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DOES THE TRADING SYSTEM NEED AN APPELLATE BODY, AND 
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new situations is a difficult challenge for reform of the dispute settlement system. 



15�WP 22-5  |  APRIL 2022

case would be binding only upon the parties before the tribunal, judges would be 
aware of what other French judges, including in superior courts, had concluded 
as to what a statute meant. Judges would be unlikely to come to a different 
conclusion in a case that presented similar issues. In the British tradition, this is 
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(1) Creating a more perfect judicial system 

This path involves a rejection of reality. It requires putting aside thinking 
about how the current impasse was created and overcoming therefore the 
counterintuitive nature of the exercise. With those caveats, and as an intellectual 
exercise, there are a number of ways in which to strengthen and improve dispute 
settlement at the WTO with a focus on making the Appellate Body more of a 
court. This is the path of greatest affinity for most of those who are devoted to 
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A fresh look should be given to the WTO’s institutional framework. Attention 
needs to be given to the roles of all the main institutional elements of the WTO—
the Dispute Settlement Body, the General Council, and the Secretariat. As long 
as the other institutions of governance are inactive, there will be a problem of 
expecting too much from adjudication. The framework of the WTO lacks checks 
and balances. The AB is subject to criticism when the DSB and General Council 
do not perform their assigned functions. In a domestic national setting, if the 
courts exceeded their mandate, the legislature, often on the initiative of the 
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be part of a package. It is unrealistic to assume that dispute settlement can be 
solved solely on the basis of small adjustments made to the DSU. Either there 
would have to be exclusions from dispute settlement that would be very large—
for use of trade remedies and measures to counter forms of state intervention 
in commerce that the current substantive rules cannot adequately address—or 
parallel negotiations will need to provide those rules. 

An interim solution can take the form of a New MPIA (NMPIA), applicable 
only to signatories. This would avoid the need for a negotiation in which 
164 Members are sufficiently satisfied with the result that none would block 
its adoption. In effect, the United States and the European Union would agree 
to a modified MPIA and invite others to join. It would be applicable to those 
who chose to join it. If the NMPIA (a US-EU MPIA) was less desirable to MPIA 
participants than their current arrangement, the two MPIAs could coexist as 
readily as if the United States and the European Union agreed to be bound by 
any first-instance panel decision. 

Another approach to negotiations of a permanent solution to dispute 
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2 Going forward, gaps in rules would be identified by AB panels and/or the 
OLC and referred to the DSB and the appropriate WTO committees with 
subject matter interest for potential resolution.

3 The Chair of the DSB would convene a Dispute Settlement Review 
Committee consisting of five Chairs of WTO Committees and five Secretariat 
Directors to issue a triennial report on the operation of the AB, including 
monitoring for areas where potential overreach may have occurred. This 
Dispute Settlement Review Committee would accept submissions from 
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