
TTIP & CETA
Growth over 

welfare
Christiaan Meinen

ECPM FOUNDATION

sallux 

Oftentimes discussions about the Transatlantic Trade and 
Investment Partnership (TTIP) or the Comprehensive 
Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA) is very detailed. 
Therefore, it can be helpful to take a step back. CETA and/
or TTIP   must not only be approached at the level of rates, 
growth rates, the chlorine chicken, and controversial ISDS. 
What is the purpose of these trade deals? And is that 
purpose justified?
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“We pray that peoples of all faiths, all races, 
all nations, may have their great human needs 
satisfied; that those now denied opportunity 
shall come to enjoy it to the full; that all who 
yearn for freedom may experience its spiritual 
blessings; that those who have freedom will 
understand, also, its heavy responsibilities; 
that all who are insensitive to the needs of 
others will learn charity; that the scourges of 
poverty, disease and ignorance will be made 
to disappear from the earth, and that, in the 
goodness of time, all peoples will come to live 

together in a peace guaranteed by the binding 
force of mutual respect and love.”

These wonderful words were spoken by 
President Eisenhower during his farewell 
address1. In the same speech, he expressed 
his concern about the growing influence 
of large international companies and in 
particular the Military Industrial Complex 
(MIC) in the United States (U.S.). The words 
of Eisenhower remain relevant today, for 
instance in light of the free trade agree-
ment that is negotiated between the Euro-
pean Union (EU) and the U.S.

The limits of growth
What are the risks of a treaty that focus-
es on “growth” above all else? Economic 
growth, whether induced by TTIP or other-
wise, also bears negative consequences. As 
the banking sector once again proves: un-
limited and perpetual growth is impossible. 
It is a natural principle reflected in nature, 
people’s lives, and the economy. Growth 
requires energy. Our unrestrained pursuit 
of economic growth means that resources 
and energy are required in larger quantities 
than ever before. As of yet, our economies 
and demand for energy are not sustainable. 
Rather than striving for additional growth, 
perhaps we should learn to limit ourselves.

This article first appeared in DenkWijzer 
(ThinkGuide), the annual publication of the 
Scientific Institute of the ChristenUnie (CU). 
September 2016, Volume 16, No. 2.

Bron: http://www.historicalstockphotos.com
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Considering the looming shortages of raw 
materials, climate change, terrorism, fam-
ine, and the refugee crisis, should we not 
set other priorities than economic growth 
alone? Under the current circumstances, 
the U.S. and EU should seek cooperation 
in a transition towards a sustainable econ-
omy. In this transition they can take the 
lead, and push for worldwide standards. 
Such an alternative to TTIP would suit an 
economy that promotes well-being and 
life, as included in the work programme of 
the European Christian Political Movement 
(ECPM)2:

“In essence, economy is about life. The purpose 
of all economic activity is to support life and 
advance the well-being of all. The economy is 
meant to provide sufficient means for all peo-
ple in order that family life may be supported, 
to make people’s creative talents flourish, and 
to find solutions for the problems they face.”

The price of cheap
The European Commission (EC) and the 
majority of European governments pres-
ent TTIP to the general public as a beautiful 
future comprised of increased consumer 
choice at a lower price. For example, an 
import tariff of 8% is currently imposed on 
U.S. shoes. Should this rate be abolished, 
the price of U.S. shoes will go down in Eu-
rope. Do consumers experience a lack of 
choice? Are shoes unreasonably expensive? 
Professor Dr. Ewald Engelen,3 Financial Ge-
ographer at the University of Amsterdam, 
summarises this restrictive view of the citi-
zen as follows: “Consumers receive a warm 
welcome, citizens are inconvenient.”
A decrease in prices would first and fore-
most result from lowered import tariffs. 

It is expected, however, that price reduc-
tions will not stop there. Additional price 
competition could lead to a feared “race to 
the bottom.” Should this come to happen, 
“cheaper” can only be realised at the ex-
pense of suppliers of raw materials, labour-
ers, animal welfare, and the environment. 
I will give an example of the risks posed to 
sustainable agriculture.

In the U.S., end products are assessed on 
the basis of quality and safety, whereas in 
Europe the entire supply chain is checked 
and verified, from beginning to end. One 
of the proposed goals of TTIP is that the EU 
and U.S. will recognize each other’s stan-
dards as being “equivalent and safe.”4 Yet 
the safety of an end product is a “limited” 
standard, since the entire process matters. 
European production standards for poultry 
meat result in a more expensive product 
when compared to equally safe U.S. chick-
ens. Additional competition based on as-
sumed equally secure, but less sustainable 
chicken provides no incentive for the sec-
tor. In a free market, sustainability is no co-
incidence. Sustainability needs protection.

Guarantees
Is this not the intention of TTIP? Does not 
the EC speak of human rights, respect for 
the environment, animal welfare, and fair 
trade? The position taken by European ne-
gotiators is clear: they think fair trade and 
sustainability to be important conditions. 
Yet the pursuit of growth at decreased 
costs and greater choice, or “increased con-
sumption,” seems to be at odds with these 
conditions.
For example, the EC proposes that “EU 
climate legislation is not part of the TTIP 
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negotiations. On the contrary, TTIP will 
support our climate targets, for example by 
promoting trade and investment in green 
goods and services.”5 The question will be, 
however, how this statement would come 
to translate into practice. Such reticence 
is also expressed in the advisory report on 
TTIP by the Dutch Sociaal Economische 
Raad (SER; the Social and Economic Coun-
cil of the Netherlands): “Bilateral agree-
ments provide an opportunity to address (...) 
sustainability. Yet more is needed than flowery 
speech alone.”6 Due to a lack of transparen-
cy, the U.S. negotiation goals are unclear. 
The question remains if any guarantees can 
be given. Furthermore, differences of opin-
ion prevail, even on sensitive issues. In the 
words of Dutch MP Eppo Bruins:7 

“In sections where the EU and U.S. still dis-
agree, there is an evident clash between the 
texts proposed by both parties. In these texts, 
we see a harsh and grim reality: There is no 

way the U.S. will agree to X, or it wants more 
of Y. Particularly in the areas of food and agri-
culture, major differences remain to be bridged 
between the EU and the U.S. This was to be 
expected, because it is precisely in those sectors 
where big ethical issues and visions for the fu-
ture differ significantly.”

One does not have to believe in conspira-
cy theories to worry about the outcome of 
negotiations primarily driven by economic 
growth.

Complex reality
There has been much criticism of TTIP’s 
secretive and undemocratic procedures so 
far. The EC paid close attention: since the 
start of the fourteenth TTIP negotiations 
round, it published most of the European 
proposal texts. Yet the provision of infor-
mation remains a point of difficulty, and 
is obscured by the EC’s exclusive provision 
of positive information. In addition, the 
complexity of the subjects concerned un-
dermines a balanced estimation of all risks 
ahead of the treaty’s implementation.

In the debate between proponents and 
opponents of TTIP, both sides attack each 
other based on conflicting figures. As there 
is no consensus about the expected impact 
of TTIP, there is equally little evidence to 
guide the discussion. Does the number of 
studies count? Or is that one critical paper 
by Jeronim Capaldo, in which econom-
ic growth created by TTIP is doubted, the 
most reliable source? The response of Min-
ister Ploumen to parliamentary questions8 
about the meaning of the report published 
by Jeronim Capaldo highlights the infor-
mation struggle:

MP Eppo Bruins
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“Capaldo’s criticism of assumptions in exist-
ing analysis was to be expected. After all, every 
study, in order to model reality, must make 
assumptions about a reality that is more com-
plex than its assumptions reflect. This holds 
true for Capaldo’s study too: his assumptions 
can be debated as well.”9

Those facts are, as Minister Ploumen right-
ly points out, “models of a more complex 
reality.” This applies to both affirmative and 
critical studies on the expected impact of 
TTIP. The EC and the majority of European 
governments want to proceed with TTIP, 
as can be drawn from the information that 
is provided. This is not so much “wrong,” 
but rather one sided. Too easily criticism is 
played down by a flat-out “no – only after 
the negotiations will we know,” and clichés 
like “these are the facts.”10 But fact is, that 
we are not there yet! In the case of such a 
large-scale treaty like TTIP, the ultimate ef-
fects are difficult to predict. Yet there are 
historical precedents. The benefits of the 
NAFTA trade agreement between Mexico, 
the United States, and Canada were less 
substantial than expected. Moreover, the 
agreement produced a number of unex-
pected losers. In its report, SER too warns 
against unreasonably high expectations: 
“the most authoritative studies indicate that 
TTIP may bring additional economic growth 
to Europe and the Netherlands in the order of 
0.5 per cent to 2 per cent, spread across a pe-
riod of ten years. (...) It is therefore – and with 
the NAFTA lessons in mind – prudent to cau-
tiously estimate growth effects.” The question 
is whether the solution lies with an addi-
tional investigative report. A financial ad-
dendum about the uncertainty and risks in 
the communication about the expectations 

surrounding TTIP would seem appropriate.

Usefulness, necessity, and alternatives
However, the discussions based on figures 
only cloud the debate on the usefulness 
and necessity of TTIP. By no means are we 
bound to TTIP, and alternatives exist. In the 
fuss around TTIP we must continue to bear 
those alternatives in mind. 

There are two that I would like to name 
in particular. Those who read the report11 
Trade, time for a new vision immediately 
identify principles that Christian politicians 
in general, and the ECPM in particular, can 
support. The report provides a large num-
ber of principles that should be included in 
a fair and honest trade agreement. Exam-
ples are:
•	 Human rights and environmental pro-

tection over business and personal in-
terests;

•	 Democratic and transparent processes;
•	 Room for national governments to reg-

ulate and promote sustainability.

Additionally, SER published a report12 lay-
ing out principles that should be met by 
TTIP and other (future) trade agreements. 
This EU “golden standard” consists of: 
•	 A sustainable increase of social welfare, 

inclusive approach of emerging econo-
mies;

•	 The promotion of European values, the 
protection of human and labour rights, 
the environment, democracy, and the 
rule of law;

•	 The ability to maintain and increase a 
high level of protection;

•	 Political margin to adequately guarantee 
and improve the protection levels of hu-
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man beings and the environment;
•	 Freedom to exclude services of public 

interest from treaties;
•	 Policies to repair negative effects;
•	 Securing public support and transpar-

ency;
•	 Timely communication of sustainability 

impacts.

Past, present, and...
Unfortunately, what President Eisenhower 
hoped and prayed for did not become reali-
ty. We continue to see a world and societies 
in which people’s opportunities are denied. 
In this world, many yearn for freedom. We 
enjoy freedom ourselves, but do we really 
understand the responsibility we bear for 
the freedom of others? As Christian politi-
cians, we are proponents of developmen-
tal work, deployment of armed forces for 
peacekeeping missions, and fair trade. 

But do we really understand that everything 
we buy in our Western society, consume, 
and dispose of, affects the lives of people 
elsewhere? When it comes to the principles 
cited by President Eisenhower, the U.S., 
European countries in general, and the EU 
have chosen a different path: the path of 
neoliberalism and “consumables.”

The European and American legacies are 
double-sided: we left the world much good, 
but also caused a lot of damage and mis-
chief. Recently, a number of high-ranking 
European national government officials 
and politicians criticised the progress made 
during the TTIP negotiations. “Although no 
one will really admit, the negotiations with 
the U.S. have in fact failed. The reason being 
that we Europeans do not want to give in to 

the demands of the Americans,” said German 
Minister of Economic Affairs Gabriel in an 
interview with German broadcaster ZDF. 
French President Hollande even expressed 
his interest in cancelling the process alto-
gether, clearly indicating the negotiations 
hit troubled waters. Although election rhet-
oric will play a role in both cases, here too 
“political” interests seem more important 
than the underlying why question. No mat-
ter what will come of TTIP, valuable lessons 
can be drawn from the process. Lessons 
that will be relevant for the survival of the 
EU and future transatlantic cooperation 
between Europe and the U.S.

Future
In these times of increased threat, a world 
in turmoil, and shortages of (fossil) energy 
and other resources, the U.S. government 
and the European Commission decided 
to focus on (economic) growth, by means 
of augmented consumption and choice, 
and lowered prices. Not economic growth 
(which implies more debt) but the welfare 
of people and the world in which we live 
should be the basis for future policies and 
trade deals like TTIP.
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Did you like what you read? 
Please consider a donation!
Your donation has real impact on 
European Society: every euro donated to 
Sallux will result in an additional 6-euro 
subsidy from the European Parliament.

Donate online or bank transfer
Bank transfer: Rabobank Amersfoort.
Reference: donation Sallux
IBAN: NL75RABO 0153731095
BIC (SWIFT code): RABONL2U

What others say
“Sallux is an excellent and badly needed 
umbrella body for similar minded Christian 
organisations all over Europe. It is making 
a very important contribution to keeping 
Christian Democracy alive in Europe as a 
viable political idea.” 
David Quinn, Director, Iona Institute, 
Ireland

“Our collaboration with Sallux has been 
tremendously fruitful, and we commend them 
highly for their wise and strategic investment 
in helping Christians to be more effective as 
salt and light in the European public square”. 
Jonathan Tame, Director, Jubilee Centre, 
UK

“Sallux has provided substantial and very 
valuable support to our promotion of 
the rights of the family in Europe at the 

Council of Europe, a 27 Member States wide 
European institution that rules over Human 
Rights in Europe.” 
Maria Hildingsson, Director, FAFCE, 
Brussels

“Sallux has supported us to find our way 
in the European Union and to reach out to 
European decision makers, and to create our 
common declaration with the Yezidi and the 
Turkmen. We thank Sallux for their work.” 
Rima Tüzun, Head of Foreign Affairs, 
European Syriac Union
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