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1 Introduction

Claims about “fairness” have long been present and controversial in international trade. The

use of the concept in trade policy-making goes back to the antebellum era1, and for most of

the modern history, concerns about fairness pertained to “dumping” and the need to “level

the playing field” against unfair pricing by foreign entities. In the 1980s, complaints by

the U.S. government and companies against the Japanese market condemned the unfairness

of the keiretsu system in the country along with the policies of the Japanese Ministry of

International Trade and Industry (MITI).2

This is the context in which the putative problems of inferior labor and environmen-

tal standards in countries arose asa the latest wave of unfairness critiques in international

trade.3 Increasing interdependence has contributed to this latest manifestation in two ways.

First, successful liberalization of trade through the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade

(GATT) and the World Trade Organization (WTO) has revealed differences in domestic reg-

ulatory systems across countries.4 Domestic regulations, including labor and environmental

regulations, did not affect international trade prior to the lowering of tariffs and quotas.

As those traditional barriers fell, regulatory differences increasingly caused frictions in trade

relations. Second, interdependence also increasingly brought developing countries—with

greater regulatory differences than developed countries—into the global economy.

In the absence of an agreement at the multilateral level, countries—mainly the U.S. and

the E.U.—have pursued fair trade policies through bilateral and regional preferential trade

agreements (PTAs). In particular, the executives of both entities came to confront man-

dates from their respective domestic legislative bodies to incorporate fair trade provisions

1Goldstein 1988.
2Encarnation and Mason 1990.
3Although related, this manifestation of fair trade policies differs from the one that is more familiar to the

broader public, having to do with certification and labeling of imported products such as coffee and artisan
crafts. See Hiscox (2007).

4Barton et al. 2006.
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into PTAs. In the U.S., the Trade Act of 2002, which granted the trade promotion authority

to the president, required the United States Trade Representative (USTR) to include labor

and environment provisions in PTAs. In the E.U., a similar mandate came earlier in 1995

with a European Council decision requiring the European Commission to incorporate fair

trade provisions.5 These policies can incorporate either positive or negative incentives. Fair

trade countries can provide trade benefits—greater market access—in exchange for part-

ner countries’ improving and maintaining higher social standards. In contrast, fair trade

countries can also punish partner countries with higher barriers for deterioration of social

standards.

The research questions explored in this paper are two-fold. The first is a descriptive

question. Given that the executive branch of the two entities—the US president through the

office of the US Trade Representative (USTR) and the European Commission—came under

domestically created constraints to include fair trade provisions, have they been forming

PTAs with different types of countries since the mandates? The second—causal—question

is the following: To the extent that the entities’ have or have not altered their behaviors,

why has that been the case?

These are important questions to address from both the preferential trade and the fair

trade aspects. First, answers to these questions will improve our understanding of PTA

formations. Conventional explanations of PTAs focus on political and economic factors of

countries, rather than social factors—i.e. labor and environmental standards. Findings from

this research can alter that view. Second, the research will reveal what fair trade policies can

accomplish. By equipping the executives with material incentives to alter partner countries’

actions, the fair trade mandates for PTAs in the U.S. and the E.U. may help improve social

conditions in other countries.6 Alternatively, the executives may simply choose to form

5Hafner-Burton (2009) details the political developments leading to these two fair trade mandates, which
I do not retrace in this paper.

6Hafner-Burton 2005.
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PTAs with countries that have high social standards, eliminating any independent effects

of fair trade provisions in PTAs. Lastly, the research will also contribute to the ongoing

debate on whether fair trade polices are merely disguised means of protectionism. Whereas

many economists have been quick to dismiss fair trade as merely reducing import volumes,

emerging evidence from field experiments and public opinion surveys demonstrates that

the public in developed countries sincerely cares about labor and environmental standards

abroad.7 How the executives manage being under the fair trade mandates can uncover the

underlying motivations behind the ways fair trade PTAs are implemented.

While I propose some potential explanations for variations in how the executives of the

U.S. and the E.U. deal with their respective fair trade mandates, this version of the paper

focuses on uncovering the empirical relationship between the mandates and PTA formations.

This empirical analysis reveals some interesting patterns in how the U.S. and the E.U. form

PTAs. Contrary to the extant explanations, the findings show that the executives of the U.S.

and the E.U. have always considered social standards in forming PTAs with trade partners.

Partner countries with higher labor standards—as measured by the number of fundamental

ILO conventions they have ratified—have had higher probabilities of signing PTAs with the

U.S. and the E.U. both before and after the fair trade mandates. In addition, the entities—

especially the E.U.—exhibit an interesting selection effect under the fair trade mandates.

Whereas prior to the mandates, the U.S. and the E.U. were more likely to form PTAs with

countries that used to have low labor standards three years before signing PTAs, after the

mandates, countries’ previous history of labor standards do not influence their probability of

signing PTAs with the U.S. and the E.U. This is an unanticipated selection effect in which

the executives of the U.S. and the E.U. choose PTA partners based not on their current

social standards but their earlier standards.

This paper proceeds in the following manner. Section 2 briefly reviews the extant litera-

7Hiscox and Smyth 2005; Ehrlich 2008.
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ture on why countries pursue fair trade policies and why they form PTA. Section 3 develops

the argument by first establishing the domestic political significance of the fair trade man-

dates that the executives of the U.S. and the E.U. confronted in 2002 and 1995, respectively.

Then I proceed to explore different scenarios that can account for PTA formations under

domestically mandated requirement for including fair trade provisions. Although I do not

examine them in the current iteration of the paper, I hypothesize some reasons for countries’

variations in which of the scenarios accounts for PTA formations under fair trade mandates.

Section 4 discusses the research design strategy, data and modeling issues before proceeding

to the preliminary results and analysis of the U.S. and the E.U.’s PTA formations between

1971 and 2006. Section 5 concludes the paper by summarizing the findings and future plans

for bolstering the analysis.

2 Fairness and PTAs in International Trade

Given the relatively recent onset of the fair trade phenomena, existing works on the analysis

of why countries pursue such policies are rare. Majority of the literature focuses on the

theoretical question of whether linking trade to social issue-areas such as labor and the

environment is optimal for international governance of either. The general consensus is

that such linkages are efficient in only a narrow set of conditions.8 Given the scarcity of

justifiable conditions that countries can invoke, many economists maintain that trade should

not be linked to social issues and that fair trade policies are simply disguised measures of

protectionism.9

However, contrary to the economists’ wisdom that all fair trade policies are motivated

by countries’ desire to protect their domestic industries, emerging evidence hints at the pos-

8See Alvarez (2002) and the articles in the issue, especially Leebron (2002) and Trachtman (2002). Spag-
nolo (1999) and Limão (2005) provide more theoretical discussions.

9e.g. Bhagwati 1995; Bhagwati and Srinivasan 1996.
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sibility that fair trade policies may reflect the normative concerns citizens hold about social

conditions in other countries. For example, Ehrlich (2008) challenges the notion that indi-

viduals who support fair trade policies do so simply because of their own material interest

in economic protectionism. Ehrlich’s analysis of a public opinion survey demonstrates that

individuals who support fair trade have different economic characteristics from those who

support protectionism. In addition, Hiscox and Smyth (2005) carry out a field experiment,

which demonstrates that consumers are willing to pay higher prices for products manufac-

tured in better conditions. While the small number of countries incorporating fair trade

provisions prevents a systematic analysis, governments may be channeling these underlying

societal demands in pursuing fair trade PTAs.

Both Destler and Balint (1999) and Hafner-Burton (2009) offer more nuanced accounts

of how the U.S. and the E.U. began incorporating fair trade provisions into their trade agree-

ments.10 Destler and Balint identify the material interests of low-skilled workers confronting

greater volatility in employment and the empirical invalidity of some arguments—e.g. race

to the bottom—in pushing for fair trade provisions. However, their argument also recog-

nizes the broader context of regulatory problems that the globalized economy has created.

Hafner-Burton traces the parallel but contrasting political dynamics in the U.S. and the

E.U. that result in the fair trade mandates in both entities. Inevitably, the dynamics involve

the preferences of political leaders in the two entities, the institutions that filter, aggregate

and empower those preferences, and the relative power asymmetry between PTA-signing

countries at the international level. One of Hafner-Burton’s main insights is that simplistic

arguments based on protectionism and normative NGO advocacy fail to explain the rise of

fair trade PTAs.

Research on the consequences of the U.S. implementation of the generalized system of

10Destler and Balint (1999) focus on both the labor and the environment provisions in US agreements,
whereas Hafner-Burton (2009) analyzes labor provisions—framed as human rights provisions—in both US
and EU agreements.
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preferences (GSP), a non-reciprocal trade preference program with a longer history of in-

corporating fair trade provisions, also supports this finding. Elliott and Freeman (2003)

maintain that invocation of the “workers’ rights” clause in the U.S. GSP program could not

be attributed solely to protectionist concerns. Despite this motivation the authors identify,

they find dubious consequences of linking trade to labor standards in target countries.

In short, the burgeoning literature on trade agreements with fair trade provisions does

not offer a definitive explanation for why countries pursue such agreements. This deficiency

comes into even greater relief in the context of the literature on PTA formations. The liter-

ature contains explanations with a long history and great diversity to effectively summarize

here. In general, explanations for why countries form or join PTAs include the configuration

of domestic preferences11, domestic political institutions in terms of the regime type and the

number of veto players12, international security and power politics13 and the international

institutional environment.14

Based on these works, what I refer to as the conventional explanations for PTA forma-

tions include the following factors: the number of veto players in both countries in dyads; the

regime types of both countries; the size of the economy and the growth rate of both coun-

tries; GATT/WTO membership status of both countries; total bilateral trade; presence of

military alliance between the countries; presence of military disputes between the countries;

contiguity and distance between the countries; and the extent of hegemony in the interna-

tional trading system. Although these factors are drawn from studies that analyze PTAs

from the perspective of unified states, they are easily extrapolated to be decision-making

factors for the executives, from whose perspectives the current analysis is carried out.15

11e.g. Milner 1988 and Chase 2003.
12e.g. Mansfield et al. 2002 and Mansfield et al. 2007.
13e.g. Gowa 1994 and Mansfield 1998.
14e.g. Bergsten 1996 and Mansfield and Reinhardt 2003.
15Although the separation of the legislature and the executive is theoretically necessary, empirically the

distinction between PTA formations by unified states and by executives of states is in fact inconsequential.
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Scholars have made progress in explaining the causes of regional and bilateral trade

agreements, especially in the context of an expanding multilateral institution in place. How-

ever, no clear understanding exists regarding whether or how countries behave differently

when they are under domestic political constraints to include fair trade provision in their

international trade agreements. Since labor and the environment are not traditional trade

issues dealing with “at-the-border” measures such as tariffs and quotas, countries’ decisions

for forming fair trade PTAs may differ from those for forming traditional PTAs without

linkages to social standards. In the next section, I develop potential explanations for how

countries from PTAs while being under fair trade constraints.

3 Domestic Fair Trade Mandates and PTA Formations

3.1 Political Significance of Fair Trade Mandates

I assume that the main objective the executives of the U.S. and the E.U. pursue through

PTAs is to reap political and economic gains.16 This assumption applies to PTAs containing

fair trade provisions asa well. Whereas many economists maintain that fair trade provisions

are protectionist, an assumption that the executives pursue protectionism through fair trade

PTAs would be contradictory. The executives could seek to incorporate fair trade provisions

after a PTA has been in force, and such attempts would be consistent with an assumption

that they pursue protectionism through fair trade provisions. However, these attempts have

not yet taken place empirically.17 A PTA with fair trade provisions may be less liberalizing

than a PTA without such provisions on average, but a fair trade PTA is more liberalizing

than the absence of a PTA altogether. If the executives sought to protect domestic industries

16Hafner-Burton 2009, 61.
17The labor and environment side agreements negotiated subsequent to the conclusion of the North Amer-

ican Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) may be an exception, but the side agreements were negotiated to
facilitate the passage of a trade-liberalizing rather than trade-stifling agreement.
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from increased competition and volatility, then the optimal policy to pursue would be to not

form any PTAs rather than to form PTAs with fair trade provisions.

In this context, the domestic political mandate to include fair trade provisions into

PTAs—the US Trade Act of 2002 and the European Council decision in 1995—has po-

litical significance for the executives. That the executives have to incorporate fair trade

provisions into PTAs negotiated during the time period of the mandate is clear. In the

U.S., the executive’s failure to do so could result in vetoing of a negotiated agreement by

Congress.18 Beyond the simple and hortatory payment of lip service to labor and environ-

ment issues in PTAs, the fair trade mandate imposes tangible costs on the executives. First,

while the provisions are endogenous to bilateral or regional negotiations and could thus be

low19, the social standards in the prospective partner countries have to sufficiently high to

meet the minimum level that the domestic constituencies at home would accept. The execu-

tives cannot simply negotiate the bare minimum standards that the mandates would permit.

For example, although the 2002 Trade Act only requires that partner countries not weaken

domestic labor and environment laws in place, the U.S. president could not expect to have

a PTA with a country that has very low social standards ratified by Congress.

Second, PTAs created under the fair trade mandates set up institutions to actually enforce

the contained provisions. As Hafner-Burton maintains, these PTAs contain hard standards

of human rights conducts rather than simply hortatory and vague soft standards. Fair

trade PTAs thus clearly lay out the procedures and measures that state parties can utilize

when violations of the provisions take place. Punishments against non-compliance can be

interruptions in trade flows or levying of fines. Certainly, enforcement of fair trade provisions

do not impose costs only on the violating countries—presumably partner countries rather

than the U.S. or the E.U. Interrupting bilateral trade flows either through explicit and

18Hafner-Burton 2009, 96.
19Downs et al. 1996.
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intentional sanctioning or due to diplomatic dispute over non-compliance would be costly

for the U.S. or the E.U. as well.

Lastly, fair trade mandates also create incentives for the executives to enforce the pro-

visions incorporated into PTAs. The existence of fair trade provisions in PTAs further mo-

bilizes beyond the initial negotiation and ratification phases into the implementation phase

the domestic constituencies with normative or material stakes in the social issues. When

non-compliance with fair trade provisions is detected, these organized interests will increase

pressure on the executives to enforce the measures contained in the fair trade PTAs. Failure

to carry out effective enforcement will increase the political pressure the groups mount on

the executives.

In short, fair trade mandates in the U.S. and the E.U. constitute meaningful constraints

on the executives. However, that the mandates are politically significant for the U.S. and the

E.U. does not imply that the fair trade provisions in PTAs result in higher social standards

in partner countries.

3.2 Scenarios of PTA Formation under Fair Trade Mandates

In ascertaining whether the patterns of PTA formations by the U.S. and the E.U. before

and after the fair trade mandates have been different, three possibilities exist. First, the

same factors that scholars have identified as influencing PTA formations in general—the

“conventional” factors—may explain fair trade PTAs as well. Second, the executives may

select prospective PTA partners with high labor and environment standards so that the

fair trade provisions in the agreement would not adversely affect the trade liberalization

aspects of it. Third, the executives may select prospective PTA partners with low labor

and environment standards, countries whose standards can trigger enforcement of the fair

trade provisions in the agreement. In the two latter possibilities, existing accounts of PTA

formations would not be sufficient for explaining fair trade PTAs, since the executives would
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incorporate the social standards of prospective partner countries into their decision-making.

I expand on each of these three possibilities below.

In the first scenario, the executives may not alter how they choose prospective PTA

partners due to one of two reasons.20 One reason is that the executives preempt potential

ex post enforcement of the provisions by addressing the social standards in prospective PTA

partner countries ex ante. With such ex ante due diligence, when fair trade PTAs enter into

force, the partner countries’ social standards are unlikely to be disputable under the fair

trade provisions of the agreements. Since the executives initially select prospective partner

countries based purely on the political and economic objectives that they pursue through

PTAs, the conventional factors can explain the formations of fair trade PTAs. However, to

the extent that chosen partner countries’ social standards fall below the those legislated by

the fair trade mandates, the executives direct financial and personnel resources to ensure

that the standards are improved prior to the ratification of fair trade PTAs.

The other reason is that, although ex post enforcement of fair trade provisions is costly,

offsetting benefits render the executives indifferent about the costs of potential ex post en-

forcement. Thus, the executives continue to select prospective partners based on the conven-

tional factors, pursuing political and economic objectives through PTAs. However, partner

countries with varying social standards can serve political and economic objectives of the

U.S. and the E.U. Thus, if the executives select PTA partners based only on the conventional

factors, then a positive probability exists that the social standards in some PTA partners

will conflict with the fair trade provisions in the agreements. The benefits that offset the

costs of enforcement can vary across entities, and I discuss them in the next section.

In the second scenario, the executives’ objectives coincide with those in the first scenario.

The political and economic objectives dominate the decision-making in selecting prospective

20The possibility of the fair trade mandate’s political insignificance was discussed and dismissed in the
previous section.

11



PTA partner countries, and the executives prefer that the trade aspects of agreements not

be hampered by the fair trade aspects. However, rather than seeking to improve the social

standards and conditions in the prospective partners, the executives only select as partners

countries whose existing social standards are high enough and do not conflict with the

mandated fair trade provisions in PTAs. If the behavior of the executives is consistent

with this scenario, then conventional factors do not sufficiently account for PTA formations.

The executives take into consideration the labor and environment standards in prospective

partners as part of their calculations in forming PTAs. Fair trade provisions in the PTAs

formed this way are subsequently never invoked.

The last potential scenario violates the assumption that the executives seek political

and economic gains—i.e. national interests—through PTAs.21 If the executives select on

low social standards countries as potential PTA partners, then they necessarily prioritize

improvement of social conditions in other countries over achieving political and economic

ends countries typically pursue with PTAs.22 The trade aspects of PTAs—i.e. extending

greater access to markets—merely serve as incentives to partner countries to improve their

labor and environment standards. If this scenario were true, the U.S. and the E.U. are likely

to more frequently carry out both ex ante due diligence and ex post enforcement of the fair

trade provisions in PTAs to incentivize improvements in partner countries’ social standards.

3.3 Causes of Alternate Scenarios

Although one of the above scenarios can explain PTA formations by both the U.S. and the

E.U.—and any other countries mandated by their domestic legislature to include fair trade

21Under the condition of high interdependence, improving labor and environmental standards can be in
the national interests of states as conventionally conceived. In the current state of the world, however, this
appears to be a tenuous argument to advance.

22Although improving social standards can complement the trade liberalization as the primary objective of
PTAs, it cannot be the overriding objective, which the selection of low standards countries implies, without
violating the assumed preference of the executives.
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provisions in their PTAs—more likely, how the executive of one country behaves differs

from that of another country. While, systematically testing any argument that explains the

variation is not possible given the dearth of cases and the relatively short time period for

which the executives have been under the fair trade mandates, I propose an explanation that

can account for the executives’ varying responses to the fair trade mandates.

Modifying and improving labor and environment standards in other countries is highly

demanding. Most importantly, sufficient political leverage is necessary to demand partner

countries to alter their domestic legislation and supporting institutions.23 In addition, for

ex ante due diligence, executives need to direct monetary and bureaucratic resources to

assist partner countries in reforming their domestic institutions.24 For ex post enforcement,

executives need the capacity to endure interruptions in trade flows or to systematically

impose costs on the violating partner country through fines or other sanctions.

Given these costs, the third potential scenario—where the executives intentionally select

low social standards countries as PTA partners and seek to bear these costs—requires a

separate explanation from the first two. The benefits that the executives must accrue to offset

these costs are not readily apparent in this scenario.25 Accordingly, I set this scenario aside

and focus on the others. I argue that executives’ ability to reap net benefits—domestically,

internationally or both—from ex post enforcement and ex ante due diligence affects how they

select prospective partner countries and form PTAs under domestic mandates to include fair

trade provisions. Executives that do not realize net benefits from either type of actions will

likely to select on countries that have high and stable standards as PTA partners (scenario 2).

Doing so will preclude these executives from having to seek modifications of social standards

23Hafner-Burton (2009) discusses this issue in depth in chapter 5. The degree of power asymmetry between
countries influences the extent of fair trade provisions included in PTAs.

24Even in cases of large power asymmetry, in which a partner country has a significant interest in getting
preferential access into the larger market, a simple diktat to upgrade social standards by the powerful country
is unlikely to sufficient.

25See footnote 21.
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in their partner countries and thus avoid the costly actions. This is likely to be the case with

“middle power” countries (e.g. Australia) that do not have sufficient capacity to compel

changes in partner countries and thus would incur costs that would offset any potential

benefits.

Moreover, the amount of net benefits that an executive can obtain varies between ex ante

due diligence and ex post enforcement, resulting in some executives choosing one strategy

over the other. The main factor that influences the net benefits of the two types of action is

the extent of checks and balances and of veto players that constrain trade policies of countries.

In countries with fewer checks and veto players, the executives can pass PTAs more easily26,

more quickly and have agreements phase in faster. In countries with more checks and veto

players, the executives’ ability to pass and implement PTAs is more circumscribed. Given

that the likelihood of having to carry out ex post enforcement against parter countries is not

certain, the executives in countries with fewer constraints reap greater benefits by having

PTAs enter into force sooner, resulting in earlier liberalization and economic benefits.

In countries where the executive confronts more constraints, he or she needs to remove

as many potential causes that could lead the veto players to block negotiated PTAs as

possible. Even if the likelihood of ex post enforcement is low in partner countries with

which the executive negotiates PTAs, some veto players can use the fair trade mandate

to block the ratification of negotiated agreements. This leads to the executives in highly-

constrained countries to pursue the strategy of ex ante due diligence in dealing with the fair

trade mandate. Since some veto players may seek to trigger the enforcement of fair trade

provisions once the PTAs are in force, the ex ante strategy further raises the net befits for

these executives by reducing the possibility of ex post enforcement in the future that can

interrupt the trade aspects of the PTAs.

The following two groups of hypotheses summarize the preceding arguments:

26Mansfield et al. 2007, 2008.
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1. Descriptive Hypotheses

H1a : The conventional explanations of PTA formations sufficiently explain PTAs that

executives form while under fair trade mandates (scenario 1).

H1b : Social factors—labor and environmental standards in partner countries—in con-

junction with the conventional explanations explain PTAs that executives form

while under fair trade mandates (scenario 2).

H1c : Social factors explain a large portion of variations in PTAs that executives form

while under fair trade mandates (scenario 3).

2. Causal Hypotheses

H2 : If a country is insufficiently powerful in the international system, the executive

from the country will select PTA partner countries with high social standards

while under a fair trade mandate.

H3a : If a country is sufficiently powerful and has few checks and veto players in trade

policies, the executive from the country will pursue an ex post enforcement strat-

egy in forming PTAs while under a fair trade mandate.

H3b : If a country is sufficiently powerful and has numerous checks and veto players in

trade policies, the executive from the country will pursue an ex ante due diligence

strategy in forming PTAs while under a fair trade mandate.

4 US and EU’s Fair Trade PTA Formations

In addition to the small number countries and the limited time of the phenomenon of interest

discussed above, lack of systematic coding of the EU’s veto players makes empirical testing

of the causal arguments (hypotheses 2 and 3) difficult. Accordingly, I focus on delineating

among the descriptive hypotheses as the starting point.
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4.1 Research Design

The unit of analysis that scholars typically adopt in analyzing PTA formations is the dyad-

year. Each pair of countries that engages in international trade each year can choose to form

a PTA or not. The political and economic characteristics of each of the two countries in

dyads as well as the characteristics of the dyads themselves can then explain PTA formations.

Because of the potential bias arising from which country occupies the first country position

in each dyad, some scholars adopt a directed-dyad-year approach, in which each dyad-year

enters the dataset twice, with the countries positions switched.27

In the current analysis, I adopt a directed-dyad-year unit of analysis for a different reason.

The phenomenon of interest is not why pairs of countries in general form PTAs but why

the U.S. and the E.U. choose to form PTAs with particular partner countries when the

executives from the two entities are under fair trade mandates. Thus, the dyad-years in the

data consist of the U.S. and the E.U. as the main entities and all of their trade partners in

each year, with whom they can form a PTA.

The relevant PTAs are limited to reciprocal agreements in which all parties to agreements

exchange trade concessions rather than non-reciprocal agreements or unilateral policies. The

preliminary PTA data is collected primarily from the WTO’s new database on regional trade

agreements.28 The list of PTAs was checked against the Preferential Trade Agreements

Database hosted at McGill University.29 Because the phenomenon of interest is whether and

when country pairs sign a PTA, I code the year in which each agreement is signed as one,

rather than the year in which they enter into force. Moreover, once a dyad signs a PTA,

that dyad subsequently drops out of the analysis.

Given this data structure, the general empirical strategy is to test for a structural break

27Mansfield and Reinhardt 2003, 846.
28“Regional Trade Agreements Information System (RTA-IS)” located at the following URL:

http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx
29The database is located at the following URL: http://ptas.mcgill.ca/index.php
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in the the conventional explanations of PTA formations between the time periods before and

after the respective fair trade mandates. In addition, I examine whether a broadly available

measure of countries’ labor standards helps explain the post-fair trade mandate PTAs.

To replicate the conventional models of PTA formations as closely as possible, I include

the following variables. They fall into three categories—political, geographic and economic

variables. In recent years, scholars analyzing PTA formations have emphasize the role of

veto players in facilitating/hampering PTA formations. The measure of political constraint

(“POLCON”) by Witold Henisz is the widely used variable for capturing the extent of veto

players in countries.30 I use the updated POLCONV variable. In conjunction with the number of

veto players, which does not strictly correlate with the level of democracy, scholars maintain

that democracies are more likely to form trade agreements.31 I use the POLITY2 measure from

Polity IV Project by Monty Marshall and Keith Jaggers to capture the levels of autocracy and

democracy across country-years.32 Two critical international political variables are alliances

and military conflicts. Alliance data is obtained from the Alliance Treaty Obligations and

Provisions (ATOP) dataset.33 Every dyad-year for which an alliance exists is marked one

and zero otherwise. The other variable is the presence of any military conflicts between

countries in dyads. However, the widely used data on the phenomenon—the Militarized

Interstate Dispute (MID)—is only available through 2001, rendering analyses of the U.S.

PTAs since 2002 impossible. This measure is thus excluded from the analysis.34 Lastly, I

include a measure of hegemony in the analysis, which is measured as the ratio of the total

trade of the U.S.—the hegemon carrying out the largest proportion of trade during the time

period—to the total world trade.

30Henisz 2002.
31Mansfield et al. 2002.
32Marshall and Jaggers 2009. The POLITY2 measure facilitates time-series analyses by converting the

special regime transition codes (e.g. -99, -88) into values within the range of the regular coding by allocating
an equal portion of the total regime change to each year during which the transition takes place.

33Leeds 2005.
34Mansfield and Reinhardt (2003) do not include a measure of military conflicts in their analysis.
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Based on the gravity model of international trade, countries’ proximity to each another

affects their likelihood for and the amount of trade and thus PTA formations. Therefore,

the contiguity of countries to each other and the distance between them influence dyads’

PTA formations. The contiguity data is from the Direct Contiguity data associated with

the Correlates of War project.35 Converting the original ordinal measure into an indicator

variable, the variable is coded as one if the two countries in a dyad are separated by a land

or a river border and zero otherwise.36 The other measure of proximity is physical distance

between countries in a dyad. The great circle distance between capital cities of two countries

is obtained from Kristian Gleditsch’s “Distance between Capital Cities” data. This figure in

kilometers is logged.

The third group of variables consists of economic ones that influence PTA formations.

Data on bilateral trade volume between countries is obtained from the international trade

data project associated with the Correlates of War program.37 The separate import flows in

two directions for each dyad are combined to form total bilateral trade volume figures for each

dyad-year. The resulting figures are converted to constant dollars and logged. Countries’

total GDP in constant U.S. dollars and their annual growth rate are obtained from the World

Bank’s World Development Indicators online.38 Total GDP figures are logged. Lastly, dyads

that are both members of the multilateral trade regime—the General Agreement on Tariffs

and Trade (GATT) and the succeeding World Trade Organization (WTO)—may be more

likely to form PTAs than other dyads.39 An indicator variable marks whether the partner

countries are members or participants in the GATT/WTO, using data compiled by Goldstein

et al. (2007). Both the U.S. and the members of the E.U. have always been members of the

35Correlates of War Project 2007.
36Stinnett et al. 2002. Coding greater distances separating countries—e.g. separated by 12 miles or water

or less, by 24 miles of water or less—as constituting contiguity results in the variable being insignificant.
37Barbieri et al. 2008.
38World Bank 2009.
39Mansfield and Reinhardt 2003.
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GATT/WTO.40

Two main explanatory variables are an indicator variable marking the time periods under

the fair trade mandates and a variable measuring partner countries’ labor standards. The

mandate variable marks years less than 1995 as zero and years greater than 1994 as one for the

E.U. since the Council decision was issued in 1995. For the U.S., the variable is one for years

2002 and forward and zero prior to 2002. Countries’ labor standards are more difficult and

controversial to code. In this preliminary analysis, I use a widely available—although likely

disputable measure: counts of how many ILO’s fundamental human rights conventions that

countries have ratified.41 These conventions cover four categories: freedom of association

and collective bargaining (Conventions 87 and 98); elimination of forced and compulsory

labor (Conventions 29 and 105); elimination of discrimination in respect of employment and

occupation (Conventions 100 and 111); and abolition of child labor (Conventions 138 and

182). Although ratifications of these conventions do not perfectly correlate with domestic

standards, the variations over time and across countries in their pattern offer a useful and

easily accessible initial measure. The count varies from zero to eight among partner country-

years.42

A key difference between the existing studies of PTA formations and the current analysis

is how I address the E.U. as a customs union. Previous studies do not treat the E.U.

as a single entity in forming PTAs. Any PTA formed by the E.U. is disaggregated as

PTAs formed between the partner country and the members of the E.U. This is empirically

inaccurate as a single PTA between the E.U. and a partner country is duplicated to non-

existing multiple PTAs. Moreover, although E.U. member countries indirectly maintain

control of E.U. policies through delegated authority, the institutions at the E.U. level—the

40The E.U. itself became a member of the WTO in addition to the constituent members of the entity.
41“Ratifications of the Fundamental Human Rights Conventions by Country,” ILOLEX Database located

at http://www.ilo.org/ilolex/english/docs/declworld.htm
42Not all eight conventions were available to be ratified throughout the entire time period under analysis.

Using the percentage of ratification among available conventions does not alter the substantive results.
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Commission and the Council—exert independent influence in trade policy-making. At the

least, the PTAs that the E.U. forms are outcomes reflecting the weighted aggregation of the

member countries’ power and preferences rather than those of individual members. Thus,

analyzing the E.U. as a single partner entity in PTAs is a more justifiable approach.

This approach, however, brings new challenges in aggregating various indicators and

measures across members of the E.U. The measures unproblematic for the aggregation are

bilateral trade flows, total trade volumes, and GDP. For each partner-year, these measures

are simply summed across the members of the E.U.43 For measures of contiguity and alliance

agreements, I take the minimum value among E.U. members for each partner-year. If any

member of the E.U. is contiguous or in an alliance with a partner country, then the E.U.

is contiguous or in an alliance with that country. The remaining variables are aggregated

as totals weighted by each E.U. member country’s share in the total E.U. GDP. These

measures include distance between capitals, and the political institutional variables—POLITY

and POLCONV. The logic behind this aggregation scheme is that the larger member countries

would exert greater influence on how the E.U. functions and thus those countries’ economy

and political institutions matter more.

Compiling the data in this manner leads to some of the E.U. agreements dropping out of

the dataset, due to missing data on partner countries’ side. These are the EC–Faroe Islands

Agreement, the EC–Overseas Countries and Territories Agreement, the EC–Palestine Au-

thority Agreement, Liechtenstein in the EC–Switzerland-Liechtenstein Agreement, and the

EC–Andorra Agreement. These entities are current or former territories of the E.U. coun-

tries or quasi-sovereign countries, for which systematic data are not collected or coded. All

the agreements that the U.S. has signed are included in the analysis. The list of agreements

included in the analysis is contained in the appendix. Table 1 summarizes the descriptive

statistics for all the variables included in the following analysis.

43The GDP growth rate was subsequently recalculated as the annual change in the total E.U. GDP.
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[Table 1 about here]

4.2 Results and Analysis

The structure of the data is time-series cross-sectional, with years ranging from 1971 to 2006.

Decisions by the U.S. and the E.U. to form a PTA with a trade partner in a particular year

is dichotomous—sign (1) or not (0)—and these decisions are analyzed with logit models.44

According to Beck et al. (1998), phenomenon with this structure might exhibit duration

dependence. Following their suggestion, I initially included a natural cubic spline function

of the number of years that the U.S. and the E.U. do not have a PTA with particular

countries as of each year t. Wald tests of the spline terms’ joint significance, however, are

not significant in any of the specifications—implying the lack of duration dependence in the

data—and I exclude the terms in the reported specifications and results. Lastly, standard

errors of the coefficient estimates are adjusted to be robust to clustering on dyads. Table 2

summarizes the results from the initial, baseline models.

[Table 2 about here]

Model 1 most closely approximates the latest work on PTA formations by Mansfield

et al. (2007) within the data constraints discussed above. Some aspects of the results are

consistent with the existing wisdom. The year variable is significant, likely due to the secular

trend in increasing PTAs over time. The U.S. and the E.U. are more likely to sign PTAs with

partners that constitute larger share of their trade and less likely to sign them with partners

that are farther away. Years when U.S. trade constitutes a greater portion of the total

world trade—greater hegemony—the likelihood that the U.S. and the E.U. signs PTAs with

their trade partners is smaller. The two entities are more likely to sign PTAs with smaller

44Although PTA formations are rare events, using King and Zeng (2001)’s ReLogit software for estimat-
ing the models do not substantively change the results. Results reported are from the conventional logit
estimations.
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economies and economies that decreased in size during the previous year. Contrary to the

finding in Mansfield et al. (2007), however, the extent of veto players in both countries

of the dyad positively affects the likelihood of PTA formation. The effect of the partner

countries’ veto players remains stable and consistent until Model 4. This likely results from

the severely limited sample in the current analysis but is an interesting finding nonetheless.

Model 2 interacts the veto player variable (POLCONV) with the regime type variable

(POLITY) for the partner countries, as in Mansfield et al. (2008). Because very little varia-

tion exists in the U.S. and the E.U. in these variables over time, I exclude the variables for

the two entities henceforth and include a dummy variable for the U.S. instead.45 The U.S.

dummy variable is positive, indicating that the U.S. has had a higher likelihood of signing

PTAs than the E.U., controlling for other factors. The veto player component of the inter-

action remains positive and significant, but the interaction effect is negative. For partner

countries at high levels of democracy, having more veto players reduces the likelihood of the

U.S. and the E.U. signing PTAs with them.

Model 3 includes the fair trade mandate dummy variable, marking the respective years

that the U.S. and the E.U. are under the mandates. In addition, the GATT/WTO mem-

bership status of partner countries and the contiguity measure are excluded due to their

lack of significance.46 In addition to the previous estimates in Model 2 maintaining their

significance, the fair trade mandate variable is positive and significant, indicating that the

executives of the U.S. and the E.U. have been more likely to form PTAs since their respective

mandates than before.

45The small variations that exist in the E.U. result from the expansion of the entity over time to include
members with different political systems.

46In addition to the membership status that was coded to include both formal membership and informal
participation, a status variable simply coding formal membership was also insignificant. For the contiguity
measure, neither an expanded definition—to include separation by 12 to 24 miles of water—nor the original
ordinal measure turned out to be significant.
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In the last of the baseline models, the relevant explanatory variables are interacted with

the fair trade mandate dummy variable to examine whether they have different effects in

the time periods before and after the mandate. The only statistically significant interactions

are for the growth rates of the countries. In the post-mandate periods, the executives of the

U.S. and the E.U. are more likely to form PTAs when their economies grew faster in the

preceding year. In contrast, in the post-mandate periods, the executives are more likely to

form PTAs with partner countries whose economies shrank in the preceding year.

To Model 4, I incorporate the measure of partner countries’ labor standards, as captured

by the number of ILO’s fundamental human rights conventions that countries have ratified

by each year.47 Table 3 summarizes the results. Model 5 simply adds this variable to the

previous model. Among countries that the U.S. and the E.U. trade with, those with higher

numbers of fundamental ILO conventions ratified are more likely to sign PTAs with the two

entities across the entire time period under examination. While some of the standard errors

and the estimates differ from those in Model 4, the overall pattern of results remains similar.

[Table 2 about here]

In Model 6, the labor standards variable is interacted with the fair trade mandates dummy

variable. In Model 7, the U.S. dummy variable is further interacted with this to create a

three-way interaction. In Model 6, the the labor standards component of the interaction

is positive and significant. The interaction variable in Model 6, however, is not significant.

This suggests that, while the executives of the U.S. and the E.U. have always taken into

consideration the level of labor standards in prospective PTA partners, fair trade mandates

themselves have not altered their calculations. In Model 7, where the effects of the fair

trade mandates, partner countries’ labor standards and their interaction are conditional on

the main entity—the U.S. or the E.U.—estimates of all the non-interacted variables remain

47For the sake of simplicity, I include the veto player and the regime type variables only as a single
interacted variable rather than as separate variables.
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stable. Calculating the additive effects of the components of the three-way interaction with

CLARIFY software48 reveals that, while the standard errors are larger, the substantive

estimates remain similar to those from Model 6.

Figures 1 and 2 plot the probability of the U.S. signing a PTA with its trade partner as

a function of the total number of ILO conventions that the partner has signed, based on the

results from Model 6 and using CLARIFY. Figure 1 is for the pre-fair trade mandate period

and Figure 2 is for the post-mandate period. Except for the U.S. fixed-effect, the mandate

period indicator and the total number of ILO conventions ratified, all the other variables

are held at their sample means in these simulations. Figures 3 and 4 plot the corresponding

results for the E.U. Two results from these figures are critical. First, the general pattern of

the relationship between partner countries’ labor standards and the probability of signing

PTAs is the same across pre- and post-mandate periods in both the U.S. and the E.U. Second,

the baseline probability of signing PTAs is higher in the post-mandate periods in both the

U.S. and the E.U. While the executives of the U.S. and the E.U. have always been more

likely to sign PTAs with partner countries that have higher labor standards, they have also

become more likely to sign PTAs with low-standards partners in the post-mandate periods

compared to the pre-mandate periods.

[Figure 1 about here]

[Figure 2 about here]

[Figure 3 about here]

[Figure 4 about here]

These results indicate that the empirical reality lies somewhere between hypotheses 1a

and 1b. Whereas hypothesis 1a predicts that the conventional explanations will fully ex-

plain PTAs containing fair trade provisions, the results show that partner countries’ labor

48King et al. 2000.
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standards play a significant role in explaining PTA formations by the U.S. and the E.U.

Moreover, whereas hypotheses 1b predicts that labor standards in partner countries will

help explain only the PTAs containing fair trade provisions, they help explain those formed

prior to the fair trade mandates as well.

In general, these results do not hint at a selection effect caused by the fair trade mandates.

As a preliminary analysis of the causal hypotheses, I examine an observable implication of

the ex ante due diligence argument. The implication is the following: If the ex ante argument

is valid, then some countries signing PTAs in year t with reasonably high labor standards

likely had low standards in years prior to t, e.g. in year t − 3. I test this implication by

running Model 6 with the ILO ratification variable lagged by three periods. I do not report

the results but include charts of the predicted probabilities for the E.U. in Figures 5 and 6.

The U.S. exhibits substantively similar patterns, but the E.U.’s patterns are more dramatic

with smaller standard errors surrounding the estimates.

After the fair trade mandates, the executives do not consider the past labor standards

in their partner countries—i.e. standards that existed three years ago. Those that have

ratified no ILO conventions have about the same probability of signing a PTA with the U.S.

and the E.U. as those that have ratified all seven or eight. Combined with the previous

results using the number of ratified ILO conventions in the current year, the interpretation

is that even if a prospective partner country had low standards three years ago, as long as

it improves its standards thereafter (captured here as ratifying more ILO conventions), it

can increase the probability of signing a PTA with the U.S. or the E.U. This may also be a

piece of evidence in support of the ex ante due diligence strategy. A prospective PTA partner

country negotiating a PTA with the U.S. or the E.U. may improve its labor standards during

the three years leading up to the signing of the agreement as part of the bargaining process.

[Figure 5 about here]

[Figure 6 about here]
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Another interesting aspect of this result is the change from the pre-mandate period to the

post-mandate period. In the pre-mandate period, trade partners with low labor standards

had higher probabilities of signing a PTA with the E.U. than those with high standards, as

Figure 5 shows. This pattern is more consistent with hypothesis 1c, where the main entity

specifically selects partner countries that have low standards with which to sign PTAs.

Although this is a potential pattern expected during the post-mandate period, it is observed

during the pre-mandate period. One possible explanation is that the political and economic

goals that the E.U. sought through PTAs during the earlier period simply correlated with

low labor standards in partner countries.

This still raises the question of what the results with lagged labor standards indicate

for the post-mandate period. Why has the E.U. stopped favoring countries with a previous

history of low labor standards as PTA partners? The results imply a potentially interesting

account of enforcement problems in the post-mandate period. Even if a country with a

history of low standards improves the standards shortly before signing a PTA with the E.U.,

the absence of a long history and institutionalization of protecting labor rights may render

the country a target for demands by domestic groups to carry out ex post enforcement of fair

trade provisions. Given this costly possibility, the executive may intentionally stop favoring

countries with a previous history of low labor standards as PTA partners. This implies a

selection effect of the fair trade mandate, although not through the mechanism anticipated

by hypotheses 1b and 2.

5 Conclusion

This paper begins to address the question of how the executives of the U.S. and the E.U.

have addressed domestically mandated requirements to include fair trade provisions in their

PTAs and what explains the variation in the strategies that the executives adopted. The

26



preliminary analysis reveals many unanticipated patterns in PTA formations before and after

the fair trade mandates, further indicating that these questions merit extensive analysis.

The first identified pattern is that the executives of both the U.S. and the E.U. have

always incorporated social standards of potential partner countries in forming PTAs. Al-

though both entities have become more likely to sign PTAs in general in the post-mandate

periods, high-standards countries are much more likely to form PTAs with the U.S. and

the E.U. than their low-standards counterparts in each period. The second identified pat-

tern is that the executives of both entities have become less likely to favor countries with

a history of lower standards in the post-mandate periods. Looking at countries’ prior—i.e.

3-year lagged—rather than current standards, whereas the U.S. and the E.U. were much

more likely to form PTAs with low-standards countries than high-standadrs countries in the

pre-mandate periods, that is no longer the case in the post-mandate periods. Countries with

all levels of prior labor standards have about the equal probability of forming PTAs with

the U.S. and the E.U.

To improve on the analysis in this paper, further work is necessary in three areas. First,

the measure of social standards in countries needs to be more specific. Labor standards

need to be captured not by general ratifications of international conventions but by the ex-

istence and enforcement of domestic legislation. Moreover, environmental standards, which

I set aside completely in this paper, need to be measured, since fair trade provisions include

agreements about environmental protection as well. Second, to distinguish potentially dif-

ferent approaches by the U.S. and the E.U., following data are necessary: implementation

of any ex ante due diligence prior to or during negotiations of PTAs and execution of any

ex post enforcement after PTAs entry into force. Lastly, to examine the proposed causal

hypotheses about the different relative costs of ex ante and ex post actions, the political

institutions at the E.U.-level need to be coded explicitly.
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6 Appendix

[Table 4 about here]

References
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Figure 1: Partners’ ILO Ratifications and U.S. Probability of PTA Formation–Pre-Mandate
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Figure 2: Partners’ ILO Ratifications and U.S. Probability of PTA Formation–Post-Mandate
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Figure 3: Partners’ ILO Ratifications and E.U. Probability of PTA Formation–Pre-Mandate
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Figure 4: Partners’ ILO Ratifications and E.U. Probability of PTA Formation–Post-Mandate
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Figure 5: Partners’ Lagged ILO Ratifications and E.U. Probability of PTA Formation–Pre-
Mandate
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Figure 6: Partners’ Lagged ILO Ratifications and E.U. Probability of PTA Formation–Post-
Mandate
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Table 1: Summary Statistics

Mean SD
Veto Player1t−1 .5610626 .3042952
Veto Player2t−1 .2958739 .3208772
Polity1t−1 9.853986 .1738722
Polity2t−1 .083397 7.315614
Total Bilateral Tradet−1 6.414054 2.209549
Total GDP1t−1 29.42173 .3213916
Total GDP2t−1 23.1165 2.055826
Growth1t−1 1.744799 2.380563
Growth2t−1 3.440755 6.658128
GATT/WTO Membership2t−1 .7622099 .4257602
Alliancet−1 .3077033 .4615759
Contiguityt−1 .0293322 .168748
Distancet−1 8.822075 .6012115
U.S. Dummy .5083298 .4999662
# of ILO Conv. Ratified 4.792966 2.104808
Year 1989.249 9.385771
Hegemonyt−1 .1371532 .0099228
N 7023
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Table 2: Baseline Models of PTA Formation under Fair Trade Mandates

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Coef/SE Coef/SE Coef/SE Coef/SE

Year .420* .697*** .543*** .584**
(.24) (.15) (.15) (.28)

Veto Player1t−1 8.622**
(3.48)

Polity1t−1 –10.435
(7.01)

Veto Player2t−1 3.643*** 3.203*** 3.227*** 2.315
(1.17) (1.03) (1.01) (1.62)

Polity2t−1 –.072 .107 .105 .001
(.06) (.09) (.09) (.11)

Total Bilateral Tradet−1 .854*** .863*** .846*** .803*
(.20) (.18) (.19) (.49)

Total GDP1t−1 –7.803 –15.957*** –14.549*** –15.537**
(6.74) (3.80) (3.62) (6.68)

Total GDP2t−1 –.385* –.322* –.351* –.320
(.20) (.18) (.19) (.36)

Growth1t−1 .296 .308* .304* –.016
(.20) (.17) (.18) (.14)

Growth2t−1 –.055* –.050* –.057** .021
(.03) (.03) (.03) (.04)

Alliancet−1 –1.289 –1.151 –1.024 –.205
(.83) (.70) (.66) (1.12)

Contiguityt−1 –.795 –.719
(.94) (.83)

Distancet−1 –1.738*** –1.576*** –1.249*** –1.442***
(.47) (.37) (.32) (.54)

GATT/WTO Membership2t−1 –.115 .009
(.72) (.63)

Hegemonyt−1 –72.552** –73.513*** –61.983** –16.410
(28.41) (28.19) (26.40) (54.54)

U.S. Dummy 3.595*** 4.161*** 4.484**
(1.15) (.96) (2.03)

Veto Player×Polity2t−1 –.302** –.309** –.173
(.13) (.13) (.18)

Fair Trade Mandate 2.247** 52.279
(.88) (129.93)

Mandate×Veto2t−1 3.108
(2.48)

Mandate×Polity2t−1 .323
(.21)

Mandate×Veto×Polity2t−1 –.409
(.30)

Mandate×Bilat Tradet−1 .210
(.61)

Mandate×Total GDP1t−1 –1.454
(4.45)

Mandate×Total GDP2t−1 –.182
(.50)

Mandate×Growth1t−1 .894***
(.32)

Mandate×Growth2t−1 –.122**
(.05)

Mandate×Alliancet−1 –1.564
(1.44)

Mandate×Distancet−1 .183
(.75)

Mandate×Hegemonyt−1 –59.398
(59.06)

Constant –488.001 –901.685*** –641.368*** –697.542*
(306.84) (193.92) (187.55) (369.27)

N 7041 7041 7041 7041

* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors are adjusted for clustering on dyads.
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Table 3: Main Models of PTA Formation under Fair Trade Mandates

Model 5 Model 6 Model 7
Coef/SE Coef/SE Coef/SE

U.S. Dummy 4.448*** 4.575*** 3.267
(1.72) (1.68) (4.03)

Year .528** .526** .518**
(.25) (.25) (.26)

# of ILO Conv. Ratified .423*** .624** .497
(.16) (.28) (.55)

Fair Trade Mandate 166.663 160.656 224.530
(120.08) (124.53) (142.00)

Veto Player×Polity2t−1 –.030 –.039 –.033
(.12) (.12) (.12)

Mandate×Veto×Polity2t−1 –.057 –.044 –.045
(.17) (.17) (.17)

Total Bilateral Tradet−1 .917 .987 .978
(.67) (.78) (.75)

Mandate×Bilat Tradet−1 .008 –.089 –.071
(.73) (.83) (.81)

Total GDP1t−1 –14.110** –14.198** –13.328**
(6.02) (6.05) (6.08)

Mandate×Total GDP1t−1 –5.503 –5.245 –7.518
(4.13) (4.33) (4.94)

Total GDP2t−1 –.242 –.232 –.235
(.51) (.55) (.54)

Mandate×Total GDP2t−1 –.034 –.036 –.042
(.58) (.62) (.60)

Growth1t−1 .003 .018 .092
(.15) (.15) (.18)

Mandate×Growth1t−1 .868*** .840*** .757**
(.31) (.32) (.35)

Growth2t−1 .027 .026 .026
(.04) (.04) (.04)

Mandate×Growth2t−1 –.080* –.079 –.077
(.05) (.05) (.05)

Alliancet−1 –.592 –.675 –.548
(1.42) (1.43) (1.47)

Mandate×Alliancet−1 –.250 –.196 –.386
(1.56) (1.59) (1.66)

Distancet−1 –1.400* –1.417* –1.380*
(.79) (.84) (.83)

Mandate×Distancet−1 .652 .592 .512
(.86) (.95) (.97)

Hegemonyt−1 –22.902 –29.413 –41.463
(46.20) (44.74) (45.14)

Mandate×Hegemonyt−1 –47.242 –37.111 –16.647
(54.95) (52.63) (56.35)

Mandate×ILO Ratifications2t−1 –.269 –.138
(.33) (.60)

Mandate×U.S. Dummy 2.032
(4.63)

U.S. Dummy×ILO Ratifications2t−1 .078
(.69)

Mandate×U.S. Dummy×ILO Ratifications2t−1 –.081
(.77)

Constant –633.328* –627.276* –633.383*
(336.36) (337.42) (344.44)

N 7023 7023 7023

* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors are adjusted for clustering on dyads.
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Table 4: List of U.S. and E.U. PTAs in the Analyses

Agreement Date of Signature
United States
Dominican Republic - Central America - US FTA (CAFTA-DR) 8/5/2004
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) 12/17/1992
US - Australia 5/18/2004
US - Bahrain 9/14/2005
US - Chile 6/6/2003
US - Israel 4/22/1985
US - Jordan 10/24/2000
US - Morocco 6/15/2004
US - Oman 1/19/2006
US - Peru 4/12/2006
US - Singapore 5/6/2003

European Union
EC - Albania 6/12/2006
EC - Algeria 4/22/2002
EC - Bosnia and Herzegovina 6/16/2008
EC - CARIFORUM States EPA 10/15/2008
EC - Chile 11/18/2002
EC - Côte d’Ivoire 11/26/2008
EC - Croatia 10/29/2001
EC - Egypt 6/25/2001
EC - Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 4/9/2001
EC - Iceland 12/19/1972
EC - Israel 11/20/1995
EC - Jordan 11/24/1997
EC - Lebanon 6/17/2002
EC - Mexico 12/8/1997
EC - Montenegro 10/15/2007
EC - Morocco 2/26/1996
EC - Norway 5/14/1973
EC - South Africa 10/11/1999
EC - Switzerland - Liechtenstein 7/22/1972
EC - Syria 1/18/1977
EC - Tunisia 7/7/1995
EC - Turkey 3/6/1995
European Economic Area (EEA) 5/2/1992
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