


[bookmark: _Toc466032856]Abstract
The European Commission (EC) started negotiating TTIP in the summer of 2013, and it has argued that it will lead to an increase in income and jobs. However, when taken a closer look at the econometric results this benefit is not so clear. Moreover, there has been a lot of protest from various civil society groups. The question is why the EC is pursuing TTIP despite the contestation and minimal expected economic gains. The literature about TTIP has either focused on the implications of the agreement, or covers mainstream explanations of cooperation in the international arena. However, it fails to look at the agency of the EC and the interests that motivate its behavior. Critical theory has been used in this thesis to fill in that gap, by means of the dialectic relationship between structure and agency. Agency is also given to non-governmental agents. The research has been done by means of the method of abstraction, placing the behavior of the Commission in the historical context. One can say that the Commission’s motivation to negotiate the TTIP has had a lengthy trajectory since the 1990s, pushed by coalition of forces, the transnational capitalist class in particular.
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In the beginning of 2013, United States President Barack Obama, European Council President Herman Van Rompuy and European Commission President José Manuel Barroso announced that they would be working towards the negotiation of a comprehensive treaty, called the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) (EC, 2013a). Shortly after this announcement, the Commission was given a mandate by the European Council to start the negotiations, the first round of which was completed in July 2013 (EC, 2013f). The launch of negotiations on TTIP was based on the recommendations of the High Level Working Group on Jobs and Growth (HLWG), which had been researching how to stimulate the creation of jobs, economic growth, and international competitiveness (HLWG, 2013b). In its final report, the HLWG stated that a comprehensive treaty would provide the most significant mutual benefit, as it would “generate new business and employment by significantly expanding trade and investment opportunities in both economies; pioneer rules and disciplines that address challenges to global trade and investment that have grown in importance in recent years; and further strengthen the extraordinarily close strategic partnership between the United States and Europe” (HLWG, 2013b). Besides removing tariffs, which are already low at an average of only 4%, an ambitious, comprehensive treaty will also reduce regulatory barriers to trade (EC, 2013b). It is estimated that the majority (between two thirds and four fifths) of the gains “would come from cutting red tape and having more coordination between regulators” (EC, 2013c: 2). The underlying logic is that reducing the costs of trade, whether by removing tariffs or reducing regulatory barriers, will lead to a higher trade volume and thus to economic benefits (Capaldo, 2014).
In a press statement, EU Trade Commissioner Karel de Gucht stated that it is estimated that the TTIP will have an economic benefit by a 0.5% to 1% increase in the EU GDP (EC, 2013e). An in-depth study commissioned by the European Commission's Directorate General for Trade predicted that the EU would gain €119 billion annually, translating to an extra €545 of disposable income for a family of four (EC, 2013b). The study commissioned by the EC, condoned by the Centre for Economic Policy Research (CEPR), estimated that EU exports would increase by 5.9%, which means an additional €220 billion of exports (CEPR, 2013). An increase in transatlantic trade activity will benefit both labor markets (CEPR, 2013). Since there are already millions of jobs supported by EU-US trade, an increase in this trade will in turn create millions new jobs (EC, 2013c: 50). Commissioner De Gucht said it is “the cheapest stimulus package you can imagine” (De Gucht, 2013). An EC impact assessment report confirmed, “In times where any budget-neutral source of economic growth is precious, the failure to harness the full benefits of trade and foreign investment must be considered an undesirable state of affairs” (EC, 2013c: 14). Besides providing a domestic benefit, boosting the transatlantic economy will be a good signal to the world economy as well, the Commission argued (EC, 2013f). Both parties hope to send another signal to the multilateral trading system: regulatory cooperation between the EU and the US will set the benchmark for developing global rules, which would in turn benefit European and United States exporters.
A closer look at the study on which the EC bases its promises of economic growth and increasing GDP reveals a less positive outlook than the EC press releases have touted. For example, the promised 0.5% of economic growth will only materialize in 2027, ten years after the expected end of the negotiations. Furthermore, this half percentage point of economic growth in 2027 can only be realized in the most ambitious scenario calculated by the CEPR. Moreover, the emphasis of the study has been on the expected positive effect of TTIP on the European economy (although very small, and unlikely), but it has neglected the potential costs that would be associated with this venture, which are not always quantifiable. Costs that are measurable but still neglected by the CEPR study, such as adaptation costs and the lost revenue due to the elimination of tariffs, would vary between €29 billion and €44 billion in 2027 (Azar et al., 2014: vi). The actionability of the Non-Tariff Barriers (NTBs) is based on divergences of regulations that act as barriers to trade. The restraining effects that non-tariff barriers (NTBs) have been based on an earlier study conducted by Ecorys (2009). The Ecorys report has estimated the costs of the NTBs to be several times as high as suggestions of another study (Azar et al., 2014: viii). Furthermore, the CEPR study downplays the fact that some of these barriers serve a legitimate social purpose and that eliminating them might result in a potential welfare loss to society (Azar et al., 2014). Regulations protecting the environment are seen as NTBs as well. The potential effect TTIP will have on the environment is difficult to express in numbers. The CEPR chose to measure this environmental impact by estimating the change in CO2 emissions, on which the CEPR says TTIP will have negligible effects. However, a slight increase in CO2 emissions is actually expected (CEPR, 2013: vii). This does not correspond to the Kyoto protocol and the agreement the EU also signed to reduce CO2 emissions. Another research conducted by Jeronim Capaldo (2014) shows results opposing the outcomes of the CEPR, namely net losses in terms of exports, GDP, job income, jobs, and government revenue, while at the same time risking high social costs. Although this is still a model, thus still simplifying the complex world, it shows that the outcomes heavily depend on which model is used.
The high social and environmental costs involved with TTIP caused many civil society organizations and farmers to protest the TTIP. The organizations are concerned that the TTIP will threaten to weaken critical consumer and environmental safeguards, and that it will undermine the democratic process of standard setting, as these will now beset by the TTIP. An initiative by the name of Stop TTIP is supported by more than 500 European organizations and has collected more than 3.2 million signatures from all over Europe over one year (Stop TTIP, Website). These signatures are three times more than what is needed for a successful European Citizens Initiative; however, the Commission rejected its application. Protests against the TTIP and the investor-state dispute settlement (ISDS) continue and, at the time of writing, grow in intensity. The protest and opposition has been met with a heavy pro-TTIP public relations campaign by the Commission, which was needed in order to "reduce fears and avoid a mushrooming of doubts" so that the TTIP could be successful (CEO, 2013d). The European Commission continues to put the emphasis on the potential beneficial outcomes of TTIP. The Commission promises millions of jobs to be created by TTIP and it expects that the treaty will lead to economic growth. A closer look at the CEPR study to which the EC refers shows the uncertainty of the prospects of TTIP. Another study reveals the potential harmful effects of TTIP (Capaldo, 2014), but the EC has deliberately chosen to only reference the most positive outcomes (Wetzels & Stavinoha 2015). It has taken a lot of effort to make it seem like the TTIP will benefit the European Union and its citizens. In addition, the Commission fails to listen to protests about the treaty across Europe. If the Commission is aware that TTIP might not live up to its original intention (creating jobs and growth) and that it may not benefit the European economy, why did it start the long and costly process of negotiations? Why does the EC continue to put effort into the negotiations if the opposing voices keep increasing? Hence the central question of this thesis is: What explains the political effort of the European Commission to pursue a transatlantic trade deal, despite the rising contestation and the knowledge that it may not lead to the promised economic growth? 

[bookmark: _30j0zll]Theoretical and practical relevance
The TTIP has been discussed and researched by several scholars. However, none of these have researched the agency of the European Commission with regard to TTIP. The main focus of the scholars has been to gain a broader understanding of the implications of TTIP, as opposed to an explanation of TTIP. There have been studies commissioned by the European Commission (CEPR, 2013; CEPII, 2013, Bertelsmann, 2013), as well as the United States Congress (Akhtar & Jones, 2014). The macroeconomic effects of TTIP, the need to reduce the cost of trade between the partners, and reducing as many NTBs as possible are discussed (Petersen, 2013; Lester & Barbee, 2013). These studies also analyze the impact that TTIP will have on the countries not part of the TTIP (Kovziridze, 2013; Mthembu, 2013), and whether China (Trigkas, 2013), Turkey (Kirişci, 2013) or India (Seshadri, 2013) would be integrated at a later stage of the negotiations. Other scholars identify specific parts of the TTIP that might become a challenge to the negotiations, such as agriculture (Alons, 2013; Vom Endt, 2013); the cultural sector (Kirchschlager, 2013); intellectual property rights (Bühler, 2013; Chaudhry, 2013); and investor-state dispute settlement (ISDS) (Cross, 2013). 
	Mainstream international relations (IR) theories have attempted to explain why the US and the EU have started negotiating TTIP. Scholar Marc Venhaus, for example, sees the TTIP as a balancing act, arguing that a bilateral agreement between “the waning global hegemon and its troubled partners” is an attempt “to halt or even reverse the further rise of the BRICS”[footnoteRef:2] (Venhaus, 2013: 62). To understand TTIP as a balancing act between the European Union and the United States to determine the structure of global trade fits within the narrative of neorealism: a highly influential theory in IR. Another explanation given by the scholar Daniel Hamilton argues that TTIP is not a balancing act. Rather, Hamilton states that its purpose is to strengthen theEU-US relationship, “to protect and reinforce the institutional foundations of the liberal order” (Hamilton, 2014: xvi), so that others can join, while raising the standards of trade agreements and the WTO (Hamilton, 2014). This explanation draws from another mainstream theory, neoliberal institutionalism, which argues that institutions make it easier to cooperate. The purpose of these approaches is conservative, since their aim is “to solve the problems arising in various parts of a complex whole in order to smooth the functioning of the whole” (Cox, 1981: 129). It is why Cox calls the theories from which these scholars draw, problem-solving theories (Cox, 1981). Venhaus (2013) sees the TTIP as a solution to the problem of the rise of the BRICS, while Hamilton (2014) views TTIP as a solution to stalled WTO negotiations. What both explanations fail to address is the question of why the European Commission pursues the negotiations despite protests and the minimal predicted economic benefit. Venhaus and Hamilton’s explanations do not address the interests of the states, the origins of these interests, or who these interests represent. The state-centric view the scholars have obscures the forces at work within the state, as well as the forces that work transnationally. These two mainstream theories referenced by the scholars give primacy to structure in explaining outcomes in the international arena. The agency of actors like government officials is minor, while the agency of non-governmental actors is not given any attention at all. There are mainstream theories that theorize the agency of the European Commission, however this is mostly limited to European Integration theories (EIt). The main attempt of the EIts is to explain European integration, and the agency of the European Commission is put within this perspective. Due to this intra-European focus these theories will not be discussed in this thesis. [2:  BRICS is the acronym for the five major emerging powers Brazil, Russia, India, China and their junior partner South Africa.] 

Given the shortcoming of these theories, I turn to critical theory for an explanation. Contrary to mainstream theories, critical theory questions the prevailing order of the world, which is done by not taking “institutions and social and power relations for granted” but by calling “them into question by concerning itself with their origins” (Cox in: Morton, 2003: 153). Drawing from the work of Robert Cox, Stephen Gill, and William Robinson who are inspired by Marxist theory and Gramscian thought, I use historical materialism as an alternative theory in combination with Gramscian concepts like hegemony, historical bloc, and the extended state. Even this theory has not extendedly theorized and analyzed the agency of the European Commission, while it is perfectly fitting to do so. In that sense this thesis is contributing to the GPE debate. This theory may help to open the black box of the state and examine the power relations underlying the interests of the state and state-like institutions. Both structural features as well as agency of governmental and non-governmental actors are important to assess what drives the European Commission. This theory is aware of the importance of the dialectic relationship of structure and agency and is therefore used to answer the research question.
The method of abstraction fits this theoretical starting point. It does not start with the abstract concepts, but with the problem. Uncovering layer after layer, the intention is to get to the bottom of the problem and create an understanding of the forces that drive it. Moving between the levels of abstraction requires shifting between structural and agency and behavioral analysis, as well as moving from abstract notions to concrete events. To assess these events, I use qualitative data and “texts and text-like traces of the past” (Patomäki, 2002: 136). Practices of secrecy present a limiting factor to the extent of data that is available for analysis. Therefore, first-hand and second-hand sources are relied upon, which include but are not limited to books, journals, published interviews, speeches, official government documents, and newspapers. The analysis presented shifts between agency of individuals and groups to the social structures that constrain and enable this agency. For this analysis, real historical moments are the object of study, because it is in these circumstances that contingency and agency come into play (Robinson, 2014: 14). 
The importance of agency for this theory gives it an emancipatory function. Situations can be changed because of actions actors take. If the deal has not yet been signed and negotiations are still underway, then all potentially affected parties have the power to affect the outcome. Given the negative impact the TTIP might have on jobs, income, and regulations protecting the day-to-day life of ordinary citizens of the EU, it is in the interest of the citizens of the EU that they understand why this treaty is being negotiated. The extent of the impact of TTIP will greatly depend on the scope of the treaty. This thesis can contribute to the debate about TTIP and can motivate actors to make use of their agency and influence the outcome of the negotiations.
This thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 2 is the theoretical chapter, discussing the theories and the shortcomings of neorealism and neoliberalism. Then, to a greater extent, the alternative theory is discussed. The role of structure and agency within critical theory is presented, followed by a discussion of the Marxist and Gramscian concepts. Next, these concepts are placed in the international arena. The rise of the transnational capitalist class (TCC), due to the transnationalization of production and its intent to institutionalize its power in a transnational state apparatus is explained. It is argued that this theoretical framework is adequate in answering the research question. 
This chapter is followed by a discussion of the methodology, which starts with the epistemological differences between the mainstream theories and critical theory, and argues that mainstream theories are antirealist, something critical theory aims to prevent. The next sections in this chapter cover the methodology used to conduct the research and the operationalization of the central concepts that inform this analysis. Chapter 4 is the empirical analysis of the effort of the European Commission to pursue a transatlantic trade deal, focusing on the increasing institutionalization of the cooperation between the EU and the US, the role of the transatlantic capitalist class, as well as the agency of the counter-hegemonic movement. 
The concluding chapter presents an answer to the research question. The results of the empirical analyses are interpreted, and it is argued that the European Commission is deeply embedded within the TCC. The institutions preceding TTIP and TTIP itself are parts of a forming transnational state apparatus as a project of the TCC. However, it ends with a positive note: as long as the deal is not yet struck, civil society is still able to alter the direction.

[bookmark: _ojiem9tb6dlf][bookmark: _Toc466032859]2. Theoretical Chapter
[bookmark: _3x73uk7lt32u][bookmark: _Toc466032860]2.1 Mainstream IR Theories
The following section discusses two mainstream IR theories and critically reviews them considering their ability to answer the research question. The traditional branches of IR theory, neorealism and neoliberal institutionalism, are chosen because both of their narratives fit with explanations for TTIP that have already been offered. Other theories focusing specifically on the European Union, such as European Integration theories, although derived from the traditional IR theories, are not discussed in this thesis. European Integration theories have an intra-European emphasis. Some do theorize EU foreign policy and the interaction of the EU with non-EU countries, however these theories always operate in the framework of European integration (Bergmann & Niemann, 2013). The intention of this thesis is not to explain integration of the European Union, but the effort of the European Commission to pursue a trade agreement with the United States. The European Integration theories would miss the influence of non-EU countries on the decision of the EC. Traditional IR theories do not have this bias towards European integration, and look at the entire world order. That is why these theories are discussed below. Besides, European Integration theories would not be able to explain the behavior of the EC, as they limit the agency of the EC. Liberal Intergovernmentalism, for example, argues that the EU member states are the main actors, and the EC is simply executing the joint interests of the member states (Bergmann & Niemann, 2013: 7). Within neofunctionalism, the EC is a bureaucratic actor that acts as a result of cultivated spillover. The integration process catalyzes the actions; the actions, in turn, cause deeper integrations (Bermann & Niemann, 2013: 5).

[bookmark: _2et92p0][bookmark: _Toc466032861]2.1 Balancing China?
It is about the role of the European Union and the United States in the next generation world, the globalized world. For example, who is going to set the norms and standards for global trade, will it be us, in an open architecture? Or will a lot of these norms and standards in the future come from China? (De Gucht, 2015)
To see TTIP as a balancing act of the European Union and the United States joining forces to determine the structure of global trade fits within the narrative of neorealism: a highly influential theory in the field of IR theory. From a neorealist perspective, the forming of a coalition would be a balancing act to rising power or a perceived threat. In his book, Theory of International Politics (1979), Kenneth Waltz argues that states are motivated by their self-interest and their primary concern is security. When states perceive a threat they use cooperation with other states as a means to their end: security. As a military cooperation between European states and the US already is formalized by means of the NATO, and the TTIP is focused on economic cooperation, the rising power or perceived threat must be an economical threat. 
Forming coalitions, and balancing behavior motivated by the self-interest of the states is induced by the structure of the international arena. Waltz argues that states function within an international political system of anarchy, in contrast to the system of hierarchy that exists within states, where there is no higher authority above the state, which makes it impossible for a differentiation to exist. On anarchy, Waltz says that it “entails relations of coordination among a system's units, and that implies their sameness. [...] So long as anarchy endures, states remain like units" (Waltz, 1979: 93). The anarchic structure causes states to be uncertain of the intentions of other states, as there is no higher authority that can guarantee safety. Interdependence between states does exist, although it is incomparable to the integration within states, as cooperation of states is limited by the structure of international politics (Waltz, 1979: 105). The state of anarchy, contrary to what is often assumed, does not necessarily mean that the system is in a constant state of war. However, it does mean that states are uncertain of the actions and behavior of other states, which fuels a fear of other states gaining more and becoming stronger, both economically and militarily (Waltz, 1979: 106). The lack of trust between states is inherent due to the current international structure, which leads to behavior motivated by self-interest (Waltz, 1979). Waltz argues that the international outcome produced by this system is not the best, but this outcome could only be in the interest of the whole international arena if the international structure changes (Waltz, 1979). In this international structure, balance of power will always occur (Waltz, 1979: 119).
The European Commission is part of the institutional framework of the cooperation of European states. Waltz would therefore expect the EC to reflect the interests of the EU member states. A change in the balance of power of states would be perceived as a threat by the EU member state, which would motivate them to cooperate in order to gain more security. The Commission would be tasked by the member states to negotiate this cooperation, in this case with the United States. The fear of the growing power of other states or regions is what would have led the EU member states to task the EC to form a coalition with the United States in order to balance the power of those other states or regions in the international arena. Although it is possible that certain behavior of EU member states and as a result the behavior of the European Commission might fit the neorealist narrative of Waltz, his theory is lacking the depth to explain the structures underlying the behavior.
The abstractions created by Waltz obscure forces at work among states as well as within states. The reductionist nature of this theory was Waltz’s intention. Drawing from the natural sciences, his aim was to develop a theory that, by means of abstract notions, would be able to explain, rather than describe international politics. This theory is inadequate to answer the research question of this thesis, for the following three reasons. First, Waltz focuses on states as the only actors, while these are “fictitious macro-agents” (Robinson, 2001b: 227). While he admits that states are not unitary, purposive actors, he maintains that to explain the outcome of the international arena, it is not necessary to examine the internal forces of a state. To explain the balance-of-power politics only two requirements are needed: “that the order be anarchic and that it be populated by units wishing to survive” (Waltz, 1979: 121). This leads to the second shortcoming: when the state is a black box, the interests of a state in the international arena can only be assumed. The state is assumed to be a rational agent calculating the most efficient way to survive. In this way the outcome in the international arena is reduced to the sum of the rational actions of states. This leads to the third point. If the behavior of the states is dependent on the power relations between the states and the assumed interest of maximizing security, there is not much room for actual agency in this theory, hence the cause of balance-of-power politics is always structural. The purpose of this thesis is to understand the behavior of the European Commission in its pursuit of the TTIP. Since the neorealism gives structure primacy over agency, the explanation of the behavior and choices would always be structural. Karl Marx already criticized the notion that behavior is determined by the circumstances alone, which he called materialism, as it neglects agency. Behavior and choices of people or groups of people can also change the circumstances (Wolff, 2002: 24). Since this theory misses the dialectic relations between agency and structure and fails to look within a state and at non-state actors, it is unfit for this thesis.

[bookmark: _tyjcwt][bookmark: _Toc466032862]2.2 Institutionalizing Cooperation
“The transatlantic economic relationship is already the world’s largest, accounting for half of global economic output and nearly one trillion dollars in goods and services trade, and supporting millions of jobs on both sides of the Atlantic. We are committed to making this relationship an even stronger driver of our prosperity” (EC, 2013a)
This quote and the path toward TTIP fit the narrative of neoliberal institutionalism theory. TTIP could be seen as an increase in cooperation between the United States and European countries building on the past decades of cooperation, starting with the Marshall plan; NATO; and from the 1990’s onward a closer cooperation with regard to trade, diplomatic cooperation, and even cultural cooperation (Henrikson, 1997). Although the TTIP is maybe ten steps, rather than one step, further in cooperation, it can still be seen in the light of evolving, existing regimes, which is part of institutional liberalism. The institutional change is expected to be beneficial for both the EU and the US, as the expectations are to enhance the efficiency of trade and investments; reduce the costs of importing and exporting within this regime; and an increase in jobs and income per household (EC, 2013b). While this theory seems ideal for the purpose of this research, institutional liberalism is too simplistic and misses some of the viable aspects that are necessary to answer the research question. 
Contrary to realist views, institutional liberalists argue that cooperation among states is possible and likely because of international institutions. To institutional liberalism, also known as neoliberalism, these international institutions are the object of study. Needless to say, neoliberal scholars have greatly contributed to the global political economy (GPE) debate focusing on the emergence and development of institutions. To understand why actors cooperate, it is important to look at the incentives that motivate actors. The interests of states within neoliberal institutionalism are more encompassing than within neorealist theory, as states do not only seek security, but also seek wealth. Still, they are rational actors motivated by self-interest. Robert Keohane (1984), who is not rejecting realism but rather builds on its central premises, argues that the initial interest of each state is to protect its internal market. These interests are expected to clash in the international arena, therefore Keohane argues that harmony will not lead the course of action. Instead, when states work out their differences, while mutually adjusting their patterns of behavior, cooperation becomes an option (Keohane, 1984: 53). Institutions make cooperation between states easier because the regimes, the rules and norms of an institution, create expectations that make a conflict highly unlikely. Regimes now make it rational to cooperate. This is in contrast to neorealism, in which uncertainty regarding the actions of other states prevents cooperation beyond balancing or bandwagoning.
Incentives for cooperation will come from the existence of shared interests, for instance coping with a financial crisis, gaining a stronger market, increasing the welfare, or creating more efficiency. It is the anticipated benefits and effects that are cause for closer cooperation (Keohane, 1984: 80). One way to examine a regime, Keohane says, would be to see if it fulfills the anticipated effects. If not, it is expected that the regime will not last and will ultimately disappear (Keohane, 1984: 81). To be able to follow this line of thought, one must prove that the actors’ actions are rational indeed, and that they can be assumed to anticipate the effects of their behavior. Otherwise “understanding the functions of the international regimes will not help to explain their occurrence” (Keohane, 1984: 82). Drawing on rational choice theory and market failure theory, he develops a functional theory of international regimes that explains why governments may construct regimes and abide by their rules. Keohane aims to show that anticipated effects explain the outcomes by means of the Prisoners’ Dilemma. International regimes can change the international relations from a Prisoners’ Dilemma to an assurance game, because they help organize relationships in mutually beneficial ways, since they resemble conventions and establish stable mutual expectations. This, in turn, provides information and generates patterns of transaction costs (Keohane, 1984: 83).
Neoliberalism would attribute more agency to the European Commission than neorealism, as this institution is not merely representing the interests of the member states, but its rules and norms now make it rational to cooperate. To a certain extent, the institutional relationship between the EU and the US already makes it rational to cooperate. Moreover, one could probably find shared interests that would work as incentives for increased cooperation. A shared interest could be expectations of increasing wealth by increasing cooperation. However, in the introduction it already became clear that there are no expectations of increasing wealth as a result of TTIP, despite the positive framing of the results. Furthermore, neoliberalism does not question the social origins of the current structures of the power relations, and therefore acts as a problem-solving theory.
Neoliberal institutionalism greatly depends on rational choice theory. The assumptions made to let neoliberal institutionalism function according to rational choice cause this theory to be reductionist for the following three reasons. First, Keohane has decided to use the concept of the state as an abstraction, thereby leaving the black box of the state intact. Thus, the actor behaving rationally is the state. As explained above, the state is but a fictitious macro-agent and not a unitary, purposive actor. Second, it assumes a specific set of preferences or interests (wealth, protecting the internal market), that the actors will try to attain with strategic calculation. Even though state interests are an important aspect of Keohane’s theory, he does not explore where the interests of the states come from and whose ideas or ideals they represent, thus ignoring the politics and the social forces behind the interests represented by the state. The interests of the states are assumed, and it is assumed that the state will act in a utility-maximizing way to gain these preferences. To act in such a manner, the states must be informed about the context in which they operate and the effects of their actions (Buch-Hansen, 2008: 27). When the interests are assumed it already neglects part of any potential explanation for the EC’s pursuit of the negotiation of TTIP. Besides, the question which interests are represented is interesting, as a greater understanding of the representations of interests leads to a better comprehension of the power relations. Third, although agency is given a role in this theory, mainly the agency of the state, primacy is given to structure. The assumptions about the actions of the agents lead to the expectation that all agents will act in similar ways in similar environments. To look at the environment is therefore enough to know how an actor will act (Buch-Hansen, 2008: 28). Moreover, agency of other actors, like transnational corporations or non-governmental organizations, is not given explanatory power. Consequently, like Waltz, Keohane does not open the black box of the state. Interests of the state are reified, yet states have only been given a small extent of agency, because they are assumed to behave in a way to maximize their pre-given interests. Keohane says that the expected benefit will lead states to cooperate. Yet, since Keohane does not open the black box of the state, it cannot be assessed who exactly benefits and therefore why governments take political effort to cooperate. Since this is the purpose of this thesis, institutional liberalism is unfit to answer the research question. 

[bookmark: _3dy6vkm][bookmark: _Toc466032863]Concluding Remarks 
It is clear that neorealism and neoliberalism share many gaps as potential frameworks for this study: structure is more important than agency, the interests of the actors (states) are assumed, and neither opens the black box of the state. Giving structure primacy over agency would lead to the attempt to explain the behavior of the European Commission by given structural features. These structural features are taken for granted. Leaving the black box of the state intact neglects the socioeconomic power relations rooted in the way production is organized and the class antagonisms that arise from it. The social struggles within the state are not given any explanatory power, while they do influence the interests of the state, which the European Commission is representing. Furthermore, the dependence of both theories on rational choice, comes with the assumption that “market forces are expressions of an inner rationality of universal human nature that is held to be the essence of the realm of freedom in political affairs” (Van Apeldoorn et al., 2003: 18). This makes these theories incapable of grasping the underlying power relations and social relations of production, because the market forces “have come to constitute the dominant principle of organization” (Van Apeldoorn, et al., 2003: 18). When market forces are seen as neutral the very structure of capitalism will not be questioned.
Critical theory provides a more nuanced account. It argues that these mainstream scholars take the world order and its institutions for granted and that their focus is merely on improving the function of this existing order (Gill, 1997: 3). Robert Cox (1997) states that dominant power guides the development of knowledge in a way that this power will maintain and justify this dominance (p. 245). Critical knowledge is developed by challenging this dominance, by “exposing the claim to universality” (Cox, 1997: 245). Cox argues that “[t]heory is always for someone and for some purpose” (Cox, 1981: 128 emphasis in original). The purpose of the theories discussed above is to be a guide in solving problematics, thus Cox dubs them problem-solving theories. These theories take the existing institutions and power relations for granted, and the given world is the framework for action (Cox, 1981: 129). To solve a problem in a certain sphere, it is assumed that all the other spheres remain stable (the ceteris paribus assumption). This reduction allows for statements or laws that have some sort of general validity (Cox, 1981: 129). Accepting the world as given, thereby positing a continuing present, makes the problem-solving theory an ahistorical theory. Critical theory is critical of the prevailing order of the world. Institutions and social power relations are not taken for granted, instead critical theory calls them “into question by concerning itself with their origins and whether they might be in the process of changing” (Cox in: Morton, 2003: 153). 

[bookmark: _1t3h5sf][bookmark: _Toc466032864]2.3 Alternative Theory: Explaining Government Behavior
To explain the behavior of the European Commission, I turn to critical theory. This section will start with a general outline of what critical theory entails, then an explanation of the dialectic relationship between structure and agency, after which an explanation of more specific concepts of neo-Gramscianism that will be used to answer the research question. To understand the political theory of Gramscian thought and the underlying structures of the concepts it uses, it is important to start with the basic principles that Gramsci borrowed from Marx: the social relations of production, the class relations, and the state. When these are discussed, we turn to the concepts Gramsci has used to explain the existing order, and the driving forces that protect and improve this order, which he said comes forth out of hegemony. Hegemony is the result of class struggles and social relations of production, supported by the historic bloc and organic intellectuals. However, Gramsci thought it should be the objective of those not belonging to the hegemonic force to overthrow this force by means of forming a counter-hegemony, starting with organic intellectuals forming a counter historic bloc. This section also discusses the transnationalization theory of William Robinson and the new-constitutionalism of Stephen Gill. 

[bookmark: _4d34og8][bookmark: _Toc466032865]2.3.1 General Outline
Unlike the problem-solving theories discussed above, critical theory aims to stand apart from and question the prevailing world order (Cox, 1981: 129). Institutions and social and power relations are questioned, and their origin and evolution examined. Critical theory is called a historical theory: it is both concerned with the past as with the continual process of historical change (Cox, 1981: 129). It seeks to construct a larger picture of the whole to understand the part that was the initial problem and reason for the study. One way of doing this is by transcending the existing order and clarifying possible alternative world orders. This element of utopianism causes critical theory to be able to be a guide “to strategic action for bringing about an alternative order” (Cox, 1981: 130). Patomäki and Wight (2000) propose critical realism, and “argue that part of the rationale for science is the attempt to know whether or not things are really as described, and what it is that makes them appear as such” (Patomäki & Wight, 2000: 218). Their proposed ontology maintains that besides events, experiences and discourse there are underlying structures, power, and tendencies, whether observed or not, which provide the conditions for situations to occur. This does not necessarily mean that the existence and influence of these underlying structures is always manifest or realized (Patomäki & Wight, 2000).
	One strand within critical theory, inspired by Karl Marx, is called historical materialism. To Marx, this approach is a dialectic of the world and agents, in which through the practical activity of the agent in the world both are changed. Production and manual labor are key aspects of practical activity, which changes the world. Therefore, gaining knowledge, which is a social product, and getting insight into the underlying structures changes oneself and creates the possibility to change the structure (Wollf, 2002). Cox presents four respects in which historical materialism corrects the flaws in problem-solving theories. The first respect is dialectic, which is used at two levels. At the level of logic, it pertains to “seeking truth through the exploration of contradictions” (Cox, 1981: 134). While at the level of history, the conflict of opposing social forces can be a cause for structural change, when an alternative form of development arises out of the confrontation (Cox, 1981: 134). The second respect is that it adds a vertical dimension of power to the horizontal dimension identified by neorealism and neoliberalism. Third, historical materialism opens the black box of the state. The reciprocal relations between civil society and the state, as it relates to economic relations and the ethico-political sphere, are an essential element of the existing world order. Fourth, the production process is identified as a critical component to the historical form of the state/society complex. The power relation between the one who controls the production of goods and services and the producers, is the foundation of society. The state either maintains or changes this power relationship. Historical materialism “examines the connections between power in production, power in the state, and power in the international relations” (Cox, 1981: 135).
	Both the actions of those with power, as well as individuals or groups trying to oppose the existing power structure it, take place within a framework for action. While this framework, or historical structure, does not determine the behavior of actors, it still sets the conditions under which these actions take place. Although the framework can be resisted and opposed, it cannot be ignored and can impose constraints on the actor's behavior (Cox, 1981: 135). Analytical separations between structure and agency help to understand the ontological world, and to uncover the constraints of the structure and the causal power of the agent. It is important to note that this is “not an antagonistic binary but a unity that must be brought together in our methodologies and ontologies of inquiry into the world through historical and conjunctural analysis” (Robinson, 2014: 12). 
Historical conjunctures are historical moments that have been determined by both underlying structural process and particular circumstances, like human agency, which make these moments unique. Jessop argues therefore that an adequate analysis should “construct an historical account of the specific combination of social forces, actions, structural constraints, etc., that is necessary and/or sufficient to produce the effects in question” (Jessop, 1982: 255). The historical structure is a configuration of three categories of forces: material capabilities, such as wealth; technology; and natural resources. Ideas, which can be intersubjective, such as the shared notions of the nature of social relations and several (sometimes opposing) collective images of social order held by different groups can be indicative of an alternative order arising. Institutions, which stabilize and support perpetuating the collective images supporting the existing order, are composed out of material capabilities and ideas and can influence their development as well (Cox, 1981: 136). Institutions play an important role in historical materialism; however, focusing on institutions solely as neo-liberalism does, obscures the role of agency as well as changes in the material forces or the emergence of new ideas. Through these categories, which form historical structure, we can represent “a particular sphere of human activity in its historically located totality” (Cox, 1981: 137).

[bookmark: _2s8eyo1]Social Relations of Production, Class Relations, and the State
Production is the foundation of society, because production is needed for survival. The way production is organized establishes the kind of society we live in, and is therefore called social relations of production. If there is division between those who control production and those who exercise the tasks of production there is a power relationship (Cox, 1981: 135). For Marx, social relations of production only entail that which is needed to reproduce these relationships and the force necessary to keep these relationships intact, whereas for Gramsci the production and reproduction of these relations are more broadly perceived (Overbeek, 2000). Cox explains that production “is not confined to the production of physical goods used or consumed. [Rather,] it covers the production and reproduction of knowledge and of the social relations, morals and institutions that are prerequisite to the productions of physical goods” (Cox, 1989: 39 in: Morton, 2003: 155). The ones controlling the production process have the material capability (or capital) to generate more capital by extracting surplus from those selling their labor power, which is accumulation. Hence, the capitalist elites are called the owners of the system of production (Robinson & Harris, 2000: 15). Capital does not exist outside its dialectical relationship with labor. In this system, labor is not “the social labor of human beings that is our species being but the condition of alienation from the means of life, atomization, and unity with capital as labor power for sale in the capitalist system” (Robinson, 2014: 48). Central for this thesis is the idea that the social relations of productions form the structure of society. Also, that they are relations of power and affect the state and the world order (Cox, 1981:135).
Social production and reproduction relations are vital to the establishment of classes in society. A class is a “collective position vis-a-vis the means of production and the production process” (Robinson & Harris, 2000: 15). The class relations are conflictual in nature, because of their contrasting interests. The capitalist interest is accumulation of capital, by extracting the surplus from those selling their labor power. The lower wages of labor are, the higher the profits made by the capitalist elite will be. The workers, on the other hand, want their wage to be as high as possible, but this would result in lower profits for the capitalists. The outcome of this struggle (better conditions for labor, or more surpluses for the capitalists) depends on the power relations and structures manifesting in a specific historical moment. When the capitalist class is dominant, it is a ruling class, while the workers class is called the subordinate class (Van Der Pijl, 1997: 119). The class relations are of importance for this thesis because these relations demonstrate the contrasting interests in society. These contrasting interests are represented by the state and exploring them will help answering the research question.
The production and class relations are reflected in societal institutions like the state. Poulantzas considers the state to be a “material condensation of a relationship of forces among classes and class fractions” (Poulantzas, 2000: 129 in: Durand & Keucheyan, 2015: 2). In Robinson’s words, states “are sets of institutionalized practices and power relations; ‘congealments’ of class/social relations” (Robinson, 2014: 12). For a long time, it was assumed that social relations of production and classes were situated within the nation-state. Cox was one of the first to apply these Gramscian notions to a world level. According to Cox, these relations are situated within a country and then transfer to and influence the international arena (Cox, 1983). Robinson objects to this standpoint and submits that most scholars, like Cox, still leave the black box in tact despite opening it (Robinson, 2001b: 227). He argues that it is required to “return to a historical-materialist theoretical conceptualization of the state, not as a ‘thing,’ or a fictional macro-agent, but as a specific social relation inserted into larger social structures that may take different, and historically determined, institutional forms, only one of which is the nation-state” (Robinson, 2001a: 164). This does not mean that it “is regarded as a structure within which and through which social forces operate rather than an actor in its own right” as some neogramscian scholars conceptualize it (Bieler & Morton, 2001b: 18). Rather, it is shaped by social forces, but as an institutional form it has power and agency and should therefore be distinct from those social forces that have created it (Buch-Hansen, 2008: 67). The state is thus an actor that can make choices against the interests of the forces which created it. It has a choice to maintain the underlying structures of society, the social relations of production, or to change them. Gramsci’s broad conception of the state entails more than the administrative, the executive, and the coercive apparatus; it also includes “the underpinnings of the political structure in civil society,” which can include “all the institutions which helped to create in people certain modes of behavior and expectations consistent with the hegemonic social order” (Cox, 1996: 126). This explanation of the state is of importance for this thesis to see the state as an individual actor while simultaneously representing the interests of society, whether inside or outside of the state’s territorial boundaries. This idea helps to understand the behavior of the European Commission.

[bookmark: _17dp8vu]Hegemony, Historic Bloc, and Organic Intellectuals
Hegemony is both intellectual and moral leadership by a particular class that perpetuates a specific culture and ideology, which is generalized and accepted as universally valid by the general population (Fontana, 1993: 140). Gramsci argues this means that the social production relations existing in Western countries are not based on force but on consent and only in the last instance, when consent is not working, coercive forces are used. This is the result of hegemony, which prevails when philosophy and politics are united, when “the political thus becomes the space where speech, language, and discourse are located, and outside this space violence and brute necessity predominate” (Fontana, 1993: 118). It is through the acceptance of the population that the leading class can reproduce the social production and class relations without “force prevailing too greatly over consent” (Gramsci in: Fontana, 1993: 141). 
The interests, culture and ideological belief system of the dominant group are represented in government, in education, and through the media. It is the perspective or “filter” by which the world is perceived, and by which knowledge is acquired. Those not consenting will be repressed with the use of force. So, both consent and force are used by the hegemonic class, although force only in deviant cases (Cox, 1983). Hegemony by consent is exercised throughout society, while direct domination by force is exercised through the state. These two levels, usually called civil society and the political society, taken together encompass Gramsci’s integral or extended state (Morton, 2003: 158). Hence it is expected that the European Commission professes the same ‘belief system’ as the capitalist class. This would not mean that they act solely in the interest of the capitalist class, but that the ideology of the capitalist class is also guiding the actions of the European Commission.
Cox, working from a neo-Gramscian perspective, does not view the state as a closed entity. Not considering the state to be a black box makes it possible to discover and analyze the driving forces behind international policy. Through his work, Gramsci’s hegemony was applied to GPE. This kind of hegemony differs from the notion of hegemony in the conventional IR approaches, where hegemony is dominance of one state or a group of states. Per Cox, hegemony is a variety of dominance, as dominance has multiple forms. Moreover, to have dominance is not sufficient for attaining hegemony, because shared notions about social relations (or universalized particularities) are an important aspect of hegemony (Morton, 2003). However, the critique Cox receives from Robinson is that he works from a state paradigm, as Cox argues that states can become hegemonic. What has appeared as the hegemony of certain states in certain eras is actually the hegemony of the capitalist class of that particular state, which used the institution of the state to increase their profits (Robinson, 2001a). This is expected to have happened in the case of the European Commission as well. 
An important aspect of hegemony is the formation of a historic bloc, which is formed before hegemony is reached. This, namely, reflects the interaction of the superstructure and the structure. The dialectical concept refers to the structural features, specific interests of a group or class, presented as universal in form, that create the superstructure, institutions and ideologies (Cox, 1983: 168). The subordinate classes brought into the bloc enjoy privileges, like material incentives and concessions, which can result in some satisfaction (Robinson, 2014: 186). Through this bloc, the interests of the dominant class are articulated and universalized: “The bloc represents the basis of consent for a certain social order, in which the hegemony of a dominant class is created and re-created in a web of institutions, social relations, and ideas” (Robinson, 2014: 97). By their consent, other subordinate classes become allies of the dominant class and thereby become part of the historic bloc.
The creation and maintenance of the common identity and the “filter” of the historic bloc through which the world is perceived is the work of organic intellectuals who articulate and universalize the interests of classes. These do not necessarily have to be scientists and differ from the “traditional” intellectuals, those that see themselves independent of class and hegemonic thought (Fontana, 2003). According to Gramsci, all are intellectuals, but some people can organize and mobilize masses in an organic way, conscious of the implications of their actions (Fontana, 2003). These are called organic intellectuals and can be “academics, journalists, charismatic politicians, technical functionaries, and so on” (Robinson, 2014: 76). They are the mediators between the economic, the political, and the cultural-ideological level (Robinson, 2014: 76). The organic intellectuals reproducing the existing hegemony “were produced by the educational system to perform a function for the dominant social group in society. The ruling class maintains its hegemony over the rest of society through organic intellectuals who uphold the existing hegemony (Burke, 2005 [1999]). Most neo-Gramscian work does not distinguish between the traditional intellectuals who assist the ruling group in society through their ignorance and the organic intellectuals who are consciously part of the neoliberal historic bloc. This might not be necessary as both intellectuals justify the hegemony of the ruling class, and legitimize the “natural order of things,” with or without class consciousness. Intellectuals trying to start or propel a counter-hegemony must be aware and conscious of the class relations. Still, these intellectuals, despite their consciousness, do not immediately count as organic intellectuals, since mobilizing and organizing masses is an important aspect of an organic intellectual (Fontana, 2003; Katz-Rosene, 2009). The concepts of hegemony and organic intellectuals will help in answering the research question, because it helps to be aware of the function of so-called universal ideas or values, and corresponding policy. Specifically, counter-hegemonic forces show the particularity of the hegemonic forces that seem to be universal. The actions of the Commission can be interpreted as being influenced by or partnering with the hegemonic elite or not.

[bookmark: _3rdcrjn][bookmark: _Toc466032866]2.3.2 Transnationalization of Production
The crisis in the beginning of 1970s capitalism began a new phase of global capitalism. It involves the “integration of national and regional economies into a new global production and financial system and such related processes as transnational class formation” (Robinson, 2005: 5). This is the first time in history that the three circuits of capital are globalized. Both trade and capital have been internationalized before. This time, the production process is no longer national, but increasingly transnational (Went, 2000; Robinson, 2001a). The transnationalization of production shows that it is not the continuation of the status quo (Went, 2001). Rather, it is “the near culmination of the centuries-long process of the spread of capitalist production relations around the world and its displacement of all pre-capitalist relations (“modernization”)” (Robinson, 2001a: 158). This is what Burbach and Robinson (1999) call “epochal shift,” moving from the nation-state phase to the transnational phase of capitalism. 
This process of globalization is a much-debated issue for neo-Gramscian GPE scholars and intensely discussed by the ‘global capitalism’ thesis (McMichael, 2000; Went, 2002; Sklair, 2000; Gill; Robinson). The globalization of the late twentieth and beginning of the twenty-first century is different from that of before the First World War. The latter was characterized by the internationalization, trade between countries: a world economy. The production process was national, and nations were participating in the contest of competitiveness. The current phase of globalization differs and Robinson (2001a, 2005, 2014) argues that this phase of globalization is characterized by transnationalization. Products are no longer manufactured or produced in one single country. The production process is spread around the globe, although often it remains within the same corporation. It no longer can be described as a world economy; therefore, Robinson (2001a) dubs it a global economy. The practices of the transnational corporations (TNCs) greatly contributed to the integration of the global economy as they have led to the increase in “cross-border mergers and acquisitions; the increasing transnational interlocking of boards of directors; increasingly cross- and mutual investment among companies from two or more countries and transnational ownership of capital shares; the spread of cross-border strategic alliances of all sorts; vast global outsourcing and subcontracting networks; and the increasing salience of transnational peak business associations” (Robinson, 2014: 22).
Before the 1970s, reformist Keynesianism within western nation-states had placed restraints on the capitalist class. Compromises with the working class forced the capitalists to give up maximization of accumulation. Globalization introduced the opportunity to rise above the nation-states and their restrictions (Robinson, 2001a). This is a trend from the last decades. The transformation of capitalism and the transnationalization of production relations has influenced class relations and hegemony on a global scale. It is important to note that according to Robinson, hegemony has always been situated in class relations. The examples Cox (1983) gives of pax Brittanica and pax Americana are the result of state-centric thinking and obscure class relations (Robinson, 2001b, 2005). This state-centric thinking keeps a lot of scholars from seeing the transnational relations, classes no longer situated within a country. 

[bookmark: _26in1rg]Transnational Capitalist Class
From the 1970s onwards, capital has become less and less restricted by the nation-state and production has increasingly transnationalized resulting in the transnationalization of class formation, of especially the capitalist class. Fractions of the capitalist class from different countries have moved beyond the nation-state and have fused together to form “new capitalist groups within transnational space” (Robinson, 2001a: 165). These transnational capitalists are “the owners of the leading worldwide means of production as embodied principally in the transnational corportations [sic] and private financial institutions” (Robinson, 2001a: 165). The TCC is truly transnational, to the point of mixing people of “western” and “southern” descent. The transnational elite increasingly have more in common with their counterparts of the TCC than with their fellow countrywomen and men. They have developed a particular culture and common worldview and meet at conferences, universities, and separate holiday destinations (Robinson, 2014). 
This differs from the conception that other scholars researching the globalization of class (e.g. Becker; van der Pijl, 1984, 1989, 1998; Cox, 1987; Gill, 1990) maintain, as they share a nation-state centered concept of class (Robinson & Harris, 2000: 13). To them, the national bourgeoisie have converged “externally with other national classes at the level of the international system through the internationalization of capital and concomitantly, of civil society” (Robinson & Harris, 2000: 13). Sklair is an exception to these scholars as he, like Robinson, sees the new capitalist class as no longer tied to national blocs of capital in competition. In his book Globalization, he identifies four fractions of the TCC: “TNC executives and their local affiliates (corporate fraction); globalizing state and inter-state bureaucrats and politicians (state fraction); globalizing professionals (technical fraction); and merchants and media (consumerist fraction)” (Sklair, 2001: 99). Robinson and Harris (2000) argue that the TCC is a global ruling class because it greatly influences global decision making, as it controls the levers of an emergent transnational state apparatus (Robinson & Harris, 2000: 11). They state, structurally speaking, that transnational capital has become hegemonic over other forms of capital, meaning that it imposes the “general direction and the character on production worldwide” (Robinson & Harris, 2000: 17). Robinson and Harris also state that the TCC has become conscious as class of its transnationality and that it is pursuing a class project of capitalist globalization. Thus, a transnational state apparatus with transnational institutions is rising. Despite these characteristics, Robinson is not considering the TCC to be a single unified class, as he argues that competition is inherent to the capitalist system. The rival transnational corporations (TNCs) can use the nation-state and other transnational institutions to advance their agenda. Consequently, the state does not lose its importance, although its role has changed. The concept of the TCC helps to understand the agency of the governments and their behavior and points to the importance of the agency of the owners of leading transnational corporations. 

[bookmark: _lnxbz9]Transnational State
The concept of the transnational state (TNS) is used by Robinson to encompass international, global, regional institutions, treaties, and private cooperation, which are the political and institutional expression of the TCC. This concept is derived from Gramsci’s extended state, which constitutes both the political society and the civil society. It does not have nor does it need a centralized form, instead it is a multilayered network of transformed nation-states and supranational institutions (Robinson, 2014: 68). The nation-state is not disappearing as some authors imply, rather it is becoming part of the transnational state apparatus, through its transformation. It is through the TNS that the TCC attempts to organize its class power, as well as institutionally exercise it (Robinson, 2014: 2). The TCC uses the TNS apparatuses to facilitate the transnationalization of capital. The TNS project, not to be confused with the process of globalization, is the institutionalization of the domination of the TCC as the hegemonic fraction of capital worldwide. 
	The managerial elites of the TNS move about through important organs of civil society and the state, revealing the same revolving door mechanism that has already been widely studied on the national level, with national elites (Robinson, 2014: 45). Both transnational civil society forums and international governmental organizations are places where the TCC meet and interact, and where they “forge a common consciousness and identify common concerns, share analyses, coordinate their local, regional, and group-specific pursuits, debate courses of action, develop agendas, and attempt to stabilize the system” (Robinson, 2014: 48). These transnational networks become vehicles for elite integration on a global level, making it possible to develop a self-consciousness and to exercise agency through the extended transnational state (Robinson, 2014: 48).
	The notion of a TNS, as described by Robinson, is what he calls an analytical abstraction which enables the understanding of the shaping of global capitalism and the exercise of domination by the TCC. Transnational social practices central to these projects can be explained using the TNS. For this thesis, it is of particular value because the rise of supranational institutions is part of the TNS; therefore, the transnational social practices as driving forces foster this rise and can be exposed and investigated. Thus, the creation of TTIP could be understood as part of the TNS project. The European Commission itself could also be seen as an institution that operates on transnational level.

[bookmark: _35nkun2]New Constitutionalism
New-constitutionalism is embedded in the development of transnationalization of capital and the growing dominance of this capital relative to labor (Gill, 1998: 12). Of importance for Gill and this thesis is the cementing of neo-liberal values by means of institutions. Gill submits that states are concerned with securing ‘credibility’ in the eyes of the private investors and will therefore accept market discipline both on the state level and on labor (Gill, 1998).  The tools to enhance credibility vary from reducing wages, stabilizing deficits, managing the currency, etc. Neo-liberalism described by Stephen Gill differs from the neoliberal approach explained above. The former is a scholarly approach, a theory used to make sense of the world, especially regarding the role of institutions within the international arena. The neoliberalism described by Gill consists of practices and ideologies that justify the increasing power of mobile capital: “The central objectives in this discourse [neoliberalism] are security of property rights and investor freedoms, and market discipline on the state and on labour to secure 'credibility' in the eyes of private investors, e.g. those in both the global currency and the capital markets” (Gill, 1998: 5). In this world, the market forces and the power of capital will dictate the actions of governments, firms, and workers (Gill, 1998: 8). The role of international institutions includes encouraging adoption of 'appropriate policies', fitting the neoliberal discourse, as well as actively restructuring the state, while causing the civil society to be permeated with market practices (Gill, 1998: 9-10). Stephen Gill calls these top-down multilateral frameworks 'new-constitutionalism' (1997: 11). This allows for the locking in of state forms that are becoming increasingly insulated from popular-democracy accountability (Gill, 2000a: 30). Not surprisingly, those in favor of such a framework are actors who have an interest in the power of capital: “a grouping of institutional investors in the financial markets, and transnational corporations” (Gill, 1997: 11). 
	Despite the state-centrism in Gill’s theory, it is valuable for this research as it can explain the driving forces behind the formation and transformation of institutions. Additionally, a lot of stateswomen and men do not yet think transnationally. To them, the position of the state they represent is important and they believe in a neo-liberalist paradigm, and may think an institution, such as TTIP, is a good solution. They might also not be aware on a personal level of the deeper structures shaping the global society. Therefore, in terms of agency, this theory is a useful addition to Robinsons TCC and TNS. 

Theorizing the European Commission
Before the political effort of the European Commission to negotiate a transatlantic trade and investment treaty with the United States will be explained, the agency of the European Commission is discussed. The European Commission is the executive branch of the EU institutions. The EU has elements of statehood (Deppe, 2000: 11). Consequently, as an executive the EC has elements of ‘governmenthood’. It has agenda-setting and policy-planning capacities (Holman & van der Pijl, 2003: 79). It takes its mandate from the Council of Ministers and the European Parliament (EP). On trade matters it has gained considerable independence, as it has been given the authority to negotiate EU trade associations and agreements with non-EU countries. It starts the preparation of a negotiation proposal, which has to be approved by the Council of the ministers representing general affairs and external relations. The negotiation process is the responsibility of the Directorate General Trade of the Commission on behalf of the member states. Throughout the process the European Parliament has the ability to adopt resolutions supporting the negotiations or opposing it. These are non-binding, but when the trade deal is ready it will be either accepted or rejected by the EP, which makes these resolutions influential. The Council has to accept the agreement, and when it is a mixed agreement,[footnoteRef:3] the national parliaments have to approve it as well. The Commission is a transnational institution the EU member states have delegated a level of their sovereignty. As such, it is part of the institutionally locking in of centralized power shifting away from the popular-democracy accountability, or as Gill would describe it, as part of the new constitutionalism (Gill, 2000b: 30). In Robinsons account the EC is part the TNS, together with the member states and other transnational institutions. The EC is structured in such a way that it relies to a large extent on private actors that supply information and help with drafting legislation of others (lobbyists), because it has a small administration (23.000) (Broscheid & Coen, 2003: 167). Since corporate lobbyists have more resources than non-profit lobbyists they have more information available (Broscheid & Coen, 2003). The corporate lobbyists have better access, and are a more welcomed guest at the EC than the non-profit ones. Bastiaan van Apeldoorn (2000) points to the contours of a transnational power bloc led by the TCC allying with the emergent European state-society complex, with the EC in particular. He argues that having the support of powerful social groups, big transnational corporations, gives the EC a leverage over the Council and the EP (Van Apeldoorn, 2000: 87). At the same time he notices that labor is not well organized at the European level, to the advantage of the corporatist interests. This leads to the expectation that corporate interests have been influential in the decision-making process of the EC towards negotiating TTIP. [3:   A mixed agreement if the when the agreement touches upon member states’ competences and not solely the exclusive competence of the European Union.] 


[bookmark: _6oie7nx4r2me]Concluding Remarks
To explain the political effort of the European Commission to negotiate a transatlantic trade and investment treaty with the United States, the concepts and theory described above are used. The empirical analysis looks at the years leading up to the negotiations where the EC has been constrained by structures, whether institutional, material or ideational, while other structures have enabled it to act in certain way. It is expected that agents have influenced the behavior of the EC leading up to the negotiations; these could be part of the TCC, the US government, member states or counter-hegemonic forces. The TCC is an agent that aims to set up a transnational state apparatus to organize its class power, as well as institutionally exercise it. The TNS project, not to be confused with the process of globalization, is the institutionalization of the domination of the TCC as the hegemonic fraction of capital worldwide. Since TTIP works as an institution that can contribute to the TNS, it is expected that the TCC has actively advocated for it. Although this is the project of the TCC, they are not a homogenous class. Even within this class there are competing interests. Different fractions of the TCC can have different preferences. Like the TCC, the counter-hegemonic forces are not a singular voice. It consists of multiple organizations and individuals that sometimes chose to work together to amplify their voice. This does not mean that they all have the same preferences. Their interests can differ, but they can choose an issue that is important to all and work together to make this issue known and bring about change. To understand the behavior of the Commission it is important to see it as a state actor, which represents the class struggle and competing interests, but has its own agency at the same time. The Commission can make choices against the interests of the dominant class. When the policies issued by the European Commission perpetuate the existing production relations, they support the dominant class. The Commission can do so knowingly and supporting the TCC project outright, or it could be unaware of this project, but simply believe in the same neo-liberal discourse that these policies will lead to the welfare of the European Union.

[bookmark: _1ksv4uv][bookmark: _Toc466032867]3. Epistemology, Methodology and Operationalization
“Those to whom reality is dearer than information, to whom life is stronger than concepts and the world more than words, are never deluded into believing that what they know and perceive is the core of reality” (Heschel, 1951: 36)
[bookmark: _GoBack]This chapter argues that the positivist epistemology of neorealist and neoliberalist ontology falls short for this thesis. Instead, critical realism is proposed as a post-positivist epistemology. A discussion of the methods used to conduct the empirical analysis to answer the research question follows. The conclusion of this chapter discusses the operationalization of the concepts discussed in the theoretical chapter.

[bookmark: _44sinio][bookmark: _Toc466032868]3.1 Epistemology
Mainstream theory makes use of a positivist approach to social science and builds on the model of physics. The goal of the positivist researcher is to describe the phenomena experienced or examined and to discover the patterns of cause and effect. It holds that there exists a world independent of the researcher, and that this world can be known. Knowledge comes through observation, measuring, and the testing of hypothesis, with the aim to come up with universally valid law-like regularities. This leads to an emphasis on the material, as the ideational is difficult to observe and measure. This philosophy suffers from what Baskhar called the epistemic fallacy: “what is known is what can be experienced and/or observed and what ‘is’ is what can be known” (Patomäki & Wight, 2000: 217). The epistemic fallacy shows why the positivist account falls short. It is taken up by “experiential moments,” while neglecting that “the social world consists of more than can be experienced … from the importance of ideas, beliefs, concepts, and knowledge to the social world” (Patomäki & Wight, 2000: 225). Human agency is neglected, since this cannot be put into law-like regularities. As was already discussed in the Theory chapter, structure and circumstances have been given primacy over agency in the positivist accounts. Marx already criticized materialism, the idea that behavior is determined by circumstances alone, as it neglects agency. Behavior and choices of people or groups can also change the circumstances (Wolff, 2002: 24). Since agency can change structure, the future cannot be predicted and is open-ended. This is what Marx comes to conclude with his historical materialism approach, a dialectic of the world and agents, in which through the practical activity of the agent, both the agent and the world are changed. Production and manual labor are key aspects of practical activity that changes the world. Gaining knowledge, a social product, provides an avenue to change the self which allows for the possibility to change the structure. 
Post-positivism, on the other hand, asserts that it is impossible for an individual to get to know the complete reality, whether this is because there is no reality independent from us (post-structuralism), or because the way reality is perceived is always value-laden and fallible (critical realism). Post-positivism is also aware of the dialectic relationship of the world and its agents. Post-structuralism considers the objects and subjects of reality to be “sociolinguistically constructed” (George, 1994 in Patomäki & Wight, 2000: 217), giving primacy to the ideational over the material, which has been refuted by Marx (Wolff, 2002: 26-27). Both positivism and post-structuralism have given priority to the epistemological question of what we can know over the ontological question of what there is to be known. Instead Patomäki and Wight submit that ontology should be prior to epistemology, and propose critical realism. Critical realism maintains the ontology that besides events, experiences, and discourse, there are underlying structures, power, and tendencies that provide the conditions for situations to occur. This does not necessarily mean that the existence and influence of these underlying structures is always manifest or realized.
This leads to the epistemological attempt to examine things to find out whether they really are as portrayed, and what made it look like this. For this examination to look at the course of events is not enough, it is needed to identify and illuminate the structures and tendencies that are behind the course of events (Patomäki & Wight, 2000: 223). To be able to uncover and gain knowledge about these underlying structures and the ‘intransitive’ dimension of knowledge, researchers must make use of pre-existing ‘transitive’ knowledge, which includes existing theories, models, beliefs, and speculations (Patomäki & Wight, 2000: 224). The material is real, but the value attributed to it is ideational and socially constructed, therefore “the material and ideational have to be viewed as a whole” (Patomäki & Wight, 2000: 235). Analytical separations between structure and agency help to understand the ontological world and to uncover the constraints of the structure and the causal power of the agent. It is important to note that these separations are purely analytical. Agency and structure are deeply integrated. Assessing what “social objects mean for the subjects whose practices constitute these objects [under study],” is a substantial feature of critical realism. Patomäki and Wight argue that “any given social object will necessarily be constituted by, inter alia, a set of practices (themselves concept dependent) and a number of ideas about those practices” (pp. 224-225).
Contrary to positivist methodology, which uses a recursive model where causation flows in one direction, critical methodology uses a non-recursive model. This model is used because of the assumption that there is no clear distinction between independent and dependent variables and that it is undesirable to create this distinction (Robinson, 1996). This means that the different levels under analysis have the potential to affect one another (e.g. the process of globalization induces more free trade agreements, which in turn influences globalization). 
Both discussing the theory and epistemology shows the importance of discovering and studying the underlying structures. This is relevant for this thesis, as the intention is to understand the driving forces behind the TTIP. Therefore, the next section will discuss the methodology, how an empirical analysis will be able to uncover the underlying structures.

[bookmark: _2jxsxqh][bookmark: _Toc466032869]3.2 Methods
Both critical theory and critical realism express the need to provide an account of the structures and the actions that led up to the problematic, which in this case is the European Commission’s choice to start the TTIP negotiations. The crucial role of agency in critical theory results in an inability to predict the future. Therefore, it would not make sense to test the theory by means of hypotheses. Instead, a more organic, dialectic process will be employed. As already briefly discussed in the previous chapter and the subsection above, this process is still in need of abstractions such as structure, agency, hegemony, organic intellectuals, transnational class, and the transnational state, although they will not be the point of departure. Instead we need to start with the problem, uncovering layer after layer to get to the source (Jessop, 1982: 71). The intention is not to remain on the abstract level, as positivists would do, but to continuously move from the abstract to the concrete. This process is called the method of abstraction. 
The different levels under analysis have the potential to affect each other (e.g. the process of globalization induces more free trade agreements, which in turn influences globalization). The movement from the abstract to the concrete as introduced by Jessop differs from the one-directional methods of deduction and induction. Instead, Jessop calls for the method of retroduction. Moving between the levels of abstraction requires shifting between structural and agency or behavioral analysis, however this is “not an antagonistic binary but a unity that must be brought together in our methodologies and ontologies of inquiry into the world through historical and conjunctural analysis” (Robinson, 2014: 12). Historical conjunctures are historical moments that have been determined by both underlying structural process and particular circumstances, like human agency, which make these moments unique. As Jessop (1982: 255) noted, “[a]n adequate analysis should therefore construct an historical account of the specific combination of social forces, actions, structural constraints, etc., that is necessary and/or sufficient to produce the effects in question” (Jessop, 1982: 255). For this analysis, the distinction is made between structural moments and conjunctural moments. The structural moments are the elements that cannot be altered by a given agent (or set of agents) during a given time period, while the conjunctural are those aspects that can be changed by a given agent (or set of) during a particular time period (Jessop, 1982: 253; Robinson, 2014: 12).
For the empirical analysis, qualitative evidence is used to establish meanings to the relevant actions (Patomäki, 2002: 136). Ideally, this is done through communication between the researcher and the actor; however, considering some of the relevant people have already died, and my limited means, I use “texts and text-like traces of the past” (Patomäki, 2002: 136). I rely on primary and secondary sources, which include books, journals, published interviews, speeches, official government documents, and newspapers. Because of practices of secrecy, I am unable to analyze all relevant data. Therefore “to establish elements of causal complex and to construct a proper story to tell” (Patomäki, 2002: 137), I identify points of connection to build a larger picture (Patomäki, 2002: 137). This analysis shifts between agency of individuals and groups to the social structures that constrain and enable this agency. For this analysis, real and historical moments are the object of study. It is in these circumstances that contingency and agency come into play (Robinson, 2014: 14). 
Although this research might seem like a case study, it is not. A case study is conducted with the aim to draw inferences that other types of comparative methods cannot (Landman, 2000: 66). It is a positivist method to add to knowledge by confirming or infirming theories (Landman, 2000: 88). The findings will be used make statements that can be generalized. Conversely, this thesis aims to generate understanding about the behavior of the European Commission with regards to a transatlantic trade deal and specifically to understand whose interests the Commission is representing. Although this will not lead to general statements, it can be of help in understanding other similar trade deals or EU policy. 
The method by which the complexity of the social reality will be simplified in order to understand and explain patterns and outcomes, as well as the problems with this reduction, have been previously discussed. This section introduces the concepts used in this analysis and the expectations of how the dialectic relationship between agency and structure explain the political effort the European Commission takes to start negotiating TTIP.

[bookmark: _z337ya][bookmark: _Toc466032870]3.3 Operationalization
To understand the structures in which agency is situated, the material, the ideational and the institutional structural components require elaboration. The material forces contain wealth, natural resources, and technology. Capabilities, like organizational capabilities, are part of the material dimension as well (Cox, 1981: 136). Hence, the way society is organized, i.e. the relations of production, belong to this sphere as well. Consequently, the relations of production in a society are indications of the power relations. The ideational forces can be intersubjective, such as the shared notions of the nature of social relations, as well as several (opposing) collective images of social order held by different groups, which can be indicative of an alternative order arising (Cox, 1981: 136). The ideas are the meanings actors give to actions. The relevant ideas that have influenced the behavior of the Commission can be recognized by observing the expressions of agents important for this thesis, either because they have worked on the transatlantic relationship (i.e. European Commissioners, US governmental leaders, managerial elites or high government officials of either side of the Atlantic) or because they have a stake in the transatlantic relationship (i.e. representatives of the business community such as CEOs and lobbyists), and non-governmental organizations (NGOs). I examine these ideas in interviews, speeches, recommendation reports, and scholarly work, to see whether these ideas match the policy outcomes of the Commission. I also search for neoliberal ideas in the policy outcomes of the Commission. For these ideas, I use Gill’s conceptualization: “security of property rights and investor freedoms, and market discipline on the state and on labour to secure 'credibility' in the eyes of private investors, e.g. those in both the global currency and the capital markets” (Gill, 1998: 5). Conflicting ideas help to illuminate hegemonic discourses and causal structures. Hegemony prevails when philosophy and politics are united, when “the political thus becomes the space where speech, language, and discourse are located, and outside this space violence and brute necessity predominate” (Fontana, 1993: 118). So, when ideas of the TCC are reflected by the choices of the Commission and the institutions it creates, without “force prevailing too greatly over consent,” hegemony exists (Gramsci in: Fontana, 1993: 141). When the discourse of counter-hegemonic voices is taken over by dominant institutions, while not changing the actions, it is called trasformismo or co-optation. Institutions reflect the interests of the dominant class, at least at the time of origin (Cox, 1983), which means they also stabilize and support perpetuating the collective images supporting the existing order. Institutions are composed out of material capabilities and ideas, and can in turn influence their development as well (Cox, 1981: 136). To simply look at the contents of the TTIP could reveal the interests of the dominant class. Unfortunately, the content of the TTIP is confidential and only some parts have been leaked. The Commission has released some points they aim to put in the TTIP, which serves as a source for this research in addition to other available documents. There are, however, other institutions that play a part in the structure of the TTIP, which were constructed between 1990 and the start of the negotiations process. In 1990, the relationship between the EU and the US was redefined by means of an agreement. From this year onward, many agreements followed that were focused on closer non-military cooperation between the two partners. The way they were constructed and the interests these represent will be valuable information for this thesis. The analysis of the institutions that play a part in the structure of the TTIP will be done by an analysis of the official documents of the agreements, with an emphasis on the closer cooperation and integration of the EU and the US. Moreover, I match the ideas of important agents, found in interviews, speeches, recommendation reports, and scholarly work, with the agreements to see if these agents have influenced the outcome of the agreements.
Although every single person is an agent to some extent, for this thesis, the agents analyzed are officials of European member states, of the United States, and of the European Union as well as interest groups that have tried to influence policy decisions concerning the start of negotiating TTIP. These include organic intellectuals representing the dominant class as well as the opposing class. To analyze these agents, I make use of policy papers, press releases, newspapers, pamphlets, (personal) websites and twitter-accounts and existing interviews. When going through these sources I look for actions of these agents that I expect to have influenced the transatlantic relationship. I also compare the recommendations of the organic intellectuals of both the dominant class and the opposing class with the outcomes of transatlantic agreements. Not all recommendations are available online, so I make use of already existing analyses on previous agreements. The transnational capitalist class (TCC) and its interest will be analyzed as well as stakeholders in the worldwide means of production. They have no interest in national loyalty, and they increasingly have more in common with their counterparts of the TCC than with their fellow countrywomen and men. The TCC is not limited to CEOs of transnational corporations (TNC), but also entails: globalizing state and inter-state bureaucrats and politicians (state fraction); globalizing professionals (technical fraction); and merchants and media (consumerist fraction) (Sklair, 2001: 99). Of all the international spheres in which the TCC meet and interact, the World Economic Forum (WEF) stands out as the “quintessential example of a truly global network binding together the TCC in a transnational civil society” (Robinson & Harris, 2000: 20). The parts of the TCC that are of importance for this thesis are think tanks, as well as the representatives of transnational corporations with interests in the EU and government representatives, especially those working in trade, finance, and competition. 
The organic intellectuals opposing the dominant class are interesting to study because their ideas conflict with the norm of society and can show the domination of the ideas influencing society and the structure beneath these ideas. During crisis, the fault lines of structure are revealed. This type of crisis can be financial, or a crisis of legitimacy, among others. A financial or legitimacy crisis are examples of a crisis of hegemony, so consent is no longer sufficient for dominance. Since Robinson (2014) argues that we have been in crisis since 2008, an increased use of force by the dominant class can be expected to repress the non-consenting society.
[bookmark: _3j2qqm3][bookmark: _Toc466032871]4. Analysis
To understand and explain the behavior of the European Commission and the political effort it took to start negotiating a transatlantic trade and investment partnership, first the behavior that led to the question must be discussed. In January of 2013, the HLWG came out with their final report advocating a comprehensive transatlantic trade and investment treaty. Two years before that, the HLWG had been created at an EU-US summit to explore the options of strengthening the transatlantic economic relationship, especially those options that “have the highest potential to support jobs and growth” (Council of the EU, 2011). The working group was chaired by US Trade Representative Ron Kirk, and Trade Commissioner Karel de Gucht. About a month later, US President Barack Obama; European Council President Herman van Rompuy, and European Commission President José Manuel Barroso, announced that they would take over the recommendations of the HLWG and start the preparations for the negotiations of an ambitious, comprehensive treaty (EC, 2013a). This treaty was pursued to strengthen the transatlantic relationship and the drive for prosperity, as well as to contribute to the development of global rules (EC, 2013a). Speaking at a European Conference at the Harvard Kennedy School, Trade Commissioner Karel de Gucht said that a transatlantic free trade agreement would be “the cheapest stimulus package you can imagine,” as it would result in a growth of “between 0.5% and 1% of GDP, meaning hundreds of thousands of jobs” (EC, 2013e). The results of the independent CEPR report published in March show that TTIP would result in a 0.5 % increase in GDP in the most ambitious scenario (CEPR, 2013). The EU would gain €119 billion annually, translating to an extra €545 disposable income to a family of four (EC, 2013c).
In the few past years, multiple scholars have critiqued the econometric model that both the CEPR, as well as other studies researching the effects of TTIP have used (Azar et al., 2014; Capaldo, 2014; De Ville & Siles-Brügge, 2016). The computable general equilibrium model simplifies the complex social world for example by assuming full employment, that supply and demand always match, and that individuals are rational utility-maximizers (De Ville & Siles-Brügge, 2016). On top of that, the restraining effects that non-tariff barriers (NTBs) have has been based on an earlier study conducted by Ecorys (2009). The Ecorys report has estimated the costs of the NTBs to be several times as high as suggestions of another study (Azar et al., 2014: viii). This can partly be attributed to the fact that Ecorys conducted a business survey to retrieve the perception of firms about the restrictiveness of regulatory differences (Azar et al., 2014: viii). Both the high estimate of the transatlantic trade costs as well as an optimistic view of NTBs that could possibly be removed (actionability) leaves doubts about the credibility of the scenarios CEPR describes. Moreover, the CEPR report has been published as an independent study (EC, 2013b), but the extended e-mail contact between the CPER project leader, Joseph Francois, and the Trade Commission department shows that the European Commission has had far-reaching influence on the report (e-mails). One striking example is that the Commission added the figure of the extra €545 disposable income for a family of four, knowing that most journalists and citizens only look at the key findings. This number had not been mentioned in the report and was created a week before the report was published (e-mails). 
A completely different model tested by Jeronim Capaldo (2014) shows that the costs might even be higher than what Azar et al. (2014) pointed to. He uses a different model to predict the outcomes of a TTIP and arrives at conclusions opposing the CEPR outcomes. He states that there will be net losses in terms of exports, GDP, job income, jobs, and government revenue (Capaldo, 2014). He predicts that TTIP will lead to a transfer of income from labor to capital, as well as higher financial instability (Capaldo, 2014). Although this is still a model, thus still simplifying the complex world, it shows that the outcomes heavily depend on which model is used. Whether the TTIP would lead to economic gains is highly uncertain. If it has any effect, it would probably be negligibly small, but it might as well have negative economic effects. However, at the same time, it indicates that the social costs would be very high due to increasing unemployment, less health and environmental regulation, and less protection against market failures.
The high social and environmental costs involved with TTIP caused many civil society organizations to protest the TTIP. Right before the first round of negotiations, more than 60 EU and US civil society groups sent a letter to US President Obama, EU Commission President Barroso, and EU Council President Van Rompuy (CEO, 2013b). In this letter, the organizations expressed a concern that the TTIP will threaten to weaken critical consumer and environmental safeguards, and that it will undermine the democratic process of standard setting, as these will now be set by the TTIP. They asked the presidents for a transparent procedure to let all stakeholders participate, citizens included. In the fall, some reports were released which pointed to the socioeconomic and environmental consequences of TTIP, and the democratic deficit that would result from the investor-state dispute settlement (ISDS) clause (Bizzarri, 2013; S2B, CEO & TNI, 2013). The protest and opposition was met with a heavy pro-TTIP public relations campaign by the Commission, which was needed in order to "reduce fears and avoid a mushrooming of doubts" so that the TTIP would become a success (CEO, 2013d). Part of that strategy is to “keep a handle on the mainstream media narrative on the negotiations” by “clear communication about the benefits of the TTIP,” which is referring to the outcomes of the CEPR report discussed above. The cooperation of the member states is expected (CEO, 2013d). Still, the protests continued. In December, at the start of the third round of negotiations, a new open letter was sent to the US and EU representatives, with nearly 200 signatories of EU, US, international civil society organizations, and NGOs. This time, the request was to leave the ISDS clause out of TTIP (CEO, 2013e). In that same week, a massive protest was orchestrated in Brussels by a coalition of farmers, unions and citizens' groups, which failed to reach mainstream non-Belgian media (Callewaert, 2013). In 2014, the protests continued and multiple civil society organizations joined forces to start a European Citizens Initiative in order to ask the Commission to stop negotiations of the TTIP and prevent its ratification (Stop TTIP, Website), but the Commission rejected this application. The alliance organizing the Stop TTIP campaign, which consisted of over 240 organizations from across Europe, decided to continue with the European Citizens Initiative autonomously (sECI) and appealed to the European Court of Justice against the Commission's decision (Stop TTIP website). Within one year, more than 3.2 million signatures from all over Europe were collected and more than 500 European organizations were supporting the Stop TTIP initiative (Stop TTIP, Website). These signatures were meant to be handed over to the European Commission; however, none of the Commissioners could come. A member of the Cabinet of Vice-President Timmermans was sent as a representative to accept the signatures. A day before the scheduled date, this meeting was canceled. So, the activists brought the signatures to the Commission's headquarters, where Bernd Martenczuk, a member of Timmerman’s cabinet, responsible for trade, was handed more than 3.2 million signatures that asked for a halt to TTIP (Roth, 2015). Meanwhile, protests were continuing and increasing in number. At the time of writing, they continue and the number of participants keeps growing. 
The reaction of the European Commission has been clear. Trade Commissioner “Malmström acknowledged that a trade deal has never inspired such passionate and widespread opposition”, but when she was asked “how she could continue her persistent promotion of the deal in the face of such massive public opposition, her response came back icy cold: ‘I do not take my mandate from the European people.’” (Hilary, 2015). After a meeting with the initiator of the sECI, Michael Efler, Malmström (2015) tweeted that they “[d]id not agree on much but hopefully a better understanding of each others views.” In 2014, the Commission held an online consultation on ISDS, to which nearly 150.000 people contributed. More than 97% of the contributions rejected ISDS. When these findings were published by the Commission, it stated that it would not drop ISDS from the negotiations (CEO, 2015a). In the fall of 2015, the EC announced the replacement of the ISDS investment court system (ICS), but the essentials of ISDS remain (Eberhardt, 2016).
The Commission has taken a lot of effort to make it seem like the TTIP will benefit the European Union and its citizens. Furthermore, the Commission continues to take great effort to pursue the negotiations despite the rising contestations. These two puzzles lead to the research question: What explains the political effort of the European Commission to pursue a transatlantic trade deal, despite the rising contestation and the knowledge that it may not lead to the promised economic growth?
The Commission did not start negotiating TTIP out of the blue at the beginning of 2013, rather it based its decision on a long trajectory and has been pushed by a coalition of forces. The explanation of this outcome starts by going back to 1990 when the first bilateral agreement was signed between the EU (then European Community) and the US. The development of cooperation, creation of institutions, and other processes influencing cooperation throughout the years from the initiation of this agreement until the TTIP negotiations are analyzed in this chapter. These developments and the reactions they evoked are expected to illuminate the structures and the driving forces underlying and motivating the European Commission to pursue the TTIP negotiations. 

[bookmark: _1y810tw][bookmark: _Toc466032872]4.1 Institutionalizing the Transatlantic Relationship
The 1990s were filled with attempts to create some sort of a free trade agreement (FTA). These ideas were compromised to some extent, so the idea of a FTA did not materialize during this decade. The compromises that followed these attempts built on top of each other, resulting in increasing cooperation and trade towards the 21st century. The ideas, the attempts, as well as the actual compromised results are discussed in this section, starting with the first bilateral agreement between the European Community and the United States.

[bookmark: _4i7ojhp]Transatlantic Declaration
One month after the fall of the Berlin Wall, US Secretary of State, James Baker stated in a speech that the US and the EC should “work together to achieve, whether in treaty or some other form, a significantly strengthened set of institutional and consultative links” (Baker, 1989: 4). This signaled a change in the US-EC relationship. Prior to this, the US primarily dealt with European countries by themselves or through the NATO (Burwell, 2003). The NATO lost some of its meaning due to the end of the Cold War, while at the same time, the integration of the European Community kept maturing. This conjunctural moment led Baker to say that the link between the US and the European Community became even more important, signifying this by stating that the US wanted the “transatlantic cooperation to keep pace with European integration and institutional reform” (Baker, 1989: 3). Moreover, the general idea was that international competition would become mainly economical, and that the importance of political competition in the international arena would diminish (Fogarty, 2002; Henrikson, 1997). A more equal relationship was sought with less dependence on alliance and more focus on trade and cooperation. 
Both Secretary Baker and his German counterpart, Hans-Dietrich Genscher, were envisioning a comprehensive treaty, but the European Commission President, Jacques Delors, considered a formalized treaty to be inappropriate given the political status of the European Community and its ability to manage foreign affairs (Henrikson, 1992). Although the measure of integration of the European Community allowed for a bilateral relationship with the US, it can still be seen as structural constraint to what was initially envisioned. Instead, a more comprehensible declaration was written and signed on November 23, 1990. The Transatlantic Declaration (TAD) was a top-down declaration, with abstract and value-laden language, and was meant to provide “long-term perspectives” and be an “Institutional Framework for Consultation” (TAD on EC-US Relations, 1990). To renew transatlantic solidarity, the relationship was framed as a community, and shared values and common culture were given special attention. The principles underlying this declaration were “their common heritage and of their close historical, political, economic and cultural ties,” and “their faith in the values of human dignity, intellectual freedom and civil liberties, and in the democratic institutions which have evolved on both sides of the Atlantic over the centuries” (TAD on EC-US Relations, 1990: 1). Although consultations had previously existed, the TAD signaled their formalization. The TAD was the start of the institutionalization of the relationship between the United States and the European Community.
During this time, a couple other processes of importance to the transatlantic relationship were underway. The European Community took an important step in integration in 1992. The Maastricht treaty was signed in that year, forming the EU, as well as a single market with a European monetary union (See Gill, 1998 and Van Apeldoorn, 2002 for a more detailed account and the influence of the capitalist class on this proces). At the same time, the US was working on a free trade agreement with Canada and Mexico. The North Atlantic Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) was signed in 1992 and came into force in 1994. The Uruguay Round of the General Agreements on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) was completed in 1994, which established the World Trade Organization (WTO) creating new multilateral rules on trade. 
Meanwhile, in 1992, a transatlantic network of corporate, political (Members of Congress and of the European Parliament) and academic researchers started the Transatlantic Policy Network (TPN), which has been launched “to promote the closest possible partnership between the Governments and the peoples of the European Union and the United States” (TPN website). This agent is closing ties between democratically elected politicians and capital. It has been an influential organic intellectual of the transnational capitalist class,[footnoteRef:4] as it has influenced the transatlantic relationship from its start, articulating and generalizing the interests of the dominant class. In the summer of 1994, the TPN came out with a European strategy for a transatlantic partnership (TPN, 1994). This strategy builds on the TAD, which it sees as an instrument that “sets a clear course toward transatlantic partnership” (TPN, 1994: 10). This report states that the current European management of foreign affairs impedes the development of a transatlantic partnership (TPN, 1994), confirming what European Commission President Delors had said in 1990. At the same time, the report notices a genuine policy orientation towards relations with a more coherent EU from Washington, which is seen as a window of opportunity (TPN, 1994: 13). Therefore, the report recommends “that the question of the European Union's future relationship with the United States becomes a focal point within the political processes leading up to the 1996 EU Intergovernmental Conference” (TPN, 1994: 13).  The report proposes deepening the existing structures, by means of a ‘twin-track strategy,’ modifying and reimagining the TAD and restructuring NATO. These two tracks will result in “identification and pursuit of common global economic, political and security interests through regular and effective bilateral concertation”, which “will become the new basis of the transatlantic partnership by the end of the century. This could, notably, incorporate a transatlantic ‘common market’, as well as enhanced concertation mechanisms for joint action in established multilateral fora” (TNP, 1994: 11). [4:  It receives support from among others the European Round Table of industrialists, from the European American Chamber of Commerce. Financial support is being given by the European Commission. As honorary president serves Peter Sutherland, a great example of a capitalist elite, having served as European Commissioner, chairman of several banks, director general of the GATT/WTO, chairman of the TABD, and ERT.] 


[bookmark: _2xcytpi]New Transatlantic Agenda
In line with the TPN report, multiple voices calling for closer cooperation and changing the existing relationship emerged on both sides of the Atlantic (TPN, 1995). Although the TAD already called for closer cooperation and a transitioning of the relationship from allies to partners, this had not materialized as expected. Therefore, the options for a more substantial agreement were explored (Henrikson, 1997). Shortly before the June 1995 EU-US summit, the German minister of Foreign Affairs, Klaus Kinkel, issued the idea of closer cooperation by means of a Transatlantic Free Trade Agreement (TAFTA) (Donges et al., 1997). This idea was not revolutionary at the time as multiple voices had already been spoken on the subject. A year before, a similar proposal was put forward by Diamler-Benz CEO, Edzard Reuter (Dwyer, 1995). British Defense Minister, Malcolm Rifkind, envisioned something similar, proposing transatlantic cooperation on both economic and military issues (Dwyer, 1995; TPN, 1995). The Canadian Prime Minister had discussed with the French Foreign Minister and both were interested in a possible trade agreement (Dwyer, 1995). On the US side, it was US Secretary of State, Warren Christopher, who took up this idea. In his memoirs, he recalls that the US Ambassador to the EU, Stuart Eizenstat, had been recommending strengthening the transatlantic ties and that the transatlantic relationship needed an ambitious vision (Christopher, 1998). Christopher chose to act upon these recommendations and launched an ambitious vision in his Madrid speech in June 1995. Although Christopher considered TAFTA to be an ambitious idea worth exploring, he did not specifically address a trade agreement in his speech, since he regarded it as a long-term idea and chose to focus on the shorter-term vision instead (Christopher, 1998). Negotiating a short-term trade agreement would have become complicated for Christopher, as he was one of the few proponents of such efforts within the Administration. Others were more skeptical about a transatlantic free trade agreement, partly due to concerns about the NAFTA and the WTO which were still new agreements (Christopher, 1998). Christopher recalls that this speech was meant as agenda setting for the US-EU summit later that year, which would be hosted by Spain as it would have the EU Presidency. In this historical moment, the idea of deeper integration, which had already been issued by the TPN, was picked up by businesses, ministers of European member states, and the US Secretary of State. The European Union was more integrated then than five years before, yet foreign policy was still not part of the European Union mandate. Another constraint was the new multilateral institution, the WTO, which officials did not want to undermine. 
	Two weeks after Christopher's speech, the EU and the US agreed to strengthen and deepen their relationship at the EU-US summit in Washington, and they authorized the negotiation of a New Transatlantic Agenda (NTA) (US Mission website). Again, after six months during the EU-US summit meeting in Madrid, the New Transatlantic Agenda was signed together with the Joint Action Plan (JAP) in which the agenda had been made more specific. The goal of the NTA was moving from mutual consultation, which had been established in the TAD, towards joint action (Henrikson, 1997). In line with the TAD, the EU and the US agreed they would jointly act both on trade and investment matters as well as other matters not related to trade like terrorism and the environment (Fogarty, 2002). For the NTA, four points are given special priority: 1. Promoting Peace, Stability, Democracy, And Development Around The World, which includes fostering democratic and economic reform in the eastern part of the European continent, advancing human rights, securing peace in the Middle East (especially around Israel), and closer cooperation on providing humanitarian aid and development; 2. Responding To Global Challenges, which concerns challenges that have no respect for national boundaries and therefore have to be addressed on a multilateral level, like combating organized crime and terrorism, coming to the aid of refugees and displaced persons, and protecting the environment; 3. Contributing To The Expansion Of World Trade And Closer Economic Relations, which is to strengthen multilateral relations, and contribute to a stable world economy by broadening the bilateral economic dialogue, for example by the creation of a New Transatlantic Marketplace; 4. Building Bridges Across The Atlantic, resulting in a transatlantic community through a Transatlantic Business Dialogue, closer cooperation of science and technology, encouraging cultural activities connecting the EU and the US, so that future generations will continue to see the value of a transatlantic partnership (NTA, 1995; JAP, 1995). Despite these diverging topics, the study on free trade and lowering trade barriers has been called the centerpiece of this agenda (Christopher & Kantor, 1995), as it expresses the determination to create a New Transatlantic Marketplace, “which will expand trade and investment opportunities and multiply jobs on both sides of the Atlantic. This initiative will also contribute to the dynamism of the global economy” (NTA, 1995: 2).
Anthony Gardner, who had been involved in writing the text as part of the US delegation, viewed the NTA as going further than previous, more normative agreements, based on common transatlantic values and traditions. This gave concrete blueprints for action to tackle new transnational challenges that neither Washington nor Brussels could face alone (Gardner, 1997). He argued that the intention of the Agenda was to be an “ambitious project that would take the already close US-EU relationship to qualitatively new levels” (Gardner, 1997). Gardner distinguishes four points regarding the substantial long-term impact of the Agenda: first, it leads to a widening and deepening of contacts between EU and US officials; second, the tone of the transatlantic relationship has changed, as there is “a new spirit of cooperation and joint action” that pervades the relationship; third, the range of areas of transatlantic cooperation has also vastly increased; and fourth, the Agenda is designed to remain relevant as it is created to be a flexible document, meant to adapt to every summit’s needs (Gardner, 1997).
In explaining why this deal is good for the EU and the US, European Commission President Santer and Secretary of State Christopher refer to common heritage and shared values. In a concluding speech after signing the agenda, European Commission President Santer stated that “the common heritage … binds Europe and the US together. We share the same values. We jointly believe in democracy, good government, human rights, market economics and the due process of law” (EU-US News, 1995). Something similar was said by Christopher, “[i]t will reflect our common values and common interests, and greatly reinforce our common action” (Christopher & Kantor, 1995). The EU and US pursue the common interests of both security and economic prosperity. The common interests have already caused common actions, reflected on by the NTA: “Together, we helped transform adversaries into allies and dictatorships into democracies. Together, we built institutions and patterns of cooperation that ensured our security and economic strength. These are epic achievements” (NTA, 1995). The shared economic interests and responsibilities are discussed as well: 

Our economic relationship sustains our security and increases our prosperity. We share the largest two-way trade and investment relationship in the world. We bear a special responsibility to lead multilateral efforts towards a more open world system of trade and investment. Our cooperation has made possible every global trade agreement, from the Kennedy Round to the Uruguay Round. Through the G-7, we work to stimulate global growth. And at the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, we are developing strategies to overcome structural unemployment and adapt to demographic change. (NTA, 1995)

This rhetoric already sounds presumptuous, as the neoliberal ideology is not shared by all people and nations and people. Also, it is not just the outstanding cooperation that already existed that led to this agreement, it has greatly been influenced by the transnational capitalist class, via the TPN report of the year before and the Transatlantic Business Dialogue (TABD). The economic chapter has been particularly under these influences and thus mainly reflects the interests of the dominant class, instead of the common interests of all the citizens of the United States and the European Union. 
The TABD had been initiated by Secretary of State, Ron Brown to save his Commerce Secretary (Henrikson, 1997; Cowles, 2000), and was supported by Commissioners Sir Leon Brittan and Dr. Martin Bangemann. The three B’s, as these three men have been called, sent out a letter to 1,800 European and US industry officials in the spring of 1995 (Cowles, 2000). This letter explained the idea of the transnational cooperation of the US and EU companies and included an invitation to participate (Cowles, 2000). The idea was received with great enthusiasm in the US, but the EU companies had to be approached through the TPN to see the benefit of such a dialogue (Steffenson, 2005: 72). Note that it was in the interest of the Commissioners to establish such a dialogue, because of the way the Commission is structured. Because it has a small administration it relies upon the input of private actors for policy creation, at the same time having the support of a large corporate representation gives the Commission more leverage towards the member states. In July of 1995, a steering group meeting identified four issues that would become the subjects of the working groups of the TABD conference in November (Cowles, 2000). The TABD conference took place in Seville, and within less than 48 hours, the CEOs present agreed on 70 specific recommendations for the EU-US summit the next month (Cowles, 2001: 222). Its influence on the NTA/JAP has been substantial, considering the dialogue to be new: 60 percent of the recommendations were taken over, two of the four points of the NTA are heavily influenced by the TABD, and the idea of a New Transatlantic Marketplace was created by the TABD. 
It became clear that the TABD conference was perceived as a success when the chairs, Jurgen Strube of BASF, Paul Allaire of Xerox, and Alexander Trotman of Ford, agreed to continue with the TABD (Cowles, 2001: 222). Praise for the TABD did not end at the Madrid Summit. In May 1996, at a press conference, the new Undersecretary of Commerce, Stuart Eizenstat stated, “no one would have quite imagined the degree to which this [the TABD] has influenced government decision-making on both sides of the Atlantic.... It is regularly cited and is part of the ongoing discussions between the EU and the U.S..... So the TABD has had a truly remarkable impact in our country, in the Transatlantic dialogue, and multilaterally” (cited in Cowles, 2000). From the start, the TABD has been an influential agent representing the interests of the TCC.
Henrikson (1997) argues that the NTA signals a change from vertical diplomacy towards horizontal diplomacy, because of the influence of the TABD on the formation of the NTA. He perceives the nature of transatlantic diplomacy, as a whole, to be transforming as new kinds of cooperation are formed and groups outside of government start to organize transnationally and influence diplomacy. He expects this to lead to a more participatory transatlantic community. What he does not realize is that the influence of the business community on transnational policy is not new. The creation of the European Monetary Union has been influenced greatly by the European Round Table of Industrialists (ERT), for example (Van Apeldoorn, 2002). Later, with the implementation of the Transatlantic Economic Partnership it becomes more evident that there has been one specific community influencing the transatlantic diplomacy, namely the business community.

[bookmark: _vgfce3v4t8v8]Mutual Recognition Agreements
One of the prominent issues the CEOs attending the Seville conference had identified was to give a higher priority to allowances for ‘approved once, accepted everywhere in the Transatlantic Marketplace’ over the reduction of tariffs, which were considered as low already.  Mutual recognition agreements (MRAs) would be a start to the ‘approved once, accepted everywhere in the Transatlantic Marketplace’ and had already been under discussion for a couple years. The follow-up TABD conference, which took place in Chicago in 1996, brought new impetus to these negotiations (Cowles, 2000). Contrary to the Seville conference, which was CEO -only, this conference was attended by CEOs, business officials, and government officials. Cowles quotes one of the participants she has interviewed, ‘The purpose of Chicago was to get the governments at the table and to develop the Seville-style of business/business discussions into a four-way discussion. In this discussion, business listened to the problems governments were having with various proposals, and then worked together to develop creative solutions that could address each other’s concerns’ (Cowles, 2000). This conference resulted in a higher integration of the transatlantic business community and the government officials responsible for the transatlantic relationship.
The end of January 1997 had been set as a deadline for the MRAs, but at that time there was still no agreement. The new TABD chairs, Dana Mead, CEO of Tenneco, and Jan Timmer, Chairman of Philips, expressed their dismay in a letter sent to Presidents Santer and Clinton, while emphasizing the importance of the completion of the MRA. In May, the MRA negotiations reached a breakthrough. The USTR press release reported, “The Trans-Atlantic Business Dialogue, in partnership with the Administration, made it possible to reach this point” (cited in Cowles, 2000: 16). Eventually, the negotiations came to conclusion on June 13.  The mutual recognition agreement was signed that day and covered six areas: telecommunications, medical devices, electromagnetic compatibility, electrical safety, recreational craft and pharmaceuticals (Steffenson, 2001). The press release of the EC stated that the MRA will “cut red tape, reduce costs and shorten delays in the marketing of European products in America and vice-versa” (EC, 1997). The neoliberal notions of creating more efficiency in the marketing and regulation process are leading in these agreements. About the agreement that covers $ 40 billion of transatlantic trade a year, “Sir Leon Brittan noted that the MRA was ‘one of the crowning achievements of the new Transatlantic relationship’ and that ‘[t]he identification of the MRA as a top priority by the business community was crucial in persuading the EU and the US to overcome bureaucratic objections and reach this hard -won agreement’” (Cowles, 2000: 16).
As noted above, the completion of the MRA has been heavily influenced by the business community, and particularly by the TABD, which was considered very valuable by both the US administration, as well as the European Commission. The influence of the TABD on these negotiations had been both technical and political.  To provide input on a technical level, the TABD created the Transatlantic Advisory Committee on Standards (TACS). This committee provided the EU and US governments with specific information on where the industry felt that MRA were feasible. On a political level, the TABD continued to put pressure on both sides to meet the proposals that had been accepted in the NTA. They did this by sending letters, holding frequent meetings with officials, attending the negotiations, as well as openly criticizing the delay (Steffenson, 2001). 
Besides the influence of the TABD, Steffenson (2001) argues that the MRA is a spillover effect of the unification of the European Single Market. Because of the experience on the European side and a “delicate balance between the European Commission (both DGI and DGIII), national regulatory bodies and the private sector” the negotiations were less problematic for the EU than for the US regulatory agents who “did not have the same experience with MRAs and some were 'less comfortable' with the notion of mutual recognition” (Steffenson, 2001: 224). Another problem on the US side was the autonomy of the regulatory agencies. The Federal Drug Administration (FDA), the Federal Communications Commission, and Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), for example, all operate separately and are governed by individual statutes from Congress (Steffenson, 2001). Of this, Cowles (2000: 16…) says, “the statutory independence of the agencies meant that regulatory officials had their own independent mindset and turf to defend as well”. The agents of the FDA, especially, became known for being “obsessed with giving up authority” (Steffenson, 2001: 222). One of the reasons was that “the FDA had problems accepting the equality and equivalency of standards across the 15 Member States” (Steffenson, 2001: 226). A combination of agency of the TABD and the structures of the European Union influenced the MRA procedure, while the structures of the US regulatory agencies constrained the procedure.

[bookmark: _3whwml4]New Transatlantic Marketplace/Transatlantic Economic Partnership 
Part of the economic goal of the NTA, already initiated by the TPN in 1994, was the creation of a New Transatlantic Marketplace which would reduce or eliminate barriers “that hinder the flow of goods, services and capital” (NTA, 1995). The Customs and Co-operation Agreement of 1996 and the Mutual Recognition Agreement of 1997 were steps into that direction. Despite these two agreements, it became evident that building the New Transatlantic Marketplace was not attempted (Steffenson, 2001). In 1997, multiple voices addressed the need to revisit the idea of a transatlantic marketplace (Steffenson, 2001). One of these voices was Trade Commissioner Sir Leon Brittan who argued that “the NTA as it now stands has not been able to engage the highest level of political attention on both sides of the Atlantic, and is not sufficiently dynamic to deliver major political and economic results” and that “[t]he time is ripe to consider whether a more ambitious, comprehensive approach is required” (Brittan et al., 1998). So, he proposed a comprehensive treaty, which was approved by the European Commission on March 11th, 1998. The New Transatlantic Marketplace Agreement (NTM) would mainly focus on non-tariff barriers such as domestic regulations and standards particularly related to public health and safety concerns or environmental concerns. These act as hidden barriers and increase costs for European and American consumers and business (Britten et al., 1998). Harmonization, convergence, or mutual recognition of law and procedures are needed to achieve barrier-free trade. Additionally, the NTM Agreement would include the commitment of the Transatlantic partners to negotiate multilateral elimination of industrial tariffs by 2010; a bilateral free trade area for services; the extension of full national treatment on government procurement; and convergence of procedures of intellectual property. Concerning investment, it would evaluate what would be left after the Multilateral Agreement on Investment (MAI) is developed (Brittan et al., 1998).
	Before the proposal made it to the London summit in May, 1998, the EU General Affairs Council decided it would not go on with it due to internal opposition by some member states, specifically France. France considered the NTM to be a TAFTA in disguise and felt that the Commission had operated without a mandate, which French President Chirac said should not happen again (Steffenson, 2001). The Business Dialogue was not particularly fond of Brittan’s idea either. Although it was “encouraged by efforts to improve business conditions in the transatlantic region” (TABD official cited in Cowles, 2000), it considered the NTM to be too much like the different TAFTA proposals floating around in 1995, and feared that the NTM agreement would detract from more important TABD issues. This particular situation shows that the Commission is an agent in itself and does not simply reflect the interests of the member states or other interest groups, such as private entities. However, when the Commission does not have the support of the all the member states and is not backed up by business it is constraint in its sovereignty. 
Another agreement was signed at the London summit. The Transatlantic Economic Partnership (TEP) was a compromise that all parties could live by. The TABD was supportive of this new initiative, as they recognized that the TEP would not replace its influence, as feared with the NTM.  Rather, the TEP would add greater political impetus to trade matters. The aim of the TEP is to enable both sides to realize the full potential of their partnership. It maintained many of the goals of the NTM, while not being as controversial (Steffenson, 2001). One Commission official described the TEP as a “rather ‘innocent document’ broad enough to please everyone” (Cowles, 2000). One controversial aspect of the NTM that has been left out of the TEP is a transatlantic dispute settlement, as the French considered this to undermine the WTO (Steffenson, 2001: 93). The high value of the WTO has thus been a constraint on the scope of the bilateral transatlantic relationship. 
After the TEP statement during the May summit, both parties introduced a TEP action plan at the EU-US November summit to articulate clear goals for the coming year. The action plan specifically clarifies that the TEP operates within the structure of the NTA, which implies that the TEP supports the neoliberal issue of increasing free trade. One third of the action plan is focused on the WTO rounds of 1999. The TEP is to set up regular dialogues that prepare both the EU and US to cooperate with each other in order to provide leadership at the 1999 Ministerial conference in the WTO (TEP, 1998). One of the joint goals is to seek the support of the TEP’s “partners for next steps towards the creation of investment rules in the WTO” (TEP, 1998). Another goal is to improve “the bilateral dialogue between U. S. and EU regulators” (TEP, 1998), and to make the regulatory approaches compatible leading to “a much more pragmatic way to establish a culture of cooperation, dialogue and transparency between the EU and US regulators.” This means more “informal dialogues of regulators, exchange of regulatory planning and priorities, exchange of scientific evidence and trying to adopt similar evaluation methods with respect to such evidence and finally exchange information about contemplated regulatory requirements” (EC, 2000 (EVALUATION OF TEP: 5). This is also reflected by “the effective access to the regulatory procedures of public authorities by private interests and government authorities on both sides” which is to be accomplished by “transparency and meaningful participation of the public and of all other interested parties, notably the TABD” (TEP, 1998). The emphasis on the TABD is interesting, especially since three other dialogues have been established by the TEP. The Transatlantic Environment Dialogue (TAED), the Transatlantic Consumer Dialogue (TACD), and the Transatlantic Labor Dialogue (TALD) were created to balance the TABD and to offer input into the TEP process. Some of the NGOs forming these dialogues had been critical of the NTA and the role of the TABD. In 1995, they had already expressed the need to balance the TABD with civil society input (Steffenson, 2001). At this time, this need was denied by the EU and US administrations (Steffenson, 2001). In 1998, it was deemed appropriate to establish three other transatlantic civil society dialogues. The NGOs that considered joining these dialogues feared that it would be an act of legitimization of both the TABD and the NTA, of which the TEP is a part (Steffenson, 2001). As the NTA has largely been dictated by the TABD, a neoliberal agenda mainly aiming to expand free trade, its very structure contradicts many of the aims of the environmental and labor dialogues. The structure of the NTA and the TEP is therefore a constraint on influencing policy that challenges trade liberalization (Zoller, 2004).

Counter-Hegemonic Forces
The structure of the EC, being dependent on the work of private actors, leads to an expectation that multiple voices will be heard to construct policies that will be in the interests of the European as a whole. However a look at counter-hegemonic forces and discourses shows the influence of the dominant TCC on the transatlantic relations and EC decisions. The TABD is a prominent example of a TCC agent in transatlantic relations. Heather Zoller (2004) critically examines the discourse used by the TABD and aims to find out whether “the language of consensus hides the hegemonic function of TABD in forwarding monologic corporate claims” (Zoller, 2004: 220). She finds that before the legitimacy of the TABD was called in question, for example by the protesting NGOs and before the creation of the other dialogues, government officials were openly positive about the influence of the TABD. For example, US Undersecretary of State Eizenstat, who advocated for the NTA while serving as US Ambassador to the EU in 1995 and became the chair of the TABD in 2013, said “I don’t know of any precedent in which the private sector has been as systematically embedded in assisting government.” He adds, “We’re in a world in which governments are less important and companies are more important. Business is driving policy” (Coleman, 1997 as quoted in Zoller, 2004: 229). This US government agent involved in shaping the transatlantic relationship, both as an Ambassador to the EU and as Undersecretary of State, states that the influence companies have on policy is huge, and that it is important. Scholar Green Cowles (2001b) does not believe in the hegemonic role of the TABD, arguing that “now that the [Transatlantic Environment Dialogue] and [Transatlantic Consumer Dialogue] have consulted with the TABD and are familiar with the process, they can no longer charge that the TABD is a secretive organization with private links to government officials” (p. 229).” (As quoted in Zoller, 2004: 227). Contradicting Cowles, and in line with Zoller, Steffenson (2001) shows the difference between the successful influence of the TABD and the limited success the other dialogues have had: 

To summarise, the TACD and TAED have increased formal access for consumer and environmental NGOs, but the quality of access has been called into question. … The low key government response to TACD and TAED proposals fueled claims that the governments were not taking the groups seriously – or as seriously as they take the TABD. … A TACD official argued, ‘Consumers and environmentalists are not downplaying dialogue, but they expect more concrete results, in part because TABD gets them.’ (Steffenson, 2001: 85-86) 

An EC official stated that “the TABD says things the governments want to hear. Its interests are seen as more compatible with the goals of the TEP and the NTA” (as quoted in Steffenson, 2001: 168), which is not surprising as the TABD helped to shape the goals of the TEP and the NTA, which was inspired by the neoliberal interest of trade liberalization. The EC official says the TAED “argues against the WTO. Nobody wants to hear this” (as quoted in Steffenson, 2001: 168), basically saying that the TAED is representing interests contrary to EC priorities. Zoller (2004) arrives at similar conclusions, but also notices attempts by both governments and the TABD to make it seem like there is a level playing field. For example, Commissioner Lamy (2001) (who has been part of the TABD before becoming Commissioner) responded to citizens’ complaints about the lack of democratic participation in the TABD process. He stated, “The [EU] Commission considers the input from all these dialogues to be of equal importance.” Moreover, he stated “These bodies make public recommendations to the Commission and US Administration, but they are not decision-making bodies” (Lamy, 2001 as quoted in Zoller, 2004: 224). In fact, he argued that since government officials can be part of the TABD sessions, the TABD is a very transparent and open organization (Zoller, 2004). However, contact between EC officials and TABD continues beyond the official TABD sessions, according to TABD Director, Stephen Johnston, leading to an opaque process, lacking parliamentary scrutiny (CEO, 1999). The TABD is getting more results than the other dialogues, which can be partially attributed to the fact that the government officials in both the US and EC agree with what the TABD is contributing, and therefore value their cooperation. While at the same time the officials do not want to hear things the TAED and the TACD are recommending and therefore do not head these recommendations. 
All the dialogues have called for more transparency of the governments and their transatlantic decision-making process. For instance, the TABD has argued the need to be informed about upcoming legislation, so that it can offer input before it is installed. The other dialogues have asked for increased transparency for different reasons. Only NGOs have spoken out against the de-politicization of issues. By framing social standards, like health, environmental and labor protection as non-tariff barriers (NTB), these standards have become technical issues that can be dealt with in bilateral or multilateral trade agreements. This opinion is shared by critical scholars, like Robinson, Gill and McMichael. The TCC benefits from the de-politicization of social issues, because of what Gill calls the constitutionalization of capitalism, in which neoliberal ideas are institutionalized through trade agreements, while impeding democratic decision-making on these issues. The work of the TABD can be viewed in such a way.
In 1996, the TABD had influenced the EU and US to cooperate on multilateral trade negotiations, especially in the WTO (Buch-Hansen & Wigger, 2011: 130). This was first taken up in the proposal of the NTM. Brittan explained that it 

has been carefully designed to be entirely compatible with all multilateral commitments. But beyond that, it is designed actually to promote the European ambitions ... for further multilateral liberalization in future negotiations. The proposal for tariff liberalization is explicitly multilateral... Indeed I believe that by working together... the EU and US will be able to lay much of the ground work for a further multilateral negotiation and so to kick start the process. (CEO, 1998)  

His aim was to start a new round of WTO negotiation, ambitiously called the Millennium Round (CEO, 1998). Critical of this proposal, NGOs were happy to see France was opposed to Brittan’s plan (Van der Stichtele, 1999). The creation of the TEP at the London Summit came as a surprise to a lot of these observers, because it had not been openly discussed beforehand (Van der Stichtele, 1999). The action plan, which was written at the November Summit, had not been created by a democratic process and was closed to the public until it was finalized (Van der Stichtele, 1999). These same ambitions described above by Brittan were taken up in the TEP action plan. Because of the undemocratic process of the TEP, such as EU-US consultation before WTO negotiations, and concerns that it was based on the wrong principles and objectives, NGOs had asked for a moratorium on the TEP action plan (Van der Stichtele, 1999). This was dismissed by Brittan, who even said that the practice was legitimate, as “the other WTO members were asking the EU and the US to sit together come to an agreement because WTO decisions would otherwise being blocked” (Van der Stichtele, 1999). The following ministerial WTO conference was held in Seattle in 1999. This meeting was supposed to launch the Millennium Round.
This meeting did not go as planned, and the first signs of declining neoliberal hegemony became apparent. Both inside and outside the WTO were huge protests against further liberalization as well as against the status quo (Vidal, 1999). Although counter-movements had started years before the Seattle protests, this was the first time they had attracted this extent of worldwide attention, partially because the failure of the negotiations at the conference was seen as the success of the movement (Pleyers, 2010). The success of the counter-movements, known as the alter-globalization movement, depended on the hard work of all the networks and NGOs creating awareness of the issues at stake, prior to the battle in Seattle (Pleyers, 2010). Importantly, these movements “seek to preserve ecological and cultural diversity against what they see as the encroachment of political, social, and ecological mono-cultures associated with the supremacy of corporate rule” (Gill, 2000a: 133). The protest of the 50,000 attendants was mainly non-violent and “involved children dressed as turtles, peaceful activists for social justice, union members, faith groups, accompanied by teachers, scientists, and assorted ‘tree huggers’” (Gill, 2000a: 136). The exception was some anarchists using fireworks and breaking windows, to which the police reacted using violent methods of control including bringing in the national guard (Gill, 2000a). The violence can be explained in Gramscian terms: “the construction of hegemonic blocs involves material concessions to those subordinate groups brought into the bloc and repression of those unwilling to provide their consent” (Robinson, 2014: 192). The social movements that motivated all these people to start protesting are true organic intellectuals, as they have not only created an awareness of the hegemonic ideas, but also have mobilized and organized masses to stand up to bring about change.
The internal protest came from third world countries who had been sidelined from the start of the conference. The chairs of the working groups were reporting consensus when none existed. Moreover, the discussion that were regarded as the next level of debate, “mostly between the rich countries, were excluding the poor. At least one African delegate was physically barred from attending” (Vidal, 1999). Poorer countries were not just physically excluded, but also implicitly by the speed of the negotiations pursued by western countries, which prevented other nations who did not have “the capacity [or] the means to implement even the previous round of talks which finished five years ago, let alone take aboard a whole new round of negotiations, but many had barely the means to have a permanent representative in Geneva where the rolling talks are held” (Vidal, 1999). 
The careful attempt of the hegemonic bloc to build extensive hegemony in the 1980s and 1990s had failed. Although business lobby groups were greatly represented at the WTO ministerial (CEO, 2000a), they remained silent to prevent the confirmation of “what the more extreme representatives of civil society were saying: that business interest amounted to proof positive that the WTO is a capitalist plot” (Lamy cited in CEO, 2000a). Gill (2000a) went as far as to call the alter-globalization movement the new postmodern prince. In hindsight, Robinson (2014) argues the influence and the power of the global justice movement (as dubbed by Robinson) waned after the turn of the century. The waning is partly due to what Gill (2000a) already expressed as a potential threat: co-optation or Gramsci’s trasformismo of opposition into the existing hegemonic bloc. This is what he saw happening in the UN Rio conference on the environment. The World Economic Forum of 2000 also clearly shows this strategy of the TCC, as NGOs were invited to join the conference for the first time (CEO, 2000b). In addition, there were a couple workshops on corporate social and environmental accountability (CEO, 2000b). Companies perceived the threat as real and accepted that “a real problem existed and a compromise was necessary. Of course a compromise acceptable to capital was not one that would fundamentally challenge the dominant patterns of accumulation” (Gill, 2000a: 140).
The political effort of Commissioner Sir Leon Brittan to start the negotiations of a new round of WTO negotiations, which has been influenced by the TABD as a TCC agent, were halted by the agency of the alter-globalization movement and officials of poorer countries that wanted to be taken seriously. This event has had a great influence on the subsequent years, the alter-globalization movement realized its power, even though this waned in the aftermath (Robinson, 2014); the influence of business groups became less visible, as they were no longer accepted by the public (Zoller, 2004). Alter-globalization concepts were taken over by the TCC (Gill, 2000a). However, it did not change the course set by the TCC in the previous years, trade liberalization was still part of the transatlantic agenda.

[bookmark: _2bn6wsx][bookmark: _Toc466032873]4.2 Increasing Regulatory Cooperation
The 9/11 attack and the economic crisis that followed created an impetus to start a new WTO round, which was launched in Doha, Qatar in November of 2001 (Ferguson, 2008). Some US government officials “called for greater political cohesion and saw the trade negotiations as a means toward that end. Some officials thought that a new round of multilateral trade negotiations could help a world economy weakened by recession and terrorism-related uncertainty” (Ferguson, 2008: 2). This same co-optation used by the hegemonic elite in the WEF and the UN Rio conference, can be seen at the Doha round, which has been dubbed the Doha Development Round. It promotes trade liberalization as a solution to inequality, thereby defying the claim of the protesters that trade liberalization leads to (global) inequality. Additionally, trade liberalization, sustainable development and prosperity are no longer the only objectives of the WTO, as “many of the policy demands used by the protesters during the street protests (‘fair trade’, global justice, labour and human rights, enhanced transparency and democracy within international organization, and sustainable development) have now become the buzzwords embedded in press releases and the rhetoric of the nebuleuse” (Paterson, 2009: 49 emphasis in original).
Until the June 2001, the NTA was discussed during the EU-US summits. The EU-US Summit marked the end of the discussion of the NTA and instead served as preparation for the new WTO round that the officials hoped would be launched at the Doha ministerial (US Missions, 2001). After the 9/11 attack, EU-US cooperation became clearly more focused on counterterrorism and the Middle East (US Missions, 2002a). Despite this, in April 2002, the Guidelines on Regulatory Cooperation and Transparency were completed. The guidelines became part of the Positive Economic Agenda, launched at the EU-US summit, May 2002 (EC, 2002). It seemed important to achieve upstream convergence or mutual recognition, because of a time of increased uncertainty in the international sphere (EU, 2006). The new Guidelines were influenced by the TABD, which chose to prioritize regulatory reform and transparency (US Missions, 2002c). As TABD argues, “A key element for further discussion between business and governments... is how to ensure transparency in the regulatory process... The rulemaking and implementation process must be open thereby permitting industry to participate meaningfully in the regulatory process” (cited in Schaffer, 2002: 22). Eric Stewart[footnoteRef:5] from the US Department of Commerce told the US Congress, “TABD is also credited with breaking the impasse in negotiations on the US-EC Guidelines on Regulatory Cooperation and Transparency over language on transparency. TABD recommended text on transparency that allowed us to conclude the Guidelines” (GPO, 2003). The Guidelines include sections on releasing regulatory proposals, so that all interested parties can provide meaningful comments (US Missions, 2002b: 2). Through the Guidelines the US and the EU mean to benefit from “the adoption of technical regulations that are more performance-oriented and cost-effective and have fewer adverse effects” (US Missions, 2002b: 2). They also want to consult with the public, to invite the public to submit comments, and to take these comments into account (US Missions, 2002b: 6). These examples show that the Guidelines aim to expand the neoliberal technical efficiency approach towards regulation, as well as the role of the public and stakeholders, which institutionalizes the input of the TABD. The TABD proved influential in another aspect as well, by calling for a barrier-free transatlantic market in 2004 (TPN, 2007). This was seriously considered by the European Commission, which conducted a study exploring the possibilities of a free trade agreement (Peterson, 2005). [5:  Eric Stewart now works as a lobbyist for the self-pronounced lobby powerhouse Williams and Jensen, and is president of multiple business councils. http://www.williamsandjensen.com/about-us/principals-associates/eric-stewart] 

In 2004, the Roadmap for Regulatory Cooperation and Transparency was agreed upon. This roadmap continues, which expresses interest to express cooperation defines specific next steps, and specifies new areas for regulatory cooperation. The aim of regulatory cooperation is to promote better quality regulation, minimize regulatory divergences, and facilitate transatlantic commerce (US Missions, 2004c). Furthermore, at the 2004 EU-US summit, the importance of the transatlantic relationship was reemphasized. In the words of the Irish Prime Minister, Bertie Ahern, both parties “share ‘a common set of values based on an unshakeable commitment to democracy, to human rights and the rule of law.’ Prodi elaborated on the close ties between the United States and Europe, saying, ‘[T]hese ties are not based only on our historic, cultural, political links, but on our rock-solid economic partnership, as well.’” (US Missions, 2004b). This is stressed again, in the fact sheet on Strengthening the Transatlantic Economic Partnership: “[F]or over 50 years, the United States and the European Union have committed themselves to an alliance rooted in common values, and dedicated to advancing freedom, security, and prosperity. Though we have achieved important progress in our economic relationship, President Bush and his EU counterparts have agreed to look at new ways to further strengthen our relationship” (US Missions, 2004a). The Guidelines and the Roadmap were lowkey institutional set-ups for increasing cooperation. They did not draw a lot of attention, while at the same time, allowing for the integration process to continue during the Iraq war and the Doha Development Round, where most of the political attention was directed.
In 2004, stakeholder consultations had taken place. The outcome of these consultations was mainly the need for increasing regulatory cooperation. The study commissioned in 2004 was conducted by group of mainstream scholars of the European Integrationist school. In the study they have not questioned the origin of the existing structures, instead their main focus was problem-solving. The results of the study showed that the NTA needed revision. A comprehensive treaty was not recommended, but reducing non-tariff barriers was advised. Moreover, it was deemed necessary to appoint high officials from both sides who would function as enforcers of the new agreement, to ensure that the process of reducing non-tariff barriers would continue (Peterson, 2005). The commitment towards regulatory cooperation was therefore made again in 2005 as part of the Initiative to Enhance Transatlantic Economic Integration and Growth. Stimulating open and competitive capital markets, protections of intellectual property rights, investment, procurement, and services are other topics of this modest agreement (US Missions, 2005). Additionally, study’s recommendations were taken into consideration and a US-EU high-level Regulatory Cooperation Forum was established as part of the Economic Initiative (US Missions, 2005). 

[bookmark: _qsh70q]Transatlantic Economic Council
During the summit of 2006, the EU and the US agreed to redouble their commitment to reduce barriers to transatlantic trade and investment. In the beginning of 2007, the TCC organic intellectual, TPN, came out with a new report called, Completing the Transatlantic Market (TPN, 2007). In this report, the TPN recommended that the EU-US summit take steps to set a target date of 2015 for the completion of the Transatlantic Market. TPN also suggested that the summit should agree to set up a group of officials that would monitor the progress, while also launching a study of the existing obstacles and benefits of creating a transatlantic market, which would be completed in 2009. Most of the recommendations were followed at the 2007 summit. However, no specific target date was set for the completion of the transatlantic market. An additional step was taken towards regulatory cooperation  by signing the Framework for Advancing Transatlantic Economic Integration. The aim of this framework is to foster cooperation and reduce regulatory barriers, resulting in increased competitiveness and the improvement of the lives of people in the EU and the US (EC, 2007). This fits the rhetoric of capitalism that “associates competition with a number of desirable effects such as economic progress and innovation, the creation of wealth and the reduction of poverty” (Buch-Hansen & Wigger, 2011: 13). The fact that the positive effects of competition cannot be guaranteed, and ultimately the owners of the capitalist system benefit is still neglected by this rhetoric. US President Bush said, regarding the framework, that it “is a commitment to eliminating barriers to trade. It is a recognition that the closer that the United States and the EU become, the better off our people become” (US Missions, 2007). German Chancellor Merkel was more specific in who would benefit, and added that it is an agreement that lives up to the expectations of the representatives of the respective business communities. This framework immediately brought up critical questions regarding the Doha Development Round, especially whether this new focus of the EU and the US might neglect “the plight of the poor countries” (US Missions, 2007). EC President Barroso assured “that completion of Doha round remains a priority for all of us”. However, he said that “there are some artificial barriers to trade and investment … And through harmonization of standards … we are trying to un-tap a lot of potential that exists in the United States-European Union relations” (US Missions, 2007). 
Observing the advice of the TPN, the Transatlantic Economic Council (TEC) was established to oversee the efforts outlined by this framework. The council will be chaired by a cabinet-level official in the executive office of the US President and by a member of the European Commission. This council is to oversee the preparation of annual reports to the EU-US summit leaders, thereby setting the economic agenda of the summits. It is tasked with the responsibility to take steps to reduce barriers to transatlantic integration, with the goal of accelerating progress. The EU chair is the Commissioner Gunter Verheugen, who “considered the TEC’s work to be of vital importance, with the aim of an EU-US FTA by 2016” (CEO, 2008). So even though the target date for the completion of the transatlantic market had not been set, the advice of the TPN (completion in 2015) has somewhat been taken over by the Commission with a one year delay. The TEC is an institution that was created to prepare for the transatlantic marketplace. The annual priorities and the agenda setting for the summits are done with the help of stakeholders and advisors, with an overrepresentation of the business sector (BusinessEurope, European American Business Council, the TABD, US Chamber of Commerce, and the TPN). The TABD has been designated as the official business advisory group to the TEC (TABC, Website). Although the consumers’ dialogue is part of the stakeholders, Monique Goyens, of the European Consumer Organisation (BEUC), warned that the deregulation agenda part of the TEC “posed a threat to existing consumer protection and complained that consumers were being excluded from input” (CEO, 2008).
Before the new advisory role of the TABD in the TEC, the dialogue had been struggling, and was nearly disbanded in 2003-4 (Peterson, 2005: 53). Due to the attack on the world trade center, the TABD conference of 2001 had been canceled. Instead, only the twelve members of the board met in Washington, DC. The chairs of the next year had not yet been chosen. The year 2002 started with a leadership crisis, and as a result, the TABD had almost been disbanded. In spring, however, the CEO of Boeing the CEO of BEA Systems agreed to chair the TABD for that year. These two CEOs representing business interests show the post-9/11 shift Robinson has mentioned from accumulation through computer and information technologies towards militarized accumulation (Robinson, 2014: 147). Despite its ongoing influence, the results were no longer substantial, and it was argued that the low hanging fruit had already been picked (Pollack, 2005). Deregulation of both transatlantic trade as well as of domestic product approvals are part of the TABD agenda (Schaffer, 2002: 21). The MRAs agreed upon in 1997 were supposed to bring deregulation in the transatlantic community, but in 2002 only three of the six MRAs were functioning (Schaffer, 2002). The implementation of other three was still in dispute, mainly because of the role of the FDA and OSHA. Partly due to these disappointments, the TABD members had increasingly lost interest (Pollack, 2005: 916). In 2005, the TABD seems to have been rejuvenated. Peterson (2005) shows that the US side has found a new home for its secretariat at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington and that the “CEO conference has been abandoned, although CEOs try to meet twice per year, once at Davos[footnoteRef:6] and once in conjunction with the US/EU summit” (Peterson, 2005: 54). He adds that the EC officials he interviewed “generally regard it as the most influential of the Dialogues” (Peterson, 2005: 53). In a closing speech at a TABD conference one week after the 2007 summit, Commissioner Gunter Verheugen (also the co-chair of the TEC) thanked the TABD for setting the agenda of transatlantic integration and for their report, Establishing the Barrier-Free Transatlantic Market, which greatly contributed to the framework (Verheugen, 2007). [6:  Davos is where the World Economic Forum is held, so once a year the TABD CEOs meet at the WEF. ] 

	Per the TPN’s recommendation, a study was funded to identify the existing barriers to trade and estimate the benefits of removing such barriers (EC, 2007). This study was published in 2009, and has become famously known as the Ecorys report, which has been discussed briefly in the introduction. This report is extremely positive about the actionability of NTBs, and attributing very high costs to regulatory differences, leading to an overly positive account of the outcome of deregulation. In 2007, the Lisbon Treaty was signed, which came into force in December, 2009. This treaty replaced the Treaty of Rome and the Maastricht Treaty. It is important for this thesis because it gave the Commission more freedom to negotiate free trade agreements. This treaty is an example of the democratic deficit within the European Union. It is a slight adaptation of the Constitution that was rejected by the French and the Dutch in 2005 (ALTER-EU, 2010: 10). However, it was also opposed by civil society groups as well as by member states. After the no-votes of the French and the Dutch referenda, the constitution was withdrawn, but an EU Commissioner felt that the Commission must not give in to blackmail (ALTER-EU, 2010: 11). In 2007, the Lisbon treaty was signed to replace the constitution, despite being the same in content. The reaction of the Commissioner after the rejection of the constitution shows the disconnect between the Commission and the European people. 
	Before the 2009 summit in Washington, the TABD held a meeting with business leaders and representatives from the US government, the European Commission, and the Swedish government. One of the issues raised was the idea of a Transatlantic Free Trade Agreement, although it did not make it to the recommendations (Svenskt Naringsliv, 2009). The recommendations that resulted from this meeting were submitted to the leaders present at the EU-US summit. Many of the recommendations were reflected in the summit declaration (Svenskt Naringsliv, 2009). The most prominent recommendation that was taken was the creation of an Energy Council. The following years the transatlantic economic integration was an agenda item, and most notable in 2010. The leaders expressed the belief that there was yet unrealized potential to boost growth and generate jobs on both sides of the Atlantic (White House, 2010). The TEC was tasked to develop an agenda that seeks to stimulate transatlantic growth and jobs especially by promoting innovation, streamlining regulations, and eliminating barriers to trade (White House, 2010). The EU-US summit of 2011 discussed, among other issues, how to secure a sustainable economic recovery. Like the year before, they expressed that the potential of the transatlantic cooperation had not been tapped fully.
Starting with the creation of the Guidelines on Regulatory Cooperation and Transparency in 2002 to the 2010 summit, only minor changes were made, due to structural constraints . Especially the during first couple of years of the 21st century, the EU-US summits were preoccupied with the war in Iraq and the Doha Round, which had just started. The agency of US President George W. Bush also put a constraint on the transatlantic relationship due to the unilateral tendencies of the Bush administration (Egan & Nugent, 2015: 33). The behavior of the Bush administration changed slightly during his second term, which led to the creation of the Framework and the TEC (Egan & Nugent, 2015: 34). Despite the constraints, integration and cooperation were increasing and with every new agreement, a new institutional layer was added. These agreements were reflecting the interest of the transnational capitalist class, and have often been influenced by the TCC as well. Regulatory coherence was only reached at a couple issues, and the pace of integration was going too slowly. Therefore the TEC was instructed to create a working group, the High Level Working Group on Jobs and Growth (HLWG) that had to explore the options of strengthening the transatlantic economic relationship, particularly the options that “have the highest potential to support jobs and growth” (Council of the EU, 2011). In the 2010 summit, the TEC was asked to develop a transatlantic agenda “with the aim of promoting maximum compatibility of regulations and the freest possible transatlantic flow of ideas, products, and services” (Council of the EU, 2010), opening up possibilities to tap into the potential of transatlantic commerce. In the time between the aforementioned summits, TEC progressed significantly in regulatory cooperation and developing joint testing laboratories fostering “closer regulatory alignment between EU and U.S. research and testing bodies” (TEC, 2011). Despite the progress made by the TEC on regulatory convergence and their explorative work concerning transatlantic economic growth, the EU and US leaders present at the 2011 summit thought it necessary to create a working group that could examine options in the reduction or elimination of conventional barriers, as well as enhance compatibility of regulations and standards (EC, 2011). The task description of the HLWG is to see what is possible to reduce barriers and to enhance cooperation, it seems like all the options are open. Formally, the option of a transatlantic trade agreement is not discussed. Informally, this option has been proposed many times, with the aim of finalizing it in 2016. Hence, the openness of the task is not clear and remains questionable.
           
[bookmark: _orkt4pqctm94]High Level Working Group on Jobs and Growth
The HLWG has been co-chaired by the US Trade Representative, Ron Kirk and EU Trade Commissioner, Karel De Gucht. The rest of the members were hard to retrieve, as per the Commission, a list of the members of the working group does not exist. The NGO Corporate Europe Observatory has repeatedly requested the list of the members of the working group, with the same reply, namely that “there is no document containing the list of authors of the reports prepared by the High Level Working Group on Jobs and Growth (HLWG)” (Asktheeu, 2013a). Apparently, the US possessed more information about the working group then the European Commission and was able to provide Corporate Europe Observatory with a list of the members. Corporate Europe Observatory suggests that the European Commission might have tried to hide the fact that EU had not delivered any negotiators for environment and labor, yet the US did deliver representatives for these topics, meaning that the European side will not be heard on labor and environmental issues (CEO, 2013a; HLWG, 2013b). When taking a closer look at negotiators, it becomes clear what Robinson means with the ‘revolving door’. At least five of the members of the US negotiating team have worked or started working for a lobby group representing TNCs.[footnoteRef:7] The European team looks less controversial except for the EU Trade Commissioner Karel De Gucht, who has been a member of the board of directors of Merit Capital group, and has also accepted three new roles in the corporate sector (CEO, 2015b). The other lead negotiators mentioned on the list are mostly civil servants or bureaucrats educated in law, most of whom have international experience. They have studied, worked and lived abroad. These are criteria for the TCC, as was discussed in the theory section of this thesis, it is “involved in globalized production and manages global circuits of accumulation that give it an objective class existence and identity spatially and politically in the global system, above any local territories and polities” (Robinson, 2001a: 165). These negotiators could be a part of Sklair’s state fraction of the TCC.  [7: Sharon Bomer Lauritsen has worked for Biotechnology Industry Organisation; Sushan Demirjian used to be director international trade of American Chemistry Council; Christine Bliss used to work for Emergency Committee for American Trade; Jonathan Kallmer is now a senior vice-president of Information Technology Industry Council; Stan McCoy has become the president, manager director of Motion Picture Association of America for the Europe/Middle East/Africa region.] 

No negotiator representing labor and environment might have influenced the pool of stakeholders that were asked for input. From January 2012 to April 2013, the Commission and the HLWG have had 130 meetings and consultations with stakeholders, with an over representation of the business sector: at least 119 members were with corporate stakeholders (CEO, 2013c). This situation is showing a TCC orientation of the European Commission. This can be explained by the hegemonic voice of the TCC, which makes other, counter-hegemonic voices, like advocates of protection of labor and the environment, seem less viable. One of the stakeholder meetings in 2012 was named ‘EU-US FTA negotiations’ and many inputs from the business sector were advocating an EU-US fair trade agreement (FTA) (AsktheEU, 2013b). Apparently, even before the final report of the HLWG was published, the option of a transatlantic FTA was seen as the most viable one. This is confirmed by the study commissioned by the EC to examine the benefits of a comprehensive transatlantic trade agreement, which started before the HLWG had come out with a report. There has been extensive contact between the CEPR project leader and staff of DG trade, who also happen to be part of the HLWG. 
The question of the openness of the HLWG’s task also appears in July of 2012, one year after the creation of the HLWG. In a speech at the Atlantic-Brücke, an organization committed to German-American friendship which celebrated its 60th anniversary, German Chancellor Angela Merkel stressed the importance of the common values in the foundation of the European Union and the United States: “the same fundamental values of freedom, democracy and human rights. If we consider that we have seven billion people living in the world today and that Europeans and Americans [sic] together don't even reach the one-billion mark yet produce almost 50 percent of global GDP, then we know it is good to stick together on many issues in the future and together represent these fundamental values” (Merkel, 2012). To uphold these values in the 21st century, closer cooperation is necessary, argues Merkel, also on economic and financial policy (Merkel, 2012).11 The rise of other economies like China, India and Brazil reemphasizes the importance of transatlantic relations, a cooperation that is in constant need of revision. Therefore, she believes that although tariff barriers are already low, reducing non-tariff barriers “would achieve a lot for our economies in a world where others are also gaining in strength” (Merkel, 2012). At the end of the speech, before the HLWG came out with a final report, and while it still is ‘exploring the options,’ Chancellor Merkel advocates a transatlantic FTA, which she says that although it is an old project, “we are now working with renewed vigour on it” (Merkel, 2012). It shows that the idea of an US-EU FTA did not stop with the creation of the TEP in 1998, to come back again in 2013. This idea was gaining ground before the HLWG issued the idea, and was widely supported outside of the Commission, as well as by the Commission. The Commission is taking conscious steps towards this project, and one of these steps is the creation of the High Level Working Group.
As stated above, the task of the HLWG was to analyze the possibilities of an FTA. In February 2013, it came out with its final report. In the report, the working group proposed a comprehensive agreement using the knowledge of the already existing bilateral agreements of both the EU and the US. They recommend this agreement include the highest levels of liberalization of the services area and investment, while simultaneously advocating the highest standards of protection for investors that both sides have negotiated to date (HLWG, 2013a). The access to government procurement should be substantially improved at all levels of government, enhancing business opportunities based on national treatment. The working group recommends the treaty go further than a normal FTA and “reduce burdens arising from existing regulations through equivalence, mutual recognition, or other agreed means, as appropriate” (HLWG, 2013a). This counts for sanitary and phytosanitary issues, technical barriers, and regulations, among other issues. In this, the FTA would be building upon the already achieved cooperation in this field. The working group also advocates increased cooperation on the protection and enforcement of intellectual property rights, as well as the exploration of protections for the environment and workers (HLWG, 2013a). The report concludes that the agreement should contribute to the development of global rules (HLWG, 2013a). According to the HLWG, this agreement could lead to increased business and employment due to the increase of trade and investment. The working group explains that the aim of this partnership is to promote growth and support jobs, to advance the liberalization of trade and investment, to address regulatory and non-tariff barriers as well as “to contribute to the development of global rules that can strengthen the multilateral trading system” (The White House, 2013).
About a month after the publication of the final report, US President, Barack Obama, European Council President, Herman Van Rompuy, and European Commission President. José Manuel Barroso announced the decision to launch negotiations of the TTIP. Demonstrating the magnitude of the already existing transatlantic economic relationship, which accounts for half of global economic output, the leaders welcome the recommendations of the HLWG to expand the transatlantic trade and investment so that this relationship becomes “an even stronger driver of our prosperity” (The White House, 2013). One month after the announcement, the European Commission agreed to a draft mandate that serves as the Commission’s guideline for the negotiations. The endorsement of the negotiations by the Council of the European Union in June 2013 gave the European Commission the mandate to negotiate TTIP (Council of the EU, 2013). Although formally, the Council had to give the European Commission the mandate to start negotiating, this mandate was drafted by the EC. The negotiating mandate was classified for the public, the first year. Although it had been leaked in June 2013, and was available online, the mandate was not declassified until October 2014 (Crisp, 2014).9 The 18-page directive for negotiation includes the nature and the scope of the agreement, which state that the agreement should exclusively contain elements related to trade. The importance of the role common values, like protection and promotion of human rights, fundamental freedoms, international security, democracy and rule of law, is stressed: these form the foundation of the investment partnership. Sustainable development and the protection and preservation of the environment and natural resources are objectives of both parties, therefore the “Agreement should recognize that the Parties will not encourage trade or foreign direct investment by lowering domestic environmental, labour or occupational health and safety legislation and standards” (Council of the EU, 2014). The meaning of “not encourage” is ambiguous and does not explain the extent to which the parties intend to prevent or prohibit this action. The words chosen are not as unequivocal as “The Agreement shall not contain” and “The Agreement will not affect”, which is used in the next paragraph concerning the cultural and linguistic diversity of the member states (Council of the EU, 2014). Per the CEPR report, a comprehensive agreement will lead to an increase in CO2 emissions. This will certainly affect the environment, but other regulations might have adverse effects on the environment as well. The statement that democracy and rule of law are deemed important by the TTIP is questioned by the protesters. They state that ISDS or its replacement, ICS, is an undemocratic device above the rule of law of sovereign states. Yet, the main objective of the TTIP, expressed in the mandate, is in the interest of the TCC, “to increase trade and investment between the EU and the US by realizing the untapped potential of a truly transatlantic market place [sic], generating new economic opportunities for the creation of jobs and growth through increased market access and greater regulatory compatibility and setting the path for global standards” (Council of the EU, 2014). The three key components the agreement will have are derived from the final report of the HLWG: market access, regulatory issues and Non-Tariff Barriers (NTBs), and rules. Deregulation will be the most important aspect of this agreement. Protection of labor and the environment, although discussed, are of lower priority in the mandate. The neoliberal objectives of security of property rights and investor freedoms are represented in this mandate as well. In July, the first round of the negotiations was held. This was met with resistance from civil society groups and NGOs, but welcomed by, among others, the Transatlantic Business Council (the result of a merger of the Transatlantic Business Dialogue and the European-American Business Council). At the time of writing, the negotiations continue and a conclusion has not been reached.
[bookmark: _1pxezwc]This empirical analysis has attempted to construct the story leading up to the negotiations of the TTIP to gain an understanding of the motivation of the European Commission to start negotiating a transatlantic trade agreement. In the next chapter an answer to the research question will be formulated.

[bookmark: _49x2ik5][bookmark: _Toc466032874]Conclusions
The concluding chapter of this thesis provides an answer to the research question as formulated in the introduction: What explains the political effort of the European Commission to pursue a transatlantic trade deal, despite the rising contestation and the knowledge that it may not lead to the promised economic growth?
To answer the research question, it is necessary to go beyond the mainstream explanations and critically examine what motivated the Commission to start the negotiations. The previous chapter has given an historical account of the events leading up the TTIP negotiations, in which the method of abstraction proved valuable in discovering the structures and actions of agents. It has shown that both structures and agents have influenced the process leading up to the decision of the EC. Furthermore, the actions of non-state actors have been important in the process. To put the decision into a historical context has helped create a better understanding of the decision and the roles of the different agents involved. Mainstream theories would have missed these aspects. Neorealism would not have been able to explain the increasing cooperation at the end of the Cold war and a neoliberalist explanation of the quest for economic benefit had already ben disregarded in the theory section.
	This research made clear that the idea to start negotiating a transatlantic trade agreement between the US and the EU did not come out of thin air. The idea had already been initiated in 1990. Every new layer of institution caused a deeper integration, and making an even deeper integration more likely, this development has been directed and is the result of agency. One can say that the Commission’s motivation to negotiate the TTIP has had a lengthy trajectory since the 1990s, pushed by a particular coalition of forces. 
The Transatlantic Declaration set the stage for the rest of the following agreements; it was the first formal agreement between the US and the EU (then European Community) that formalized consultation procedures. Although the idea of a comprehensive trade agreement was brought up, it was not deemed appropriate at the time. It is not clear if forces of the TCC were influencing this agreement. However, two years later a very clear TCC actor was created, the Transatlantic Policy Network, which was launched “to promote the closest possible partnership between the Governments and the peoples of the European Union and the United States” (TPN website). This agent started to call for increased EU-US cooperation. Other corporate voices joined, and in 1995, the idea for a comprehensive trade agreement was picked up politically on both sides of the Atlantic. From 1995 onward, there was increasingly more space for the input of third (non-governmental) parties. Transnational corporations were invited by Commissioners Brittan and Bangemann, and Secretary of State Brown to advise the transatlantic partners on trade matters. This is how the TABD was created. The official role given to third parties led Henrikson (1997) to believe that the policymaking had shifted from top-down to more horizontal. The same privilege was not extended to other non-governmental organizations, rather it was the business sector that was consulted. This remained unchanged over the years. Often, stakeholder consultations were mentioned; however, this was usually limited to business and sometimes consumers. Other stakeholders like citizens and advocates for the environment were not heard. Although the Transatlantic Environment Dialogue was created in 1998, it did not get the same benefits as the TABD. It proposed ideas that were unfavorable to US and EU trade officials (Steffenson, 2001: 168). After the Battle of Seattle, the position of the transnational dominant elite slightly started to shift: NGOs became actors that could no longer be ignored. The World Economic Forum invited a couple of NGOs, as a result, but only the least critical ones. 
	The close relationship between the Commission and the TCC is not only demonstrated by its structure which makes it dependent on advice of private actors, and in which it shows a tendency to mainly head corporate actors advice. It is also demonstrated by many of the relevant (e.g. Trade, Competition, External Relations) Commissioners that started working for TNCs as directors and CEOs, and thus, becoming participants of the TABD and other business lobby networks. Pascal Lamy, Trade Commissioner from 1999-2004, had already been a participant of the TABD when he was CEO of a French bank (CEO, 2001). The co-chair leading the HLWG and a great advocate of the TTIP, Commissioner Karel de Gucht, took three new roles in different TNCs after his term at the Commission had ended. Many of the relevant Commissioners are entwined with the corporate faction of the TCC. This phenomenon is limited to only the Commissioners. The officials that work for them are part of the TCC. Although the these officials mainly keep working at the EU, they have studied all over the globe, live in Brussels, and have been working very closely with their US counterparts. 
	The answer to the research question becomes clear when a closer look is taken at the interests of the TCC expressed by the TPN and TABD over de passed twenty-five years. Both have asked for closer transatlantic cooperation, less regulation, more transparency and ultimately a transatlantic common market. Both possessed resources to do research and write extensive reports, this information was welcomed by the Commission, who in turn facilitated their advice. TTIP and the process leading to its negotiation have been pushed by the TCC, ranging from the TPN to the TABD. Every step closer to the TTIP has been highly influenced and sometimes even dictated by these groups. The Commission has not only let this happen, but has also actively sought and praised the advice of the TCC. The idea of a TAFTA becomes more serious throughout the process, and from 2007 it became an active pursuit of the Commission. At that time, there were no studies conducted to examine the effects of such an agreement. Apparently, the effects and the voices of civil society groups were not as important as the input of the hegemonic TCC.

[bookmark: _2p2csry]Reflections on theory and methods, and limitations of research
Critical theory has proven a valuable theory for this thesis. The dialectic relationship between agency and structure has provided a greater understanding than a mainstream emphasis on structure. Steps in the direction of TTIP often came from a specific politician or from the corporate sector through organizations like the TABD or the TPN. Gramscian concepts have been of help in understanding the proceedings. The opposing voices, varying in strength, showed that the hegemonic voice was not universal, but particular. The counter-hegemonic voices illuminated the one-sidedness of the hegemony and showed that a different world was possible. Through trasformismo, many of the counter hegemonic ideas were taken up in the hegemonic discourse, although they did not change the actions. Indeed, the negotiations can be seen as part of the TCC project of the creation of a TNS apparatus. 
	Under the framework of critical theory, the Commission is an actor in itself, since an actor in itself can still be part of the TCC. Still, it is still difficult to say whether the whole Commission can be considered part of the TCC. Certainly, past Commissioners have been part of the TCC, and some still are although in a different function. Of present, relevant Commissioners, it cannot yet be said whether they are part of the TCC and conscious of the TNS project or whether they are stuck in neoliberal thinking and truly believe these are the best options for Europe, and therefore listen to corporate influences. For new-constitutionalism, it is hard to explain why the Commission deliberately communicated the most positive possible effects of the TTIP. It would be a better explanation if the Commission were consciously part of the TCC and the TNS project. However, due to limited information this is beyond the scope of this thesis and will be left to further research. 
Nevertheless, a theory remains a theory and thus an abstraction. Its reductionist representation of the world will always be found wanting. This theory is no exception. It explains the world and power relations in terms of production relations. The interests of the capitalist class are assumed. It is not questioned why this class is interested in accumulation, or why they continue to want to make more profit, at the expense of others and the environment. This is an interesting question and important to gaining a better understanding of the capitalist class. Due to limitations in time, research, and space, this thesis does not attempt to answer these queries, and they have been left to further research. The critical analysis of the current system has been helpful in discovering the driving forces of decision-making and to see the particular interests behind policies and values presented as general or universal.
A limitation of this thesis is the difficulty of finding empirical evidence. Many of the internal meetings the TABD and meetings with Commissioners are not on record, therefore impossible to retrieve. Even some official public recommendations the TABD made to the EU-US summits are no longer available online. I reached out directly to the TABD and TPN to request documents, but did not receive a response. As an intern at the House of Representatives of the Netherlands, I asked the relevant research facility there to retrieve a member list for me, but the TPN responded that they did not have member lists. Despite these difficulties, the empirical analysis still shows the influence of the TCC on the transatlantic project. However, this research would have been strengthened by further documents and greater public access to these documents. 
This thesis thus contributes to the critical theory debate, emphasizing the importance of continuing to critically assess events in the world, showing that critical theory can be used in the field of international relations. The European Commission has been an important actor within the process towards TTIP, and looking at its agency has helped in understanding the negotiations. As such, it is contributing to the field of international relations as well. The agency of the European Commission deserves to be further researched, since this thesis merely scraped the surface in what it is to be found. Examining both agency and structure, as well as non-state actors, helps to create a better understanding of historical events and consequently is better at explaining than the testing of hypothesis that only looks at the circumstances.

[bookmark: _147n2zr]An Alternative Future?
The Commission has not represented “the people” of the European Union. Instead, it has represented the specific interest of the TCC. It still tries to appear as an advocate of choices that would benefit all of Europe and the business community has followed the same model (WTI, 2016). The integration process has been the slow construction of part of the TNS.
TTIP may still be an answer to the economic crisis, but this approach to the economic crisis neglects the crisis of legitimacy, ecology, culture, ideology, etc. (Robinson, 2014: 4-5). TTIP could be used to address these crises. Greater transparency, involvement of civil servants, and a more democratic process working alongside NGOs with previous experience fighting for this cause would be a benefit to the negotiations and to the public, overall. This treaty does have the potential to bring better standards, which is what it is promising to do. The negotiations continue and the 15th negotiation round will take place in the first week of October. Three years after the start of the official negotiations, awareness of the TTIP has grown and only a minimal public debate has started. This research contributes to the ongoing debate and serves as an informative resource for the general public. Ideally, this thesis will also be an incentive “to strategic action for bringing about an alternative order” (Cox, 1981: 130).
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