooperation provisions on state compliance 
with collective labor rights was undertaken by the end of the first year. The quantitative 
analysis went in full swing during the second year with the revision of the first paper by 
adding the time dimension and the addition of two more papers. As the project moved 
forward, minor revisions to the original coding template were implemented and the coding of 
the most recent PTAs (post-2012) carried out. Concerning our qualitative studies, during the 
final months not only did we conclude fieldwork and interviews, but we also completed a first 
draft of the EFTA study. Finally, we made significant progress in the process of submitting 
one of the quantitative papers for publication. 

 
 
Hypotheses 
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Two studies were designed to explain the inclusion of labor provisions in PTAs. The 
aim of the first study -- “Protecting labor rights in preferential trade agreements: The role 
of trade unions, left governments, and skilled labor” (co-authored by Raess, Dür and Sari) -- 
was to investigate the domestic determinants of governments' policy decisions in relation to 
the trade-labor nexus, with a particular focus on the role of trade union strength, government 
partisanship, and a country’s skill profile in shaping those decisions. According to our 
hypotheses we expect strong trade unions (H1) and left-leaning governments (H2) to be 
associated with more and more-far reaching LPs in PTAs. We also expect the strength of 
skilled workers relative to the strength of unskilled workers to negatively correlate with the 
depth of LPs in PTAs (H3). In addition, the effect of labor unions is expected to be 
conditional on both the presence of left governments (H4) and democracy (H5). 

As we argue, in spite of the decline of organized labor and the weakening of the 
relationship between trade unions and left parties (Western 1997; Howell 2001), trade unions 
do remain the most relevant societal actors when it comes to the promotion and protection of 
workers’ rights and conditions at work. Encompassing labor unions, measured by a high trade 
union density, amount to a greater monopoly over labor supply and thus tend to be associated 
with more political influence. With the rise of globalization, trade unions -- particularly in 
advanced economies -- have begun to seek new avenues to protect labor standards not only at 
domestic but also at regional and international levels and have become one of the driving 
forces behind the demand for a social clause in trade agreements. 

Considering the role of government partisanship, our second proposition concerns the 
role of left-wing parties. Representing wage-earners, left parties politically advance the 
interests of the working class and, accordingly, left-leaning governments are associated with 
more extensive labor market regulation and welfare protection than right-leaning 
governments. By extension, this reasoning also lead us to believe that left-wing governments 
should be more responsive to worker concerns about economic insecurities emanating from 
the international economy and to demands for a fair “level playing field” and, thus, more 
inclined to include LPs in PTAs. This is also consistent with the assumption that the support 
of political parties for social clauses is closely associated with their ideological orientation 
and that partisanship does matter with right parties consistently taking more free trade stances 
and left parties advocating for more protectionist policies (Milner and Judkins 2004). 

When it comes to the extent of LPs in PTAs, we argue that the strength of trade unions 
and the presence of left-leaning government may also interact in shaping the design of PTAs. 
As such, it is when left governments are backed or pressured by strong labor unions with high 
density rates that the parties to a trade agreement are the most likely to commit to far-reaching 
LPs. The effect of trade unions might also be mediated by regime type (Caraway et al. 2012). 
The influence of labor unions on policy ought to be stronger where governments are 
electorally accountable. While democratic regimes are characterized by electoral 
accountability, leaders in autocracies are less inclined to seek the support of, and be 
responsive to, civil society groups given their political survival does not depend on it. 

Our last argument relates to the possible heterogeneity among workers when it comes 
to the desirability of the inclusion of LPs in PTAs. We expect a cleavage pitting unskilled 
workers who tend to be supportive of labor clauses against skilled workers who tend to 
oppose them. Contrary to conventional trade theory, the new new trade theory (Melitz 2003) 
predicts trade openness to favor skilled over unskilled labor independent of a country’s level 
of development. Empirical evidence from both developed and developing countries suggests 
that exporting firms are relatively more skill-intensive than non-exporting firms (Bernard and 
Jensen 1997; Harrison and Hanson 1999). The implication is that skilled workers in the 
export-oriented industries oppose (comprehensive) LPs in PTAs, whereas unskilled workers, 
mainly employed in import-competing sectors, view labor standards favorably. 
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In our second study on the causes of LPs in PTAs -- “EFTA’s ‘Pragmatic Emulation’ 
of Labor Provisions in PTAs: Interdependent Policymaking in the Trade and Sustainable 
Development Nexus” (co-authored by Oehri and Sari) -- we endeavored to unveil the 
underlying rationales behind the approach the EFTA has taken regarding the design of its 
model text on LPs in its PTAs. While the number of PTAs signed by the EFTA has been 
significantly increasing over the past decades, leading to the creation of one of the largest 
global trade networks, labor related provisions were seldom addressed in EFTA PTAs. In 
2010, however, the EFTA has introduced a new Trade and Sustainable Development Chapter 
with comprehensive LPs and has since then included it in every newly signed FTA. Given the 
apparent similarities with the design adopted by the EU in its last generation of PTAs, we 
argue that the EFTA opted for a model chapter with LPs that is largely influenced by the 
designs of global trade powers, in particular the one of the neighboring EU. While there is 
evidence suggesting the EFTA to emulate practices from abroad for the sake of meeting 
appropriate societal expectations, we also perceive of the EFTA as rational actor in tailoring 
relevant provisions to its own institutional prerequisites (i.e. culture of consensus and limited 
competence and capacities) and comparatively weak negotiation power -- a process we label 
pragmatic emulation. 

Our third paper -- “Do PTAs including labor provisions reduce collective labor 
rights violations? The role of labor cooperation provisions” (co-authored by Sari, Raess and 
Kucera) -- examines the social impact of LPs in PTAs with a focus on the effect of labor 
related cooperative activities and the accompanying institutions set-up to monitor and 
implement such commitments. The conventional wisdom offered by existing literature is that 
only PTAs with enforceable labor rights are effective in influencing state compliance with 
such rights (Hafner-Burton 2005; ILO 2013). Consequently, cooperative (soft) mechanisms 
have largely been considered to be ineffective in changing state behavior. However, as we 
argue, previous studies have remained limited in their scope most importantly because they 
failed to move beyond the issue of enforceability, that is the presence or absence of 
adjudication and the potential imposition of sanctions.1 By doing so they left largely without 
any comment other important aspects of LPs included in PTAs. Among those are the ever 
increasing cooperation and institutional provisions. 

We expect labor-related cooperation provisions and those establishing the institutional 
framework to positively influence state compliance with freedom of association and collective 
bargaining (FACB) rights.2 We argue that membership in PTAs with cooperation provisions 
may influence compliance with FACB rights on the one hand by way of building capacity of 
domestic labor bureaucracy and civil society actors and on the other hand through socializing 
states in relation to the protection of fundamental workers' rights throughout their interaction 
at the international level through trade ties (Pevehouse 2005). We also argue that the specific 
design of labor-related cooperation provisions is key in improving compliance with labor 
rights, among others by defining the level of commitments versus the level of discretion the 
parties may have in the implementation of those provisions. Vague wording with shallow 
commitments and weak institutions are less likely to create the necessary mechanisms to 
foster much needed assistance and capacity, particularly without the existence of strong civil 
society and social partners. High degree of precision is central in confining discretion and an 
important indication of the degree of the parties’ determination to realize their commitments. 
In short, when trade partners explicitly target FACB rights for cross-border cooperation 
activities and agree on the set of means to carry out those activities with, it should be 
associated with stronger improvements in compliance with FACB rights (H1). Similarly, 
																																																													
1 One exception is Postnikov and Bastiaens (2014). 
2	Our focus on FACB rights stems from their particular relevance among workers’ rights often treated as a proxy 
for overall level of protection of workers (Aidt and Tzannatos, 2002).	
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PTAs providing for a separate body with the involvement of social partners and civil society 
organizations to monitor and implement the LPs should yield better results than those PTAs 
where such body is not established or established only with a symbolic role (H2). 

The fourth paper -- “Labor Clauses in Trade Agreements: Worker Protection or 
Protectionism” (co-authored by Carrère, Olarreaga and Raess) -- explores the impact on 
bilateral trade flows of the inclusion of LPs in trade agreements. It is not a priori clear 
whether the inclusion of LPs in TAs will tend to increase or reduce trade. Low income 
countries which tend to have weaker worker protection have argued that the inclusion of LPs 
in PTAs amounts to hidden protectionism (Bhagwati 1995, 2001). The argument is that LPs 
would lead to the deterioration of market access for low income countries for two reasons: a) 
more advanced economies could use LPs to withdraw trade concessions; and b) stronger 
worker protection in low income countries would lead to a deterioration of their comparative 
advantage. On the other hand, some have argued that the external enforcement of minimum 
labor standard through LPs in PTAs can help increase the demand for products by concerned 
consumers in the North, leading to more, not less trade (Brown, Deheija and Robertson, 2013; 
ILO, 2016). Indeed, LPs can signal to consumers and firms in the North that there is adequate 
worker protection in the low income partner. 

Regardless of whether the inclusion of a LP leads to more or less trade, both type of 
arguments focus on the impact of exports from low income countries which tend to have 
weaker labor standards to high income countries which tend to have stronger standards and 
more concerned consumers. Thus, the direction of trade matters for both types of arguments. 
In short, we expect the coefficient on the LP dummy to be stronger for South-North type of 
flows (H1). This would indicate that the (positive or negative) impact of LPs on bilateral trade 
flows is observed where we are expecting it, i.e., in exports of low or middle income countries 
towards high income countries. We also expect the coefficient on the enforceability of the LPs 
to reinforce the (positive or negative) impact of the LP dummy on bilateral trade flows (H2). 
On the one hand, enforceable LPs may send a stronger signal to concerned Northern 
consumers and firms of more credible labor-related commitments and therefore of better labor 
standards. On the other hand, enforceability is a necessary condition for high income 
countries to use LPs to withdraw preferential market access. 

 
Data 
Labor Provisions in PTAs – LABPTA 
Central to the analysis are the PTAs themselves. The source for the PTAs is the 

DESTA database (Dür et al. 2014).3  DESTA is a recent dataset on the content of PTAs that 
comprises approximately 790 PTAs signed in the post-World War II period, providing a 
larger dataset than the one maintained by the WTO. We focus on the period 1990-2015 for a 
total of 484 PTAs. The lower temporal boundary is determined by the fact that LPs in PTAs 
emerged in the early 1990s – the NAFTA agreement of 1992 being the first trade agreement 
with comprehensive LPs. In order to code the wide variety of LPs in PTAs we developed our 
own methodology and coding scheme consisting of 141 items (Raess and Sari 2017) and 
manually coded close to 500 PTAs. Accordingly, one of the key outputs of the project is the 
establishment of a comprehensive dataset on LPs in PTAs, called LABPTA.4  

																																																													
3 http://www.designoftradeagreements.org/ 
4	Labor provisions refer to rules and regulations that aim to protect and/or promote worker rights and working 
conditions. Such a definition excludes provisions dealing with social protection, such as health, education, etc. It 
also excludes provisions relating to employment and labor market policy, such as the creation of employment 
opportunities, training, or “supply-side” measures aimed at better matching labor supply and demand. Finally, 
we ignore provisions concerning the free movement of workers and the treatment of migrant workers. We 
consider labor provisions in the treaty texts, in side agreements on labor and Memorandums of Understanding 
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Our coding scheme is structured around six overarching categories: I. Preambular 
labor provisions; II. Substantive commitments in relation to labor provisions; III. Obligations 
in relation to labor provisions; IV. Enforceability of the substantive labor provisions; V. 
Cooperation; and VI. Institutions. Each overarching category has a detailed list of items 
against which the PTAs are coded. Given that the units of analysis during the coding are the 
specific items listed under the substantive commitments, the coding scheme is highly 
repetitive in other parts resulting thereby in the large number of items listed in the coding 
scheme. 

Under preambular labor provisions we code references to labor provisions found in the 
preamble and the objectives sections of the treaties as these are aspirational commitments. 
Under substantive commitments we list items related to relevant international instruments, 
fundamental rights at work, conditions of work, and also domestic law related commitments 
such as non-derogation and effective enforcement. Under Obligations, following a strict legal 
interpretation of the treaty texts, we code the extent of obligations in relation to specific LPs 
undertaken by the signatory parties. Under Enforcement, building on a WTO taxonomy 
(Chase et al. 2013) that distinguishes between different types of dispute settlement 
mechanisms and our own coding of the type of remedies at the disposal of parties to enforce 
compliance with third-party rulings, we code political, quasi-judicial and judicial state to state 
dispute settlement in relation to specific LPs. Under Cooperation we code the presence of any 
commitments in relation to provisions on labor related cooperation. The fifth and last category 
depicts the attributes that can determine the role and influence the institutional set up may 
have in the effective monitoring and implementation of LPs.  

To test the reliability of our coding we cross-checked our results on 13 dimensions 
with that of the coding developed by Lisa Lechner for non-trade issues in PTAs (Lechner 
2016). To measure the degree of consistency between the two codings, we relied on the 
Cohen-Kappa statistic. The average Cohen-Kappa across the 13 dimensions of labor rights is 
0.75 (range: 0.63 to 0.88) which is recognized as substantive agreement and as such a high 
degree of inter-coder reliability.	

LABPTA was used as the key dependent variable in the studies investigating the 
causes of labor provisions in trade agreements and as the key independent variable in the 
studies on the effect of labor provisions in PTAs. LABPTA also informed the selection of our 
case studies and the interview schedules. 

 
Other data 
As to other key variables used in the project and not readily available, we measure 

labor power relying on trade union density, the most commonly used indicator of the strength 
of organized labor. To increase country coverage, we combined the Visser’s ICTWSS 
database (Visser 2015); data from a joint project between Jelle Visser and the ILO to collect 
trade union density and collective bargaining coverage data in developing countries; the 
ILO’s 2016 IR Indicators: TU Membership Statistics; the ILO’s 2011 Social Dialogue 
Indicators; and the OECD. We use potential labor power (PLP) as our measure of the 
relative strength of skilled workers to unskilled workers. This measure was introduced by 
Rudra (2002). Since Rudra’s dataset goes from 1972 to 1995, but also in view of changes in 
industry classification that occurred in the intervening period, we decided to calculate a new 
high skilled to low skilled ratios using employment data from UNIDO for 1990-2012. 

Regarding the data on labor rights, one of the main shortcomings of many of the 
existing studies is the significant data constraints they face in relations to such rights. Labor 
rights are inherently qualitative in their nature and as such do not lend themselves to be 
																																																													
(MoUs), without distinction of any kind. Side agreements and MoUs, however, should establish a clear 
relationship to the PTA in question in order to be considered.	
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measured by traditional quantitative indicators (such as union density rates, collective 
bargaining or existing data on strike action). However, in the context of this project we were 
able to access the most recent, state-of-the art database, the Labour Rights Indicators (LRI, 
Kucera and Sari 2016). LRI is based on the coding of FACB rights both in law and in practice 
against 108 evaluation criteria in nine different textual sources. The data for now is publicly 
available only for the year of 2012 but as indicated in the intermediate report, with the 
agreement of the Centre for Global Workers' Rights at Pennsylvania State University, under 
which the work is registered by Kucera and Sari, coding of previous years (2000, 2005 and 
2009) was also made available for the project.  

 
II. Results obtained and analysis of them: 
 

In the first study we find support for our expectations, in particular those concerning 
the influence of trade unions and the role of a country’s skill profile. We find that stronger 
labor unions are associated with more far-reaching LPs in PTAs, whereas a higher skilled to 
unskilled labor ratio is associated with less stringent labor provisions. We do not find a direct 
effect of left governments on the depth of LPs in PTAs. Finally, we find that the effect of the 
strength of trade unions is conditional on both the presence of left governments and regime 
type. Labor union power and left governments reinforce each other in terms of deepening LPs 
in PTAs. Labor union strength also matters more for the design of LPs in PTAs in 
democracies. In other words, the strength of labor unions matters more if they try to influence 
a democratic government than if they need to convince a non-democratic government.	

We ran several checks to see how robust our results are to specific decisions made in 
terms of operationalization. For one, we re-ran all our results with dichotomous dependent 
variable. The results corroborate all our substantive findings. Second, we re-ran the analysis 
substituting the high- to low-skill ratio without labor surplus for PLP. The results are broadly 
in line with what we get for PLP, but the coefficient for the interaction labor power and left 
government barely misses the threshold for statistical significance. Third, as we lose a 
considerable number of observations because of missing values on our predictors, we re-ran 
the models relying on multiple imputations. The models largely confirm the findings 
presented above. Overall, our findings offer strong support for our argument about the impact 
of domestic factors on the design of labor provisions in PTAs. 

In our second paper, employing the method of process tracing and drawing on the 
qualitative analysis based on 21 interviews with relevant experts from the four EFTA states 
and on primary and secondary literature, we do find that the design of labor provisions is a 
product of interdependent policy making in the context of which the EFTA pragmatically 
emulated approaches of other international actors, primarily the EU, by aligning them to its 
own prerequisites. Based on our research we were able to discard coercion, competition or 
learning as a possible underlining mechanism for such interdependent policy making and to 
demonstrate that the EFTA did not emulate existing texts blindly, but was rather guided by its 
institutional prerequisites and to some extent its comparatively weak negotiation power. This, 
together with the interviewees’ repeated emphasis on the EFTA’s pragmatism, led us to the 
conclusion that the EFTA’s behavior can be best described as “pragmatic emulation:” 
emulation that is based on practical considerations. 

Regarding our third study, in line with our expectation we find that higher levels of 
participation in FACB-specific cooperation activities agreed among trading partners is 
associated with fewer in law violations of FACB rights. We find a similar effect for the 
institutional framework, indicating that higher levels of specialization and inclusiveness in the 
institutions that oversee the implantation of FACB-specific cooperation commitments 
correlate negatively with in law violations of FACB rights. Turning to the determinants of in 
practice violations, although the coefficients for both our core variables are negative, they are 
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not statistically significant at conventional levels of statistical significance. Our results in 
relation to in practice violations can be partially explained by three key factors: 1) the 
information bias that exist between the reported in law and in practice violations; 2) the 
limitation of the Labour Rights indicators in accounting for differences in the severity of 
violations within any given evaluation criteria; and 3) the time lag between in law and in 
practice progress, in practice progress requiring longer time than in law progress. 

Continuing with a focus on in law variable and examining whether general 
cooperation and institutional provisions in PTAs are equally effective in reducing in law 
violations of FACB rights, we find that the type of commitments taken up in PTAs strongly 
conditions the framework within which the parties think and operate in the post-ratification 
period. We also ran a number of robustness checks to address possible concerns about the 
high correlation between our cooperation and institution variables and self-selection bias. 
Regarding the former, we ran an exploratory factor analysis to uncover a smaller set of 
underlying uncorrelated factors. Our expectation is that the factor that includes the strongest 
references to FACB with deep cooperation and institutional mechanisms should be associated 
with greater compliance with labor rights. The results provide support for this prediction.  

To address the potential endogeneity of labor provisions in PTAs, following Spilker 
and Böhmelt (2013) we apply the technique of genetic matching. While the coefficient 
estimate for our cooperation variable retains statistical significance, the coefficient for our 
institution variable, although correctly signed, is statistically insignificant. In short, addressing 
endogeneity clearly weakens the main results, as one would expect, however, these seem not 
to be fully wash away. In interpreting our results one, however, might consider that there may 
still not be enough country-year available to fully understand how much role self-selection 
plays in the results. Looking at the ratio between labor rights “protector” and labor rights 
“repressor” countries signing up for PTAs with LPs during the period of 2000-2012 – 
measured by their overall LRI score – our preliminary calculation indicates that while during 
the early 2000s it was predominantly “protector” countries that signed PTAs with labor 
provisions, in subsequent years this ratio not only begin to decrease but in 2012 more 
“repressor” countries signed PTAs with labor provisions than “protector” countries. This 
indicates that even if our results with the endogeneity test weaken, the concern of self-
selection might no longer be as evident as previous findings suggested. Overall, our results 
are surprising because we show that soft provisions matter (when the literature argues that if 
anything only enforceable provisions are effective) and also taking into account the fact that 
labor rights are not the primary concern of decision makers when entering trade agreements. 

In our fourth paper, using a gravity type framework we find that the introduction of 
LPs has on average no impact on bilateral trade flows. However, there is some interesting 
heterogeneity. Exports of low income countries benefit from the introduction of LPs in North-
South trade agreements. Moreover, if LPs are accompanied by strong enforcement 
mechanisms the impact on bilateral trade is generally positive. The results are clearly 
inconsistent with the idea LPs are set for protectionist reasons, casting doubt on the reluctance 
by low income countries to include labor clauses in their trade agreements. 

 
Comparison of expected and actual results 
We correctly hypothesized the role of trade union strength in shaping the inclusion and 

the design of LP in PTAs. We incorrectly hypothesized about the role of left governments 
since we did not find a direct effect of left government on the stringency of LPs in PTAs (only 
a weak conditional effect in the sense that labor power and lef t government reinforce each 
other). Finally, following the expectations from the existing literature, we hypothesized that 
PTAs with enforceable LPs ought to yield stronger effects than PTA with soft provisions, but 
our (still preliminary) results suggest the converse to be true.  
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Information regarding the practical application of results 
Interest surrounding our project has continued to increase since our intermediate 

report. A much awaited output of the project is the LABPTA database which will for the first 
time provide comprehensive information on the status and design of LPs in the widest range 
of PTAs. The dataset generated attention from various academics and institutions, including 
scholars at Ghent University and officials from ILO and the World Bank. The data would, 
however, not only be beneficial for scholars around the world, but for practitioners themselves 
too who are at the core of trade negotiations. In consideration of the latter, steps are being 
undertaken for the formulation of a possible training offered both to government officials and 
representatives of employers’ and workers’ organizations, possibly in collaboration with the 
ILO. In addition, given that until today evidence on the effectiveness of LPs in PTAs has 
largely been missing from existing literature, our third paper is of particular importance 
regarding the future application and design of LPs in PTAs. Considering our findings on the 
role of “soft” provisions and the institutional framework, it can potentially alter the focus of 
ongoing negotiations and move the discussion beyond the notion of enforceability. 

In view of our insight and knowledge of the topic, we were also asked to provide 
much needed policy recommendations for officials and representatives from the EU and the 
EFTA. We have also been approached by academics interested in our outputs and expertise 
from University College London, University of Toronto, and George Washington University, 
and Queen Mary University. 

 
Questions that merit further exploration have arisen as a result of the research 
Among the questions for future research is the potential ideational pressure that might 

be behind the inclusion of such LPs in PTAs. Some suggest that right-leaning governments 
might have altered their preferences because LPs have developed sufficient normative power 
and have become more of an issue of human rights championing (Drezner 2001; Van den 
Putte and Orbie 2015). Future research could attempt to assess whether right-leaning 
governments are indeed more willing (compelled) to include such provisions in trade 
agreements. Another factor that might explain the absence of direct partisan effects is path 
dependency – once a country has signed up to a PTA with LPs the cost to sign a second one is 
significantly reduced and there might have developed societal expectations for continuity. 

Another question that merits further exploration is the concern of endogeneity in 
assessing the impact of LPs in PTAs. The core of the endogeneity argument is that countries 
agree to LPs in PTAs only if they have a general propensity to abide by labor rights in the first 
place. However, contrary to the above assumption, the composition of countries signing up 
for LPs has begun to include countries that have been known for long-standing and serious 
labor rights violations (e.g. Guatemala, Colombia, Vietnam, South Korea). At the same time, 
the most comprehensive trade agreements are still only a few years old and as such their 
impact might not yet be measurable quantitatively. Additional research, therefore, could 
revisit the topic with additional country-year availability. 

Last, given the seeming acceptability of LPs included in EFTA signed PTAs 
(including by countries such as the Philippines), further research is needed to follow this trend 
and especially its potential implications on the protection and improvement of labor standards 
through trade agreements. The question is whether less stringent LPs with their appeal can 
induce a new type of race to the bottom in the design of LPs in PTAs. 
 

Practical and policy recommendations that follow from the results obtained 
 Our analysis leads to three main policy implications. 
Message 1: LPs are good for economic development, no evidence that LPs amount to 
“protectionism in disguise”. 
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Fear that labor standards as enforceable obligations in trade agreements would be abused for 
protectionist purposes is a myth. Developing countries should not oppose trade-labor linkage, 
and should not be concerned about the enforceability of LPs, quite the contrary.  
Message 2: Cooperative approach works (and so does enforceability, but less so). 
If anything, “soft” approach to trade-labor linkage seems to be more effective than sanctions-
based approach via enforceable labor standards -- at least as far as the ex-post effects are 
concerned. That said, agreeing on specific commitments seems crucial, as does the 
importance of establishing a separate committee in charge of monitoring/implementation and 
its inclusiveness with respect to third parties, particularly the social partners. Overall, this is 
very encouraging as we know that the processes of cooperation are still at a relatively early 
stages in many cases, and so if the cooperative approach were to be stepped up, it is likely to 
yield even stronger improvements in labor standards in many developing countries. 
Message 3: Role of trade unions is key in the politics of trade-labor linkage in both the 
negotiation and the implementation phases. 

	
III. Information regarding past and expected publications and other activities 

 
Papers 
After several rounds of revisions, all four papers are to be submitted for publication to 

leading academic journals in political science. More concretely, we are currently in the 
process of submitting our first paper for publication in a highly ranked International 
Relations journal. In addition to the four core papers, we have four further studies under work: 
a) based on the evidence derived from the data collection and analysis for the second paper, 
an added paper explaining the inclusion of labor provisions in EFTA PTAs from a multi-level 
perspective is planned by Sari and Oehri; b) a descriptive study introducing LABPTA and 
providing a comprehensive global mapping of existing design of labor provisions in PTAs is 
planned for publication by Raess and Sari with a possible contribution/commentary by 
Kimberly Elliott (Center for Global Development); c) based on field research carried out in in 
three South-East Asian countries (India, Vietnam, and South Korea) a paper is planned by 
Sari on the underlying reasons explaining the inclusion of labor provisions in PTAs and its 
potential implications for further developments in the region; and d) finally, using network 
analysis, a paper is planned to examine the relationship between labor market reforms in 
developing countries and accession to PTAs by Raess and Sari with the contribution of 
William Winecoff (Indiana University). 

 
Closing workshop 
Closing Workshop was organized as a one-day workshop on the 1st of December 2016 

at the University of Geneva. The list of participants included the core members of the project 
(with the exception of Joost Pauwleyn, Dür and Oehri) together with representatives from 
academia (Prof. Joseph Francois, World Trade Institute; and Céline Carrère and Thomas 
Sattler, University of Geneva), relevant international organizations (Rafael Peels and David 
Cheong, ILO; Marc Bacchetta, WTO; and Martin Zbinden, EFTA) and think tanks (Kimberly 
Elliott). Practitioners representing the different constituent groups were also represented 
(Karin Federer, Swiss State Secretariat for Economic Affairs (SECO); Thomas Jenkins, 
European Trade Union Confederation; and Jan Atteslander, Economiesuisse). The workshop 
was also attended by several PhD students from Geneva as well as SNIS Director Dr. 
Bernhard Fuhrer. After the opening address by Raess, the leadoff remarks were provided by 
Kimberly Elliott. The workshop then proceeded with the presentation of the key outputs of the 
project: the LABPTA dataset and the four main papers. Each presentation was followed by 
comments provided by two discussants and then an open discussion with all the participants. 
The last two sessions provided a roundtable discussion offering views from the social partners 
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(Tom Jenkins and Dr. Jan Atteslander). The workshop was closed by the closing remarks on 
key policy implications and recommendations offered by Raess, followed by a general 
discussion among the participants. 

 
Conferences 
Every one of the four core papers were presented and put into discussion at relevant 

national and international conferences. Our first paper was presented at the 10th General 
Conference of the European Consortium for Political Research (ECPR) (7-10 September 
2016, Prague, Czechia), and the Annual Convention of the International Studies Association 
(ISA) (22-25 February 2017, Baltimore, United States).  

Our second paper was presented at the annual convention of the Swiss Association of 
Political Science (SAPS) (12 January 2017, St. Gallen, Switzerland), and the ISA Annual 
Convention (22 February 2017, Baltimore, MD, USA). It is furthermore invited for 
presentation at the upcoming bi-annual convention of the European Union Studies 
Association (EUSA) (4 May 2017, Miami, USA). 

Our third paper has been presented in its various stages at a series of conferences. 
Providing results based on a cross-sectional analysis, the paper was presented first at 9th 
ECPR General Conference (26-29 August 2015, Montreal, Canada) and the International 
Labour Organization’s Symposium on “Trade and Employment in Developing Countries (2 
September 2015, Geneva, Switzerland). A revised and extended version was brought to the 
57th ISA Annual Convention (16-19 March 2016, Atlanta, USA) and the European Union in 
International Affairs (EUIA) Conference (11-13 May 2016, Brussels, Belgium). Providing for 
results based on our panel data analysis, the paper was presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
American Political Science Association (APSA) (1-4 September 2016, Philadelphia, US), at 
the 10th ECPRE General Conference (7-10 September 2016, Prague, Czechia), at the staff 
seminar of the Politics and International Relations department, University of Reading (6 
December 2016), and finally at the 10th Annual Conference on The Political Economy of 
International Organizations (PEIO) )(12-14 January, 2017, Bern, Switzerland). 

The fourth paper was presented at the 2016 ISA Annual Convention, the Trade and 
Labor Market in Developing Countries workshop held at the São Paulo School of Economics 
(EESP-FGV) on 6-8 July 2016, and at the virtual IPES seminar on 2 December 2016.  
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