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Shared Responsibility and International Investment Law
Stephan Wittich ∗

1. Introduction
As a distinct body of international law, investment law may be defined loosely as the legal
norms governing the protection of foreign investments and the relationship between foreign
investors and their host states. As such, international investment law is not a uniform body of
law, but consists of different layers of applicable law, some of which pertain to different legal
orders. Essentially, investment law may consist of a mixture of ‘traditional’ public
international law: general international law; bilateral treaties (notably bilateral investment
treaties – BITs); or multilateral treaties, such as the Convention on the Settlement of
Investment Disputes between States and Nationals of Other States (ICSID Convention), 1 the
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), 2 or the Energy Charter Treaty (ECT). 3 It is
supplemented by contractual law arising under contracts between the host state and the
investor, and also by municipal law of the host state.
This ‘hybrid nature’ is the most striking aspect of international investment law, 4 exemplified
by its structural difference to ‘traditional’ public international law, also concerning the
addressee of norms. Unlike traditional public international law, investment law not only
provides for norms protecting legal interests between states, but also – and in fact mainly –
governs the relationship between the host state and the investor. While these two sets of
relationships in investment law are theoretically designed to perform complementary
functions in terms of responsibility, they assume a quite distinct position in practice, notably
when it comes to enforcement.
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Accordingly, dispute settlement provisions usually provide for both direct investor-state
arbitration for disputes concerning the investment, and state-to-state arbitration or
adjudication for disputes between the contracting parties of the BIT or the ICSID Convention.
State-to-state disputes may concern a number of different issues, such as matters of general
treaty law (e.g. interpretation, termination, or breach of treaty); responsibility and
implementation (e.g. attribution, reparation, or diplomatic protection); procedural aspects,
such as the relationship between investor-state arbitration and state-to-state arbitration; or
recognition and enforcement of awards. 5 However, state-to-state disputes are extremely rare
and play virtually no role in practice, not the least because of the overall effectiveness of
investor-state arbitration. 6
The specific nature of investment law is the main reason why cases of shared responsibility
are extremely rare in investment law. Furthermore, in investment law there are usually no
particular secondary rules or leges speciales on issues of responsibility, let alone concerning
shared responsibility; rather, investment arbitration regularly invokes and refers to the general
rules of the International Law Commission (ILC) as contained in the Articles on
Responsibility of States for Internationally Wrongful Acts (ARSIWA or Articles on State
Responsibility) 7 (section 2). The few cases that have arisen will be discussed in terms of the
obligations at issue and how investor-state tribunals have approached those aspects of shared
responsibility (section 3). The situation differs significantly with regard to the European
Union (EU or Union). With the Treaty of Lisbon, the EU has acquired probably exclusive
competence concerning foreign direct investment (Article 207 TFEU), 8 including an external
treaty-making power in the field. Therefore, the situation under EU law will be dealt with
separately (section 4).
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2. Investment law and the rules of (state) responsibility
Given the lack of specific secondary rules on responsibility for breaches of investment
obligations, it seems quite obvious that the ARSIWA are the relevant yardstick for assessing
the status of shared responsibility in investment law. Indeed, it is usually taken for granted
that the ARSIWA are applicable to investment law, but this is far from clear and warrants a
closer look. 9
To begin with, the ARSIWA do not contain a general clause determining their scope of
application. However – and despite some ambiguous statements in the Commentary 10 – the
ARSIWA make it clear that only the provisions contained in Part One are applicable to any
breach of an international obligation by a state, whoever the holder of the corresponding right.
This follows from Article 33 ARSIWA, which defines the scope of Part Two concerning the
content of state responsibility. Article 33(1) provides that ‘[t]he obligations of the responsible
State set out in this Part may be owed to another State, to several States, or to the international
community as a whole’, thus excluding the breach of obligations owed towards non-state
entities. Accordingly, Article 33(2) ARSIWA provides that Part Two ‘is without prejudice to
any right, arising from the international responsibility of a State, which may accrue directly to
any person or entity other than a State’. This clearly suggests that in contrast to Part One of
the Articles on State Responsibility, the scope of Part Two is confined to breaches of interstate obligations only. This is also confirmed by the Commentary. 11
As for Part Three of the ARSIWA, entitled ‘[t]he Implementation of the International
Responsibility of a State’, a perusal of the relevant Articles shows that they are formulated in
terms of the injured state or, per Article 48 ARSIWA, of a state ‘other than the injured State’.
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On that basis again, the Commentary to Article 33 ARSIWA expressly states that the ‘articles
do not deal with the possibility of the invocation of responsibility by persons or entities other
than States’, and refers to the relevant primary norm for determining whether and to what
extent persons or non-state entities are entitled to invoke state responsibility on their own
account. 12
This contextual interpretation shows that only Part One is applicable to investor-state
relations, whereas Parts Two and Three are confined to inter-state relations. That said, it must
be added that tribunals in investor-state arbitration generally refer to, and apply, the ARSIWA
as they stand, without distinction in terms of scope of application as to which part of the
ARSIWA is at issue. 13 In fact, there seems not a single case in which an investment tribunal
would have denied the application of ARSIWA for lack of scope, and tribunals as a rule do
not even raise this issue. 14 And even where this is done, tribunals decided in favour of the
applicability of the ARSIWA. Thus, the Annulment Committee in MTD v. Chile, faced with
the question as to the applicability of Article 39 ARSIWA, expressly invoked Article 33
ARSIWA and held that ‘[p]art II of the ILC Articles … is concerned with claims between
States’, but immediately added that ‘[t]here is no reason not to apply the same principle of
contribution to claims for breach of treaty brought by individuals’. 15
The idea behind this application by analogy seems to be that it would be quite unreasonable
for investment tribunals to ‘invent’ rules that would be different from those of the Articles on
State Responsibility. Therefore, despite the narrow scope of the ARSIWA, arbitral practice
has expanded their applicability also to the legal relations between investors and (their host)
states. And this equally applies to those Articles relevant in the context of shared
responsibility, such as Article 47 ARSIWA.
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3. The situation of shared responsibility in general investment law
3.1 General remarks
Situations of shared responsibility are rare in investment law practice, mainly because
investment law is characterised by strictly bilateral relationships between states, or between a
host state and an investor. Hence, virtually in all cases these relationships involve only two
parties without involvement of a third party, which would be necessary to give rise to
situations of shared responsibility. Furthermore, any application of the ‘principle’ of shared
responsibility usually requires the existence of a primary norm providing for a common legal
obligation, binding on the parties whose responsibility is to be shared. In investment law, this
will only be the case in extremely rare situations because, as noted, it operates in
circumstances where there are different layers of applicable law with mostly different parties
and hence varying scope ratione personae. This makes it highly difficult to identify situations
and conditions in which a principle of shared responsibility may be applicable.
Given the bilateral structure of performance of investment law obligations, the primary rules
of investment law do not, as a rule, directly address the possible involvement of multiple
actors. However, many rules in the field require the host state to guarantee certain standards
of protection. Depending on the ‘nature’ of the standard at issue, obligations under investment
treaties may require the host state to take measures to prevent a given event that may be
attributable to private persons or entities, and not to the state in the first place. The standard of
full protection and security, for instance, includes the obligation of the host state to provide
physical safety to the investor and its investment, and to protect it from damage not only by
the state and its organs, but also from private (third) parties. This amounts to a due diligence
obligation, requiring the host state to take any reasonable measure that is necessary to secure
the physical safety and legal security of the investment. 16 On this very general level,
international investment law foresees the possibility of involvement of actors other than the
host state.
Despite the particularly scarce practice, individual cases have arisen in which different
situations of shared responsibility have been identified. Usually all these cases will concern
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shared responsibility in the form of cooperative responsibility, where the responsibility of the
actors involved arises out of joint or concerted action that has led to a single harmful
outcome. 17

3.2 Factual scenarios of shared responsibility
3.2.1 Shared responsibility between two host states
The ‘classical’ situation of shared responsibility is that among two or more states. This
constellation is quite unique in investment law, as it requires that the investment is made in
two or even more states. That this very unlikely situation may nevertheless occur in practice is
borne out by the Eurotunnel 18 arbitration, which however is not one of investment law stricto
sensu. This case concerned a situation where two states, France and the United Kingdom, by
concluding corresponding concession agreements with private investors, may in principle
become jointly and severally responsible for the breach of a common obligation.
Where there are two host states, the question as to the proper respondent in arbitral
proceedings might arise as well. In Ping An Life Insurance v. Belgium for example, a foreign
investor had sued Belgium as one of the two host states for nationalising a Dutch-Belgian
bank. Belgium objected to the Tribunal’s jurisdiction, one reason being that there had been a
long-term cooperation between Dutch and Belgian regulators with respect to the supervision
of the bank, and that both the Dutch and Belgian regulators and governments had intervened
to avert the bankruptcy of the bank. On its face, Belgium’s objection amounted to an
argument of some kind of shared responsibility. 19
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3.2.2 Shared responsibility between different organs of a host state
Secondly, it is possible that more than one ‘entity’ on the part of the host state is involved as
responsible party. Investment agreements are often entered into not by the ‘central’
government, but by statutory corporations, public companies, agencies, instrumentalities, or
territorial subdivisions (a province or municipality) of the host state. 20 Sometimes, such state
entities are even created specifically for the purpose of dealing with (foreign) investors. 21 If
such a state entity is in default of its obligations under the agreement, the question arises as to
the responsible party. In principle, this will not be a matter of the substance of the claim, and
in most cases not one of shared responsibility in the strict sense, because under international
law these entities, agencies etc. are but organs of the state whose acts are in any event
attributable to the latter (although attribution often is a complex matter). 22 For present
purposes, however, this constellation may become relevant in terms of procedure and
jurisdiction of investment tribunals, because Article 25 of the ICSID Convention allows for
the possibility of such constituent subdivisions or agencies of the state to enjoy party status in
ICSID proceedings. 23

3.2.3 Shared responsibility between the host state and a private individual
A third situation involves a host state incurring responsibility towards an investor, and the
responsibility being contingent in some way on the conduct of a private party, whether or not
this conduct is unlawful. Such a situation was at issue in CME v. Czech Republic, in which an
investment was destroyed by the host state in collaboration with a private individual who was
a representative of the investor. 24 The Arbitral Tribunal sorted the problems of shared
responsibility out by merely focusing on the issue of causation, but left open the possibility of
both tortfeasors being held responsible separately. 25 A major problem raised by this
constellation is that the norm breached – the breach then giving rise to some form of shared
20
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responsibility – is not identical in relation to the investor and the host state on the one hand,
and the investor and the private individual on the other.

3.2.4 Other constellations
A final set of cases concerns the investor’s own contributory fault or, similarly, his duty to
mitigate the damage that was caused by the host state in the first instance. While there have
been several cases in which both concepts have been at issue, this was not viewed by the
respective tribunal as a matter of responsibility shared between host state and investor. 26
Conceptually, this is certainly correct: neither contributory fault nor mitigation of damage is a
matter of ‘responsibility’, because there is no legal obligation on the part of the investor.
However, there is a strong presumption that it is the investor’s responsibility to act in a certain
way in order to avoid a specific result, and that the responsibility is shared with the host
state’s overall responsibility to protect the investment.
Also cases could be envisaged where several investors engage in joint ventures with a host
state, and the latter colludes with one or several investors at the expense of other investors.
This scenario would no doubt also produce some form of shared responsibility. In fact, it
would be factually quite similar to the CME v. Czech Republic case, but the distinction is that
in that case, the party interfering with the investment was not itself a foreign investor.
However, it seems that to date such a case has not occurred in international investment
arbitration.

3.3 Secondary rules
As noted, investment law does not contain specific rules concerning shared responsibility.
Even with regard to basic issues of responsibility, investment tribunals normally are required
to resort to the rules of general international law, as contained in the ARSIWA. This holds
particularly true for assessing attribution, where investment law usually does not have its own
rules. 27 True, some investment tribunals seem to readily accept the existence of leges
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speciales on attribution, but often this is the result of confusing primary norms and secondary
rules, and tribunals apply the lex specialis to cases of presumed conflict of norms, where such
conflict simply does not exist. In United Parcel Service v. Canada, for instance, the Tribunal
held that the ARSIWA Articles on attribution were inapplicable to monopolies and state
enterprises, because of the ‘special rules of law’ established by Chapter 15 of NAFTA. 28 But
it is highly doubtful whether this is correct, 29 because the relevant provisions in Chapter 15
are concerned with primary norms setting forth substantive obligations to prevent certain acts
incompatible with treaty obligations. It is important here to distinguish the secondary rules of
attribution from the substantive primary norms that lay down the scope of a specific
obligation. 30 This is particularly relevant in investment law, where many standards of
protection include obligations to prevent, implying a due diligence obligation. 31
It is only in exceptional situations that investment law provides specific rules deviating from,
and prevailing over, the ARSIWA, without however excluding the latter’s applicability
entirely. This is for instance the case with defences in case of breach of an obligation. BITs
frequently contain a necessity clause or emergency exception which – if applicable – rules out
the possibility of invoking the circumstances precluding wrongfulness under the ARSIWA. 32
Thus, if a host state correctly invokes an emergency clause, it will not be in breach of the
treaty in the first place, and the circumstances precluding wrongfulness under the ARSIWA
will not apply.
Therefore, any situation that might involve a third party, and imply shared responsibility, is
currently governed by general international law. This is demonstrated by the case of CME v.
Czech Republic, where the latter argued that the alleged breach of the BIT was in fact brought
about by a private person on the payroll of the investor, and that no harm would have come to
the investment but for the acts of the third party. In dismissing this defence, the Tribunal
referred to ‘international law and State practice’, notably the ARSIWA. 33 In its conclusions
28
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on the issue of causation, the Tribunal heavily invoked the Commentary to Article 31
ARSIWA, without establishing any specific rules of allocating injury to the wrongful act of a
specific actor. The Tribunal argued that the ILC ‘in its Commentary on State responsibility
recognized [that] a State may be held responsible for injury to an alien investor where it is not
the sole cause of the injury; the State is not absolved because of the participation of other
tortfeasors in the infliction of the injury’. 34 While the Tribunal did not cite Article 47 of the
ARSIWA, it indirectly invoked the ‘liability of joint tortfeasors’, thus indicating that it
applied some form of joint and several liability. 35
In Eurotunnel, the Tribunal looked at the various obligations contained in the bilateral treaty
between France and Great Britain, and the concession agreement between these two and the
two concessionaires, to determine the responsibility for a breach of the obligations of the two
states. It started its analysis by looking at Article 47 ARSIWA. As the Tribunal emphasised,
the key condition for the applicability of Article 47 is that this is agreed upon by the parties
involved, because ‘when the parties to the Concession Agreement wanted to create a regime
of “joint and several” obligations they knew how to do it’. 36 The Tribunal proceeded on the
assumption that under international law, the general principle in the case of a plurality of
responsible states is that each state is separately responsible for conduct attributable to it. 37 In
the case at hand it however denied that there was any agreement on such a regime. Ultimately,
it concluded that while the primary norms (the treaty and the concession agreement) did not
provide for joint and several liability, 38 the overall responsibility for the security for the Fixed
Link ‘was shared and not divided’. 39 The Tribunal thus recognised the concept of shared
responsibility, but left the question of apportionment of that responsibility in the form of
damages between the respondent states to be decided in the second phase of the
proceedings. 40 The Tribunal clearly adopted a more general concept of ‘shared responsibility’,
because the overall responsibility for the maintenance of security over the tunnel was shared
and not divided. This shared responsibility would also materialise by the failure of the jointly
established Intergovernmental Commission to act appropriately, as the Commission was
acting on behalf of the two states.
34

Ibid., at para. 580, with reference to the ARSIWA Commentary, n. 10, Commentary to Article 31.
But this is problematic as the Tribunal did and could not establish any reason for liability of the private third
party since any assessment of the latter’s wrongfulness would have been beyond the scope of its jurisdiction.
36
Eurotunnel, n. 18, para. 176.
37
See ARSIWA Commentary, n. 10, Commentary to Article 47, 125, para. 6.
38
Eurotunnel, n. 18, paras. 173-187.
39
Ibid., para. 317.
40
Ibid., para. 351.
35
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However, despite these interesting statements, two reasons limit the significance of this case
for investment law. First, the constellation in Eurotunnel was quite unique. It is very rare that
an investment is made in two ‘host’ states, and given its peculiarity such situations would
most likely have to be treated on a case-by-case basis and would hardly be generalisable.
Thus the circumstances in Eurotunnel were certainly different from, and not representative of,
the usual scenario in investment law. Furthermore, and perhaps even more importantly, it is
not clear whether that case really concerned international investment law, properly speaking.
The Tribunal itself doubted ‘whether the Fixed Link was to be regarded as a foreign
investment in either country’. 41

3.4 Dispute settlement
Given the scarcity of cases involving issues of shared responsibility in investment law, there
is little evidence how practice may handle the procedural aspects of shared responsibility.
Generally, the process of enforcing shared responsibility against multiple tortfeasors will
typically follow the substantive law as contained in the primary norm(s). Thus, where the
parties to an investment protection arrangement provide ex ante for the possibility of shared
responsibility, they will usually also agree on the modalities of enforcement thereof. In
investment law this will be investor-state arbitration under available arbitration rules. 42 The
best example is the Eurotunnel arbitration where the primary norms (Article 19 of the Treaty
of Canterbury 43 and Article 40 of the Concession Agreement) provided for arbitration for
disputes between the various parties involved.
This close connection between any arrangement of shared responsibility and enforcement is
necessary for effective implementation of the primary norms. In investment law, this is
difficult to achieve because the parties involved will usually not be bound by the same set of
norms. For one, the host state will generally be bound towards the foreign investor either by a
BIT with the state of nationality of the investor, in which case the investor will invoke rights
as a beneficiary of a treaty providing for rights of third parties; or on the basis of a contract

41

Ibid., para. 275.
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319.
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concluded directly with the investor. Furthermore, the legal relationship, if any, between an
individual involved in the impairment of the investment and the investor will have its source
in a contract concluded under domestic law. Accordingly, it may be difficult for an investor to
seek redress against multiple tortfeasors. This proved to be crucial in the case of CME v.
Czech Republic. There the situation was clear, as the individual who colluded with the host
state at the expense of the investor was chief executive officer (CEO) of the company that was
the essential part of the investment. This possibility of separate redress against the cotortfeasor was envisaged by the Tribunal:
CME as aggrieved Claimant may sue the Respondent in this arbitration and it may sue Dr. Železný in
separate proceedings, if judicial protection is available under Czech or other national laws. In this
arbitration the Claimant’s claim is not reduced by the Claimant’s and/or ÈNTS’s possible claims to be
pursued against Dr. Železný in other courts or arbitration proceedings, although the Claimant may
collect from the Respondent and any other potential tortfeasor only the full amount of its damage. 44

According to the inter se arrangements between the foreign investor and its CEO, the former
could indeed resort to legal remedies against the private individual, and in fact successfully
claimed for damages. 45
Procedurally, and in terms of jurisdiction, investment arbitration proceeds on the assumption
of independent responsibility, and thus follows the approach indicated when being faced with
multiple tortfeasors. Accordingly, it is up to the claimant to identify the ‘proper’ respondent.
The tribunal will then decide on party status in case of doubt.
Article 25 of the ICSID Convention enables constituent subdivisions or agencies of a state
party to enjoy party status, on condition that any such entity is designated to the ICSID and
gives its consent to jurisdiction. This possibility of extending party status is a matter that
pertains to jurisdiction and procedure, and has to be distinguished from the issue of
attribution, which has to be assessed according to the applicable (substantive) rules of
attribution, irrespective of whether a subdivision or agency was designated under Article 25. 46
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CME v. Czech Republic n. 24, para. 582.
CME instituted separate proceedings against Dr Železný. The Tribunal awarded USD 23.5 million in damages
plus 5 per cent interest to be paid by Dr Železný to CME; see CME Media Enterprises BV (The Netherlands) v.
Vladimir Železny (Czech Republic), Case No. 10435/AER/ACS, issued in Amsterdam, International Chamber of
Commerce International Court of Arbitration, Award, 9 February 2001.
46
See section 3.2.2 above.
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In other words, the state entity’s party status is independent of the issue of the attribution of
its conduct to the state. 47
While designation and consent of the subdivision or agency, and approval of this consent by
the state are indispensable, 48 the party status of a designated subdivision or agency may
extend to both claimant and respondent. Furthermore, claims may be brought simultaneously
against a state and one of its designated constituent subdivisions or agencies. 49
As to the issue of indispensable third parties, this will rarely arise in investment arbitration
unless there are two respondents that are both bound by the same substantive primary norm.
In Chevron Corporation and Texaco Petroleum Company v. Ecuador, the respondent invoked
the principle of an indispensable party. The Tribunal, leaving unanswered the question
whether the Monetary Gold 50 principle is applicable in mixed arbitrations, applied the
principle ‘for the sake of argument’ 51 and concluded that the third parties would not have
rights ‘that are directly engaged’ by the question put to it,52 because the alleged wrongfulness
could only be attributed to Ecuador as respondent, but not to third parties. 53 In Ping An Life
Insurance Company of China, Limited v. Belgium, Belgium invoked the Monetary Gold
principle but the Tribunal declined jurisdiction ratione personae. 54
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4. Shared responsibility in the EU context
4.1 General remarks
An altogether different constellation for shared responsibility is produced by the new legal
situation under European Union law. With the Treaty of Lisbon, the EU obtained
comprehensive competence, as part of the Union’s common commercial policy, to legislate in
the field of foreign direct investment, and notably to conclude investment treaties with nonmember states. 55 While the conclusion of those treaties is a matter of the EU, their application
in practice will invariably also concern the member states. The main reasons for the transfer
of competence concerning foreign direct investment to the European Union were
harmonisation of external economic relations and standardisation of protection for all EU
member states. These community interests also have an impact on the implementation of the
shared responsibility between the EU and the member states.
Accordingly, the Union is currently in a process of ‘harmonising’ its rules on investment
protection, by taking into account the received stock of law as contained in the BITs
concluded by the member states. 56 To this end, the European Parliament and the Council
adopted a Regulation that assures the continuation in force of all existing investment treaties
of the member states, until they are replaced by new agreements concluded by the Union with
third countries. 57 The EU is already party to the Energy Charter Treaty, as are the EU member
states. Currently, the EU Commission is negotiating several trade agreements including rules
on investment protection, as well as on investor-state dispute settlement. With the conclusion
of such agreements, a host of problems will arise in cases where investors allege a breach of
such an agreement by the EU and/or a member state. These problems will also concern the
allocation of responsibility between the Union and the member state(s), and enforcement,
especially investor-state dispute settlement (ISDS).
While on its face it might be tempting to look at the situation of the EU and its member states
within the World Trade Organization (WTO) and its Dispute Settlement Understanding
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(DSU) for guidance in answering these questions, 58 several conceptual and systemic
differences militate against a mere transposition of the WTO practice to the ‘new investment
law’ of the EU. First, the WTO is a strictly inter-governmental regime, establishing legal
relations essentially between the contracting parties. In contrast, and as noted, investment law
is a multi-layered regime that includes private investors as beneficiaries. What is more, the
very gist of investment law is to grant the investors individual rights which are directly
enforceable internationally, 59 whereas WTO law does not have direct effect within the legal
order of the EU, and in a way only assumes an external dimension in terms of responsibility.
Furthermore, while WTO law is largely confined to assessing the existence, the
appropriateness, and the consequences of regulatory measures discriminating foreign products
or unduly restricting international trade, investment law is much broader in scope and effect.
It basically applies to any sovereign act or omission with harmful (economic) effects on
investors; crucially, the substantive standards of protection genuine to investment law do not
distinguish between legislative and executive/administrative acts. Finally, the overall object of
enforcement strongly differs between WTO and investment law. While in the former the
ultimate aim is the withdrawal (or amendment) of the measure inconsistent with WTO law, in
investment law the by far mostly sought remedy is monetary payment. All these conceptual
distinctions require a different approach for dealing with issues of responsibility in relation to
the EU and its member states.

4.2 Allocation of international (or external) responsibility
As a preliminary question, it must be asked who is bound by the provisions of an investment
treaty concluded by the EU, and who will become responsible as a matter of international law
in case of its breach – the EU, the member states, or both? Generally, investment treaties
entered into by the EU may be concluded as mixed agreements, and despite the delegation of
competence to the Union by the Treaty of Lisbon, this will also be the rule in the future. The
58
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prevailing view in doctrine is that all parties to a mixed agreement are bound by all provisions
of that agreement. 60 This entails a kind of joint responsibility61 that found its way into the
Commentary to the ILC Articles on the Responsibility of International Organizations
(ARIO). 62 Accordingly, where an EU investment agreement is concluded as a mixed
agreement, both the EU and member states are jointly responsible for its performance. The
division of competences between the Union and the member states may be an indication as to
who is responsible for complying with an EU agreement, and given that foreign direct
investment comes within the competence of the Union, it will primarily be the EU that is
responsible for compliance with the agreement. 63
Such an indication may also be given by declarations of competence made under mixed
agreements. However, while such a declaration may be important for internal EU purposes
and is intended to make clear externally the internal division of competences, a declaration of
competence will in most cases not provide clarity to third parties, and is generally not
opposable to them. 64 Here one may mention the Energy Charter Treaty as an example. Article
26(3)(b)(ii) ECT allows, ‘[f]or the sake of transparency’, contracting parties to submit
statements of their policies, practices and conditions regarding consent to arbitration. Upon
ratification of the ECT, the European Communities submitted such a statement, which
provides that the EU and its member states ‘have both concluded the Energy Charter Treaty
and are thus internationally responsible for the fulfilment of the obligations contained therein,
in accordance with their respective competences’. 65 This statement confirms the general
principle that under a mixed agreement both the EU and the member states are internationally
responsible for its performance.
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4.3 Attribution
A further question is that of attribution of an alleged breach. Under international law, the
conduct of organs of states and of international organisations is attributable to the respective
state or organisation. In the EU context, the crucial situations are those where the conduct of
member state organs might be attributable to the EU or vice versa. From the viewpoint of EU
law, there are cases where member state organs essentially act as organs of the EU – for
instance because they apply, enforce or implement EU law – but this is not easily reconcilable
with the rules of international law, at least with those laid down in the ARIO. 66 Notably, the
ARIO do not recognise the specific situation that member state organs may be considered as
‘executive organs’ of the EU. Article 7 ARIO, for example, requires that the relevant state
organ is in a formal sense ‘placed at the disposal’ of the organisation, which is not the case in
the relationship between member state organs and the EU when the former ‘execute’ law
deriving from the latter. 67 Exceptionally, conduct of EU member states may be attributed to
the Union if it is acknowledged and adopted by it as its own conduct (Article 9 ARIO). As the
Commentary states, it is however not always clear whether the acknowledgement operates as
a rule of attribution or relates to responsibility as such. 68
Another possibility is that the Union incurs responsibility if it directs and controls a member
state in the commission of a wrongful act (Article 15 ARIO). While this rule is not one of
attribution since it establishes a distinct responsibility of the organisation, it may come into
play where the member states are obliged to follow binding decisions under EU law. 69
Another distinct ground of responsibility for the EU, rather than a rule on attribution, may be
found in Article 17 ARIO, which establishes responsibility of the organisation if it adopts a
decision binding its member states, or if it authorises them to commit an act that would be
internationally wrongful if committed by the organisation.
Most importantly, however, Article 64 ARIO may seem fitting to the specific situation of the
EU. This provision, drafted with strong input by the European Commission, gives precedence
to existing special rules as lex specialis where they govern the condition or the content of
66
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responsibility of an organisation. Crucially, Article 64 ARIO states that ‘[s]uch special rules
of international law may be contained in the rules of the organization applicable to the
relations between an international organization and its members’. It is argued that Article 64
ARIO ‘can be used to render the internal rules of an international organization relevant for
determining attribution’. 70 The ILC Commentary expressly refers to ‘the possible existence of
a special rule’ in the context of the EU, where conduct of member state organs is attributed to
the Union ‘when they implement binding acts of the [Union]’. 71 This view is, unsurprisingly,
also supported by the European Commission. In the Explanatory Memorandum to its proposal
for a Financial Responsibility Regulation, it is noted that where both the EU and the member
states are parties to an investment agreement
and it needs to be decided who is responsible as a matter of international law for any particular action,
the Commission takes the view that this has to be decided not by the author of the act, but on the basis
of the competence for the subject matter of the international rules in question, as set down in the
[TFEU]. 72

It is however doubtful whether the lex specialis rule really applies in such a case. While the
internal regulation of competences between the Union and the member states no doubt has to
be taken into account in assessing issues of allocating responsibility, several reasons militate
against the use of Article 64 ARIO for this purpose. First of all, it is conceptually misleading
to describe the internal rules of an organisation as lex specialis. 73 They are usually part of the
constitutional framework of the organisation, which governs for example the relationship
among the organs of the organisation and their respective competences, or the law applicable
to the relationship between the organisation and its member states. On that basis, the ‘rules of
the organisation’ are similar to the internal law of states. In any event, such internal rules of
the organisation have nothing to do with a lex specialis rule under international law, which
requires a genuine case of conflict that does not exist in the present context. Furthermore,
internal rules of the organisation dealing with the allocation of competences between the EU
70
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and its member states cannot generally or ipso facto have external binding effects on third
parties.

4.4 (Internal) apportionment of financial responsibility
A further aspect concerns the internal allocation of the (especially financial) burden within the
EU. On 23 July 2014, the EU Parliament and the Council adopted Regulation No. 912/2014,
regulating the financial responsibility in investor-state dispute settlement. 74 The Regulation
applies to all future EU investment agreements, as well as to the ECT, 75 but not to BITs
concluded by member states. 76 There are three main issues addressed by this Regulation.
First, it apportions financial responsibility within the EU arising from a dispute with an
investor; secondly, it deals with the question who will be respondent in proceedings; thirdly, it
provides for a procedure for the payment of awards and settlements towards a (successful)
claimant. Each of these aspects will briefly be discussed in context.
Generally, the Regulation does not ‘set up the mechanisms [on these questions] in a manner
reflecting a strict application of the rules on competence’, but attempts ‘to put forward
pragmatic solutions which ensure legal certainty for the investor and provide all the necessary
mechanisms to allow for the smooth conduct of arbitration and, eventually, the appropriate
allocation of financial responsibility’. 77 Accordingly, the main criterion for the allocation of
financial responsibility should be the origin of the treatment of which the investor is
complaining (Article 3). Thus, where the treatment concerned is afforded by the EU
institutions, financial responsibility should rest with these institutions. Where the treatment
concerned is afforded by a member state of the Union, financial responsibility should rest
with that member state, unless the action of the member state was required by Union law, in
which case financial responsibility should lie with the EU. This exception is warranted in
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those cases where the EU has ‘normative control’ 78 over the member state, which is required
to follow or implement a decision (a regulation or directive) issued by it. There is however an
exception to this exception: if the member state is required by Union law to remedy a prior act
inconsistent with this law, the member state shall be financially responsible unless such prior
act itself was required by EU law. This concerns situations where a state had granted an
investor a certain treatment (e.g. in a concession of license agreement) which has become
incompatible with subsequent EU law (e.g. competition or state aid law) and therefore must
be remedied. Furthermore, if the member state has a priori accepted financial responsibility
or agreed to settlement, then it shall also bear financial responsibility. However, where the
Union acts as the respondent in proceedings in disputes concerning treatment afforded by the
EU, then it also shall bear financial responsibility.
Thus, EU law in the field of investment protection provides for a form of shared financial
responsibility for unlawful treatment of foreign investments, depending on the author of that
treatment. The Regulation should also ‘cover all actions taken by Member States and by the
Union. In such cases, the Member States and the Union should bear financial responsibility
for the specific treatment afforded by either of them’. 79 This implies the possibility of joint
and several responsibility, albeit ‘only’ in the internal allocation of financial responsibility
between the EU and the respective member state.

4.5 Determining the ‘right’ respondent
4.5.1 The Electrabel case and the ECT
There is already some rudimentary case law involving questions on the relationship between
the EU and its member states in investment law. For present purposes, these cases are relevant
in that they concern obligations prescribed by EU law and impinging on the rights of
investors. 80 Most of these cases involve treatment afforded to investors under concession or
license agreements that, according to EU law, may amount to state aid or may be
incompatible with EU competition law.
78
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The most relevant case is Electrabel v. Hungary that arose under the ECT. In this case, an
investor sued Hungary for terminating power purchase agreements under a binding decision
of the EU Commission, which considered these agreements to provide state aid incompatible
with the common market. Hence the questions arose whether the acts of Hungary, in
implementing this decision of the Commission, were attributable to the EU or to Hungary,
and who eventually bore responsibility. The Tribunal first looked at the ECT, whose Article
1(3) acknowledges the fact that EU member states are legally bound by certain decisions of
EU organs under EU law. It concluded that ‘[a]s regards protection under the ECT, investors
can have had no legitimate expectations in regard to the consequences of the implementation
by an EU Member State of any such decision by the European Commission’, because ‘the
possible interference with a foreign investment through the implementation by an EU
Member State of a legally binding decision of the European Commission was and remains
inherent in the framework of the ECT itself’. 81 After having found that there was no material
inconsistency between the ECT and EU law, 82 the Tribunal continued by examining the
question as to who bore responsibility in case of breach of the ECT. It emphasised that the
ECT acknowledges the authority of the EU to take decisions that are binding on its member
states under EU law, and that the ECT did not protect the claimant from the enforcement by
Hungary of such a binding decision. 83 It further held:
Where Hungary is required to act in compliance with a legally binding decision of an EU institution,
recognized as such under the ECT, it cannot (by itself) entail international responsibility for Hungary.
Under international law, Hungary can be responsible only for its own wrongful acts. The Tribunal
considers that it would be absurd if Hungary could be liable under the ECT for doing precisely that
which it was ordered to do by a supranational authority whose decisions the ECT itself recognises as
legally binding on Hungary. 84

At the same time, the Tribunal made it clear that this was without prejudice to the possible
‘responsibility of the European Union under the ECT for decisions of the European
Commission which violate rights of investors under the ECT’. 85 In its amicus curiae brief, the
Commission argued that the responsibility for preventing unlawful state aid lay with the EU
and not with the member states, and that therefore Hungary was the ‘wrong’ respondent. The
Tribunal responded that this was only true on condition that the relevant dispute engages the
81
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legal responsibility of the EU, under the ECT, for a decision of the Commission. However,
the dispute the Tribunal had to decide was brought by the claimant against Hungary under the
ECT, and the EU was not a named party to the arbitration. 86
There are several important aspects to this interesting case. First, it is noteworthy that the
Tribunal substantially followed the ‘normative control approach’ advanced by the European
Commission.87 According to this approach, member states do not assume international
responsibility in carrying out conduct contrary to the rights of investors, if they are required
by EU law to execute this conduct. 88 Secondly, the Tribunal essentially assimilated this
situation to that where a state places its organs at the disposal of an international
organisation. 89 Most importantly, the European Communities made a statement under the
ECT, according to which the EC and the member states ‘will, if necessary, determine among
them who is the respondent party to arbitration proceedings initiated by an Investor of another
Contracting Party’. Furthermore, a footnote of the statement reads: ‘This is without prejudice
to the right of the investor to initiate proceedings against both the Communities and their
Member States.’ 90 This statement is aimed at determining the ‘right’ respondent, since under
the ECT, a claimant may sue either the EU or the respective member state. It is however
doubtful whether this aim is achieved, because the internal division of competences and
allocation of financial responsibilities is one thing, but the external dimension of conducting
arbitral proceedings is quite another. Thus, such a declaration may not produce the effect
intended, since an investor accepting an offer for consent to arbitration will not be barred
from instituting proceedings against a member state that might be the ‘wrong’ respondent in
the opinion of the EU. A claimant may have different reasons for ‘choosing’ whom to sue. On
the one hand, he may be guided by the idea that the Union, contrary to a specific member
state, has the ‘deeper pockets’ in terms of financial resources. On the other hand, suing the
Union may be unappealing given the imponderabilities involved in enforcing an award
against the Union.

86

Ibid., para. 4.171.
Ibid., paras. 4.101-4.110, 6.75-6.76.
88
See Hoffmeister, ‘Litigating against the European Union and Its Member States’, n. 66, 741-743. The Tribunal
in Electrabel, ibid., cited that article, whose author also acted as agent for the European Commission in the
arbitration.
89
Ibid., Electrabel, para. 6.74. For reasons unknown, however, the Tribunal applied Article 6 ARSIWA by
analogy, instead of invoking equivalent Article 7 ARIO.
90
Statement submitted by the European Communities, n. 65.
87

22

Likewise, as surfaced in Electrabel, it may happen that an arbitral tribunal does not share the
view of the EU as to the distribution of the role as respondent. 91 An investment tribunal will
always have the last word on party status, an issue that belongs to the broader concept of
competence, and it may view both the Union and the member state as respondents because
their responsibility is shared and not divisible. This implies that any such arrangement on the
‘proper’ respondent, in order to be opposable towards third parties such as investors or an
investment tribunal, must be contained in the investment agreement. 92 This is precisely what
is envisaged in the Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA) between Canada
and the EU. 93

4.5.2 Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement
The investment part of the draft CETA contains a section on investor-state dispute settlement.
Article X.20, dealing with the issue of determining the respondent for disputes with the EU or
its member states, provides that in case of a dispute ‘the investor shall deliver to the European
Union a notice requesting a determination of the respondent’ (para. 1). Within 50 days, the
EU shall make such a determination (para. 3). Otherwise, para. 4 provides for a default rule:
where the measures are exclusively those of a member state, the state shall be respondent;
where the measures include those of the EU, the respondent shall be the Union. Crucially, that
arrangement and the determination made are, according to Article X.20 CETA, binding on all
sides – thus the EU and the member state concerned may not ‘assert the inadmissibility of the
claim, lack of jurisdiction of the tribunal or otherwise object to the claim or award on the
ground that the respondent was not properly determined’ (para. 6). The investor in turn may
submit a claim on the basis of such determination or of the operation of the default rule
(para. 5); 94 and the tribunal shall be bound accordingly (para. 7).
This sophisticated regime seems to avoid the problem that the internal allocation of
responsibility and the determination of respondent status do not have external effect in
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relation to the treaty partner, the investor, and the tribunal. Since this provision is binding on
all sides involved, the bindingness of the determination should be beyond dispute. At the
same time, this regime raises a number of questions, the answers to which will have to be left
to the application of that provision in the future. Thus, Article X.20 CETA speaks of
‘measures’ of the Union or the member state, respectively, but it is far from clear what these
measures are and how their ‘authorship’ – is it a measure of the EU or the member state? –
should be determined. In other words, Article X.20 precisely begs the question of attribution,
which however is at the core of its very arrangement. These questions aside, it seems that
Article X.20 CETA rules out the possibility of joint responsibility in terms of defending a
claim. This is more or less what the EU has agreed upon internally in its Regulation 912/2014.

4.5.3 Conduct of disputes
Chapter III of Regulation 912/2014 deals with the conduct of disputes, and distinguishes
between disputes concerning treatment afforded by the institutions of the Union, in which
case the EU shall act as the respondent (Article 4), and disputes concerning treatment afforded
by a member state (Article 9). In the latter case, the member state concerned shall, as a rule,
act as the respondent, unless it declines to do so and yields to the EU. However, there are
three exceptions. First, in case of ‘mixed treatment’, the Commission may decide that the
Union shall act as the respondent where the dispute also concerns treatment afforded by the
EU. Secondly, the Commission may make the same decision where the Union would
potentially bear financial responsibility. This concerns cases of ‘normative control’, where the
treatment by the member state was required by EU law (Article 9.2.a together with Article
3.1.c of the Regulation). Thus the question of respondent status is largely brought in line with
that of apportionment of financial responsibility, and the decisive factor for respondent status
accordingly is to look at who is the author of the act. Finally, Article 9(3) of the Regulation
provides that the Commission may decide ‘that the Union is to act as the respondent where
similar treatment is being challenged in a related claim against the Union in the WTO, where
a panel has been established and the claim concerns the same specific legal issue, and where it
is necessary to ensure a consistent argumentation in the WTO case’. This referral to the Union
may be warranted in order to ensure that the interests of the EU can be appropriately
safeguarded, but is only necessary in ‘exceptional circumstances’, which are limited to cases
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‘where it appears that the treatment afforded by a Member State [the one being the author of
the breach] is required by Union law’. 95
The Regulation also provides for certain mutual obligations in the conduct of arbitral
proceedings (such as information, assistance, provision with relevant documents, and
inclusion of Union or member state representatives in the respective delegation to the
proceedings) in Articles 10 and 11. Furthermore, the Regulation establishes an elaborate
regime of settlement of disputes in which the EU is the respondent, depending on who strives
for such settlement (Articles 14-16 of the Regulation). Finally, the Regulation envisages a
procedure for the payment of final awards or settlements in disputes in which the Union acts
as the respondent (Articles 17-21 of the Regulation). It essentially provides that the
Commission shall pay any award or settlement upon the request of a claimant (Article 18 of
the Regulation). In case of disagreement, Article 19 of the Regulation sets up a procedure
culminating in a decision by the Commission, binding on the member state concerned, in
order to provide legal certainty to the claimant.
Genuine EU law problems aside, the approach taken in Regulation 912/2014 seems
reasonable, particularly its close assimilation with the issue of allocation of financial
responsibility. The leitmotif of the Regulation is to ensure that the interests of the Union can
be appropriately safeguarded, and that the duty of sincere cooperation referred to in Article
4(3) TEU is complied with. 96 The Regulation is however not free from difficulty. Thus, the
determination of respondent status between the EU and the respective member state will be
virtually inapplicable in a case where an investor chooses to submit a claim for arbitration
with ICSID, simply because the EU is not a party to the ICSID Convention which is open
exclusively to states. Furthermore, the proper application of the Regulation will depend on the
inclusion of a corresponding provision in the relevant investment agreement. Finally, the
Regulation appears to rule out the possibility of co-respondents, 97 and shifts the problem of
joint responsibility to the level of internal allocation of financial responsibility between the
EU and the respective member state. Thus, the respondent will mainly be the Union, and only
exceptionally the member state concerned.

95

Regulation No. 912/2014, n. 74, Recital 11.
See ibid, Recitals 11, 14 and 16. In its Proposal, the Commission further emphasised the respect of the unity of
external representation of the Union, see Proposal, n. 72, 2, 5, 6, 7, and Recitals 11 and 13.
97
The reasons for this decision were laid down by the Commission in its Proposal, ibid., Explanatory
Memorandum, at 7.
96
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5. Conclusions
To date there is only very scarce practice of forms of shared responsibility in general
investment law, and the principles applied are still indistinct. However, the discussion of
different factual scenarios has revealed that there is quite some potential for the incidence of
shared responsibility, and two cases were identified where shared responsibility was indeed
an issue in arbitral proceedings. In these situations, the general approach seems to be to either
resort to ex ante agreements, if any, in the primary norms or to invoke the general rules of
responsibility, albeit not tels quels but with variations.
As to EU-related investment law, the transfer of exclusive competence to the Union has
prompted the need to regulate the allocation of responsibility and the distribution of roles as
parties in arbitral proceedings. A reasonable solution, allocating responsibility pursuant to the
criterion of who is the actor of the impugned act, is pursued by Regulation No. 912/2014. The
Regulation however will only unfold its full potential, and achieve its intended effect, if the
relevant parts, particularly those concerning the determination of the respondent, find their
way into the particular investment agreement. This seems to have largely been accomplished
in the case of CETA, but it remains to be seen how this solution will play out in practice.
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