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1 Abstract:  
Frihandel og Klimabeskyttelse: En kritisk diskursanalyse 
af Europakommissionens TTIP-forhandlinger og 
klimaforpligtelser 

Europakommissionen har siden 2013 forhandlet en frihandels- og investeringsaftale med USA, kaldet 

TTIP, som skal skabe økonomisk vækst og styrke EU's position i en globaliseret verden. Samtidig er 

både EU og USA vigtige parter i FN’s Klimaaftale, der blev vedtaget den 12. december 2015 ved 

COP21 i Paris. TTIP er blevet mødt af modstand, især i det europæiske civilsamfund, hvor et 

kritikpunkt omhandler TTIP’s negative konsekvenser for klimaet. Forøget transatlantisk handel vil 

ifølge studier føre til forøget udledning af drivhusgasser (Ecorys, 2016), samtidig med at TTIP’s 

indflydelse på lovgivning og investorrettigheder vil kunne gøre det sværere for parterne at leve op til 

deres klimamålsætninger (Gallagher & Porterfield, 2016; Ackerman, 2015; Harten, 2016). 

Europakommissionen er den europæiske instans, der forhandler TTIP, og som har underskrevet 

Klimaaftalen. Europakommissionen kan derfor opfattes som ansvarlig for, at en eventuel 

underskrevet TTIP-aftale vil være til gavn for Europa og ikke vil stride imod EU’s forpligtelser på 

klimaområdet. 

 Dette projekt vil med et socialkonstruktivistisk og kritisk udgangspunkt undersøge, 

hvordan Europakommissionen diskursivt retfærdiggør at promovere TTIP-aftalen og samtidig 

forpligte sig til Klimaaftalen. For at besvare dette har jeg udført en kritisk diskursanalyse (Fairclough, 

2001ab; Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012) af otte tekster omhandlende Klimaaftalen og elleve tekster 

omhandlende TTIP, alle med Europakommissionen som afsender. Analysen går induktivt til værks 

og vil efter at have identificeret Europakommissionens diskursive praksisser på begge politiske 

områder forsøge at forklare de bagvedliggende idéer i den sociale kontekst, som ligger til grund for, 

at de to aftaler kan repræsenteres som forenelige.  

 Projektets analyse påviser, at Europakommissionens diskursive praksisser allierer de to 

politiske dagsordener ved at præsentere Klimaaftalen som en økonomisk mulighed for Europa og 

TTIP som et vigtigt led i den globale bæredygtige udvikling. Denne diskursive alliance bygger på en 

neoliberalistisk vinkel på klimaspørgsmålet, der overordnet set betragter liberalisering på det grønne 

område som løsningen på globale klimaproblemer. Klimaløsningerne skal findes i teknologisk 

innovation, der genereres af de frie markedskræfter, og derfor er Klimaaftalen og TTIP repræsenteret 

som gensidigt forstærkende dagsordener. Jeg argumenterer for, at Europakommissionens 
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kommunikation karakteriseres af en ”tekno-økonomisk” tilgang til klima- og handelspolitik (Machin, 

2013), hvilket til dels resulterer i en ”afpolitisering” af begge emner. Som følge af mit 

socialkonstruktivistiske ståsted påpeger jeg slutteligt, at det potentielt kan have negative 

konsekvenser for den globale klimaindsats, hvis alternative diskurser og løsninger samt potentielle 

modsætninger mellem frihandel og klimabeskyttelse underkendes i den politiske debat. 
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2 Introduction: The European Commission’s discursive 
justification of TTIP and the Paris Agreement 

December 12 2015 marked a historic moment for global climate action when 195 countries completed 

the so-called Paris Agreement at the 21st Conference of the Parties (COP21) to the United Nations 

Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) in Paris (European Commission, 2016 May 

25). The goal of the agreement is to maintain global warming ‘well below’ a 2 °C temperature rise 

compared to preindustrial levels and to aim at a maximum temperature rise of 1,5 °C (UNFCCC, 

2015). This should be achieved ultimately by reducing overall greenhouse gas emissions (GHGEs). 

On April 22 2016, the European Union and the United States of America were among the first parties 

to sign the agreement at the official ratification ceremony at the UN headquarters in New York 

(European Commission, 2016 Apr 22). 

 Yet, the Paris Agreement is not the only international agreement to which both the EU 

and the US have been parties at the negotiating table lately. Since 2013, The EU and the US have 

been negotiating a comprehensive bilateral free trade agreement (FTA), called the Transatlantic Trade 

and Investment Partnership (TTIP). The aim of the agreement is essentially to increase trade across 

the Atlantic and strengthen the American and the European economies by removing trade barriers, 

agreeing on common standards and regulations for imported goods, and creating a common 

framework for global trade practices.  

 The EU and the US are thus simultaneously committed to reducing GHGEs 

substantially and protecting the climate, while completing an agreement that will increase overseas 

transportation of goods and remove trade barriers between European and US markets. The 

consequences of TTIP have been highly debated recently, particularly in European civil society and 

press, where critical bodies, mainly concerned with consumer safety and environmental protection, 

have expressed serious concern over the agreement and criticised the lack of transparency involved 

in the negotiation process. Greenpeace, for instance, runs campaigns against the TTIP, warning that 

the realisation of the TTIP will have severe environmental consequences. First of all, an Ecorys study 

on the impacts of TTIP, commissioned by the European Commission (EC), estimates that TTIP will 

increase emissions by 11 million metric tonnes annually (Gallagher & Porterfield, 2016: 2; Ecorys, 

2016). Furthermore, stricter environmental regulation, which is arguably needed if the goals of the 

Paris Agreement should be met, ultimately forms a barrier to trade which trade liberalisation seeks to 

remove through free trade agreements like TTIP. Sceptics fear a regulatory ‘race to the bottom’, with 
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competitive pressures resulting in lower standards for e.g. environmental protection. TTIP also 

contains a version of the controversial investor-state dispute settlement mechanism (ISDS) that gives 

private investors the right to sue governments for expected loss of profit caused by unjustified 

regulation in the host country, which also forms a concern for the prospects of implementing 

sufficient climate change policies. Gallagher and Porterfield (2016: 2) warn that TTIP will ultimately 

be a significant risk to the climate: ‘The current model that the TTIP is based on will increase carbon 

dioxide emissions and jeopardize the ability of Europe and the United States to put in place effective 

policies for mitigating climate change,’. The goals of the Paris Agreement and the TTIP thus seem to 

represent conflicting interests which forms a central concern and motivation for this study. 

 The EC is the European body that has negotiated and signed the Paris Agreement on 

behalf of the EU, while it is also the European body with the mandate to negotiate the TTIP on behalf 

of the EU. It is therefore assumed that the EC is responsible for ensuring that TTIP and the Paris 

Agreement will ultimately benefit the EU and the European public, and that they are not 

fundamentally contradictory. Given the potential conflict of interests between the two agreements, I 

find it interesting to study how the EC, as the European negotiating party to both agreements, 

represents the two agreements to the European public. How are further trade liberalisation and serious 

commitments to tackle climate change legitimised as compatible agendas? As a social constructionist, 

I am especially concerned with how this idea is constructed discursively. Therefore, the research 

question of this study and the three sub-questions designed to answer it are as follows:  

 

How does the European Commission discursively justify negotiating and promoting the TTIP while 

committing to the Paris Agreement?  

Ø Firstly, how could the TTIP compromise the Paris Agreement? 

Ø Secondly, how are the TTIP and the Paris Agreement discursively represented in the 

European Commission’s communication on the respective agreements?  

Ø Finally, how is the European Commission’s pursuit of the TTIP and commitment to the Paris 

Agreement discursively justified and with what implications for the rationale behind 

approaches to climate change? 

 

In order to answer these questions, a critical discourse analysis of the EC’s communication 

surrounding the TTIP and the Paris Agreement is conducted. The study will be structured into three 

major parts in accordance with the three sub-questions. This involves an initial analysis of the 
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contradictory nature of the two agreements, leading up to a critical discourse analysis of the EC’s 

communication on the two agreements. The main analysis is divided into an identification of the 

discourses surrounding the two agreements, and a discussion of the rationale behind these discursive 

practices and the implications for approaches to climate change.  
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3 Theory and Methodology 

In this section, I will firstly introduce the paradigm of social constructionism as the theory of 

knowledge on which my scientific position in conducting this study is built. Secondly, the theory of 

critical discourse analysis (CDA), rooted in social constructivism, will be introduced as the 

methodological tool structuring this study. My approach is especially based on Fairclough’s version 

of CDA (2001ab) and Fairclough and Fairclough’s further development of the theory in Political 

Discourse Analysis (2012) where CDA is appropriately adapted to the field of political discourse. 

Finally, the primary empirical data and the analytical approach of this study will be presented.  

3.1 Social constructionism 

In this study, my focus of interest lies in how language works to shape representations of phenomena 

in the social and political world, and thus how discourse can be used as a tool for justifying two 

political initiatives that can be understood as inherently conflicting. It is thus evident from my 

research questions that I have a social constructionist approach to the study. Social constructionism 

understands knowledge and our perception of truth as socially constructed and negotiated through 

social interaction. Here, language plays a central role in forming social constructions of truth 

(Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012). The ways in which we understand the world are thus sustained by social 

processes, and are historically and culturally relative. This means that what we accept as true is highly 

dependent on the point in time we live and the cultural associations we have. Power relations play a 

significant role in determining what knowledge is considered true since those in power are the ones 

with agency to sustain certain social understandings through discursive practices (Burr, 2003).  

 Within the paradigm of social constructionism, further ontological divisions exist, 

ranging from the more radical constructivist idea that no social reality exists without our 

acknowledgement of it, to more nuanced, dialectical perceptions of the relationship between language 

and other social elements (Larsen, 2012). My ontological and epistemological standpoint assumes 

that knowledge about the social reality is a construction, but that the social reality exists 

independently from our acknowledgement of it. Acknowledging that there is a social reality 

independent from how we talk about it and what we think we know about it corresponds with the 

theoretical contributions of Norman Fairclough who has developed a comprehensive assessment of 

critical discourse analysis which will be elaborated upon in the following section. 
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3.2 Fairclough’s critical discourse analysis 

CDA is one out of many social constructionist approaches which ‘provides theories and methods for 

the empirical study of the relations between discourse and social and cultural developments in 

different social domains’ (Phillips & Jørgensen, 2002: 60). In this study, I will draw on Fairclough’s 

version of CDA as both the theory and methodology structuring the main analysis of this study.  

3.2.1 Critical research and CDA 

As the name of the methodological approach indicates, CDA contains elements from critical theory 

that contribute to the social constructionist approach. This means that the approach of this study is 

grounded in an ontological, epistemic and methodological perception that combines social 

constructionism with critical theory. Critical theory insists that science needs to be critical towards 

social institutions and power-relations and should further a fair and equal society. Therefore, CDA 

does not perceive itself as politically neutral like objectivist social science does. CDA is, as a critical 

social constructionist approach, concerned with unequal power relations as practiced and sustained, 

or resisted and changed, through discursive practices. Critical discourse studies should, according to 

Fairclough, be used as a democratising tool that seeks to further public awareness of the power of 

discourses and enables the public to resist it (Phillips & Jørgensen, 2002).  

 The critical approach of this study lies in the critical view of the compatibility between 

the TTIP and the goals of the Paris Agreement. Here, climate change is considered a major public 

concern, and the realisation of the Paris Agreement is considered a political commitment which the 

EC ought to honour by virtue of its own signature as well as for the sake of public interest, and 

therefore, a commitment that the TTIP should not compromise. It is this critical starting point that 

allows me to firstly make an introductory argument pointing out the potential conflict between the 

two agreements, and then secondly justifies the relevance of examining the ways in which the two 

agreements are represented and argued for by the EC as the European agent behind both. The 

scientific agenda of this study is thus to take a public interest point of view and outline how the EC 

discursively presents the TTIP and the Paris Agreement as apparently aligned agendas. On these 

grounds, it seeks to come closer to the ideas structuring these discursive practices and discuss possible 

implications.  
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3.2.2 Discourse and social reality 

‘Discourse’ means ‘social use of language in social contexts’ (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012: 81), 

but the term can be used to refer to different things. According to Fairclough, the use of the term can 

be divided into three different meanings: First of all, in the most general sense of the term, discourse 

is ‘signification as an element of the social process’ (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012: 81). This 

includes e.g. visual images and body language as well as spoken and written language. A second 

meaning of the term ‘discourse’ is ‘the language associated with a particular social field or practice’ 

(ibid.). This could for example be the language used within the specific field of politics – political 

discourse – which this study deals with. Thirdly, ‘discourse’ can refer to ‘a way of construing aspects 

of the world associated with a particular social perspective’ (ibid.). This is the most concrete usage 

of the term where ‘discourse’ is used as a countable noun, e.g. ‘a neoliberal discourse’ (Phillips & 

Jørgensen, 2002: 66). Broadly, this study aims at identifying the discourses used (in the third sense 

of the term) within the field of political discourse (as in the second sense of the term) by looking at 

actual instances of discourse (in the first sense of the term). 

 According to Fairclough, discourse is one social element, one aspect, of social life, and 

different elements of social life have dialectical relations to each other. Discourse and the social, 

material reality thus have a dialectical relationship (Fairclough, 2001a). Fairclough and Fairclough 

(2012: 83) describe this with the transformation of capitalism into neoliberal capitalism, where 

neoliberal ideas and discourse emerged first and were then gradually turned into neoliberal economic 

realities, existing independently from language. CDA is therefore not just concerned with language, 

but with identifying and understanding the relations between semiotic and material elements 

internalising the ideas presented through discourse. The nature of these relations can vary and also 

change over time, and therefore needs to be established through analysis (Fairclough & Fairclough, 

2012: 82). In the same way, this study is interested in both how the Paris Agreement and the TTIP 

can be understood as material realities, and how they are represented through language by the EC.  

3.2.3 The three levels of analysis 

In CDA, social reality is divided into three different levels: social structures, social practices and 

social events. The social structure level is very abstract and refers to structures, mechanisms and 

systems that constitute the causal forces behind social practices and events (Fairclough, 2001a). 

Social practices are ways of acting, ways of representing and ways of being in which social events 
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occur. Social events are concrete instances of things happening and people acting or behaving in a 

particular way, e.g. a political speech. Social structures directly shape practices, and practices directly 

shape social events. Social structures are stable and difficult to change and practices are also relatively 

stable. However, reoccurrence of certain social events might eventually change social practices that 

might eventually change the structures, creating actual social change. These processes are what makes 

up the dialectical relationship between discourses and the social reality as presented in the previous 

section. 

 In CDA, these three levels of social life are all subjects for analysis, analysed through: 

textual analysis at the level of social events; discursive practice analysis at the social practice level; 

and social practice analysis at the social structure level. The social event is analysed as text, and at 

this level, the analyst is merely concerned with describing the formal properties of the text. In written 

texts, relevant to this study, these include grammatical features, word-choice and vocabulary, text 

structures and sentence structures, the use of metaphors, etc. (Fairclough, 2001a).  

 At the discursive practice level, the analyst is concerned with interpreting the text as 

interaction (Fairclough, 2001a). The analyst here moves beyond formal properties and interprets the 

meaning behind the text and the context in which it is produced (Fairclough, 2001b). Here, the analyst 

is interested in the situational context, the genre and structure of the text, as well as the speech acts, 

presuppositions, intertextuality and interdiscursivity present in the text. Discourses are established 

and sustained through intertextual and interdiscursive reinforcement where texts draw on other texts 

and discourses draw on other discourses. This study is highly concerned with presuppositions that 

function as implicit assumptions or premises within the text. Presuppositions help establish 

representations of the world and present them as common sense, and in this way, presuppositions can 

have ideological functions (Fairclough, 2001b). Discourses can thus be identified from shared 

presuppositions, when several texts draw on the same representations of reality through 

interdiscursivity. The discursive practice level is also the level at which this study will use elements 

from Fairclough and Fairclough’s political argumentation analysis as explained later in this section 

on theory and methodology. Here, the texts’ underlying argumentative elements, primarily concerned 

with claims, goal premises and circumstantial premises, reveal presuppositions in support of the 

claims for completing the TTIP and the Paris Agreement.  

 The social practice level is concerned with the social conditions of the production of the 

text. The analyst tries to explain the relationship between interaction and the social context by looking 

at discourse as social practice (Fairclough, 2001a). The analyst can examine the social structures that 
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serve as determining factors of the discursive practices identified at the previous level of analysis, or 

how the discursive practices identified might influence and manifest itself in material, social reality 

by sustaining or resisting existing power relations. In this study, this is the level where the last sub-

question will be answered as I will seek to explain the rationale behind how the EC discursively 

justifies two seemingly contradictory agreements and discuss possible implications. 

3.3 Political discourse analysis and argumentation 

In Political Discourse Analysis (2012) by Norman and Isabela Fairclough, the authors adapt CDA to 

the field of politics and present an approach to political discourse analysis, primarily combined with 

argumentation analysis. They argue that political discourse is closely related to practical reasoning 

which, as opposed to theoretical reasoning, constitutes a type of argumentation with the purpose of 

leading to a specific course of action. Semiotic characteristics are important, but they should be seen 

as elements of practical argumentation in order to describe how they affect political action outside of 

discourse. The authors take the example of political discourses surrounding the financial crisis from 

2007: 

 

We would suggest… that getting people to accept a particular narrative of the crisis, to 

see it in a certain way, is generally a political concern precisely because it gives people a 

reason for favouring or accepting certain lines of action and policies rather than others, 

(Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012: 4).  

 

Thus, one ought not merely be concerned with representation, but with the political actions they 

support. This focus is integrated into the research questions of this study that are interested in how 

the political discourses surrounding the TTIP and the Paris Agreement are understood as 

argumentation for actual political action beyond discourse. Both agreements involve certain political 

actions, and what becomes interesting is how these are represented in order to mobilise public support 

in their favour. 

3.3.1 Practical argumentation: The premises 

Fairclough and Fairclough (2012) develop a version of practical reasoning and propose a structure 

and a set of basic argumentative elements: circumstantial premise; goal premise; value premise, claim 
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for action and means-goal. This study is not interested in analysing the EC’s communication on the 

two agreements directly as arguments. However, the argumentative premises, especially concerned 

with circumstances and goals, will contribute to the identification and comparison of the discourses 

used.  

 A practical argument has a claim for action, built on underlying circumstances and 

values, presumably leading to desired goals. Fairclough and Fairclough’s practical argumentation 

takes circumstances and goals as premises for the argument, and the identification of these premises 

will assist the discursive practice analysis of this study. The circumstances constitute the 

representation of the situational context where problems can be identified as reasons to act. The 

agent’s goal represents a future, possible state of affairs desired by the agent. They can be represented 

though so-called ‘imaginaries’ that signify a ‘future possible world’ in discourse. When imaginaries 

are used as goal premises, they represent a future world imagined and strived for. Imaginaries can 

thus create powerful discursive visions, giving people reasons to support a certain line of action 

(Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012: 103-4). Goals are not necessarily intrinsically desired by the agent, 

but are often pursued when they are deemed normatively appropriate because they conform to a moral 

or legal order (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012: 45). The agent combines knowledge of the current 

circumstances and the desired goals to create a means-end understanding of how to bring him/herself 

and/or others from the current circumstances to the goals. The action argued for is the claim supported 

by the means-goal. The means-goal can present the claim as sufficient to meet the goal, but not 

necessary, as necessary, but not sufficient, or as both necessary and sufficient to meet the goal, 

creating the strongest argument for action (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012).  

 Finally, the argument is built on a set of values possessed by the arguer and/or the agent. 

The goal premise, the circumstantial premise and the claim are in fact dependent on the value 

premise. The way we see our circumstances, the future strived for as well as the preferred means to 

achieving this goal will be in accordance with our values. Like goals, our value premises can be both 

value of actual intrinsic concern and socially determined values that we commit to as a consequence 

of being part of a moral, social and institutional order (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012: 46). The 

authors also incorporate the concept of institutional facts that influences the agent’s circumstantial 

premise. The institutional facts can be moral values or value commitments, such as duties, promises 

and obligations. Again, the agent may not have internalised these commitments as personal concerns, 

but these commitments might nonetheless prescribe what the agent ought to be concerned with. 
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Institutional facts may be determined from the status function performed by the agent which will be 

elaborated upon in the analysis of this study in connection to the role of the European Commission. 

3.4 Primary empirical data 

The primary empirical data of this study amounts to nineteen different texts coming from the EC as 

the sender of the messages and the actor responsible for negotiating the TTIP and signing the Paris 

Agreement. Eight texts surrounding the Paris Agreement and eleven texts surrounding the TTIP have 

been collected and analysed in order to assess the ways in which the two agreements are framed 

discursively. The data are all publicly available texts assessable at the EC’s website, arguably 

addressed towards the general European public and other EU institutions. I have primarily chosen 

texts that seem to address the general European public and that seem intended to provide basic 

information on and arguments for TTIP and the Paris Agreement because my research question is 

concerned with the way in which the EC justifies its TTIP plans with its climate protection 

commitments towards the public it represents. The texts consist of website texts, blog posts, press 

releases, speeches from relevant commissioners and EC negotiators and other documents providing 

public information on the two policy areas.  

 I started out with twenty texts on TTIP and eleven texts on the Paris Agreement, but the 

total number of primary texts were then reduced from thirty-one to nineteen since the remaining texts 

only reinforced the findings in the nineteen texts without bringing anything new to the analysis. The 

amount of data was thus reduced due to space limitations and in order to ensure proper in-depth 

analysis of all sources, and because I evaluated these nineteen texts as being representative of the 

EC’s communication on the two policy areas. Because the research question is only concerned with 

representations coming from the EC as the single agent and arguer, the nineteen sources have been 

found sufficient for ensuring a detailed answer of the research question. However, due to the 

qualitative nature of this study, the findings naturally depend on the exact data analysed, and the 

results could arguably have been different if other sources had been analysed with the same analytical 

tools. The results are therefore valid for the exact texts chosen, while the chosen data is arguably 

sufficient for characterising the EC’s discursive practices related to the two agreements.  

 Throughout the analysis, the texts on the Paris Agreement are referred to as ‘P1’-‘P8’, 

and the TTIP texts are referred to as ‘T1’-‘T11’, numbered chronologically according to their date of 

publication. All primary texts can be found in the appendix, and each primary text will be presented 

in more detail in the main analysis. 
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3.5 Analytical approach  

This study has an overall inductive approach as I, through observations of specific texts surrounding 

TTIP and the Paris Agreement, seek to explain underlying patterns structuring the justification of 

promoting further trade liberalisation while committing to climate action. Firstly, I will conduct an 

introductory analysis elaborating on the potential conflict between a realised TTIP and the goal of the 

already signed Paris Agreement. Here, I will present the two agreements, introduce the on-going, 

critical public debate in Europe regarding TTIP and present key concerns. Next, the relationship 

between FTAs like TTIP and environmental protection, and climate change more specifically, will 

be analysed, and I will argue that the realisation of TTIP poses a potential risk for the climate. This 

initial argument is intended to contextualise the consequent CDA of the EC’s communication on the 

agreements as well as to frame my critical approach towards the EC’s leading role in the negotiations 

of both agreements. 

 The main analysis of this study will answer the second research question by applying 

Fairclough’s version of CDA as described in Fairclough (2001ab) and Fairclough and Fairclough 

(2012) to the primary empirical data in order to identify the discursive practices surrounding the EC’s 

representations of the TTIP and the Paris Agreement, respectively. I have chosen to first make a 

separate assessment of the discourses surrounding the Paris Agreement and secondly the TTIP in 

order to first establish a nuanced picture of the EC’s discourses on each policy area. I estimate that 

only looking for arguments directly justifying TTIP in relation to the Paris Agreement would be 

unsuitable for this study. Rather, I will identify general discursive practices, while also particularly 

examining how the issue of trade is represented in the context of climate action, and how climate 

change is represented in a TTIP context. By establishing and comparing the discursive practices 

surrounding each separate policy area, I expect to achieve a better understanding of how the two 

agreements are indirectly and directly represented as compatible. I decided not to structure my 

analytical approach around hypotheses or theories on the subject in order not to limit my findings. 

 The primary empirical data have first been analysed separately as individual texts with 

respect to their textual properties and discursive practices. Due to lack of space as well as for the sake 

of focus and clarity, in the presentation of the analysis, the analyses at the discursive practice level 

and the textual level are merged into one overall discursive assessment of the EC’s communication 

on the Paris Agreement, on the one hand, and on TTIP, on the other. These are identified from the 

interdiscursivity present in the texts, determined by repeated representations and presuppositions, 
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especially with regards to the goal premises and circumstantial premises presented to support the 

political actions embodied by the two agreements. The discourses identified are supported by 

examples from the texts.  

 The last part of the study will answer the third research question, concerned with the 

social structure level of CDA, which reaches back to the overall research question of how the EC 

discursively justifies negotiating TTIP while committing to the Paris Agreement. Here, the discursive 

practices surrounding the Paris Agreement and TTIP will be summarised and compared to determine 

how the two issues intersect. I will seek to explain the underlying rationale justifying TTIP’s 

compatibility with the Paris Agreement, discuss possible implications, and bring counter-discourses 

into the discussion. In order to contextualise my findings, I searched for relevant work and found the 

theoretical contributions of Machin (2013), Swaffield (2016), Ville and Orbie (2014), among others, 

useful in supporting my conclusions. It is important to note that this study will not examine potential 

strategic motivations behind the discourses used by the EC. The study is more interested in how 

discursive practices can carry and reinforce underlying ideas and values that can function to justify 

and legitimise seemingly contradictory actions as aligned.   
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4 Introductory Analysis 

In this introductory part of the study, the COP21 Paris Agreement as well as the ongoing TTIP 

negotiations will firstly be introduced. Next, I will introduce the general critical debate in Europe 

surrounding the TTIP. Finally, I will illustrate the paradoxical relationship between trade 

liberalisation and climate change, and argue how the TTIP risks having negative consequences for 

climate action. 

4.1 The Paris Agreement 

On 12 December 2015 at the 21st Conference of the Parties (COP21) to the UNFCCC, the 195 parties 

to the Convention completed the Paris Agreement as the first multilateral climate agreement. Today, 

it is widely acknowledged both in academia, in politics and within civil society that the world is 

facing the global threat of climate change. Most science assigns global warming to human industrial 

activity which causes GHGEs resulting in rising temperatures within the earth’s atmosphere (Parr, 

2014; Schreuder, 2009). Extreme weather events, rising sea levels, famine, increased inequality and 

massive emigration from the world’s most affected locations are among the scientific predictions 

connected to continued global warming. Ending climate change has therefore been a UN agenda for 

decades, and in 1992, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 

was founded to discuss how to combat climate change and cope with its negative impacts. Since then, 

the parties to the UNFCCC have arranged conferences in the pursuit of a multilateral climate 

agreement (United Nations, n.d.-c). In 1997, this resulted in the Kyoto Protocol, binding developed 

countries to emissions reduction targets that has, however, not had significant results in terms of 

GHGEs reductions (Falkner, 2016; Savaresi, 2016). In September 2015, The UN adopted 17 global 

sustainable development goals ‘to end poverty, protect the planet, and ensure prosperity for all’ by 

2030 (United Nations, n.d.-b). The overall aim of goal number 13 is to ‘[t]ake urgent action to combat 

climate change and its impacts’ (United Nations, n.d.-a), and this is what the Paris Agreement sets 

out to do.  

 The Paris Agreement aims to limit ‘the increase in the global average temperature to 

well below 2 °C above pre-industrial levels and to pursue efforts to limit the temperature increase to 

1.5 °C above pre-industrial levels,’ (UNFCCC, 2015: 21). Furthermore, the agreement aims to 

increase the ability to adapt to the impacts of climate change, and ‘to reach global peaking of 

greenhouse gas emissions as soon as possible’ (ibid.). Each party to the agreement has announced its 
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nationally determined contributions (NDC), i.e. a domestic reduction target to which it would commit 

itself in the attempt to meet the goals of the Paris Agreement. The Paris Agreement thus has a ‘pledge 

and review’ approach, that can be described as a ‘bottom-up’ approach, meaning that the parties 

submit voluntary, domestic targets to which they commit themselves. This is in sharp contrast to the 

‘top-down’ approach of the Kyoto Protocol, where targets were imposed on parties as mandatory, 

and this new approach is intended to improve parties’ motivation to act, hopefully making the Paris 

Agreement more successful than the Kyoto Protocol (Falkner, 2016; Savaresi, 2016). Back in March 

2015, on behalf of its member countries, the European Union announced its NDC of at least a 40% 

domestic reduction of GHGEs by 2030 compared to 1990 levels (European Commission, 2016 May 

25). Likewise, the US had put forward a reduction target of 26-28% below 2005 levels by 2025 

(United States of America, 2015). However, the collective impact of all parties’ NDCs will currently 

not be sufficient for meeting the goal of the agreement, and the parties will have to submit progressive 

NDCs every five years (UNFCCC, 2015: 3; Falkner, 2016: 1108). 

 At the official ceremony at the UN headquarters in New York on April 22 2016, 175 

countries, including the EU and the US, officially signed the agreement (United Nations, 2016). After 

being signed, the agreement entered the ratification phase, meaning that parliaments of the parties to 

the agreement have to submit their respective instruments of ratification, acceptance, approval or 

accession. The agreement should come into force thirty days after 55 countries, responsible for 55% 

of global GHGEs have ratified the agreement. This threshold was achieved on October 5 2016 when 

the EU ratified the agreement (UNFCCC, 2016). 

4.2 The Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership 

In June 2013, the EC received a mandate from the Council of the European Union to initiate bilateral 

trade and investment negotiations with the US on behalf of the entire EU. TTIP is a comprehensive 

FTA that should integrate EU and US markets by removing unnecessary costs of technical barriers 

to trade (TBT) as well as other barriers in goods and services. Regulatory cooperation is at the heart 

of TTIP, seeking to even out current regulatory differences between European and US markets and 

ensure future regulatory cooperation (Pelkmans, 2015). On the European side of the Atlantic, Trade 

Commissioner Cecilia Malmström is leading the efforts on TTIP for the EC, while US Trade 

Representative Michael Froman represents the trade position of the Obama Administration. In charge 

of the TTIP negotiations are EU Chief Negotiator Ignacio García Bercero and US Chief Negotiator 

Daniel Mullaney. If the EU and US negotiating teams agree on a final text, the agreement will then 
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have to be approved by the European Parliament, the European Council and the United States’ 

Congress in order to be adopted. EU Trade Commissioner Malmström and US Trade Representative 

Froman have had ambitions to reach an agreement by the end of 2016, which, at the time of writing, 

does, however, not seem likely to happen. 

 At the time of writing, 14 negotiations rounds have been completed, and the 15th round 

takes place October 3-7 2016 (European Commission, 2016, Oct 1). So far, the trade agreement is 

supposed to have 24 chapters divided into three parts surrounding: market access; regulatory 

cooperation; and rules. Market access contains the issues of trade in goods and customs duties, 

services, public procurement and rules of origin. Regulatory cooperation is about regulatory 

coherence and covers TBT, sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) barriers in food safety and animal and 

plant health and covers the sectors of chemicals, cosmetics, engineering products, ICT, medical 

devices, pesticides, pharmaceuticals, textiles and vehicles. Cooperation on new trade rules consists 

of rules on sustainable development, energy and raw materials, customs and trade facilitation, SMEs, 

investment protection and ISDS, state-state dispute settlement, competition policy and individual 

property rights and geographical indicators (European Commission, 2015 March; Pelkmans, 2015: 

314). 

 TTIP is one out of a number of FTAs negotiated recently by the EU. The final text of 

the FTA between EU and Canada, CETA, has been completed and is now in the ratification phase. 

The EU and the US are simultaneously negotiating a trade agreement in services, TiSA, with 23 WTO 

members, covering 70% of the world’s trade in services (European Commission, 2016 Oct 3). With 

TTIP, the world’s two largest economies are arguably initiating an unprecedented economic and 

regulatory partnership.  

4.3 TTIP and the Paris Agreement as aligned agendas?  

4.3.1 Presenting the critical debate surrounding the TTIP 

After receiving little public attention in the first couple of years of its negotiation period, TTIP has 

recently become a controversial subject for public debate. Resistance against TTIP, CETA and other 

on-going trade negotiations is commonly ascribed to general scepticism towards globalisation 

tendencies and the emergence of issues that are increasingly global in nature. In Europe, civil society 

seems mostly concerned with the regulatory part of TTIP and the investor rights mechanisms, while 
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the US debate has been more concerned with domestic job losses as a consequence of further trade 

liberalisation.  

 Especially in Europe, civil society has reacted against the TTIP negotiations. The 

organisation against TTIP and CETA, Stop TTIP, has been mobilising public resistance to the FTAs 

during the negotiations, and public demonstrations have been organised throughout EU countries 

(Nienaber, 2016; Stop TTIP, n.d.). On 9 November 2016, the European Citizen’s Initiative handed 

almost 3.3 million signatures against TTIP to the President of the European Parliament Martin Schulz 

(Stop TTIP Press, 2015; Hilary, 2016). TTIP has also met resistance from the political leadership of 

EU Member States who are not satisfied with the US’ positions in the negotiations (Farrell, 2016). 

The President of France François Hollande said that France would not support any TTIP deal in 2016, 

and German Vice-Chancellor Sigmar Gabriel has also expressed great scepticism towards the 

agreement (Griffin, 2016; Farrell, 2016; Hilary, 2016). Before the so-called Brexit, UK Labour Party 

President Jeremy Corbin even promised the British public to veto TTIP if the referendum resulted in 

remaining an EU Member (Hilary, 2016).  

 Generally, TTIP is criticised for undermining democracy by lacking transparency and 

openness in the negotiation process, by seeking to harmonise EU and US regulatory standards, and 

by empowering multinational corporations with ISDS. This is by critics considered to result in 

negative consequences for protection of consumers, labourers and the environment. For instance, the 

EU operates with the precautionary principle, allowing the EU or Member States to take action 

against risks that has not yet been scientifically documented. Meanwhile, the US’ approach ensures 

that potential risks must be proven before public authorities can regulate against them, and sceptics 

fear that regulative cooperation between the two will result in sacrificing EU safety standards as 

unfair barriers to trade (Stoll et al., 2016: 9-11). Issues like genetically modified organisms (GMOs) 

and hormone-treated beef have been widely debated in Europe since these are allowed and commonly 

used in the US, while the EU has a ban on both.  

 Greenpeace has launched the site TTIP-leaks.org, leaking TTIP texts in order to 

promote transparency and ‘trigger an informed debate on the treaty’ (Greenpeace, n.d.). On 2 May 

2016, Greenpeace Netherlands published 248 pages leaked consolidated texts on the EU and US 

positions on a number of different issues. Greenpeace argues that the leaked texts reveal that 

environmental protection could drop, that climate action will be more difficult to pursue, that the 

precautionary principle might come to an end, and that corporations will be prioritised over 

environmental and consumer protection (Greenpeace, 2016). However, the EC has repeatedly 
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rejected all concerns related to a regulatory race to the bottom, the end of the precautionary principle, 

the introduction of GMOs and hormone-treated beef to the EU markets, etc. 

 This study is particularly interested in TTIP’s impact on the environment and climate 

action more specifically which forms one of the public causes for concern related to TTIP. In 

November 2015, the NGO, GRAIN, published an article in the Guardian warning that ‘[g]lobal trade 

deals like TTIP and TPP will lead to an increase in greenhouse gases and negate any agreement on 

climate change,’ (GRAIN, 2015). The economic justice programme coordinator of Friends of the 

Earth Europe, Paul de Clerck, claims that a leaked EU provision on TTIP and energy ‘is in complete 

contradiction with Europe's commitments to tackle climate change, and the Paris agreement. It will 

flood the EU market with inefficient appliances, and consumers and the climate will foot the bill,’ 

(Neslen, 2016). An article in the Independent argues that the results of the previously mentioned EC-

backed Ecorys study on the environmental impacts of TTIP show that TTIP is ‘directly undermining 

commitments coming out of last year’s Paris Agreement on climate change,’ (Hilary, 2016). The 

following section will explain the nature of the relationship between contemporary trade liberalisation 

through FTAs such as TTIP and climate action as pursued through the Paris Agreement in order to 

inform the critical approach to promoting TTIP while committing to the Paris Agreement.  

4.3.2 TTIP vs. the Paris Agreement: The impact of trade liberalisation on climate 

change  

Today, global economic integration is deepened as a function of the increasing liberalisation of 

international trade, institutionalised by the World Trade Organisation (WTO), which was founded in 

1995 (Schreuder, 2009). The US has played an important role in setting the global standards on trade. 

Especially since the introduction of NAFTA in 1994, the FTA between the US, Canada and Mexico, 

the US has been a leader in global free trade, negotiating primarily bilateral FTAs with the rest of the 

world (Sbragia, 2010: 369-370; Morales, 2008). According to Sbragia (2010: 371), the US bilateral 

free trade agenda has been characterised by ‘competitive liberalisation’ as articulated by US Trade 

Representative Robert Zoellick during the first term of the Bush Administration. Meanwhile, the EU 

had led a multilateral approach towards a so-called ‘managed globalisation’ (Sbragia, 2010: 368). 

However, in 2006, the EU changed its trade strategy and began participating in the liberalisation race 

for foreign markets, characterising the global free trade agenda today (Sbragia, 2010: 370).  

 The current global free trade movement characterised by competitive liberalisation 

appears to be rooted in neoliberal ideology (Ville & Orbie, 2014: 151; Schreuder, 2009; Morales, 
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2008; Harvey, 2007). Neoliberalism builds on neoclassical economic theory that holds that the free 

movement of goods, services and capital will ensure economic growth maximisation as an ultimate 

goal. Government intervention upon the free market forces should be avoided as state imposed 

regulation forms an obstacle to free trade (Schreuder, 2009: 76-77; Morales, 2008). The free market 

forces are self-regulating because free movement of capital will ensure the most efficient allocation 

of resources. Optimal wealth and efficiency will be ensured through free trade because countries 

through ‘comparative advantage’ will produce the commodities they are best suited to produce in 

exchange for commodities from other countries (Schreuder, 2009: 92). This will provide rising 

incomes and growth, making states more capable of e.g. handling environmental issues and providing 

welfare through the trickle-down effect. Furthermore, trade liberalisation and foreign direct 

investments will advance technologies and ensure that the most efficient technologies are shared and 

employed globally (ibid.). According to neoliberal ideology, liberalisation will thus ensure optimal 

conditions in all respects (Schreuder, 2009). However, since climate change has emerged as a 

function of liberalised economic activity, many claim that climate change constitutes an alarming 

example that the free market is not capable of ensuring ’optimal conditions’. In 2006, The Stern 

Review: The economics of climate change, an economic assessment of the costs of climate change, 

calling for immediate climate action, was published by economist Nicholas Stern. In 2008, Stern said: 

‘“Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are externalities and represent the biggest market failure the 

world has seen,”’ (as quoted in Hubbard, 2014: 483). GHGEs represent a ’market failure’ since the 

free market forces have not been able to cope with and internalise these externalities that have 

negative impact on economic growth and welfare on a global scale. 

 The goal of trade agreements such as TTIP is ultimately to lower the cost of trade in 

order to increase trade activity between the parties, while climate change is an environmental issue 

that has arisen from human industrial activity and which has further intensified as a function of global 

economic integration. Hubbard (2014) develops a model for measuring the effects of trade 

liberalisation on CO2 emissions, and his findings ’suggest concern regarding the effect further trade 

liberalization has on the level of firm-generated pollution,’ (483). For example, he finds that ‘a 15% 

reduction in the trade costs facing each country would increase world emissions by 2.13%,’ (Hubbard, 

2014: 484). As mentioned, the EC supported Ecorys study on TTIP estimates that TTIP will increase 

global emissions by 11 million metric tonnes annually (Gallagher & Porterfield, 2016: 2; Ecorys, 

2016). Studies like the Ecorys study determines the effect of trade agreements on global emissions 

by estimating the scale effect; the composition effect; and the technique effect. The scale effect refers 
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to the increase in economic activity resulting in increased emissions. The composition effect refers 

to the changes in the structure of production within and across economies as a response to relative 

prices and the impact these have on emissions. Technique effect refers to the trade and investment 

generated technological improvements increasing efficiency and resulting in decreased emissions 

(WTO & UNEP, 2009; Gallagher & Porterfield, 2016). A report made by the World Trade 

Organisation (WTO) and the UN Environmental Programme on the relationship between trade and 

climate change finds that ‘[m]ost of the statistical studies reviewed indicate that more open trade will 

most likely lead to increased CO2 emissions, and suggest that the scale effect tends to off set the 

technique and composition effects,’ (WTO & UNEP, 2009). The estimations of the Ecorys report 

conclude that TTIP will increase the scale of economic activity, and that the composition effect will 

also result in increased emissions by relocating some production to China (Gallagher & Porterfield, 

2016). According to Gallagher and Porterfield (2016: 3), the study is only partial since it does not 

take regulation into account, and they argue that ‘it is the deregulatory aspect of the TTIP that poses 

the highest risk to climate change policy,’. 

 Trade liberalisation essentially works by removing tariff and non-tariff barriers, and 

therefore deregulation is often a concern surrounding free trade. In a trade context, environmental 

regulation represents a non-tariff barrier to trade, and trade liberalisation and environmental 

regulation therefore essentially have contradictory objectives. Critics of global trade liberalisation 

therefore fear a so-called regulatory ‘race to the bottom’, referring to countries’ incentive to lower 

standards in order to attract foreign investments. In ‘TTIP vs. Climate Policy: What is at Risk?’ 

(2015), Ackerman explains that climate policy under TTIP is perceived as ‘non-tariff barriers’, which 

will potentially have huge negative impacts on the climate. Even though it is not an explicit objective 

of TTIP to deregulate the European or US markets, the concern is that high standards will in the end 

have to stand aside for achieving the desired trade benefits. Ackerman (2015: 2) argues that even if 

TTIP is not about ‘downward harmonisation’ of standards, the pursuit of common regulatory ground 

‘could still create irresistible pressure from businesses to lower costs by adopting the cheaper 

standard,’.  

 Investor protection is today an important feature in international trade agreements. 

Especially since NAFTA included ISDS provisions to protect foreign investors from unfair treatment 

by the host state, ISDS-like mechanisms have spread throughout the global trade scene (Puig & 

Kinnear, 2010). ISDS gives investors the right to sue governments for actions resulting in loss of 

current or future profits. The claim is settled in private, international tribunals, typically managed by 
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corporate lawyers. This process has been criticised for being structurally biased in favour of the 

investor (Lee, 2015: 318). Furthermore, the ISDS model has become highly controversial since the 

rights of private corporations are favoured over democratic decisions to protect the public (Lee, 2015: 

318). For example, in 2012 the Swedish nuclear company Vattenfall filed a claim against the state of 

Germany under the Energy Charter Treaty, demanding compensation for the closure of two nuclear 

power plants due to Germany’s decision to phase out nuclear power in favour of renewables (Vadi, 

2014; Lee, 2015). In TTIP, ISDS has been moderated and renamed the Investment Court System 

(ICS). The ICS version aims for more transparency, more neutral judges and ensures the right to 

appeal, but the overall principle and the concern it causes generally remain the same. Associate 

Professor of law at Osgoode Hall Law School Gus Van Harten argues that while ICS ‘has some 

positive elements, the EC’s proposal leaves in place too many of the key problems of ISDS and the 

corresponding threats to climate action,’ (Harten, 2016: 5). 

 The EC has, as mentioned, proposed a TTIP chapter on trade and sustainable 

development including standards on labour and the environment, published on 6 November 2015. In 

this 17 pages long text, there is no direct reference to the climate or the issue of global warming 

(European Commission, 2015 Nov 6). In article 10, the text says that parties should ‘recognise the 

value of’ global environmental governance including multilateral environmental agreements, which 

the Paris Agreement, completed a month later, would qualify as (9). However, the verbs used are very 

vague as the parties should: ‘continue to strive for’, ‘recognise’, ‘acknowledge’, etc., which does not 

directly demand any course of action on environmental issues (ibid.). Therefore, the sustainable 

development proposal from the EU has been criticised for being vaguely phrased and not being legally 

binding (Neslen, 2015). In an article in the Guardian, an environmental attorney, Tim Gabriel, is 

quoted for saying that ‘[t]he safeguards provided to sustainable development are virtually non-

existent compared to those provided to investors and the difference is rather stark,’ (Neslen, 2015). 

He adds that the chapter ’has little if any legal force’ (ibid.). The chapter seems to express morally 

sound statements on sustainability issues, but it should not be expected to ensure the safety of labour 

and environmental standards. 

 Trade liberalisation through TTIP and climate action through the Paris Agreement thus 

seem paradoxical in nature. Not only is the increased production, transportation and consumption of 

goods as a result of free trade most likely to increase GHGEs, which is in direct conflict with the goal 

of the Paris Agreement. TTIP’s emphasis on regulatory integration and its provisions on investor 

protection also pose a risk for the realisation of necessary climate policy measures. The ‘bottom-up’ 
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approach of the Paris Agreement and the lack of legal consequences for not living up to your own 

targets arguably make the Paris Agreement further vulnerable to the impacts of TTIP. If the EU and 

the US have both agreements to live up to, they might prioritise following economic interests and 

avoiding possible trade sanctions and claims for monetary compensations for breaking TTIP 

provisions over setting and reaching ambitious emissions targets for themselves. The following 

critical discourse analysis of the EC’s communication on TTIP and the Paris Agreement will study 

the other side of the argument in order to examine how these apparently contradictory agendas can 

be discursively aligned. 
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5 Analysis 

In this main analysis, the critical discourse analysis of the primary texts will be presented to answer 

the second sub-question of how the respective agreements are discursively represented by the EC. 

Firstly, I will briefly introduce the role of the EC in the analysis as the sender of the messages. Next, 

the findings of the textual and discursive practice analysis of the eight EC texts surrounding the Paris 

Agreement will be introduced. Finally, the findings of the textual and discursive practice analysis of 

the eleven EC texts surrounding TTIP will be presented.  

5.1 The role of the European Commission in the analysis 

Fairclough and Fairclough draw on Searle’s concept of status function as an important feature of 

social reality. Status functions of e.g. individuals, objects and institutions move beyond their physical 

properties and are realised through their collective recognition. Along with a certain status function, 

follows deontic powers, e.g. rights, entitlements, duties and obligations. In a political context of 

practical reasoning, goals, circumstances and values are thus typically informed by the status function 

performed by the agent rather than by the agent’s personal desires (Fairclough & Fairclough, 2012: 

72-73). 

 The status function of the EC involves collectively recognised power and legitimacy to 

act on behalf of the European Union within an institutional framework of obligations and 

commitments. The EC forms the executive power of the European Union, and therefore, the EC is 

the European institution that has been negotiating both the Paris Agreement and TTIP on behalf of 

the EU. The EC has been the European driving force, signing the Paris Agreement on behalf of the 

EU and calling for swift ratification of the agreement. Likewise, the EC has received a mandate from 

the Parliament and the European Council to negotiate the TTIP with the US. The EC is therefore 

responsible for the political content of the agreements it negotiates, and it is therefore assumed to be 

responsible for the compatibility of the two agreements. 

 In this study, the primary data from the EC and the commissioners are studied as 

messages coming from a single, powerful agent that can be expected to act in accordance with the 

commitments and the responsibility that its status function ascribes. Due to the principle of 

collegiality, which all commissioners are bound by, commissioners’ actions are officially the 
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responsibility of the EC as a whole (Bache et al. 2015b: 234). Therefore, the analysis will not 

differentiate between communication coming from the different commissioners and communication 

from the EC as an institution. The EC embodies both the role of the agent and the arguer throughout 

the analysis, producing texts for the purpose of informing and gaining support from the European 

public, civil society, business community, as well as from the European Parliament and the EU 

Member States that will have to approve the TTIP. Understanding the EC as a single, political agent 

with certain powers and responsibilities allows comparison of the ways in which the EC and the 

commissioners on behalf of the EC frame and argue for its actions on climate, on the one hand, and 

on trade, on the other.  

 The analysis is, as mentioned, not interested in arguing that the EC’s discursive 

practices are part of a deliberate manipulative communication strategy. Rather, the EC’s position is 

perceived as, on the one hand, the political body responsible for, and in charge of the materialisation 

and implementation of the agreements, and on the other, the hegemonic institution partially in control 

of how the two agreements are framed discursively towards the European public. This dual role 

embodied by the sender of the messages behind the texts enables me to identify the discursively 

framed ideas legitimising the coexistence of an extensive free trade agenda and commitments to battle 

climate change. 

5.2 The European Commission’s discourses on the Paris Agreement  

In this part of the analysis, the discursive assessment of the EC’s communication surrounding the 

Paris Agreement will be presented. First, the primary texts for analysis will be introduced. Next, the 

discourses surrounding the Paris Agreement will be presented in turn. These include: The Paris 

Agreement as a necessary response to climate change; the Paris Agreement as an ambitious game 

changer; the Paris Agreement as a commenced journey; the European Union as a committed climate 

leader; the Paris Agreement as economic opportunity; and the Paris Agreement as a challenging 

priority issue. 

5.2.1 Primary texts on the Paris Agreement 

The eight texts from the EC on the Paris Agreement range from the period leading up to COP21 in 

Paris in December 2015 and up until the official signing ceremony of the Paris Agreement in UN 

Headquarters in New York on April 22 2016. The texts generally aim to inform the European public 
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about the European efforts on climate change and arguably also to generate support for the agreement. 

The texts are listed in the appendix and referred to throughout the analysis as ‘P1’-‘P8’ for the Paris 

Agreement and the number chronologically corresponding to their dates of publication. The texts are 

presented in the appendix with line numbers. 

 The website text ‘Climate action – emission reduction’ (P1) forms one out of five policy 

areas under the Commission’s Energy Union and Climate priority. This is the area concerned with 

emission reduction, where COP21 forms one part, and the European Emissions Trading System 

(ETS) forms the other. The brief website text is clearly outdated as it describes COP21 as a future 

event, and it is therefore undoubtedly published before December 2015 where the Paris Agreement 

was made. At the website of the policy area of emission reduction (P1), the entry ‘COP21 UN Climate 

Change Conference, Paris’ leads to the brief website text with the same title, concerning COP21 in 

Paris (P2). Like P1, this entry is also outdated and presents the conference as a future event, allowing 

an analysis of the expectations for the agreement before it was made.  

 ‘Tous Ensemble pour le Climat’ (P3) was published on the EC’s website on 12 

December 2015. It announces the completion of the agreement and contains quotations from the 

President for the Commission Jean-Claude Juncker and EU Climate Action and Energy 

Commissioner Miguel Arias Cañete. ‘Speech by EU Climate Action and Energy Commissioner 

Miguel Arias Cañete at the Bruegel event “How will the Paris agreement impact EU climate and 

energy policies?”’ (P4) is the introductory speech by the Commissioner Cañete at a conference hosted 

by the economic think tank Bruegel in Brussels on 8 February 2016. Here, Cañete presents the EU 

Commission’s Energy Security Package that will be put forward in the wake of the Paris Agreement 

and explains how the agreement will influence European energy policies and vice versa.  

 The next text is a press release titled ‘Climate Action: Europe readies next steps to 

implement the Paris Agreement’ (P5), published by the EC on March 2 2016. The press release 

announces the EC’s assessment of the implications for the EU of the Paris Agreement and a proposal 

for the EU to sign the agreement. The press release contains quotations from Vice-President for the 

Energy Union Maroš Šefčovič and from Commissioner Cañete and sums up conclusions from the 

assessment. The next primary text is the actual assessment text introduced in P5, also published on 

March 2 2016, titled Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the 

Council (P6). This text presents the content of the Paris Agreement, the next steps involved in its 

implementation, and its implications for European policies.  
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 ‘Paris Agreement signing ceremony in New York – the EU calls for swift ratification’ 

(P7) is a press release from April 21 2016, presenting the EU’s plan to collectively sign the agreement 

at the official ceremony in New York the next day. The press release contains quotations regarding 

the signing of the agreement from Vice-President Šefčovič and Commissioner Cañete. The latest EC 

text on the Paris Agreement is another speech by Commissioner Cañete made at the signature 

ceremony on April 22 titled ‘EU Climate and Energy Commissioner Miguel Arias Cañete at the UN 

Signature Ceremony for the Paris Agreement New York’ (P8). 

5.2.2 The Paris Agreement as a necessary response to climate change 

5.2.2.1 Climate change as a circumstantial premise 

Climate change is naturally one of the key circumstantial premises in the EC’s communication on the 

Paris Agreement as the political action to solve it. Here, climate change is what should be avoided, 

and it is presented as the main reason for acting. Referring to ‘dangerous climate change’, shortly and 

effectively illustrates with the premodifier ‘dangerous’ that it is a phenomenon that should be avoided 

(P3 l. 14; P6 l. 62). At the signing ceremony in New York, Cañete even terms it ‘the greatest 

conundrum of our time’ (P8 l. 27) which reflects the severity of the problem and the challenge it 

poses.  

 The attempt to prevent climate change is frequently referred to as a ‘fight against 

climate change’ (P2 l. 6; P3 l. 25; P6 l. 10; P7 l. 31), signalling a war-like activity against a common 

enemy that fights humanity. This is a commonly used phrase about the activities seeking to prevent 

climate change, which arguably discursively serves to stress the severity of the problem and unite 

people against an imagined enemy. In his speech upon signing the Paris Agreement in New York, 

Cañete uses intertextuality to describe the circumstances by citing Voltaire: ‘“Men argue, nature 

acts” … And as we have been arguing, nature has been acting and threatening the world as we know 

it,’ (P8 ll. 15, 21). This metaphor represents climate change by personifying nature as an agent that 

‘has been acting’ and is now ‘threatening’ the world. In light of the fact that, today, little doubt 

remains among the scientific community that human activity is to be blamed for the severe 

atmospheric changes, this representation seems rather ironic. Nonetheless, the narrative of nature and 

man acting against each other is in this context a rhetorically effective way to illustrate the need for 

climate action, and the symbolic language arguably fits the solemn atmosphere present at the official 

signature ceremony in New York. 
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 That climate change is personified as a threatening actor is also drawn upon on the EC’s 

website regarding the expectations for COP21 before the agreement was made. This text contains the 

most detailed representation of how the circumstantial premise of climate change forms the 

motivation to act: 

 

Climate change threatens to disrupt livelihoods, destabilise societies, and disrupt 

development in its tracks. The greatest single impact of climate change could be on 

human migration with millions of people displaced by shoreline erosion, coastal flooding 

and agricultural disruption – a crisis in the making. Continued emission of greenhouse 

gases will cause further warming and long-lasting changes in all aspects of the climate 

system. Greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere will continue to increase unless 

the billions of tons of our annual emissions decrease substantially. The time has come for 

global decisive actions – before average global temperatures move beyond a “tipping 

point” of no return.  If we fail we are letting down young people across the world – in 

Africa, the US, in China, in Europe, (P2 ll. 23-36). 

 

This representation of the circumstances could be characterised as an imaginary used as an anti-goal 

(see p. 13 in this study). It is a detailed description of an imagined, future state of the world, ‘a crisis', 

that we should by all means avoid, but which could come true if we do not act now. It illustrates the 

severity and urgency of the problem, and while it is one of the most negative representations of the 

circumstances found in the texts, it also implies that it is still possible to act.   

5.2.2.2 Climate goals: The transition to a low-carbon future 

Most of the texts share an overall common goal, which is also the goal of the Paris Agreement: to 

avoid climate change and its negative consequences. This main goal is articulated into several more 

concrete goals contained in the Paris Agreement and discursively represented in the texts. These are: 

‘to limit global warming to well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels – and pursue efforts to limit 

the temperature increase to 1.5°C,’ (P6 ll. 66-8; also referred to in P2 l. 10; P4 ll. 48-9; P5 ll. 33-4; 

P7 ll. 40-1); to reach a ‘a global peaking of greenhouse gas emissions as soon as possible’ (P6 ll. 62-

3); ‘achieving climate neutrality in the second half of this century’ (P6 ll. 63-4; also referred to in P3 

ll. 46-7). Beside the goals shared by all parties to the agreement, the EU also repeatedly presents its 

announced NDC as a goal of its own: ‘the EU's commitment to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 
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at least 40% domestically by 2030,’ (P1 ll. 27-8; also referred to in P5 l. 42; P6 ll. 340-1; P7 l. 58; P8 

l. 55). The agreement is described as providing ‘a lifeline, a last chance to hand over to future 

generations a world that is more stable, a healthier planet, fairer societies and more prosperous 

economies,’ (P6 ll. 10-2). This expresses a goal of intergenerational fairness and an acknowledgment 

of the negative impacts climate change will have on other areas of society and the economy. The 

symbol of the Paris Agreement representing a ‘lifeline’ and a ‘last chance’ especially stresses that the 

Paris Agreement forms the last escape route available to us if we want to act responsibly towards 

future generations, and the agreement thus forms the ultimate claim for action. These examples of 

climate goals are what one could refer to as ‘politically neutral’ as the announcement of these goals 

reveals nothing about how they should be achieved nor the kind of world the achievement of these 

goals will result in, and they thus seem non-controversial.  

 A key imaginary repeatedly used by the EC is the ‘decarbonisation of the economy’ or 

the ‘path’ or ‘transition’ to a ‘low carbon economy’ (P1 ll. 26-7; P3 l. 45; P5 ll. 19, 26, 47; P6 ll. 23, 

137, 150, 155, 278, 285, 369; P7 ll. 17, 23; P8 l. 52). This repeated imaginary reveals that the goal is 

to have an economic system which is based on low levels of carbon emissions even though it is not 

clear what carbon levels classify as ‘low’ enough. This transition is also articulated in several different 

ways: as the ‘transition to a low-carbon future’ (P5 l. 19); ‘global clean energy transition’ (P3 l. 22; 

P4 l. 231; P5 l. 12; P6 l. 13); ‘global transition to low emissions’ (P1 l. 20); ‘transition to a climate 

resilient, climate neutral future,’ (P6 ll. 53-4). Interestingly, all the discursive versions of the goal 

require a ‘transition’ and often a ‘global’ one. This signals that the goal is to change entirely from 

one global state to another, rather than making adjustments. The day before the signature ceremony 

in New York, Vice-President Šefčovič referred to the agreement as signalling ‘a fundamental and 

disruptive transition to a low-carbon economy and society’ (P7 l. 17, my emphasis), and 

Commissioner Cañete refers to the EU’s energy policies as ‘triggering the low-carbon revolution’ 

(P8 l. 52). The word choice of the transition being ‘disruptive’, and upscaling the transition to a 

‘revolution’ symbolise radical change and a complete clash with the current manner in which 

European economies are fuelled. Furthermore, a revolution normally refers to an uprising against 

those in power by an opposition whereby Cañete here indirectly classifies the EU as a ‘climate 

revolutionary’ that is not afraid to act. The definite article ‘the’ before ‘low-carbon revolution’ 

furthermore stresses its current existence instead of introducing it solely as a future phenomenon or 

goal. The revolution is presented as known or ongoing, and thereby somehow uncontroversial in 
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nature which only stresses the high level of ambition Cañete puts forward in his speech at the signing 

ceremony.  

5.2.3 The Paris Agreement as an ambitious game changer 

The Paris Agreement is not only represented as a necessary response to the serious threat of climate 

change. The most frequently used representation of the Paris Agreement is very optimistic and also 

presents it as sufficient at fighting climate change. The agreement is discursively given great 

momentum as a ‘game changer’ (P6 l. 256). At the ceremony in New York April 22, Cañete did not 

understate the significance of the Paris Agreement, drawing on Voltaire’s metaphor again: ‘Four 

months ago… We stopped arguing, and started acting. We put aside self-interest and short-term 

thinking, and came up with a lasting solution to the greatest conundrum of our time.’ (P8 ll. 26-7) 

The Paris Agreement is in this small narrative the solution, and a ‘lasting’ one, to the great 

‘conundrum’ of climate change.  

 The agreement is represented as an ‘unprecedented historic success’ (P4 l. 36), and it is 

characterised as ‘historic’ in several of the texts, stressing the uniqueness of the agreement (P3 ll. 5, 

9; P4 ll. 21, 36; P6 l. 9). In the assessment of the agreement to the Parliament and the Council, the 

EC characterises the agreement as: ‘a historically significant landmark in the global fight against 

climate change’ (P6 l. 9). This creates a narrative around the agreement, giving it a place in future 

history books as a climate milestone. On December 2015, the EC draws on the same narrative, 

explaining that ‘[t]he deal is the culmination of years of efforts by the international community to 

bring about a universal multilateral agreement on climate change,’, and characterising it as ‘the first-

ever universal, legally binding global climate deal’ and the ‘first major multilateral deal of the 21st 

century’ (P3 ll. 15-7, 5-6, 12).  

 Beside the fact that the agreement is historically unique, it is also a game changer due 

to the ambitious nature of its content. Even before COP21, the EC expressed its aim for an ambitious 

agreement: ‘The EU is committed to an ambitious new global climate change agreement in Paris in 

December 2015,’ (P1 ll. 15-6). Following the end of COP21, the EC discursively illustrated that it 

had achieved exactly this, calling the newly completed deal ‘ambitious and balanced’ and 

characterising it as ‘legally binding’ (P3 ll. 11-2, 6, 11), illustrating its potential strength. In the same 

text, Commissioner Cañete also refers to the agreement as ‘ambitious and legally binding’ (l. 39), and 

President Jean-Claude Juncker is quoted for calling it a ‘robust agreement’ (l. 28), also referring to 

the strength of the agreement. At the Bruegel event in February, Cañete also stresses that the EC 
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achieved the content it aimed for: ‘The agreement is very ambitious in its scope and includes most of 

the EU’s demands’ (P4 l. 43). The broad alliance of over 100 developed and developing countries, 

including the EU, that arose in the pursuit of an ambitious deal at COP21 is referred to as the High 

Ambition Coalition (Mathiesen & Harvey, 2015). High ambition is therefore arguably very central to 

the discourse surrounding the agreement achieved in Paris. In fact, all the texts mention the 

agreement, its content, or the wish for one, and/or the reduction targets as ‘ambitious’, and/or the 

agreement as built upon ‘ambition’ at least once (P1 ll. 11, 15, 18, 34; P2 l. 9; P3 ll. 11, 20, 31, 39, 

48; P4 ll. 40, 43, 157, 440; P5 l. 42; P6 ll. 17, 24, 30, 32, 40, 68, 78, 92, 106, 126, 128, 176, 329, 340, 

368; P7 l. 32; P8 ll. 29, 76), also signalling a victory for the High Ambition Coalition. This key word 

both illustrates a very optimistic approach to what the Paris Agreement can achieve, while arguably 

also recognising that high ambition is necessary to avoid climate change.  

5.2.4 The Paris Agreement as a commenced journey 

A repeated imaginary in the texts represents the world as already in the middle of a journey towards 

a low-carbon economy made possible by the Paris Agreement. The journey towards a low-carbon 

economy is thus not only a goal, but also part of the circumstances. The agreement is represented as 

‘a confirmation of the EU’s path to a low carbon economy’ (P5 l. 26; P6 ll. 22-3), and the path is thus 

already confirmed. Likewise, Commissioner Cañete asserts in Brussels that ‘… with the historic Paris 

Agreement reached in Paris last December, we have begun an unprecedented journey towards a low-

carbon and sustainable world,’ (P4 l. 22). On April 22 in New York, Commissioner Cañete says: 

‘Europe is forging ahead towards the climate-neutral future that today’s Agreement makes possible,’ 

(P8 l. 90). Here, Europe is represented as an actor already in the middle of pursuing the future goal. 

The present perfect tense of ‘have begun’ and the present progressive tense of ‘is forging ahead’ 

signal that the EU is in the middle of action.  

 Cañete continues by calling the EU’s commitment to the agreement ‘irreversible and 

non-negotiable,’ (P8 l. 91). Vice-President Šefčovič also says that ‘this transition is now irreversible 

and unstoppable’ (P7 l. 18). The same point is made in the EC’s assessment to the Parliament and the 

Council: ‘the path to clean energy is irreversible’ (P6 l. 159). Furthermore, the text states that the 

agreement ‘sends a clear signal to all stakeholders, investors, businesses, civil society and policy-

makers that the global transition to clean energy is here to stay and that resources have to shift away 

from fossil fuels,’ (P6 ll. 72-4). Thus, not only has the transition already begun, but it is ‘irreversible’, 

‘non-negotiable’, ‘unstoppable’ and ‘here to stay’. This again creates a very powerful narrative of the 
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Paris Agreement as a strong and game-changing agreement. The fact that the commenced journey 

forms part of the circumstantial premise also serves the argument that since this path is already begun, 

it ought to be followed through.  

5.2.5 The European Union as a committed climate leader 

The EC repeatedly represents itself and the EU in general as the ‘global leader on climate change’ 

(P2 l. 19). The website text from before COP21 states that: ‘The EU has the world's most ambitious 

commitments on climate change and is pushing for a new international Paris Agreement to be 

finalised in Paris,’ (P1 ll. 18-20). After completing the agreement, Cañete asserts that the EU will: 

‘… continu[e] our leadership in the global transition to a low-carbon future. Through our climate 

diplomacy, the EU will push to keep climate change at the top of the international political agenda,’ 

(P5 ll. 19-20). Not only is the European leadership stressed as a non-negotiable fact in both examples, 

the EU is also the actor ‘pushing’ the rest of the world forward on this issue. Upon announcing the 

outcome of COP21, the EC wrote on its website: ’The European Union has played a key role in 

brokering today's historic agreement in Paris,’ (P3 l. 4). It continues: ‘… the EU has been building a 

broad coalition of developed and developing countries in favour of high ambition that shaped the 

successful outcome of the Paris conference,’ where it stresses the EU’s role as the party building the 

High Ambition Coalition (ll. 18-20). In the same text, Commission President Juncker says:  

 

We have long been the global leader in climate action and the Paris Agreement now 

reflects our ambition worldwide. I would like to thank the EU’s chief negotiator 

Commissioner Miguel Arias Cañete and his team for working day and night to make this 

agreement happen and for keeping the European Union the central player throughout the 

negotiations, (P3 ll. 30-5).  

 

President Juncker here presents the Paris Agreement as brought about almost exclusively by the party 

of the European Union. The ambition present in the agreement represents the European ambition that 

the rest of the world has now accepted. Cañete calls the agreement a major win for Europe and for 

the global community, and again stresses that ‘Europe has led the efforts in Paris…’ (P3 l. 38).  

 Grammatically, the EU, or the EC in particular, is also repeatedly positioned as a 

powerful actor. The sentence structure is characterised by active sentences with the ‘the EU’, 

‘Europe’, the ‘Commission’, or ‘we’ as the pronoun replacing one of these, as the agent, positioned 
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initially in the clause, then followed by a verb. This structure can be seen in all examples presented 

in the previous paragraph and emphasises the EC’s active role as a leader. Upon signing the 

Agreement, Commissioner Cañete also stresses Europe’s role as a climate father figure, helping and 

inspiring the rest of the world to follow its footsteps: 

 

Europe has some of the broadest shoulders in the world and we are ready to continue 

leading by example. We have designed and pioneered climate policies that work – 

emissions trading for example. We have created clean energy markets with a global reach 

that are triggering the low-carbon revolution. We have exported our experience and 

knowledge around the world to help many countries draw up their first ever climate action 

plans, (P8 ll. 48-54, my emphasis). 

 

The active sentence structure here again stresses that Europe is at the centre of global climate action 

as emphasised in italics. Furthermore, Europe is the one taking the world’s climate burden upon its 

shoulders, while helping other countries to act. 

 The EU’s leading position is also described as an obligation and a moral commitment. 

‘Our solemn duty – and we really are the last generation that can fulfil it – is to show that we can do 

more than argue – that it is also within our nature to act,’ (P8 ll. 23-4). Commissioner Cañete here 

stresses that namely because this generation is the last one that has the ability to take action against 

climate change, it has an obligation to do so. Commitment is also expressed through commissive 

speech acts, committing the speaker to action beyond the utterance itself (Saeed, 1997). A good 

example of the commissive speech acts used is Commissioner Cañete’s quotation from the day before 

the signing ceremony in New York: 

 

We have agreed. We will sign, and we will act. In Europe, we have already started our 

homework of implementing the Paris Agreement and we will continue to lead the global 

low-carbon economy transition. We will ratify the Paris Agreement by securing the 

support of our 29 parliaments, and by demonstrating that we will have the policies in 

place to meet our commitments. This will ensure that when we act, we will act on a solid 

legal basis. Already before the start of this summer, the European Commission will 

present a proposal to the Council to ratify the Paris Agreement on behalf of the European 

Union, (P7 ll. 22-6). 
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In this quote, the Commissioner commits to several actions external to the utterance: He promises 

that the EU will sign the agreement, will ratify the agreement, and that the EC will propose to ratify 

it collectively on behalf of the entire EU. Again, the active sentence structure, with the EU presented 

as the agent that repeatedly acts and promises to continue to do so, serves to stress the commitment 

to the utterances. Commissioner Cañete also points to the commitment symbolised by the physical 

signature: ‘Our signature means first and foremost that we are signing up to the commitments we 

made in Paris,’ (P7 l. 16). Upon signing the agreement the following day, Cañete once again 

confirmed the weight of the EC’s commitment to the agreement: ‘Our commitment to this Agreement, 

like that of all those who were in that room in Paris, is irreversible and non-negotiable,’ (P8 ll. 90-1). 

The EC is thus discursively determined to commit itself to protecting the climate. This is not just 

described as a result of the previously mentioned obligation the EC has to perform by virtue of its 

signature nor the institutional rights and obligations that follow from its status function. It is in the 

text also expressed as an ambition as well as a commitment that the EC wishes to honour for moral 

reasons, e.g. intergenerational fairness, rather than formal, institutional ones.  

 The EC is, however, not only portrayed as a generous climate hero. Its leading position 

on the global market for renewable energy also forms a motivation to act in the EC’s discourse. Both 

website texts on climate action and COP21 refer to the EU as ‘the world leader in renewables,’ (P1 l. 

14; P2 l. 20). In the communication to the Parliament and the Council, it is stated that the EC will put 

forward policy proposals ‘to foster EU's role as a world leader in the field of renewable energy’ (P6 

ll. 358-9). Furthermore, in the press release from March 2016, Vice-President Šefčovič says: ‘We 

want to maintain the first mover advantage, notably in renewable energy and energy efficiency,’ (P5 

l. 12). The concept of having a ‘first mover advantage’ is taken directly from business lingo concerned 

with competitive advantage on a specific market. Normally, first mover advantage is something 

private corporations and not public authorities can have. This presentation of the EU’s leading 

position reveals that there is also an economic incentive put forward in the argument for the Paris 

Agreement which will be elaborated upon next. 
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5.2.6 The Paris Agreement and trade 

5.2.6.1 The Paris Agreement as economic opportunity 

The goals identified in the climate texts are not exclusively connected to the overall goal of avoiding 

climate change for the sake of the climate. Throughout the texts, economic goals are represented as 

part of the justification for climate action. At the website text on COP21, the EC makes this clear: 

‘Acting against climate change is clearly a human and environmental imperative and also an 

economic opportunity for citizens, businesses and EU countries,’ (P2 ll. 37-9). The economic aspect 

of the Paris Agreement is primarily expressed in connection to the Energy Union, which forms the 

EU’s collective political strategy on energy, which should presumably support the objectives of the 

Paris Agreement. After pointing out the EU’s ‘first mover advantage’ in renewable energy, Vice-

President of the Energy Union, Maros Šefčovič continues: ‘Under the Energy Union strategy we want 

to create an environment that allows investors and businesses to fully seize these new opportunities, 

and consequently be able to generate new jobs and growth,’ (P5 ll. 13-4). The private sector therefore 

seems to play an important role in the EU’s energy strategy. Here, the goal is not about climate 

improvements, but simply about creating ‘jobs and growth’. Upon referring to the ‘irreversible and 

unstoppable’ ‘fundamental and disruptive transition’ to a low-carbon economy that Europe drives 

forward, Vice-President Šefčovič points to the economic opportunities implied: ‘“That’s why we 

need to deliver the Energy Union and create the conditions for future opportunities, innovation and 

job creation that this transition will bring. Let’s use the momentum,”’ (P7 ll. 19-20). The transition 

he points to thus seems to primarily be a market transition on the energy market, bringing economic 

opportunities framed as the goal.  

 The communication from the EC to the European Parliament and the Council also 

focuses on how the Paris Agreement will create economic opportunities:  

 

For the EU, this provides important opportunities, notably for jobs and growth. The 

transition will stimulate investment and innovation in renewable energy, thereby 

contributing to the EU's ambition of becoming the world leader in renewable energy, and 

increase the growth in markets for EU produced goods and services, for instance in the 

field of energy efficiency, (P6 ll. 15-9). 
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Again, the political goal of creating ‘jobs and growth’ is put forward as an argument for the Paris 

Agreement. The EC once again points to the EU’s ‘ambition’ of being ‘the world leader’ on the global 

energy market in very competitive terms. The EU’s role as a big, competitive economic player on the 

global market is repeated in the same text: ‘Implementation of the Paris Agreement offers business 

opportunities for the EU to maintain and exploit its first mover advantage when fostering renewable 

energy, energy efficiency and competing on the development of other low carbon technology market 

globally’ (P6 ll. 142-4). The European leadership that is stressed so many times throughout the texts 

is here again expressed in business terms, as giving the EU a ‘first mover advantage’ that it ought to 

‘exploit’ in order to compete on the global market.  

 The same text also describes in more detail how markets should be a part of the solution: 

‘Ongoing bilateral and multilateral negotiations on liberalising trade in green goods and services 

should be accelerated to facilitate the global action to mitigate climate change and to create business 

opportunities for European companies,’ (P6 ll. 326-8). Here, the EC actually argue that bilateral trade 

negotiations like TTIP should be ‘accelerated’ in order to liberalise trade in ‘green goods and 

services’. Trade negotiations like TTIP thus functions as a tool to reach the two-fold goal of mitigating 

climate change on the one hand, and creating business opportunities for Europe on the other. It is also 

explained that the 2030 energy and climate regulatory framework ‘includes a new energy market 

design to place consumers at the centre of the energy system, enabling demand response and 

enhancing flexibility,’ (P6 ll. 360-1). Again market forces play an important role in the EU’s climate 

policy. In this description, the EU engages in a very liberalised ‘market design’ that should apparently 

primarily be demand-driven, without explaining how this will ensure a demand for climate friendly 

goods and services that the transition to a low-carbon economy would arguably need.  

 The EC thus seems to put forward the argument that climate action creates a win-win 

situation, providing economic opportunities, and that liberalising markets is part of the solution to 

climate change. On the EC’s website on climate action, the introductory text on COP21 even places 

economic goals as primary to other goals:  

 

The global transition to low emissions can be achieved without compromising growth 

and jobs, and can provide significant opportunities to revitalise economies in Europe and 

globally. Action to tackle climate change also brings significant benefits in terms of 

public well-being, (P1 ll. 20-3). 
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It is clear that the most important thing to underline is that the pursuit of solving the climate crisis 

will bring no compromise to economic goals, but that it can on the contrary provide economic 

opportunities. Secondary is the fact that climate action will ‘also’ contribute to ‘public well-being’, 

arguably understating what is at stake. 

 On the website on COP21, the EC uses an argument for climate action, put forward as 

a paragraph of its own: ‘It is possible to act. From 1990 to 2013, EU emissions declined 19% while 

GDP grew 45%,’ (P2 ll. 21-2). This inductive argument claims that if economic growth increased 

while emissions fell, then it is possible to do something about climate change and decrease emissions 

even further. However, does this mean that if GDP did not grow in this period, it would be impossible 

to act? Apparently, economic growth is the only indicator proving that climate action is worth 

pursuing. Furthermore, that emissions can fall while economic growth increases reveals nothing about 

whether it is in fact still ‘possible to act’ in order to avoid climate change. The weight put on business 

opportunities and economic goals illustrates that even in a climate policy context, avoiding climate 

change does not appear to function as a goal in its own right. 

5.2.6.2 The Paris Agreement as a challenging priority issue  

In spite of the promise of harmony between economic opportunities and climate action, it is in some 

instances discursively acknowledged that climate action can form a challenge to other policy areas, 

such as economy and trade. Upon signing the agreement, Cañete acknowledged this challenge: ‘And 

let's be clear – it won't be easy. Change of this scale never is. We will have to make difficult decisions, 

set higher targets, make new laws, redirect investments,’ (P8 ll. 36-7). Cañete here discursively 

recognises that climate action requires significant changes across the political spectrum.  

 In the assessment of the Paris Agreement presented to the Parliament and the Council, 

the EC characterises climate action as follows: 

 

Climate action is a major strategic foreign policy challenge with implications for EU 

external policy making in, for example, development aid and cooperation, neighbourhood 

and enlargement policies, international scientific and technological co-operation, trade, 

economic diplomacy and security. Maintaining the positive momentum from Paris will 

require sustained political and diplomatic mobilisation at global level, (P6 ll. 294-8). 
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Here, it is again recognised that action to prevent climate change poses a challenge for foreign policy 

because climate efforts will have to intertwine with other policy areas. Trade is mentioned as one of 

these foreign policy areas, and the EC here expresses an acknowledgement not often expressed in the 

climate texts: that negotiating a bilateral trade agreement like TTIP, while performing sufficiently on 

climate action poses a ‘major challenge’. Acknowledging this challenge is also an acknowledgement 

of the fact that doing what is necessary for the climate will not necessarily go hand in hand with 

economic interests.  

 In his speech at the signing ceremony on April 22 2016, Cañete stresses the implications 

of the EC’s commitment to the Paris Agreement:  

 

But now we need to bottle that "Paris Spirit" up and take it around with us everywhere 

we go: to every UN General Assembly, to every international treaty and organisation, to 

every national and regional parliament, to every business, to every person. Because that 

is what it's going to take - every single one of us working together to live up to our Paris 

commitments, (P8 ll. 32-34). 

 

If climate results are desired, it is acknowledged that climate discussions cannot be confined to a 

UNFCCC forum. They should be part of all forms of interaction with other nations, EU Member 

States, the business community and the public. This promise is again stressed in the EC’s 

communication to the Parliament and the Council, specifically in terms of international economic 

fora: ‘Climate change should remain on the political agendas of relevant international fora, including 

the G20 and G7 meetings. In this respect, the EU will continue its international leadership and its 

climate diplomacy,’ (P6, ll. 54-6). To ‘secure’ the goal of transitioning to a low carbon economy, ‘the 

EU needs to keep up this ambition, internally and internationally’ (P6 ll. 369-70). Bringing this 

‘positive momentum from Paris’ or this ‘Paris Spirit’ into bilateral negotiations such as TTIP is thus 

crucial for the EC’s ability to live up to its ambitious commitments to the Paris Agreement.  

5.3 The European Commission’s discourses on the TTIP 

In this part of the analysis, the discursive assessment of the EC texts surrounding TTIP will be 

presented. First, the eleven texts for analysis will be introduced. Next, the TTIP discourses identified 

will be presented in turn. These include: TTIP as a necessary response to globalisation; TTIP as 

economic opportunity; the EC on the defensive – TTIP for transparency and no deregulation; TTIP 
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for sustainable development – promoting values and high standards globally; TTIP as the perfect 

weapon against climate change. 

5.3.1 Primary texts on the TTIP 

The eleven texts chosen as primary data have been published during the course of almost three years, 

from September 2013, a few months into the TTIP negotiations, to July 2016, seven months after the 

Paris Agreement was finalised. This broad span was chosen so the findings would be representative 

for the EC’s discourse surrounding TTIP throughout the negotiation period. The texts generally aim 

to inform the European civil society about and gather European support for negotiating TTIP with 

the US. The texts are listed in the appendix, include line numbers, and are referred to throughout the 

analysis as ‘T1’-‘T11’, named after the TTIP and numbered in accordance with their dates of 

publication.  

 The first text Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership: The Regulatory Part 

(T1) from September 2013 describes the initial intentions with TTIP concerning its impact on 

regulation. It is structured as a QA session and imitates a dialogue where a fictional reader asks short, 

sceptical questions concerning TTIP’s impact on regulation to which the EC then provides answers. 

‘TTIP and Consumers: The Good (without the Bad or the Ugly)’ (T2) is a speech by Trade 

Commissioner Cecilia Malmström, made in Brussels on November 18 2014. Here, she addresses how 

TTIP will impact on consumers by providing cheaper products, more options and better protection. 

The next text is also a speech by Commissioner Malmström made the following month on December 

11 2014, also in Brussels. The speech, ‘Debating TTIP’ (T3), focuses on the importance of debate, 

transparency and public participation in forming TTIP.  

 Published on January 2015, ‘Trade and Sustainable Development (TSD) in TTIP’ (T4) 

is a brief description of the EU’s intentions with the proposed chapter on trade and sustainable 

development in TTIP that the EC published ten months later that same year. The next text is the EC’s 

website text providing a brief overview of the TTIP, titled ‘About TTIP’ (T5). The website was last 

updated on April 1 2015, but is still the text presented on the same website entered on August 4 2016, 

and it thus still represents the EC’s representation of the agreement. The next text is a graphic 

presentation of TTIP, making a case for completing the agreement, and it is simply titled The 

Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (T6). The presentation contains quotations from 

business leaders and commissioners, statistics about the impacts of TTIP and descriptions of its 

content and status quo.  
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 ‘EU to pursue the most ambitious sustainable development, labour and environmental 

provisions in TTIP’ (T7) is a press release published by the EC on November 6 2015, announcing the 

publication of its proposal for the chapter on trade and sustainable development on the same day. 

Also published on November 6 2015 is Commissioner Malmström’s blog post concerning the same 

subject: ‘TTIP – what’s in it for labour, environment and sustainable development?’ (T8). Here, she 

presents the case for TTIP based on the EU’s proposal for a chapter on trade and sustainable 

development, including labour and environmental issues.  

 ‘Negotiating TTIP’ (T9) is another blog post by Commissioner Malmström from 2 May 

2016. This blog post addresses the Greenpeace leakage of the consolidated texts of TTIP presenting 

the EU’s and the US’ standpoints on the different issues. Here, she argues that the texts have been 

misinterpreted and that TTIP is not going to lower standards as had been pointed out by many critics 

in the wake of the leakage. ‘Trade favouring low-emission and climate resilient development’ (T10), 

published on July 14 2016, diverges from the other TTIP data. This is the European Union’s textual 

proposal for a legal text on climate which should be included in the TTIP chapter on trade and 

sustainable development. As opposed to the other texts, this text focuses mainly on the subject of 

climate change and addresses the Paris Agreement directly. Furthermore, it is a proposal for a legal 

text to be implemented in TTIP as opposed to the other texts produced for public information. 

Therefore, the analysis of T10 will be presented separately when analysing how the two policy areas 

intersect in the TTIP discourses. ‘Conclusion of the 14th TTIP Negotiation Round’ (T11) is a 

statement by EU Chief Negotiator for TTIP Ignacio García Bercero, explaining the status of the 

negotiations after the fourteenth round of negotiations on TTIP. This was the negotiation round during 

which the EU’s textual proposal for a legal text on climate change (T10) had been presented and 

discussed. 

5.3.2 TTIP as a necessary response to globalisation 

The circumstantial premises serving the argument for TTIP in the EC’s communication are about the 

EU’s role in globalisation. Europe is a global economic factor, but developments outside of the EU 

connected to globalisation call for European action if the EU does not want to fall behind. At the EC’s 

website about TTIP, TTIP is represented as the response to a list of different circumstantial challenges 

connected to globalisation: ‘Europe currently faces big challenges, like: kickstarting our own 

economy; responding to conflicts close to our borders; adapting to other emerging economies outside 

Europe; maintaining our influence in the wider world,’ (T5 ll. 34-42). Economic growth inside of the 
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EU is one issue, and moreover, the EU needs to be able to respond to, adapt to as well as influence 

the rest of the world.  

 In her speech on TTIP and consumers from November 2014, Commissioner Malmström 

discursively paints a detailed picture of the contemporary situation, particularly for European 

consumers. She explains how Europe until this point in time has been able to successfully provide 

consumers with a great number of choices, with prosperity, with protection of their health, safety and 

their consumer rights. However, the circumstances have now changed, and globalisation has created 

concern for the future state of Europe: 

 

But today, European people on the whole do not feel secure about their future. They are 

concerned about the state of our economy. They are concerned about the complex 

economic and political changes of globalisation. The economic rise of emerging 

economies is a huge step forward for humanity. But it does mean less influence for Europe 

in the world in the future. That leads people to ask if European standards and values can 

be protected. This agreement can help us answer that question with a clear “Yes”, (T2 ll. 

191-9). 

 

In this description, it is not Malmström or the EU that are insecure about the future, but the ‘European 

people’ that ‘feel’ insecure about ‘their future’. ‘They’ are the ones that are concerned, and it is 

‘people’ who ask about the future protection of European standards and values. Instead of 

representing the EC as expressing concern, Malmström points to public sentiment as the primary 

reason for action. The EC is merely performing what the European people ask them to, and the EC 

can give them their security back with this agreement as the ultimate claim for action. 

 This account of the situation, where the European public is presented as calling for 

TTIP, is interesting, given the increased public concern about TTIP throughout its negotiation 

process. The arguments throughout the texts are often engaged in explaining how TTIP is in fact the 

response to the public concerns surrounding the current challenges. In her speech on December 2014, 

Malmström points this out as a ‘paradox’, leaving a fictional ‘future historian’ in confusion:  

 

On the one hand, Europeans need trade more than ever. 30 million of us work in the high-

paying jobs that our exports support. Many millions more work in companies that need 

to import energy, raw materials or components to succeed. And economists tell us that 
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the vast majority of the world’s growth will happen outside our borders over the next 

twenty years. On the other hand, there is more public concern about trade negotiations 

than at any time in recent memory. I do not know how our historian will resolve that 

paradox, (T3 ll. 9-17). 

 

By using the narrative of the future historian, trying to make sense of the TTIP negotiations, 

Malmström exposes the situation as non-sensible: that the EU needs to participate in the global race 

for economic growth ‘more than ever’, and that people despite this are increasingly concerned about 

trade.  

 In the same speech she also presents an argument for TTIP concerned with political 

strategy: 

 

Another important argument for this agreement is strategic. Our world is constantly 

changing – for worse and for better. Take the dramatic success of emerging economies 

like China over the last thirty years. They… are rightly taking their place at the high table 

of global politics as a result. But the mathematical consequence of their growing influence 

is a decline in Europe's. And that means we are less able to influence high standards for 

global rules on everything from food safety to human rights, (T3 ll. 151-7). 

 

The logic is clear: ‘the mathematical consequence of [China’s] growing influence is a decline in 

Europe’s’. Europe’s political influence is directly relative to economic developments outside of 

Europe, and Europe participates in a global competition for political influence. The world is changing, 

and therefore the EU must change.  

 That Europe needs to respond to change is also stressed in Commissioner Malmström’s 

speech focused on consumers: 

 

Another great Italian artist once noted: If we want everything to remain the same, then 

everything must change. If we want to keep providing consumers with safe, high quality 

goods and services at fair prices and under fair conditions. If we want them to continue 

to have high standards of living, and protect their public services. And if we want a 

stronger transatlantic partnership to defend our standards and values in the 21st century 
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then standing still is not an option. The challenges facing Europe today are too serious. 

And TTIP is a serious response to those challenges, (T2 ll. 228-36). 

 

Here, the response to a changing world is about adapting to these changes in order to avoid the 

negative consequences of change. TTIP is about ‘keep[ing]’ things the way they are, ‘continu[ing]’ 

our way of life, and ‘defend[ing]’ our standards. TTIP is thus also presented as sensible from an anti-

globalisation point of view, and ‘standing still’, no action at all, is presented as the only alternative. 

In this way, Malmström articulates a shared goal with the sceptics of TTIP, and stresses that TTIP is 

a necessary means to reach that goal.  

 TTIP is thus claimed to be the only sensible action, given the circumstances of the EU’s 

declining power in a globalised world. TTIP constitutes Europe’s golden ticket that can lead us 

through globalisation by safeguarding our standards, while reaping economic benefits and ensuring 

Europe’s rightful place in the driving seat of global developments. By the end of Chief Negotiator 

Bercero’s statement on the 14th negotiation round in July 2016, the conclusion is the same: 

 

TTIP is also a positive response to the concerns on globalisation that are expressed so 

often lately by people who criticise TTIP. If we want to have shot at shaping globalisation, 

we need a like-minded partner that shares largely our views that have respect for 

democracy and rule of law. TTIP is therefore not only important for the economic 

opportunities it will bring, but also TTIP is a means to enhance our ability to influence 

globalisation in accordance with our values, (T11 ll. 163-7). 

 

Globalisation here forms the overall circumstantial premise that makes TTIP necessary, while the 

opportunity of shaping globalisation according to European standards forms a goal of its own. The 

idea of TTIP as a necessary response to the negative challenges posed by globalisation is thus also 

accompanied by an idea of TTIP as an opportunity, ‘a positive response’ to globalisation, that can 

help the EU shape globalisation to comply with EU values.  

5.3.3 TTIP as economic opportunity 

One of the challenges that TTIP is a response to is, as mentioned, ‘kickstarting the economy’ (T5 l. 

36). In the TTIP document on the regulatory part, the EC explains that ‘reducing regulatory barriers 

to trade will be one of the most important ways that the Transatlantic Trade and Investment 
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Partnership (TTIP) will help the European and American economies,’ (T1 ll. 1-3). This formulation 

indirectly makes it clear that the primary reason for negotiating TTIP is in fact economic. This is 

again stressed when the EC explains the reason why regulation is a part of TTIP: ‘First, because 

cutting unnecessary red tape would reduce the cost of doing business across the Atlantic… Studies 

suggest this could be worth billions in new growth for our economies,’ (T1 ll. 21-3). Economic growth 

is presented as the primary reason for why the TTIP negotiations include regulation, and the ‘second’ 

goal presented relates to the quality and the effectiveness of regulation. Not surprisingly for a trade 

agreement, economic growth is thus presented as a primary goal for TTIP. 

 As presented in the previous section, TTIP is represented as necessary if the EU should 

be able to keep up with economic developments outside of Europe. Furthermore, rather than merely 

characterising the European economy as posing a challenge, economic issues are also represented in 

more optimistic terms. TTIP is represented as an economic opportunity for an already strong 

European economy. Upon the 14th negotiation round, Commissioner Ignacio García Bercero states: 

‘TTIP makes sense economically, politically and strategically. With 31 million people in Europe 

employed in export related jobs, we can't afford to waste a great opportunity to make this number 

even bigger’, (T11 ll. 160-1). The importance of action is here again stressed, stating that it is not 

economically affordable for the EU not to act on TTIP. However, it is at the same time expressed in 

optimistic language. By calling it a ‘great opportunity’ to employ ‘even’ more people in export related 

jobs, it is presented as an offer too good to turn down rather than a necessity.  

 In the presentation of TTIP from the end of 2015 (T6), TTIP is described as ‘[a]n 

opportunity for Europe’ providing ‘[a] strong boost to the EU economy with lower trade barriers and 

more jobs,’ (T6 ll. 25-9). It also calls it ‘[a] boost for the world’s strongest economic partnership’ (T6 

l. 11), showing a graphic image including graphs and facts on economic flows between the EU and 

the US in 2013: ‘The EU exports around €311 bn in goods and €159 bn in services to the US,’; ‘The 

EU imports around €205 bn in goods and €146 bn in services from the US,’; ‘The US was the leading 

investor in the EU with €1,652 bn.’; ‘The US was the leading destination of EU Foreign Direct 

Investment stocks with €1,687 bn,’; ‘The EU and the US accounted together for about half the entire 

world GDP, a third of the world imports and over a quarter of the world exports,’ (ll. 12-21). These 

pieces of information presented as neutral facts together give the impression that economic 

transactions between the EU and US are already huge. The fact that TTIP is a ‘boost’ to this 

development implies that it only adds to an already positive, economic development. This serves the 
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argument that it is only common sense to improve the conditions under which the EU and the US 

trade with one another in what is already the ‘world’s strongest economic partnership’. 

 Where economic goals are articulated, they mostly focus on lower prices for consumers 

and an increase in higher-paying jobs, arguably because these are the economic issues that are of 

interest to the general public. The EC’s website on TTIP (T5) states that an independent study 

suggests that TTIP will help by ‘generating jobs and growth across the EU’ and ‘cutting prices when 

we shop and offering us more choice,’ (T5 ll. 54-6). Jobs and prices are also the focus in 

Commissioner Malmström’s speech concerned with consumers when it comes to what consumers 

‘need from the economy’ (T2 l. 73): ‘Trade agreements can lower prices, widen choice and create 

high quality jobs. TTIP must do exactly that,’ (T2 ll. 81-2). After Malmström has explained how 

TTIP will bring prices down and create jobs, she stresses the need for ambition: ‘All this has only 

one implication for the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership. It has to be ambitious. If we 

want to provide these kinds of benefits then we must significantly reduce the cost of trading across 

the Atlantic,’ (T2 ll. 112-6) Again, TTIP is explained as an economic necessity for Europe that will 

provide a range of benefits, requiring only the will to be ambitious. 

5.3.4 The EC on the defensive: TTIP for transparency and no deregulation 

It is evident from the texts that the EC has had a tough job selling TTIP to the European public and 

some EU Member States. The EC’s TTIP communication seems eager to reject concerns regarding 

globalisation, deregulation and loss of member countries’ right to regulate, as well as concerns 

regarding the democratic process and lack of transparency surrounding the TTIP negotiations. 

5.3.4.1 TTIP will be negotiated fairly and transparently 

In the TTIP document on the regulatory part, from September 2013 (T1), the EC as mentioned 

engages in a fictional QA session where it provides clear and simple answers to all questions in the 

attempt to reject all concerns in advance. The text thus simulates a deliberative process containing 

critical questioning followed by satisfactory answers until the sceptical reader is apparently content 

and silenced which ends up serving the EC’s argument for TTIP. The first critical question in the text 

starts out by applauding the EC’s initial explanation of how TTIP will affect regulation before 

proceeding with the critical question: ‘That sounds sensible. But how do we know that the TTIP 

negotiations won’t lower safety, health, consumer and environmental standards to suit the interests 

of business?’ (T1 ll. 125-7). The EC replies with three main reasons: that regulators themselves are 
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part of the negotiations; that the negotiations will be transparent; and that the negotiated text will 

have to be approved by the US Congress, the EU Parliament and the Council. The EC argues that the 

‘process ensures that the final deal will be the right one for Europe’ (l. 149) and thus ask people to 

trust it to make a sensible agreement. 

 However, during the negotiations, it is increasingly acknowledged that the negotiations 

cannot only be based on trust to the EC. It seems important to the EC to emphasise its willingness to 

engage other stakeholders in the negotiation process as a response to criticism regarding transparency. 

On its website about TTIP, the EC has published an archive of information and documents on TTIP 

in the form of reports on negotiation rounds, blog posts, press releases, EU proposals for the 

negotiations, etc. Furthermore, there is an option titled ‘Have your say’ where it is possible to call 

and email the EC about the TTIP (European Commission, 2016 Oct 1). The Greenpeace leakage of 

the consolidated negotiation text is, however, an example of continued mistrust, and therefore 

Commissioner Malmström immediately responded with a blog post rejecting all criticism. She 

explains that the EC has recently chosen to make everything public, and she rejects the novelty of the 

released texts and claims that the ‘positions of the EU are well-known and nothing new’ (T9 ll. 25-

6).  

 In the press release from November 2015 on sustainable development, the EC stresses 

the role of civil society in completing the provisions on this issue: ‘Civil society, including trade 

unions and environmental NGOs, has a strong influence on EU trade policy,’ (T7 ll. 105-6). In T4, 

also on trade and sustainable development, one of the goals of the chapter is to ‘keep civil society 

involved in the way we put TTIP into practice,’ (T4 ll. 14-5). By saying that civil society already 

‘has’ a ‘strong influence’ on trade policy, and that the EC want to ‘keep’ civil society involved, 

influence from civil society serves as a circumstantial premise, where public involvement already 

ensures a fair agreement. 

 Furthermore, the involvement of civil society is expressed as an absolute necessity for 

a successful TTIP outcome. In her speech on consumers, Commissioner Malmström says: ‘This kind 

of agreement – one that addresses the full range of consumers’ needs – is only available if we are all 

ready and willing to work together,’ (T2 ll. 208-9). She addresses European consumers and civil 

society and encourages their participation. At the same time, she acknowledges that the EC must be 

‘more open to genuine two-way discussion’ and ‘must be more transparent on the negotiations 

themselves’ (ll. 213-4). She continues: ‘But we will only deliver a TTIP that is good for consumers… 

if those outside the negotiating room also play their part,’ (ll. 216-7).  
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 In her speech about debating TTIP, Commissioner Malmström acknowledges that 

because TTIP has a broader approach than a regular trade agreement, including regulation, it has 

implications for the process, and she points to the need for transparency as the third implication:  

 

[W]e need to negotiate this agreement in a different way to an ordinary trade agreement. 

That means that this agreement needs to be negotiated openly and transparently. Everyone 

who is interested must have a chance to comment – consumers, workers, environmental 

activists, entrepreneurs, private citizens and the people’s representatives. That’s why I 

have announced new measures to open this process up even more than it was already, (T3 

ll. 70-6). 

 

This open approach is Commissioner Malmström’s solution to the before mentioned ‘paradox’ 

between the need for economic growth and the ungrounded scepticism towards trade presented in the 

same speech. She says: ‘By negotiating in this new way I believe we can take people's concerns about 

regulation in TTIP fully into account and demystify the negotiations for them – while still providing 

a result that helps them economically,’ (T3 ll. 90-2). Here, Commissioner Malmström ascribes the 

public’s concerns about TTIP to a lack of knowledge about the negotiations, rather than presenting it 

as an issue of disagreement. If people are simply better informed, the cause for concern will be 

eliminated. 

5.3.4.2 TTIP: A promise of no deregulation  

One of the major concerns that the EC seeks to reject throughout the texts is the concern regarding a 

regulative race to the bottom. In Commissioner Malmström’s speech on consumers, it is therefore 

stressed that negotiating TTIP with ambition must be combined with caution: ‘Caution means this 

agreement must not undermine governments’ ability to protect people from safety, environmental or 

financial risks or to provide high quality public services like education and health’ (T2 ll. 132-3). The 

first text on the regulatory part of TTIP, also stresses from the beginning of the negotiations that TTIP 

is only about ‘cutting unnecessary red tape’ (T1 l. 21), an idiom referring to the undesired barriers to 

trade emerging as an unintended side-effect of regulation. In this text, the EC differentiates between 

democratic, political decisions that rightfully protect people and the environment and what they term 

‘technical details’ that differ in the EU and the US and should be evened out in order to reduce the 

cost of trade between the two. The circumstantial premise supporting TTIP’s impact on regulation is 
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that these technical details can affect trade by creating ‘[u]nnecessary barriers’ at ‘[u]nnecessary 

expense’ through ‘[u]nnecessary duplication’ (T1 ll. 236, 244, 256). It is thus presented as only 

logical to remove these barriers, while there is no elaboration of how to differentiate between these 

unnecessary barriers and necessary democratic decisions.  

 The EC seems aware that trade agreements seeking to change regulation will be 

perceived as a cause for concern, and the text therefore gives the EC the chance to address counter-

arguments in advance. The second question posed addresses the paradoxical relationship between 

trade and regulation: ‘But wait: If TTIP is about expanding trade as much as possible, doesn’t that 

mean the negotiators will try to remove as much regulation as possible?’ (T1 ll. 156-8). The EC 

immediately follows up with a clear rejection of this question:  

 

No. Regulation is here to stay, for a lot of good reasons, like protecting the environment, 

making sure products are safe or avoiding another financial crisis. The reason we have 

regulation in the first place is because the people, through their representatives, have 

decided that it’s worth any costs it might place on the economy. That fact does not change 

simply because of a trade negotiation, (T1 ll. 160-9). 

 

Here, the EC declares itself in agreement with the sceptical reader that would pose such a question. 

Furthermore, it acknowledges that existing regulation is ‘worth any costs it might place on the 

economy’ as an unchangeable ‘fact’. It also downplays the impact TTIP can have on regulation by 

referring to it as ‘simply’ another ‘trade negotiation’ with the indefinite article presenting it as merely 

one out of many other similar trade negotiations. The EC continues to reject any doubt there might 

still be left in the sceptical reader: ‘To be absolutely clear: TTIP will not change those democratic 

choices. It is not about deregulation. People will still be protected,’ (T1 ll. 271-2). 

 The concerns about hormone-treated beef and GMOs in food are issues repeatedly dealt 

with in the EC texts: ‘We are not working on issues where our differences are too wide. TTIP will 

not change Europe’s laws on hormone-treated beef and genetically modified organisms, for example,’ 

(T6 ll. 43-45). A clear rejection from the EC on these issues are presented in several of the texts: T6, 

T1 (ll. 273-97), T2 (ll. 146-7), T3 (ll. 47-8) and T9 (ll. 43-4), which underlines the EC’s need to repeat 

its promise on these controversial issues. 
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 The concern does not only revolve around existing regulation, but also around the EU 

and EU Member States’ ability to regulate in the future. The same TTIP text on the regulatory part 

from early in the negotiation process also expresses a need to be clear about this:  

 

It is important to be clear though: This kind of cooperation would not limit democratic 

political choices. The ability of the European Union and Member States to act to protect 

European people from risks to their health, safety, environment and financial security 

would be preserved, (T1 ll. 102-4). 

 

This concern regarding loss of autonomy for Member States to protect its citizens is rejected 

repeatedly throughout the texts, e.g.: TTIP will ensure that ‘… EU governments fully maintain their 

right to: adopt rules or laws to protect people and the environment; run public services however they 

wish,’ (T5 ll. 75-9; also referred to in T6 ll. 40-2); ‘… whatever we agree in TTIP about the way we 

make regulation in the future must leave us a free hand to work,’ (T3 ll. 52-3); ‘… no EU trade deal 

has ever restricted EU Member States’ freedom to organise their public services the way they 

choose… TTIP will be no different,’ (T3 ll. 97-9). The argument throughout is thus that we have the 

EC’s word that it will only approve an agreement that leaves European countries with the right to 

regulate and provide public services.  

 The EC’s message is clear: there will be no trade-offs regarding regulation. Under the 

headline in capital letters: ‘NO DEAL AT JUST ANY PRICE’, a quote by President Jean-Claude 

Juncker is presented: ‘”I will not sacrifice Europe’s safety, health, social and data protection standards 

or our cultural diversity on the altar of free trade,”’ (T6 ll. 34-7). Providing this message in the form 

of a quotation by the President of the Commission himself including source and date gives the 

utterance a certain weight. Furthermore, introducing the utterance with ‘I will not’ makes it a direct 

commissive speech act, formulated as a personal promise from the President of the Commission to 

the European people. The metaphor of free trade having an altar upon which nothing will be sacrificed 

compares the free trade agenda that TTIP is part of to an almost religious quest. While this metaphor 

signals the importance of trade for Europe, it also signals a clear promise that there will be no trade-

offs. In her speech about debating TTIP, Commissioner Malmström also rejects the fear for trade-

offs directly in plain language: ‘… there can be no trade-off between our economic goals and our 

people’s health, safety, the environment or financial stability’ (T3 ll. 44-5).  
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 It is thus clear from the texts, that it throughout the negotiations has been necessary for 

the EC to defend the TTIP and repeat promises not to deregulate and not to restrict EU Member 

States’ ability to regulate in the future. A very overt example of the EC’s defensive counter-discourse 

is Commissioner Malmström’s blog post ‘Negotiating TTIP’ that is a direct response to the 

Greenpeace leakage of the TTIP consolidated texts. Here, she dismisses the concerns raised by the 

leaked texts as ‘misconceptions’ (T9 l. 4) and states: 

 

It begs to be said, again and again: No EU trade agreement will ever lower our level of 

protection of consumers, or food safety, or of the environment. Trade agreements will not 

change our laws on GMOs, or how to produce safe beef, or how to protect the 

environment. Any EU trade deal can only change regulation by making it stronger… but 

never weaker, (T9 ll. 41-8). 

 

Not only does she repeat the EC’s commitment to protect European regulation, she adds that TTIP 

will only make regulation ‘stronger’, which also forms an important part of the EC’s discourse 

surrounding TTIP.  

5.3.5 TTIP for sustainable development: Promoting values and high standards 

globally 

As described, TTIP is articulated as necessary in order to safeguard European standards and values 

in a globalised world. Furthermore, the repeated goal of preserving standards internally is 

accompanied by an optimistic discourse expressing a goal to strengthen them and spread European 

standards and values globally through cooperation with the US. On the website ‘About TTIP’, shortly 

presenting TTIP and its goals, ‘project[ing] our values globally’ is listed as a secondary goal that 

TTIP will ‘help’ the EU reach (T5). This goal is also articulated in the text from September 2016 (T1) 

concerning the regulatory part of TTIP. Here, after presenting economic benefits as the first reason 

to include regulation in the TTIP negotiations, the subsequent goals are articulated: ‘Second, because 

closer cooperation with the US would make our regulation more effective. Also, where TTIP leads 

to shared approaches, those are more likely to be followed around the world, meaning a regulatory 

race to the top rather than a race to the bottom’ (ll. 25-9). Not only will there not be trade-offs between 

economic benefits and regulatory protection in TTIP, TTIP will even result in a global competition 

for raising standards while providing economic benefits. 
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 This goal is later on in the negotiation process primarily represented as part of the EU’s 

proposal for provisions on trade and sustainable development. The EC recognises that it is necessary 

to have a chapter on sustainable development in ‘the new generation of EU trade agreements’ (T8 ll. 

6-8):  

 

Today, trade agreements are not only about increased exports and imports. They also have 

to live up to our global responsibilities. TTIP is a chance to enshrine joint and ambitious 

commitments to sustainable development which could benefit not only the people of the 

EU and the US, but also many others around the globe, (T8 ll. 83-7).  

 

Trade is still at the centre of the agreement, but it is also a ‘chance’ to cooperate on sustainable 

development. The EC presents the reason for proposing to negotiate on trade and sustainable 

development: ‘We want ambitious provisions that ensure economic growth, development and 

environmental protection go hand in hand. More trade does not have to come at the expense of 

workers or the environment. In fact, we want TTIP to support social progress,’ (T4 ll. 23-33). In this 

part of the agreement, the EC wants to: ‘keep our right to set high levels of environmental and labour 

protection and avoid any race to the bottom,’ (T4 ll. 55-8). Here, the EC seems to acknowledge the 

fact that a trade agreement could possibly compromise sustainable development, but argues that the 

chapter on trade and sustainable development will make sure that this will not be the case. 

 Several places in the texts, the EC goes even further to imply that trade is necessary for 

ensuring global sustainable development. In the press release announcing the EU’s proposal on 

sustainable development, Commissioner Malmström is quoted, representing trade as a ’tool’ for 

sustainable development in itself:  

 

“Trade is not only a tool to create new economic opportunities for consumers, workers 

and employers, but also a tool to help the world become a more responsible place. Trade 

is not just about our economic interests, but also about values… That’s why we are 

proposing a very ambitious approach to sustainable development in the EU-US trade 

talks… Working together with the US would make us more efficient in fighting globally 

for more responsible practices,” (T7 ll. 25-32). 
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According to Commissioner Malmström, trade is here just as much about ‘values’ and ‘responsibility’ 

as about ‘economic opportunities’. As the EC’s before-mentioned ‘ambitious’ approach to reaching 

TTIP’s economic goals (T2), its approach to sustainable development is here also characterised as 

‘ambitious’. Furthermore, cooperating with the US is presented as the means to spread responsible 

practices, here represented as an independent goal for TTIP. In this sentence, the EU finds itself in a 

global ‘fight’ for more responsible practices, implying that sustainable development forms just as 

much a motivation for the TTIP negotiations as the economic and strategic benefits previously 

described in other texts. 

 In her blog post on labour, environment and sustainable development, Commissioner 

Malmström says: ‘Today, the EU is a global leader in [protecting the environment and labour rights], 

but we can get even stronger by working together with partners such as the US’ (T8 ll. 13-4). The EU 

is represented as a ‘global leader’ on these issues, and as desiring to become ‘even stronger’. Here, 

this is presented as the primary goal of the cooperation with the US, which forms the means to 

reaching this goal. Thus, again, the EU finds itself on a quest to protect labourers and the environment 

globally, and it is presented as an independent goal that the EU and the US can best pursue together. 

Cooperation with the US is repeatedly presented as the primary means to reach these sustainability 

goals. In her speech on consumers, Commissioner Malmström argues:  

 

We can forge a new partnership between Europe and the United States to defend the 

values and standards we share. The more that the EU and the US can agree on regulation, 

or on rules about the interaction between trade, labour and the environment the more we 

will be able to shape global rules around those issues together, (T2 ll. 201-4). 

 

The logic presented here is that the closer cooperation the EU and the US can reach in TTIP, the 

easier it will be to protect and spread regulatory practices and promote the protection of labour and 

the environment on a global scale.  

 The same logic is expressed in the speech ‘Debating TTIP’ (T3), arguing for ‘the need 

for a strong Europe that can support and promote our values around the world,’ (T3 ll. 159-60):  

 

And by strengthening our alliance with America TTIP can renew a partnership that can 

help shape the world in the coming decades. Whatever our small differences, the 
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European Union and the United States share values of democracy, the rule of law, respect 

for the individual and open markets. Those values are worth preserving, (T3 ll. 167-71). 

 

The differences between the EU and the US are presented as ‘small’, and the values we share are 

worth preserving. This is one of the few times in the primary texts where the ‘values’ that the EU 

repeatedly wishes to protect and promote are explained, and they here refer to preferences of the 

democratic, capitalist society. As previously presented, TTIP’s Chief Negotiator Bercero also calls 

the US ‘a like-minded partner’ that ‘largely shares our views’ and have ‘respect for democracy and 

rule of law’, which the EU ‘need[s]’ by its side in order to shape globalisation (T11 ll. 163-7). 

 The wish for TTIP to ensure sustainable development seems to amount to several goals, 

articulated in different ways as promoting global responsibility, promoting EU and US values and 

high standards globally, protecting labourers and the environment and creating a global regulatory 

race to the top. These goals seem to be used almost interchangeably as amounting to the collective 

goal of promoting ‘sustainable development’. In the TTIP texts concerned with its sustainable 

development objectives, this is presented as goals equal to economic and political goals, and TTIP is 

just as much presented as the necessary course of action in this respect. In this narrative, the US is 

our partner and ally with which we share similar values and standards, and whom we need to 

cooperate with in order to meet this goal.  

5.3.6 TTIP and climate change 

5.3.6.1 Climate action as sustainable development 

Except for a few instances, which will be presented in the following section, the issue of climate 

change is rarely mentioned directly in the TTIP texts. Mostly, it is indirectly addressed as part of the 

sustainable development chapter. In T7, the EC proclaims that the EU proposal on sustainable 

development in TTIP: ‘also refers to commitments made as part of the International Labour 

Organisation (ILO) and Multilateral Environmental Agreements, to ensure that both sides respect a 

common set of fundamental labour standards and environmental rules,’ (T7 ll. 42-6). The Paris 

Agreement, completed at COP21 one month later, is an example of a Multilateral Environmental 

Agreement that TTIP, according to the chapter, should ‘respect’. However, ‘climate’ is not mentioned 

once in the 17 pages’ chapter on trade and sustainable development, nor in the EC’s blog post 

announcing its publication. Commissioner Malmström does, however, refer directly to the issue of 
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climate change in her blog post concerning the proposal on sustainable development: ‘And, once we 

have an international agreement with ambitious targets to combat climate change, we will need to see 

how TTIP can help us meet them,’ (T8 ll. 73-5). The possible outcome of COP21, that turned out to 

be the Paris Agreement, thus, should be implemented into the issue of trade and sustainable 

development. 

 The issue of climate change in a TTIP context seems to be confined to one 

environmental issue out of many, such as GMOs, preservation of biodiversity, shipments of chemicals 

and waste, illegal logging and fishing, the protection of wildlife, etc. (T8 ll. 62-73). Climate action 

thus belongs to the concept of ‘environmental protection’ that again rarely stands alone. Protection 

of the environment primarily forms one half of the collective concept of ‘labour and the environment’ 

that both need protection (T2 l. 203; T4 l. 53; T7 ll. 10, 42; T8 l. 16; T11 ll. 115, 117). ‘Labour and 

environment’ is also merely a subcategory to the umbrella term of sustainable development (T7 ll. 9-

10; T11 ll. 114-5), which again only presents one of the issues under TTIP’s part on trade rules, 

alongside e.g. the issue of SMEs.  

 Besides being mentioned as a partner to labour issues, the environment is also 

mentioned in combination with other broader issues that ought to be protected: ‘health, safety, 

environment and financial security,’ (T1 l. 104); ‘safety, consumer rights, the environment and 

finance,’ (T2 ll. 58-9); ‘protect people from safety, environmental and financial risks,’ (T2 ll. 132-3); 

‘people’s health safety, the environment or financial stability,’ (T3 l. 45); ‘people and the 

environment,’ (T5 l. 77); ’consumers, or food safety, or of the environment,’ (T9 l. 42); ’food safety 

or environmental protection,’ (T11 l. 86), etc. Even though environmental protection is an often 

mentioned concept in the chosen TTIP texts, it thus seems to constantly be listed among other 

significant issues having nothing to do with the environment. To protect the environment does not 

necessarily go hand in hand with e.g. protecting workers’ rights, consumer rights or financial stability. 

On the contrary, one could arguably anticipate that the more issues that are listed side by side without 

further elaboration, the less priority each issue is likely to get as part of an overall sustainability 

objective of TTIP. Furthermore, identified as merely one aspect of sustainable development, it can 

be difficult to estimate to which extent the specific issue of climate protection is actually signified in 

the EC’s communication on TTIP and sustainable development. The proceeding section will further 

examine the role of climate change in the EC’s TTIP discourse. 
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5.3.6.2 TTIP as the perfect weapon against climate change 

In Commissioner Malmström’s blog post, she explains how TTIP, with its chapter on trade and 

sustainable development, will help ‘tackl[e] environmental problems that go beyond national 

borders’: 

 

Many environmental issues are global by definition… Trade in general – and TTIP in 

particular – can contribute to global solutions. Not only can we act together in global fora, 

but we can also make it easier to export and import goods and services that help us tackle 

these problems, such as climate-friendly and resource-efficient products, (T8 ll. 60-9). 

 

As previously described, trade agreements are introduced as a tool that the EC will use to promote 

sustainable development globally, which also refers to the issue of fighting climate change. Already 

in the EC text from September 2013, this relationship between trade and the issue of climate change 

specifically is exposed: ‘Electric cars offer great potential to tackle climate change and pollution 

while boosting growth,’ (T1 ll. 110-11). Transatlantic trade in electric cars is here presented as a 

quick fix to kill two birds with one stone. 

 In the EC text on sustainable development that the EC published already back in the 

beginning of 2015, climate change is presented as a ‘sensitive or controversial’ issue that the EC 

rejects completely. The ‘Sensitivity/concern’ is presented as follows: ‘TTIP will jeopardize the EU’s 

ambitious climate policy,’ (T4 ll. 90-3). In the articulation of the concern, the EC here points out that 

it already has an admirable climate policy. The EC responds: ‘EU climate legislation is not part of 

the TTIP negotiations. On the contrary, TTIP will support our climate targets, for example by 

promoting trade and investment in green goods and services,’ (T4 ll. 90-6). First of all, it is worth 

noticing the assumption that as long as climate legislation is not being negotiated, the resulting trade 

agreement will not be able to have a negative impact on the EU’s climate footprint. Furthermore, the 

EC once again argues that TTIP will, on the contrary, support the EU’s climate policy. Again, trade 

and investment are presented as an effective tool in fighting climate change when the goods and 

services are ‘green’, signalling that they are environmentally friendly in one way or the other. In the 

same short text, the EC lists three things it wants to do with the sustainability part of the agreement. 

The EC wants to support international standards on labour and the environment; avoid a regulatory 

race to the bottom; and thirdly, it wants to: ‘untap trade’s potential to advance sustainable 

development objectives, for example through more trade in sustainably managed natural resources or 
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in green goods and services,’ (T4 ll. 60-6). Here, trade is a resource to be ‘untapped’ and exploited 

for sustainability goals. Investment and trade in ‘sustainable’, ‘environmentally friendly’ or ‘green’ 

goods and services seem to be the example brought forward, whenever trade is argued to be the 

perfect tool for environmental and climate protection.  

 In EU Chief Negotiator Bercero’s statement upon the 14th negotiation round, he presents 

the status quo on each of the three parts of TTIP. These are market access, regulatory cooperation, 

and rules, where sustainable development belongs to the third part. He has a generally positive 

attitude towards the TTIP negotiations and claims that they are at an ‘advanced stage’, but that ‘a lot 

of work [still] needs to be done’ (T11 ll. 12-3). On market access, the overall conclusion is that ’we 

are not there yet’ since the EU’s ambition on several issues is not yet met (l. 32). On regulatory 

cooperation, it is emphasised that the negotiating parties are very determined to achieve an agreement 

that would not lower the existing level of citizen protection. The textual proposals are on the table 

‘on which further work is needed on both sides’ (l. 92). On rules, he highlights the issue of ‘trade and 

sustainable development, including on labour and the environment’ (ll. 114-5). Compared to the 

caution and gravity expressed in relation to the issues of market access, regulation and consumer 

rights, the discourse on sustainable development is optimistic and proud:  

 

We have also proposed the most ambitious chapter on trade and sustainable development, 

including on labour and the environment. We had very intensive discussions this week 

with the hope to achieve a very ambitious outcome. Indeed, we believe TTIP provides an 

opportunity for both the EU and US to increase the level of ambition on substantive 

commitments on both the labour and environment aspects of sustainable development, 

(T11 ll. 114-8).  

 

TTIP is again represented as supporting environmental commitments, and even as being able to 

‘increase the level of ambition’ on such commitments through its sustainable development chapter. 

The textual proposal on sustainable development, that has been vastly criticised for its lack of 

strength, is here characterised by the superlative as ‘the most ambitious chapter’ on the issue, while 

the negotiations with the US has caused reason to ‘hope’ for ‘a very ambitious outcome’. While the 

other areas of TTIP are acknowledged to still need work, the criticised provisions in support for 

sustainable development, including climate protection as one sub-issue, is here presented as already 

more than satisfactory. 
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 Chief Negotiator Bercero also presents the EU’s chapter on energy and raw materials 

‘which includes proposals to promote green innovations and trade of green technologies’ (T11 ll. 

120-1), again describing trade’s ability to run the green transition. He continues: ‘Our proposal also 

suggests removing the existing export licenses in the US on exports of gas. This could help in 

diversification of energy sources and therefore contribute to energy security in the EU,’ (ll. 121-3). 

Promoting gas is not the most ambitious approach to the climate issue, and is arguably not sufficient 

for living up to the Paris Agreement. The security of energy supplies, regardless of the ‘cleanness’ of 

the energy in question, is here referred to as the primary goal. A leaked draft of the EU’s proposed 

chapter on energy and raw materials around the 14th negotiation round was criticised by 

environmental organisations and MEPs for favouring unsustainable energy, such as gas, and for being 

a direct contradiction to the Paris Agreement (Moody, 2016; Neslen, 2016). The Chief Negotiator 

continues by rejecting this criticism: ‘And contrary to what some claimed this week, it doesn't 

undermine EU climate objectives, but on the contrary, it strengthens it,’ (ll. 125-6). Where climate is 

specifically mentioned, the EC thus maintains that TTIP serves as an effective tool to ‘promote’, 

‘strengthen’ and ‘increase the level of ambition’ of the EU’s climate efforts. 

  ‘Trade favouring low-emission and climate-resilient development’ (T10), published in 

July 2016, as mentioned deviates from the other TTIP texts as it is a legal proposal specifically on 

climate that should form part of the chapter on trade and sustainable development in TTIP. The 

purpose of this text is therefore to implement climate goals into TTIP which should naturally be 

warmly welcomed. It begins: ’The Parties acknowledge that the urgent threat of climate change 

requires collective action for low-emission and climate-resilient development’ (ll. 8-9). The ‘urgent 

threat of climate change’ is here the circumstantial premise, and ‘low-emission and climate-resilient 

development’ forms a goal premise. The text continues to implement the Paris Agreement as a 

circumstantial premise that should be ‘recognised’, and its goals as commitments that are ‘underlined’ 

by the legal text: 

 

The Parties recognise the importance of international rules and agreements in the area of 

climate change, in particular the 1992 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 

Change and the 2015 Paris Agreement. The Parties underline their commitment to 

contributing to the achievement of the objectives and goals set out in these agreements, 

(T10 ll. 11-5). 
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Throughout the text, the expressed commitments to the climate goals are, however, vague. As with 

the criticised chapter on sustainable development, the parties merely ‘recognise’ (ll. 11, 66), 

‘acknowledge’ (l. 8), ‘agree to promote’ (l. 17), should ‘cooperate as appropriate’ (l. 34), etc., which 

do not have strong legal implications.  

 The reinforcing link between TTIP and climate action is here explicitly drawn upon as 

well: ‘The Parties agree to promote the positive contribution of trade to the transition to a low-carbon 

economy and to climate-resilient development,’ (T10 ll. 17-8). This involves to: ‘facilitate and 

promote trade and investment in environmental goods and services…’ (ll. 22-3); ‘to reduce or, as 

appropriate, eliminate non-tariff barriers related to environmental goods and services’ (ll. 31-2); 

‘cooperate, exchange information and share experience, i.a. on: - trade-related aspects of climate 

action… - the development of cost-effective, clean, safe, secure and sustainable low-emission 

technologies, energy-efficient solutions, and renewable energy sources,’ (ll. 38-46), etc. As 

previously presented as examples in the texts, trade appears to form the perfect weapon against 

climate change through by all means liberalising trade and investment in green and sustainable goods, 

services and technologies. 

 The text also stresses that the parties ‘share the goal’ of phasing out fossil fuel subsidies, 

and continues: ‘Such a phasing out may take into account economic aspects and security of supply 

considerations…’ (ll. 52-5). Economic aspects and energy security are thus issues that are allowed to 

be prioritised. Furthermore, the parties should promote ‘initiatives that respond to environmental and 

economic needs and minimise technical obstacles to trade’ (ll. 27-8). Here, environmental and 

economic needs are perceived as perfectly aligned needs that the parties can attend to with the same 

initiatives. This text thus constitutes the perfect alignment of TTIP goals and Paris Agreement goals. 

Furthermore, by implementing this text in TTIP, the circumstantial premises of climate change, and 

the goal premises of transitioning to ‘a low-carbon economy’ and ‘climate-resilient development’, as 

taken directly out of the arguments for acting on the Paris Agreement, are incorporated as premises 

in the overall argument supporting TTIP. Without much legal force and with economic aspects 

legitimised as priorities, the actual climate benefits resulting from the legal text seem unsure, while 

the textual proposal forms the ultimate cementation of the idea of TTIP as a legitimate and efficient 

climate action tool.  
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6 Free trade and climate action as mutually reinforcing 
agendas 

In the following, I will delve deeper into how the EC’s pursuit of the TTIP and its commitment to the 

Paris Agreement are discursively justified and what implications this rationale might have for the 

way in which the issue of climate change is addressed. Firstly, I will summarise the findings of the 

EC’s discourses on the two agreements and point out how the agreements are interdiscursively 

aligned as compatible. Then, I will examine how neoliberal discourse and the vision of ecological 

modernisation serve to structure the marriage between trade and climate action. I will then argue that 

this rationale manifests itself in a techno-economic approach to climate change, a term borrowed from 

Machin (2013), which arguably also applies to the issue of trade. Finally, I argue that these approaches 

to trade and climate change contribute to a subtle de-politicisation of both issues, and that the EC’s 

discourses risk marginalising critical counter-discourses, arguing that dominant contemporary 

approaches to climate change can have serious implications for the climate. Throughout, my findings 

will be supported by the theoretical contributions of Swaffield (2016), Ville & Orbie (2014), Machin 

(2013) and McAfee (2015) among others. 

6.1 The interdiscursive alignment of the issues 

From the critical discourse analysis of the EC’s communication on the Paris Agreement and the TTIP, 

it becomes clear that the two issues are represented as aligned agendas. Even though the issues of 

trade and climate policy do not very often intersect directly in the texts, the TTIP and the Paris 

Agreement are not merely able to coexist as parallel policies; they are indirectly represented as 

mutually reinforcing political agendas: Climate action, embodied by the Paris Agreement, presents 

economic opportunity for Europe, and TTIP functions as a climate action tool.  

 The circumstantial premises in the TTIP discourse are characterised by globalisation, 

causing development outside of the EU which is decreasing Europe’s global influence, its economic 

opportunities and its power to safeguard its standards and values internally. Therefore, TTIP is 

presented as a serious and necessary means to deal with globalisation. On a more mundane level, the 

already strong trading relationship between the big economies of the EU and the US, are facing 

unnecessary technical obstacles which ought to be removed. TTIP is thus represented as a logical, 

common-sense agreement. Rather than arguing how TTIP will be ensured not to have negative 

consequences for regulatory standards, environmental protection, etc., the EC claims to share those 
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public concerns and repeatedly makes verbal promises that should serve to allay fears. The EC’s TTIP 

discourse is thus, partly, characterised by a defensive claim that TTIP is absolutely necessary and that 

it is merely a logical expansion of an already advanced trade relationship.  

 Furthermore, the EC’s TTIP discourse is characterised by optimism and represents 

TTIP as a proactive response to global challenges such as sustainable development. The EU’s new 

trade strategy is also about taking responsibility and ‘spreading’ European and American values 

around the world. As explicitly articulated in T2, TTIP is thus represented as balanced perfectly 

between ‘ambition’ and ‘caution’ (ll. 129, 73-77). The issue of climate change constitutes one of these 

global issues that needs to be handled via the ultimate global measure: international trade. Through 

the EC’s textual proposal on trade and climate change (T10), climate action is implemented as a TTIP 

objective. The circumstantial premises and the goal premises in the EC’s communication on TTIP 

are thus represented as rather uncontroversial as they could conceivably appeal to sceptics of 

globalisation, environmentalists and the business community alike by claiming to share their interests 

and concerns. However, in the representation of the means to handle the problems and reach the goals, 

no alternatives to TTIP are entertained, only that ‘standing still is not an option’ (T2 l. 234). 

 When it comes to the EC’s Paris Agreement discourse, the articulation of the 

circumstantial premises and goal premises in support for the Paris Agreement seem very serious, 

ambitious and uncontroversial in nature. Climate change is represented as a serious threat and enemy 

that should be fought to avoid a global crisis as well as for moral reasons of intergenerational fairness. 

The solution is to sign and implement the ‘ambitious’, ‘historic’ and ‘strong’ Paris Agreement, 

signalling an ‘irreversible’ transition towards a low-carbon future. The EC repeatedly promises to 

live up to its responsibility and expresses commitment to its role as a global climate leader. The EC 

expresses an acknowledgement that climate concerns need to be implemented across the political 

spectrum in spite of the challenge it poses. Like in the communication surrounding TTIP, this grave 

and solemn discourse presenting climate action as an urgent necessity for avoiding a crisis is 

accompanied by an optimistic discourse, representing the Paris Agreement as sufficient for meeting 

the challenge and also as an economic opportunity. The Paris Agreement apparently poses an 

economic opportunity because promoting green economic activities represents the solution to climate 

change.  

 The alignment of the issues seems to be established through interdiscursivity between 

the two different policy areas, such that the arguments in favour of both contain economic goals and 

environmental goals as premises in support of action on the respective agreements. The EC’s trade 
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discourse on TTIP appears to have integrated a sustainability discourse, concerned with 

environmental issues such as climate change. When the WTO was first founded in 1995, designed to 

govern and liberalise international trade (Schreuder, 2009: 84), sustainable development was directly 

referred to in the WTO Agreement, and the articulation of values related to social and environmental 

issues has increasingly found its place in international trade agreements (WTO, 2016). Naturally, 

sustainability issues are therefore represented in the EC’s trade discourse. Simultaneously, the 

competitive liberalisation discourse characterising the European trade strategy seems to influence the 

discourses surrounding climate action. In the EC’s discourse on its climate ambitions, economic 

growth seems to be naturalised as a complementary goal because trade liberalisation of green 

economic activity is represented as the ultimate solution. 

 Referring back to the counter-discourse established in the initial analysis of this study, 

this represents a very different take on the relationship between a realised TTIP and the objectives of 

the Paris Agreement. Instead of TTIP causing a problem for global climate action, the EC discourses 

portray TTIP as part of the solution. At the UN signature ceremony of the Paris Agreement, EU 

Climate and Energy Commissioner Cañete stated:  

 

Real change is hard. The old rules said we couldn’t promote economic growth and protect 

our environment at the same time. The old rules said global action would be almost 

impossible to achieve. In Paris, we ripped up the old rulebook… (P8 ll. 39-43).  

 

This statement is naturally meant to stress the accomplishment symbolised by the Paris Agreement 

after many years of unsuccessful climate negotiations. However, more interestingly, the paradox 

between economic growth and environmental protection as described in the initial analysis of this 

study is discarded here as ‘the old rulebook’. Bache et al. (2015c: 438-439) also seem to refer to ‘the 

old rulebook’ when they characterise the environmental policy of the EU and claim that ‘tensions 

remain between the two fundamental policy goals: economic growth and environmental protection,’. 

However, with the Paris Agreement, the parties appear to have come up with a ‘new rulebook’ 

aligning the two agendas. 
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6.2 The new rulebook?  

6.2.1 Ecological modernisation and neoliberalism 

The neoliberal idea that, as previously argued, characterises the contemporary global free trade 

agenda seems to have found its way into the articulation of climate solutions in the EC’s 

communication. Swaffield (2016) presents ecological modernisation as a neoliberal response to 

environmental problems. Ecological modernisation is a subtle modification of neoliberalism that 

most importantly breaks with the traditional contradictory relationship between economic growth and 

environmental protection (Swaffield, 2016: 123). According to Swaffield, ecological modernisation 

attempts ‘to alter this relationship by treating the environment as ‘society’s sustenance base’ rather 

than a limitless supply of materials and sinks… and constructing environmental management as a 

“positive-sum game: pollution prevention pays”,’ (ibid.). Environmental values are thus incorporated 

in the neoliberal value set, and the goals of climate restoration and economic growth are intertwined 

because climate action makes economic sense. It makes economic sense because the impacts of 

climate change will prove very costly, as argued by the Stern Report, and because environmental 

progress is expected to result from the works of competitive markets, creating new business 

opportunities. However, Swaffield (2016: 123) argues that ‘many of the key features of neoliberalism 

remain unchanged. The key values of the discourse still focus on growth and profit and self-interest 

remains paramount,’. 

 Ville and Orbie (2014: 151) argue how neoliberalism, in spite of the financial crisis in 

2008, ‘has dominated international trade discourses until today,’. They identify different stages of 

subtle re-articulation of the neoliberal trade agenda by the EC and its trade commissioners following 

the financial crisis and the Eurozone crisis. The authors claim to have shown ‘that the subsequent 

Trade Commissioners have successfully defended and promoted the EU’s neoliberal trade policies 

by continuously tailoring their discourses to the changing context of, first, the “financial” and, later, 

the “Eurozone” crisis,’ (162). Even though these crises could be argued to be directly caused by 

neoliberal economic design, the EC has according to the authors managed to strengthen its neoliberal 

trade policies as part of the solution to these crises. Likewise, the analysis of this study appears to 

reveal how the EC discursively promotes the EU’s neoliberal trade agenda by adapting neoliberal 

discourses to the context of climate change, even though TTIP and the Paris Agreement can be argued 

to be contradictory in nature.   
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 For instance, the EC, in both the TTIP and the Paris Agreement texts, brings forth the 

importance of ‘untap[ping] trade’s potential’ (T4 l. 60) to promote sustainable technological 

solutions, while an acknowledgement of the notion that increased economic activity as a result of 

trade could increase emissions is non-existent. This indicates that the EC discursively only 

acknowledges the technique effect of trade on GHGEs and ignores the scale effect completely, even 

though the previously referenced EC supported Ecorys study on the impacts of TTIP concludes that 

the composition effect and scale effect by far outweigh any positive technique effect on GHGEs 

(Ecorys, 2016). The belief the EC rhetorically invests in the technique effect of the TTIP reflects a 

firm trust in the ability of trade liberalisation to find solutions as prescribed by neoliberal thinking as 

a value premise. As in Ville and Orbie’s argument, a subtle neoliberal re-articulation of trade’s effect 

on the climate highlights the positive technique effect and ignores the opposing forces of scale and 

composition effects which potentially strengthens the EC’s neoliberal trade agenda. 

 Neoliberal solutions to climate change do not only manifest themselves discursively: 

Emissions trading schemes constitute a good example of how neoliberal solutions to climate change 

has materialised into actual policy. The EC’s Emissions Trading System (ETS) is presented as the 

EU’s primary weapon against climate change on the EC’s website and is referred to as ‘the flagship 

of the EU's policy to combat climate change,’ (P4 l. 91; see also P1 ll. 25-8). Privatising emissions 

by putting a price on carbon forms the ultimate attempt to solve the problem of climate change with 

free market forces and agents’ inherent motivation for optimising profits. 

6.2.2 The techno-economic approach 

This neoliberal take on climate change seems to manifest itself in an approach where solutions to 

climate change, in the EC’s communication, are expected to emerge from new technology, generated 

by economic means of the free market. Climate efforts are about ensuring Europe a ‘first mover 

advantage’ in renewable energy and energy efficiency and developing ‘low carbon technology’ at the 

global market (see e.g. P6). This development will result from the works of the free market, 

generating investments in technological innovation of ‘climate-related activities’, which will make 

the EU able to ‘develop and deploy breakthrough technologies and achieve cost reductions’ (P6 l. 

180). Also, the Energy Union strategy of ‘research, innovation and competitiveness’, as part of the 

EU’s Paris Agreement efforts, ‘should lead to greater competitiveness of present and future European 

low carbon and energy efficiency technologies’ (P6 ll. 184-7). When explaining how TTIP should 

contribute positively to climate change, the solution is therefore to ‘promot[e] trade and investment 
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in green goods and technologies’ (T7 ll. 63-4). More specifically it is about ’the development of cost-

effective, clean, safe, secure and sustainable low-emission technologies, energy-efficient solutions, 

and renewable energy sources’ and the ‘deployment of best available technologies’ (T10 ll. 44-6, 26). 

These technological climate saviours, generated by the market, are regarded as science-based, and it 

therefore appears unnecessary to discuss them further.  

 In her book, Negotiating Climate Change: Radical democracy and the illusion of 

consensus (2013), Machin calls for more diverse negotiations of climate change politics and identifies 

and criticises different approaches to climate change. The most dominant approach today is what 

Machin calls the techno-economic approach, linked to ecological modernisation (20), that 

characterises the EC’s discourses in this study rather well. In this approach, the solutions to climate 

change are also focused on technological innovation, creating economic opportunity. Machin’s 

description of the techno-economic approach arguably sums up the goals expressed by the EC:   

 

The technological solutions that promise magical solutions to climate change don’t just 

augur the continuation of Western consumer lifestyles, they also offer increased 

employment and investment opportunities. This is the ideal vision of ‘ecological 

modernisation’: a low-carbon world, where energy is plentiful, clean and cheap, and the 

economy is booming, (Machin, 2013: 16).  

 

Likewise, in the EC’s discourses, economic goals are primary, but perfectly aligned with the goal of 

a ‘low-carbon economy’, which legitimises ‘business as usual’, performed by e.g. free trade 

negotiations. Machin describes in sceptical terms how this techno-economic approach relies on the 

efficiency of the free market: 

 

The question of how climate-friendly technology comes about is often not asked, since 

the expectation is that it will simply arise though the supply-demand logic of the market. 

The promise of technology overlaps with the broader picture in which action to combat 

climate change comes about ‘rationally’ though creative entrepreneurs exploiting 

opportunities to make a profit. Here the market is the mechanism that can ultimately 

tackle climate change, which is regarded as predominantly an economic issue, (Machin, 

2013: 16-17). 
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Not only does it regard the technologies being nested within the free market as a silver bullet, the 

techno-economic approach also has unjustified faith in the ability of market forces to bring about the 

necessary technological transformations. Likewise, the EC’s discursive approach is to ask for 

people’s faith in the EC and implicitly ask for people’s faith in the market’s technical ability to bring 

forward the technological solutions, characterising a technocratic conception of how to solve the issue 

climate change. 

 The EC’s approach to elements of the TTIP can arguably also be characterised as 

techno-economic. For instance, in T1 on TTIP’s impact on regulation, the EC distinguishes between 

technical barriers to trade, which are by definition unnecessary, and democratic decision making that 

ought to be safeguarded. The technical barriers, naturally, ought to be removed for economic gains, 

but how to differentiate between these barriers and the regulation that should be safeguarded is not 

discussed, and it thus seems to be regarded as merely a technical issue. On a broader scale, economic 

growth is also treated as a technocratic issue and a universal, non-negotiable goal in both EC 

discourses. Economic models prescribing the benefits of free trade are, like climate change, perceived 

as technical rather than political or ideological. The EC thus seems to justify promoting TTIP because 

the logics of ecological modernisation and a techno-economic approach frame climate policy and 

trade policy as technocratic issues with mutually reinforcing objectives.  

6.2.3 The illusion of consensus and implications for approaches to climate 

change? 

As a ‘Faircloughian’ social constructionist, I am furthermore concerned with how the EC’s discursive 

construction of trade-related solutions to climate change potentially marginalises alternative, and 

possibly better suited, approaches to tackle climate change. In the EC’s communication of its climate 

goals, it calls for ‘ambitious’ action and acknowledges the need for fundamental changes in order to 

avoid the ‘threat’ of ‘dangerous climate change’. The EC’s articulation of the circumstances and the 

goals can be characterised as radical and ambitious, while its means of achieving these goals seem 

merely incremental in nature. When the EC expresses strong climate commitments, it appears to 

attend to the interests and goals of those strongly concerned with climate change, arguably 

neutralising the emergence of a public debate that could generate alternative solutions. Likewise, 

competitive trade liberalisation is treated as the norm, which naturalises the continued expansion of 

the European trade regime, while the contents of the agreements are to be handled as technocratic 

issues. As illustrated, the EC’s approaches to climate change as well as to trade are, however, not 
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value-free. For example, the EC’s trade policies and climate change policies only seem to be able to 

harmonise due to an ideological belief in the domination of the technique effect of trade that is, 

however, directly falsified by the scientific EC-backed Ecorys study. Despite this value premise, the 

EC’s approach seems framed as a set of scientifically based, uncontroversial goals and equally logical 

means to reach them, which arguably undermines the development of political debate.  

 According to Machin (2013), one of the problems with the techno-economic approach 

to climate change is that it creates an ‘illusion of consensus’. Thereby, it undermines the status of 

climate change as a political issue, which deprives people of having a democratic debate about 

problems, goals and solutions. Machin argues that we ought to celebrate disagreement and politicise 

climate change to make informed decisions on the issue. This identified ‘illusion of consensus’ could 

in this study arguably be perceived as a symptom of the ‘democratic deficit’ critique of the EU, which 

has long been the subject of academic debate within the field of European integration (Bache et al., 

2015a). Schmidt, for instance, characterises policy at the EU level as ‘policy without politics’, while 

Europeanisation has resulted in ‘politics without policy’ at the national level (Bache et al., 2015a: 56-

57). This potentially illustrates a ‘democratic deficit’ since EU policy making is rarely politicised. 

With this techno-economic approach, this can especially be argued to be the case with climate change. 

McAfee (2015: 341) claims that, what she terms, the ‘green economy’, focusing on climate mitigation 

through economic means, is treated as ‘anti-politics’ because the scientific approach to the issue 

separates it from wider political issues. Likewise, in my findings, the issues of climate change and 

trade seem partially depoliticised because of this technocratic approach to the issues at the EU level, 

resulting in an ‘illusion of consensus’ or at least an international political scene lacking alternative 

options.  

 As shown in the introductory analysis of this study, counter-discourses do exist. 

According to these, trade will not necessarily contribute to saving the climate, rather it might directly 

impede climate efforts. In his book, The Wrath of Capital (2013), Parr critically discusses the 

influence of neoliberalism on climate change policies and refers to the phenomenon of ‘climate 

capitalism’. According to Parr, ‘climate capitalism’ has gained popularity because it makes it possible 

to capitalise on fighting climate change even though it will not solve the problem. Schreuder (2009) 

argues that contemporary capitalism is inherently incompatible with the pursuit of environmental and 

social justice (79), and points out how this contradiction is largely ignored: ‘In mainstream political 

and business discussions about sustainable development and climate-change policy, the question: “Is 
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capitalism sustainable?” is never asked,’ (72). Both authors thus question the extent to which 

capitalism can even be part of a sustainable future. 

 In his article, ‘Clean energy won’t save us – only a new economic system can’ (2016), 

published by the Guardian, Jason Hickel calls the idea of infinite economic growth ‘a dangerous 

illusion’. He claims that the sole focus on producing clean energy on which to fuel our economy 

misses the point because 30% of our GHGEs currently comes from other sources such as 

deforestation, industrial agriculture, industrial livestock farming, etc. According to Hickel, continued 

economic growth will continue the depletion of resources and the emissions of GHGs even if a 

transition to 100% clean energy is realised: 

 

When it comes to climate change, the problem is not just the type of energy we are using, 

it’s what we’re doing with it. What would we do with 100% clean energy? Exactly what 

we are doing with fossil fuels: raze more forests, build more meat farms, expand industrial 

agriculture, produce more cement, and fill more landfill sites, all of which will pump 

deadly amounts of greenhouse gas into the air. We will do these things because our 

economic system demands endless compound growth, and for some reason we have not 

thought to question this (Hickel, 2016). 

  

This view is largely shared by Andrew Simms in his article ‘Conventional thinking will not solve the 

climate crisis’ (2016). He identifies two implicit assumptions in the dominant approach to climate 

change, constraining the ability to avoid a crisis: that the growing demand for energy must be met, 

and that our current neoliberal economic model is destined to continue long into the future (Simms, 

2016). According to Hickel, Simms and other critics, the EC’s seemingly neutral goal of a booming 

‘low carbon economy’ could therefore be characterised as a ‘dangerous illusion’ that, even if it is 

met, will not be able to prevent an environmental crisis.  

 The above examples illustrate counter-discourses directly disruptive to dominant 

political approaches to climate change as well as to contemporary economic structures. However, less 

‘radical’ discourses are arguably also side-lined by dominant approaches to climate change as 

performed by the EC. For instance, Andrew, Kaidonis and Andrew (2010: 611) criticise the 

‘marketization of climate policy’, and argue that carbon taxes are better suited measures than carbon 

trading. They argue that: ‘A carbon tax does not require radical social or political transformation of 

the economy. However, it does place the state at the centre of regulating and governing solutions to 
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climate change,’ (Ibid.). Carbon taxing and carbon trading both put a price on carbon to influence 

market behaviour, but a carbon tax involves more government control, and the authors suggest that 

revenue from a carbon tax can go into green public spending (Andrew et al., 2016: 617). The 

economist Joseph Stiglitz (2011) also prefers a common tax approach over the trading scheme of the 

Kyoto Protocol. According to Stiglitz, through a common tax, everyone will simply pay the social 

costs of their emissions. He stresses that the tax must also be high enough to ensure sufficient 

emissions reductions (Stiglitz, 2011). According to Andrew et al., a political debate about the choice 

between emissions trading and carbon taxes has been non-existent, and emissions trading has become 

the prioritised carbon mitigating tool as a result of neoliberal dominance of public policy (Andrew et 

al., 2010: 612).  

 As previously described, arguing that the EC is strategically structuring its discursive 

practices to avoid debate or that it is not sufficiently committed to the climate issue is beyond the 

scope of this study. I merely agree with Parr (2014: 7) ‘that it matters who claims ownership of the 

discourse and politics surrounding environmental and climatic change and how they do so,’. The EC 

is a powerful political institution that is partially able to control the discourses surrounding the issues 

of climate change and trade and to materialise these discourses into policies. By disguising climate 

change as a technocratic, non-political issue, the EC manages to claim ownership of how the climate 

crisis can best be resolved, and therefore it is important to shed light on how they do so and to provide 

space for counter-discourses. Even though the pursuit of climate resilience through trade is genuinely 

expressed as a political objective by the EC, the TTIP, as argued, poses a potential risk for the 

realisation of the Paris Agreement. According to Falkner (2016), the ‘pledge and review’ approach 

of the Paris Agreement gives civil society an important role as external monitor, overseeing how the 

parties perform on their targets since no legal mechanisms securing compliance are set in place. This 

arguably makes it even more important to ensure that the Paris Agreement and TTIP are properly 

politicised and that counter-discourses are recognised in the political debate. If potential 

incompatibilities between trade liberalisation and climate protection are not acknowledged and 

properly addressed, these incompatibilities might risk materialising into harmful effects for the 

climate. 
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7 Conclusion:  
TTIP as climate action calls for further politicisation and 
public debate 

Based on a public interest point of view, this study has critically examined how the EC justifies 

promoting and negotiating the TTIP with the US while committing to the ambitious climate goals of 

the COP21 Paris Agreement. An introductory analysis establishing the paradoxical relationship 

between free trade and climate action and illustrating the negative consequences the TTIP can 

potentially have for EU climate efforts presents reasons to be critical towards the EC’s engagement 

with both. Climate change is a result of GHGEs from large scale economic activity that trade 

liberalisation basically seeks to maximise. TTIP is therefore estimated to increase GHGEs 

predominantly due to the so-called scale-effect of trade (Ecorys, 2016). Furthermore, provisions of 

TTIP concerned with regulatory cooperation and investor protection raise concern over consequences 

for democratic decision making and prospects for implementing sufficient climate action policies in 

the future (Gallagher & Porterfield, 2016, Ackerman, 2015, Harten, 2016). 

 By conducting a critical discourse analysis of eight texts on the Paris Agreement and 

eleven texts on the TTIP, both with the EC as sender, this study has examined how the two, potentially 

contradictory, political agendas are discursively presented as compatible by the EC. The EC clearly 

represents its commitment to the Paris Agreement as a priority issue. The EU is represented as already 

leading the global transition to a low-carbon economy, also offering economic opportunity. The 

agreement brings economic opportunity because climate change is primarily expected to be avoided 

by employing technological innovation, generated by the market. TTIP thus serves as a climate action 

tool of its own since it promotes trade liberalisation on green technologies by improving free market 

conditions. TTIP is primarily presented as a common-sense agreement, strengthening the economic 

partnership between the EU and the US, but it is, furthermore, a necessary move in a globalising 

world to maintain and promote EU values and standards internally and globally by working together 

with the US.  

 The relationship between trade liberalisation and climate change policy identified in the 

analysis of the EC’s discourses contrasts with the critical argument presented in this study. Rather 

than posing a potential threat to EU climate efforts, TTIP is represented as being part of the solution. 

A neoliberal structuring of climate change policy has arguably served to frame this mutually 

reinforcing relationship between the two agreements. Neoliberal solutions to climate change have 
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manifested themselves in ecological modernisation theory which supports the EC’s climate action 

methods. The EC appears to employ a techno-economic approach to both trade and climate change, 

in which both issues are predominantly represented as technical and economic issues, rather than 

acknowledging the ideological value premise upon which the EC has arguably built its harmonised 

trade and climate agendas.   

 Furthermore, the EC repeatedly promises to live up to its responsibilities regarding the 

Paris Agreement, while public concerns regarding TTIP are repeatedly rejected as unjustified. 

However, the specific ways in which climate action will be pursued and TTIP will avoid having 

adverse effects for public interests do not seem to be politicised into subjects for democratic debate. 

The issues are therefore partially depoliticised, and no alternatives are presented, which arguably 

contributes to an ‘illusion of consensus’ on the two policy areas. From my public interest point of 

view, this can prove highly problematic as it undermines the legitimisation of counter-discourses in 

political discussions around climate action and trade. Furthermore, as illustrated in this study, there 

is reason to be sceptical towards TTIP’s impact on the public threat of climate change, which only 

stresses the need for proper democratic debate.  

 Thus, the EC appears to justify promoting TTIP despite its potential impediment to 

climate efforts because the rationale behind ecological modernisation and a techno-economic 

approach to both issues construct climate efforts and free trade as mutually reinforcing agendas, 

partially by disguising the dominant neoliberal logic as scientific and value-free. In the end, if 

different takes on the issues are not brought to light in a political context, the concern could be that 

the resulting climate policies will not be sufficiently able to address the issue of climate change.  
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