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Abstract This study aims to analyze the correlation between radical-left Euroskeptic (RLE) activity and
European Union (EU) trade policy by focusing on the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP).
At the beginning of TTIP negotiations, the agreement was not high on political agendas and was not a
major concern within European society. Thus, its salience was low. This initial lack of interest stemmed
from the fact that the TTIP, as an economic and technical issue, did not draw public attention. This study
shows that RLEs profoundly affected public opinion on the TTIP by increasing its salience during the
European parliamentary elections in 2014 in France and Germany. Second, RLEs involved social actors
and non-governmental organizations in anti-TTIP campaigns and channeled European anxieties into the
STOP TTIP European Citizens’ Initiative. Third, RLEs used this proposed agreement between the EU and
the United States to increase polarization within European society and ideological cleavages within the
European Parliament. Finally, we can assume that an anti-TTIP campaign promoted by radical-right
Euroskeptics would have had different drivers. Thus, my findings have implications for understanding the
correlation between RLE activity and the politicization of EU trade policy, and they suggest some avenues
for future research.
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I. Introduction
In 2006, the European Union (EU) launched the Global Europe Strategy, which signaled
a significant change in its external trade policy by emphasizing the conclusion of deep and
comprehensive free trade agreements (DCFTAs) (Petersmann, 2017). With this new generation
of bilateral and multilateral agreements, the EU aims to pursue its deep trade agenda by going
beyond the current provisions of the World Trade Organization and regulating non-tariff
measures. Because tariff barriers between the EU and other developed countries are already
relatively low, it follows that any agreement will limit any prohibitive barriers resulting from
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different domestic regulations (Griller et al., 2017). Thus, the deep and comprehensive character
of new generation agreements will clearly increase economic globalization, which most of European
society has perceived negatively since the 2008 debt crisis (Cyrus, 2015; European Commission,
2009; Morin et al., 2015; Puntscher Rieckmann, 2017). In recent years, EU trade policy has been
seen as becoming politicized not only because of debates conducted in the EU and member
states’ legislatures but also because of massive protests held by civil society organizations and
movements (Gheyle, 2016; Winslett, 2016). Additionally, the controversies that are generated by
DCFTAs are being used by extreme politicians, especially radical-left Euroskeptic (RLE) parties,
civil society organizations, and movements, to attack the EU. For radical-left politicians and
activists, who historically have opposed neoliberalism, opposition to DCFTAs has understandably
played an increasingly important role not only in their political campaigns but also in differentiating
them from their mainstream and radical-right competitors (Charalambous et al., 2018; Keith,
2017; Meijers, 2017; Rone, 2018). All of these processes were especially visible in the debates
on the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP). The TTIP triggered unprecedented
public opposition in almost all EU member states and became the subject of a pan-European
debate. Polls show that in some EU member states, public opinion about the treaty shifted
from positive and neutral to negative over the course of several months. The campaign against
the TTIP gained momentum in 2015 and 2016. If Donald Trump had not chosen to suspend
negotiations, Europe would have voted down the treaty, either in the European Parliament (EP)
or national legislatures. This outcome raises the question of whether RLE activity was correlated
with the politicization of the TTIP. This problem is important to solve because scholars have
given little consideration to the possibility that EU trade policy is the object of RLE actions
that contribute to its politicization (Costa, 2019; Meijers, 2015, 2017). To address this question,
I use a research design in which the politicization of the TTIP is the dependent variable and
RLE activity related to the TTIP is the independent variable. I hypothesize that RLE activity
and the politicization of the TTIP are positively correlated. I attempt to verify this hypothesis
using the case study approach and content analysis tools.
Following Majone (2002), Hoeglinger (2015), De Wilde et al. (2016), and Grande and Hutter
(2016), I operationalize the politicization of the TTIP (i.e., the dependent variable) as activity that
increases the TTIP’s salience and, thus, its audience and contestation; increases the polarization
of public opinion and politicians’ orientations toward the TTIP; involves social actors and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) in the debate about the TTIP; and increases the ideological
cleavage between political factions in the European Parliament (EP) (see Table 1). To measure
the dependent variable, I include any public activity that focuses on the TTIP as part of the
TTIP’s politicization. I scrutinize the overall 2014 campaign in the EP, social media activity,
public statements and speeches about the TTIP, debates in the EP, public demonstrations, and
societal initiatives against the TTIP. I try to identify any indicators that these activities were

The Politicization of European Union Trade Policy: Radical-Left Euroskeptic Opposition to the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership

411

motivated, inspired, and controlled by RLE politicians and activists.
Table 1. Components and Manifestations of Politicization
Polarization

Micro
(beliefs)

Importance of TTIP
relative to other issues

Different beliefs
about TTIP

Meso
(mobilization)

Importance relative to
other targets of
mobilization

Mobilized groups
stand for different
positions

Many different types of
groups mobilize

Polarization of
statements/claims

Political parties (and politicians)
Expansion of contributors
from different ends of the
to the debate
ideological spectrum contribute
to the debate in the EP.

Macro
Often mentioned in media
(public debates) (relative to other issues)

Expansion of actors

Increasing
the ideological cleavage

Salience

Individuals with different
Politicians with different traits
traits see TTIP as
see TTIP as important
important
Different types of political
parties mobilize

Based on Zürn, 2016, 169.

To measure the independent variable, that is, RLE activity on the TTIP, I focus on parties,
movements, and social organizations that I identify as RLE groups. Specifically, I define a party,
movement, or social organization as being an RLE group if it is based on economic and territorial
nationalism; favors a workers’ democracy; supports a mixed market economy (and an active
role of the state in controlling the economy); opposes trade liberalization, marketization, and
privatization; and is pessimistic about the EU’s current direction.
To determine whether RLE activity is correlated with the politicization of the TTIP, I ask
the following four sub-questions. Did RLEs increase the TTIP’s salience and, thus, its audience
and contestation? Did RLEs increase the polarization of public opinion and politicians’ orientations
regarding the TTIP? Did RLEs involve social actors and NGOs in the debate about the TTIP?
Did RLEs use the TTIP to increase the ideological cleavage between political factions in the
EP? If I can answer all of these questions in the affirmative, then I can conclude that RLE
activity is correlated with the politicization of the TTIP, verifying my hypothesis. If I cannot
answer any of them in the affirmative, then I can conclude that the two issues are not correlated,
implying that my working hypothesis is not verified. Similarly, if I can answer only some
of them in the affirmative, then there is insufficient evidence of a politicization strategy by
RLEs, contradicting my working hypothesis.
This study contributes to the existing literature in three ways. First, it produces new knowledge
on Euroskepticism. Political parties and movements with distinct anti-European platforms have
gained considerable electoral representation in recent years (Halikiopoulou, 2018; Rooduijn et
al., 2017). Nevertheless, the current understanding of the impact of Euroskepticism on EU trade
policy is limited (De Vries, 2018; Leruth et al., 2018; Szczerbiak & Taggart, 2018). Thus,
this study fills a gap in the research on RLE activity in the area of EU trade policy. Additionally,
it increases the body of knowledge about RLEs. Unlike radical-right Euroskeptics (RREs), the
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radical left has received less attention from scholars. Nonetheless, the recent political advances
of radical left groups in Europe, such as Greece’s Coalition of the Radical Left, Spain’s Podemos,
Germany’s Left Party, and La France Insoumise, have demonstrated the importance of understanding
the impacts of these parties (Charalambous, 2011; Chiocchetti, 2014; Holmes & Lightfoot, 2016;
Keith, 2018; Rooduijn et al., 2017; Van Elsas et al., 2016). Second, this study provides empirical
knowledge on the politicization of the EU using EU trade policy as an example. It is important
to understand the degree to which trade policy issues are contested, who is involved in the
contestation, and how this contentiousness translates into decision-making processes. This study
also provides knowledge of the politicization patterns that RLEs utilize in the context of EU
trade policy. Finally, the third contribution of this study is related specifically to EU trade
policy. In recent years, research on EU trade policy has increased, and numerous methodological
frameworks have been constructed to examine it. However, these studies mostly focus on the
potential influence of the EU’s institutions and member states on EU trade policy. Some studies
investigate the right-wing and left-wing populist influences on EU trade policy. However, few
studies look at the effect of Euroskepticism on EU trade policy, especially within the framework
of politicization. Thus, this study increases knowledge about Euroskeptic activity related to
EU trade policy and introduces an analytical framework for future investigations.
This paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 outlines key concepts (i.e., the definition of RLEs
and the phenomenon of politicization within the EU), describes the data, and builds an analytical
framework for the research. Section 3 describes the case study. Section 4 concludes and
addresses the correlation between RLEs and the politicization of EU trade policy more broadly.

II. Key Concepts and Data
A. Defining radical-left euroskepticism
As studies increasingly investigate political parties’ relations with European integration, the
methodological question of how to study radical-left opposition to EU trade policy arises
(Leconte, 2015; Pirro & Taggart, 2018). This study utilizes Euroskepticism as a conceptual
instrument for researching the politicization of this issue, focusing on the TTIP as an example.
In analyses of Euroskepticism, many approaches have been used to distinguish between its different
types, including “hard” and “soft” Euroskepticism (Taggart & Szczerbiak, 2004); “Eurorejects,”
“Euroskeptics,” and “Europragmatists” (Kopecký & Mudde, 2002); “Rejectionist Euroskepticism,”
“Conditional Euroskepticism,” and “Compromising Euroskepticism” (Vasilopoulou, 2011); and
“Far Left Euroskepticism” and “Far Right Euroskepticism” (Meijers, 2017). This study uses
the radical-left and radical-right dichotomy and focuses on radical-left Euroskepticism as the
source of the TTIP’s politicization.
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March (2008) describes radical-left parties, movements, and organizations as those that define
themselves as being to “the left of social democracy, which they see as insufficiently left-wing”
(p. 1). In his view, the radical left accepts democracy but favors workers’ democracy and the
direct participation of labor in managing the economy. These parties are anti-capitalist and
oppose globalization, which involves trade liberalization, marketization, and privatization, although
they “no longer support a planned economy but a mixed market economy with private enterprise
confined to services and small- and medium-sized enterprises” (March, 2008, p. 3). This concept
of the radical left allows me to define RLEs as parties, organizations, and movements that are
oriented in opposition to capitalism, global free trade, and the EU. These parties, organizations,
and movements are driven by a protest strategy and are incentivized to oppose the EU to
differentiate themselves from their mainstream-left and radical-right rivals. Here, the ideological
ground is that the EU project stands in opposition to the radical left’s core values because
the EU favors neoliberal policies and the free market (Hooghe et al., 2002). RLEs believe
that the EU contains an institutional asymmetry in favor of market making instead of market
regulation (Scharpf, 1996). However, as Halikiopoulou et al. (2012) note, RLEs have become
increasingly nationalistic, justifying their opposition to the EU on the basis of national sovereignty.
This view brings them closer to their radical-right counterparts. However, unlike the radical
right, radical-left Euroskeptic platforms are based on economic and territorial nationalism and
see the EU as an imperialist entity that pursues the interests of the neoliberal ruling class
(Halikiopoulou et al., 2012). According to RLEs, egalitarian social policies cannot be realized
within the current post-Lisbon institutional framework (Meijers, 2017). These parties, civil
society organizations, and movements wish to reform the EU rather than abandon it, and only
a few RLEs (e.g., the Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia, the Communist Party of
Greece, the Portuguese Communist Party, and the Red-Green Alliance from Denmark) call
for their countries to withdraw from the EU. Thus, it is simplistic to describe radical-left parties,
movements, and organizations as Euroskeptic, as some advocate withdrawing from the EU,
whereas others want to reform it (Conti & Memoli, 2012; Dunphy, 2004). Nevertheless, as
Keith (2018) notes, they are all commonly opposed to “the EU in its current form” (p. 90).
Regardless of the differences among RLE parties, public distrust of the EU will arguably increase
their mobilization potential, especially because the center-left’s pragmatic adaptation to the
free-market economy has hitherto allowed RLEs to adopt opposition to the EU as an identity
marker vis-a-vis social democracy (March & Rommerskirchen, 2015).
It is important to emphasize that political parties, organizations, and movements in EU member
states often view the EU as neoliberal in character with a positive view of global free trade
(Hooghe et al., 2002; Hooghe and Marks, 2009). According to RLEs, the EU’s trade policy
is an example of this positive attitude towards globalization. Additionally, the EU has expanded
in competency from liberalizing markets and opening up domestic economies to becoming more
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directly involved in the functioning of its member states’ legal systems and social programs.
Thus, Euroskepticism has also become a radical-left phenomenon in recent years (Hooghe et
al., 2002). Far-left Euroskeptics oppose the neoliberal character of integration and encourage
voters to oppose the EU using economic insecurity arguments (Braun et al., 2019; Hooghe
et al., 2002; De Vries & Edwards, 2009). The latter action is easy to link with EU trade policy,
which promotes the liberalization of global trade and weakens the European welfare state model.
Studies that focus on radical-left group cohesion present the radical left as no more divided
than other party families are (Hix & Lord, 1997; Keith, 2018; Volkens, 2004). However, Charalambous
(2011) states that the radical left as a whole contains no systematic congruence. Nevertheless,
a European Left Party has existed since 2004, and most parties in the United European
Left/Nordic Green Left (GUE/NGL) grouping in the EP are either members or observers. Most
importantly, all of these parties agree on common directions in a number of policy domains,
including regional policy, social and economic cohesion, and environmental protection (Dunphy,
2004; Hough & Handl, 2004). Additionally, these parties are often directly linked to civil
organizations, such as labor unions, consumer organizations, and alter-globalization movements,
to a certain extent. This variety of forms of RLEs indicates that they are constantly debating
the prospects of European integration (Charalambous, 2011). Dunphy (2004) warns that they
“are divided in their strategic assessment of whether common goals are best realised through
deepening EU integration or in contesting and perhaps rejecting the current model of European
construction altogether” (p. 167). Thus, radical-left parties, civil society organizations, and
movements are not the associative issue owners of hard Euroskepticism, as they do not oppose
integration in principle but merely oppose the economic goals that they believe the EU embodies
(Helbling et al., 2010). It is reasonable to assume, however, that they can influence other party
positions in the issue areas for which they are the associative owners. Radical-left parties are
generally seen as the associative issue owners for state control of the economy (Halikiopoulou,
2014), and they can therefore influence other positions related to EU trade policy. Thus,
systematic congruence among the parties regarding EU trade policy issues can be expected,
and mainstream parties will move towards this position to avoid losing voters who care about
global trade liberalization (Williams & Ishiyama, 2018).

B. Politicization within the EU
For many years, scholars have studied the politicization process in the European context.
Politicization has many definitions, but different scholars focus on different aspects of the
process. For example, Hoeglinger (2015) states that politicization can be understood as a process
by which a particular political issue enters the field of mass politics, namely, a process by which
the audience is widened and public contestation increases. Rixen and Zangl (2013) agree with
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him, adding that this process means that “issues that did not catch the eye of the general public
previously are debated in the public sphere” (p. 365). De Wilde (2011) tries to put forth a more
accurate definition, stating that politicization always consists of three interrelated components:
the polarization of opinions, an intensifying debate, and public resonance. Grande and Hutter
(2016) also use three interrelated dimensions to characterize politicization: polarization, issue
salience, and actor expansion. Hoeglinger (2015) similarly states that politicization is a threefold
process that comprises the polarization of politicians’ orientations, the intensification of public
debate, and the connection of the issue to core political concerns, thereby creating wider
resonance and mobilizing the audience.
In the context of EU trade policy, the question of whether politicization within the EU framework
has the same features as politicization within nation-states also arises. Schmitter (1969), who
researches politicization in integration processes, emphasizes classical aspects of the process.
For him, it is a “rise in the controversiality of the regional decision-making process” because
“national actors find themselves gradually embroiled in ever more salient or controversial areas
of policy-making” (Schmitter, 1969, pp. 161-166). As such, he concentrates on growth in the
controversial aspects of an issue. Schmidtke (2013), who concentrates on politicization within
international institutions, notes that it is “the communicative processes that lead to an increasing
intensity and controversy of debates on international institutions in the broader public, encompassing
not only political executives but also party politicians, NGOs, and other interest groups” (p. 3).
Further, he states that not only governments and politicians but also social actors and NGOs
are relevant. De Wilde (2011) establishes a definition of politicization within the EU framework,
saying that there is “an increase in polarisation of opinions, interests or values and the extent to
which they are publicly advanced towards the process of policy formulation” (p. 566). According
to him, politicization involves actors publicly presenting themselves as representatives and
contesting other representatives. De Wilde (2011) notes also that the concept of politicization
is used to describe the involvement of societal actors, such as political parties, mass media, interest
groups, social movements, and citizens, in EU politics through public opinion. Christiansen (1997)
also focuses on politicization within EU institutions and notes that the term is used to describe
a change in decision-making processes, representing a shift away from the EU’s more typical
technocratic decision-making. He also says that the decision- making process is increasingly
being subject to pressure from different advocacy coalitions, simultaneously increasing both
the controversy surrounding the issue at hand and the prominence of more political decisionmaking bodies within EU institutions, such the EP. Hooghe and Marks (2009) argue that
politicization is the key mechanism behind the change in the EU’s political climate from a
permissive consensus to a constraining dissensus. Additionally, Majone (2002) stresses that
politicization implies that the importance of party politics and ideological cleavages is growing.
Thus, EU trade policy is a suitable area of politicization for RLEs because it fits not only in
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the ideological cleavage between the right and the left but also in that between Europhiles
and Euroskeptics, which include the populist right, national conservatives, and, of course, the
radical left (Hooghe & Marks, 2009, p. 21). Although mainstream parties try to depoliticize
European integration, as they internally disagree on this issue, Hooghe and Marks (2009) argue
that they ultimately fail to do so.
The politicization of EU issues can be categorized as the politicization of institutions, decisionmaking processes, and issues. The first category refers to EU institutions, particularly the EP.
The second category includes the procedures, rules, and practices that comprise the day-to-day
functioning of EU institutions. Finally, the politicization of issues refers to increases in the
salience and diversity of opinions on specific topics. If an issue is becoming more contested
and public demand for public policy is increasing, then that issue is then considered to be
politicized (De Wilde, 2011). Grande and Hutter (2016) also emphasize the salience of a
politicized issue, which refers to the visibility of a given issue in public debates. Only topics
that are frequently raised by political actors in public can be considered politicized. This idea
mirrors Green-Pedersen’s (2012) and Guinaudeau and Persico’s (2013) suggestions to view
politicization primarily through the lens of salience. Grande and Hutter (2016) stress that the
expansion of the actors involved in public debates is an important aspect of politicization. They
argue that the number of people involved in a conflict determines the outcome. If only a few
elite actors publicly advance their positions on an issue, then that issue is hardly politicized.
Clearly, if no one discusses an issue, it is not politicized. According to Hoeglinger (2015),
this idea is “far from trivial since the carrying capacity of the public sphere is highly limited
and many more issues compete for attention than actually make it into the news, let alone
them becoming established as a regular topic of debate” (p. 14). Thus, public resonance and
the engagement and mobilization of citizens around an issue are also necessary for politicization.
The politicization of issues within the EU is important because parties, civil society
organizations, and movements can use controversial topics to increase politicization within
Europe as a whole. An issue can only become politicized when at least two different opinions
on the issue are put forth (Tilly & Tarrow, 2007). These opinions must be articulated by certain
representatives, such as politicians, civil society organizations, and movement activists, who
view themselves or their constituencies as having an interest in the topic. The more an issue
is discussed, the more politicized it becomes (De Wilde, 2011).
Table 1 shows that including micro-, meso-, and macro-level politicization in the concept
of politicization allows for more nuanced descriptions and typologies of politicization as opposed
to taking an all-or-nothing view. In some cases, politicization may take place only in the media
with no associated political mobilization and truncated individual attitudes. Full politicization
may arise if significant changes occur along all four dimensions (salience, polarization, expansion
of actors, and increasing the ideological cleavage). It may be worth investigating which types
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of politicization are complementary to develop an understanding of the ideal type (Zürn, 2016).

C. Data
I derive the necessary data for measuring the politicization of the TTIP from primary and
secondary sources. Examining primary sources is crucial for gathering evidence that some
dimensions of politicization occur and demonstrating that RLE activity is correlated with the
politicization of the TTIP. To conduct content analysis, I utilize traditional media about the
TTIP, such as public speeches and EP debates, social media outlets (e.g., Twitter and Facebook),
and websites related to radical-left Euroskepticism and the TTIP. I try to identify typical RLE
arguments and other indications that RLEs framed the discourse about the TTIP. I also utilize
other primary sources, such as data about societal attitudes, attendance at demonstrations, and
the results of votes on TTIP resolutions in the EP. My secondary sources include literature,
expert reports, and working papers on the TTIP’s politicization and the anti-TTIP movement.
Recent studies on the TTIP (Bauer, 2016; Buonanno, 2017; De Bièvre, 2018; Eliasson & Huet
Garcia-Duran, 2018; Garcia-Duran & Eliasson, 2017; Gheyle, 2020; Organ, 2017; Young, 2016,
2017) do not deeply scrutinize the role of RLEs, which makes this study novel. I also carefully
examined secondary literature in the initial stages of the analysis to finalize the development of
a theoretical framework for examining the politicization process to be tested in the case study.

III. Case Study of Four Steps in the TTIP’s Politicization by RLEs
A. Increasing the TTIP’s salience
It is generally acknowledged that the TTIP has led to unprecedented debate within Europe
(De Ville & Siles-Brügge, 2017), mainly because the proposed agreement between the EU
and the United States (US) was uniquely ambitious in its efforts to address non-tariff measures
that affect international trade. These measures have more direct implications for citizens than
tariffs have. The impacts of tariff changes on consumers tend to be both relatively small and
difficult to notice. As a result, European citizens are not normally expected to have sufficient
motivation to engage with EU trade policy (Young, 2017). Public attention on the TTIP increased
noticeably and sharply in Europe in the spring of 2014 ahead of the May EP election (Buonanno
et al., 2015; Smyrnaios, 2014). Since then, public opposition to the treaty has continued to
rise (YouGov Deutschland, 2015). At first, the TTIP was not salient in EU member states among
politicians or citizens, although the lack of transparency during the negotiation process and
the lobbying of international companies in the EU raised some concerns (Puntscher Rieckmann,
2017). Opposition to the TTIP varied sharply among EU member states. At first, it was particularly
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high in France and Germany, but some concerns were also raised in Austria and Luxembourg
(Standard Eurobarometer 82, 2014). In all of these states, some indicators suggest that RLE
politicians and activists inspired these anxieties.
In France, the TTIP issue was used by the Left Front and Europe Ecology - The Greens parties
in their election campaigns in 2014. These parties put the spotlight on the sanitary, phytosanitary,
and environmental issues of the agreement, but they were mainly concerned about low American
food standards (Mélenchon, 2014; Traité transatlantique, 2014). This political action of French
RLEs forced the remaining political competitors to voice their opinions, thereby increasing
the salience of this issue (Fabry, 2015; Xavier-Bender, 2015). In France, the TTIP’s politicization
was driven by the municipal and regional councils’ demand for a transparent debate about the
treaty and the publication of all documents about the negotiation process. Because the European
Commission (EC) did not react to this requirement, the debate grew more heated, and French
regions, departments, and municipalities with large numbers of RLE politicians on their councils
declared an area outside the TTIP (Fabry, 2015; Stop TAFTA, n.d.; TTIP Free Zones Europe, n.d.).
The TTIP achieved salience in Germany for different reasons than it did in France, but RLEs
were involved in both cases (Bauer, 2016; Mayer, 2016). The investor-state dispute settlement
(ISDS) issue emerged in Germany because of Germany’s negative experience with Vattenfall,
which sued Germany in 2012 in arbitration court for the nuclear phase-out decision (BernasconiOsterwalder & Tamara Hoffmann, 2012). For that reason, the ISDS clause catalyzed the TTIP’s
importance (Chan & Crawford, 2017)1). As in France, some indicators in Germany suggest
that RLEs created the TTIP’s saliency. The most visible effort was undertaken by Campact,
an NGO associated with The Left, a German RLE party (Bauer, 2015a, 2016). Over several
months, Campact mobilized thousands of people to take part in anti-TTIP protests (Behrens,
2015; Campact, 2015), demonstrating that the TTIP’s importance had increased relative to that
of other mobilization targets. After this political action, support for the TTIP dropped from
55 to 17 percent (Bluth, 2016). Campact’s activists effectively used selective trigger words
and provocative framing in public speeches and debates to win public support against the TTIP,
as they asserted that the TTIP’s provisions serve big businesses instead of ordinary people
and undermine Europe’s democratic standards (Burchard, 2016; Campact, n.d.). This argument
fit with RLEs’ image of the EU as an imperialist entity that pursues the interests of the neoliberal
ruling class (Halikiopoulou et al., 2012).
In October 2015, demonstrations organized by radical-left activists included more than 150,000
participants, and discontent boiled over into other members of the EU (Steiner, 2016), motivating
the STOP TTIP European Citizens’ Initiative. Between October 7, 2014, and October 6, 2015,
3,300,000 signatures were collected, and the legal minimum amount of support was achieved
1) On April 30, 2019, the European Court of Justice gave the opinion (1/17) that the mechanism for the settlement
of investor-state disputes was compatible with the EU Treaties and the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights.
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in 23 EU member states. This outcome highlights the importance of the TTIP in European society
and the opposition to this treaty beyond German and French borders. However, the EC rejected
this petition in September 2014, further increasing the sentiment that the partnership was harmful
to ordinary people (STOP TTIP, 2015). Additionally, Greenpeace revealed documents about
TTIP negotiations in May 2016 that deepened public resentment even more (Greenpeace, 2016b).
ISDS was quickly deemed a useful target that could be drastically simplified for the general
public to garner attention and raise awareness of the TTIP. Although Europe has a wealth
of experience with ISDS through bilateral investment agreements, the issue was unknown to
the general public prior to 2014. Arguments in favor of corporations suing governments in
secret courts over policies that they do not support (and that threaten the European welfare
state model) were continuously repeated in protests, panel discussions, YouTube videos, tweets,
position papers, reports, and press releases (e.g., Akcja Demokracja, 2015; Campagna STOP
TTIP Italia, 2015a; Greenpeace, 2016a; Mélenchon, 2015a, Razem, 2016; Scholz, 2015a). Thus,
the salience of ISDS as an issue appears to have been higher in countries that were on the
receiving end of investors’ claims, making people in these countries more receptive to the
framing of ISDS as a threat to regulatory autonomy (Meunier & Morin, 2017; Young, 2017).
Eliasson and Huet Garcia-Duran (2018) assert that specific issues, such as food safety and
ISDS, were chosen by anti-TTIP activists because they helped to increase the TTIP’s general
salience, which, in turn, enabled lobbying, protests, and campaigns on technical details and
other specifics. Initially, the American process of chlorinated microbial poultry washing was
a natural focus for activists because the issue connected an appealing food with chemicals.
RLE politicians and activists presented American standards as “weak” and “less safe” in social
media posts, online videos, protests, and public statements (Mélenchon, 2016; Smyrnaios, n.d.;
STOP-TTIP-Milano, n.d.; TNS Emnid, 2015; Xavier-Bender, 2015). In general, the European
public increasingly agreed with them. This issue, which citizens understood and could readily
grasp, enabled RLE politicians and activists to draw the European public’s attention to the
TTIP using the classic strategy of issue linkage (i.e., the aforementioned ISDS mechanism in
this case). Just as Europeans think that Americans are more tolerant of questionable food safety
practices, Europeans generally perceive Americans as more litigious, making them receptive
to the argument that the ISDS chapter of the TTIP would expose EU member states to lawsuits
from American companies. RLE politicians and activists argued that ISDS would allow
American corporations to sue EU member states that adopted legislation to protect consumers
and workers (e.g., Campagna STOP TTIP Italia, 2015b, 2016c; Mélenchon, 2015c; Razem,
2016; Scholz, 2015a). The reasoning in EU member states was that corporations would argue
that the new regulations reduced company profits, thereby reducing the value of their original
investments. Thus, although the concrete topics addressed by critics of the TTIP differed across
countries, the issues of food safety and ISDS were raised in debates in almost all EU member
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countries (Bauer, 2016).
Thus, according to Garcia-Duran and Eliasson (2017), the controversies related to ISDS and
food safety (e.g., sanitary and phytosanitary processes, hormone-treated beef, and genetically
modified organisms (GMOs)) were strategically chosen by anti-TTIP activists to maximize the
perceived threat to consumer interests and safety posed by the TTIP, helping them to convince
the European public that the TTIP would harm product safety and public health. They were
therefore able to increase the salience of this topic (Gheyle, 2020). The TTIP was presented
in social and traditional media as a trade-off between neoliberalism (or wild-west capitalism)
and popular sovereignty (Mélenchon, 2015b; Scholz, 2015b; Smyrnaios, n.d., 2014; Xavier-Bender,
2015), in accordance with radical-left critiques of the EU. Thus, RLE activities and the increased
salience of the TTIP are observably correlated. Through various activities, such as highlighting
food safety and ISDS treaties (and therefore framing the discourse about the TTIP), organizing
demonstrations, and mobilizing the STOP TTIP European Citizens’ Initiative, activists increased
the TTIP’s salience on the micro, meso, and macro levels, thereby increasing its audience and
contestation.

B. Increasing the polarization of public opinion and politicians’ orientations
regarding the TTIP
Political parties and movements with distinct anti-European platforms have gained considerable
electoral representation, and the growing number of negative opinions about the EU has led
to the increased polarization of formerly non-controversial issues (Hoeglinger, 2015). The TTIP
is a good example of a formerly consensual issue that became polarized. At the beginning
of the TTIP negotiations in 2014, 59 percent of Europeans and 26 of the EU’s 28 member
states said they were in favor of the new partnership with the US (Standard Eurobarometer
82, 2014). The TTIP was not controversial for the majority of citizens and politicians in the
EU. Beginning with the EP election campaign in 2014, RLE politicians and activists aimed
not only to increase the TTIP’s salience but also to change the political climate around the
TTIP and increase polarization within European society. Thus, they tried to shift the focus
of the European debate away from the TTIP’s economic and regulatory potential, which was
emphasized by the EC. The benefits to the EU’s economy were questioned, and RLE groups
underscored the potential costs associated with the TTIP to achieve a framing effect (Mélenchon,
2015a; Scholz, 2015c). These arguments were captured by European consumers, welfare
organizations, and environmental organizations, demonstrating the success of the RLE strategy
(Campagna STOP TTIP Italia, 2016b; Foodwatch, 2015b; Greenpeace, 2016a; Ségol, 2015).
Anti-TTIP activists also used the advantages gained by the business groups favoring free trade,
such as access to the EC, to generate negative emotional responses to the treaty. Campaigners
tapped into typical arguments for Euroskeptic groups, that is, discontent over the technocratic
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repression associated with European integration and the elite-driven process of strategically using
the imperatives of economic integration to achieve greater political integration (Campact, 2015;
Campagna STOP TTIP, 2015a). Indicators therefore suggest that RLEs used a polarization
strategy to frame the discourse around the TTIP and, consequently, to further separate EU
bureaucrats and the mainstream parties that serve international corporations’ interests from the
radical-left parties and movements that represent ordinary people within Europe. Different beliefs
about the TTIP and polarized statements were present in Europe, but the dominant mobilization
stemmed from only one group: anti-TTIP activists. It follows that full polarization regarding
the TTIP increased on the micro and macro levels, with less mobilization of pro-TTIP activist
groups on the meso level.
Bauer (2016) finds evidence that RLEs followed an international strategy. According to him,
the widespread aversion to the TTIP in some EU member states resulted from an orchestrated,
top-down campaign initiative launched by a small number of long-established, well-connected,
and highly influential members of radical green and left political parties and the associated
NGO campaign managers with Euroskeptic orientations. He asserts that protest groups’ activities
were coordinated by several former and current green and left-wing Euroskeptic politicians,
such as Klaus Buchner, Harald Ebner, Klaus Ernst, Sven Giegold, Uwe Hiksch, Christa Luft,
Fabio de Masi, Jean-Luc Mélenchon, and Helmut Scholz (Bauer, 2016). Using generous public
funding and undisclosed private donations, they created a negative campaign and maintained
influential networks of activists. The anti-TTIP campaign was effective because the issue’s
salience increased and opposition to the TTIP had become very active. For example, in Germany,
well over 75 percent of the TTIP events were organized by opponents (meso level), and 42
of the 50 most requested and cited experts in 2015 opposed the TTIP (macro level) (Bauer,
2016). RLE activity against the TTIP was also effective because its message was targeted to
address the common-sense protectionist demands of generally ill-informed citizens, journalists,
and politicians. The negative messaging was based on innuendo and unlikely myths to effectively
evoke citizens’ emotions (Bauer, 2015b, 2016). The intensity of public opposition to the TTIP
coincided with the vigor of the anti-TTIP campaign, which was waged extensively on Twitter2)
and Facebook3) (micro level) (Smyrnaios, n.d., 2014) and was supported by public meetings
and demonstrations (meso level) (Campact, 2015; Campagna STOP TTIP Italia, 2016a; Fabry,
2015). Thus, in contrast to traditional mass media coverage, social media coverage of the TTIP
was overwhelmingly negative (Smyrnaios, n.d.; Young, 2017), indicating polarization on the macro
level. These campaigns influenced European public opinion on the TTIP, which subsequently
became more negative (Buonanno, 2017). Anti-TTIP propaganda and demonstrations effectively
polarized public opinion because they underscored the dichotomy between common people and
2) The size of the campaign can be measured by tweets with the hashtags #anti-TTIP and #StopTTIP.
3) The size of the campaign can be measured by Facebook accounts connected to FLEs and anti-TTIP movements.
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EU bureaucrats who served international corporations. However, an interesting process took
place on the micro level, as general support for EU trade policy was not correlated with specific
support for the TTIP. Many EU citizens simultaneously supported free trade and opposed the
TTIP (Standard Eurobarometer 84, 2015). Thus, the anti-TTIP campaign that radical-left activists
conducted was clearly linked to public concerns about the TTIP in particular (Young, 2017).
Two drivers of the anti-TTIP campaign (i.e., food-safety and ISDS) proved quite effective,
and they shifted many people’s opinions on the TTIP from indifference or diffuse support
to outright opposition, thereby increasing polarization within European society at all levels of
politicization (see Table 1) (De Bièvre, 2018). The food safety argument may be directly linked
with the economic and territorial nationalism that is typical of RLEs (Mélenchon, 2016;
STOP-TTIP-Milano, n.d.). Additionally, the resentment towards ISDS is rooted in opposition
to trade liberalization, marketization, and privatization, which is also characteristic of RLEs.
This aspect of the anti-TTIP framing was useful in increasing polarization on the macro level
(see Table 1). It pressured certain key actors to join the anti-TTIP camp, especially social
democratic politicians in key EU member states and political groups in the EP (Siles-Brügge,
2017). The anti-TTIP campaign inspired and conducted by RLEs (e.g., the Left Front, the
Socialist Left Party, the Left, Campact, the Association for the Taxation of Financial
Transactions for the Aid of Citizens (ATTAC), Progressi, Instytut Spraw Obywatelskich, and
the Rosa Luxemburg Foundation) therefore showed that even mainstream parties can move
away from a permissive consensus on EU issues if the framing is executed precisely (Bauer,
2016; Hoeglinger, 2015).
Thus, RLE activity is clearly correlated with the increasing polarization of public opinion
and politicians’ orientations regarding the TTIP. RLE politicians and activists used public
speeches, debates, social media activity, protests, and demonstrations to negatively frame the
public discourse about the TTIP. Their campaign tried to establish well-worn dichotomies, such
as cosmopolitanism versus nationalism, EU bureaucrats and elites versus ordinary Europeans,
trade liberalization and privatization versus anti-globalism and anti-capitalism, and optimism
versus pessimism about the EU’s current direction. Polarization on all levels (see Table 1)
and the rising salience of the TTIP also helped RLEs increase polarization among European
politicians, especially along ideological lines between the right and left. Thus, polarization within
European society increased further, and public opinion in dozens of EU member states was
largely divided into two camps (Bauer, 2016; Buonanno, 2017; De Bièvre, 2018).

C. Involving TTIP social actors and NGOs in the debate
As mentioned previously, the campaign against the TTIP was highly professionalized,
top-down, and trans-European (Gheyle, 2020). However, some attempted to present opposition
to the TTIP as grassroots (Eliasson & Huet Garcia-Duran, 2018). Thus, RLE politicians and
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activists tried to involve social actors and NGOs that were usually not interested in EU trade
policies in the debates (e.g., Campagna STOP TTIP Italia, 2016b; Die Linke, 2014; Foodwatch,
2015a; Mélenchon, 2015a). This strategy was important because, as Grande and Hutter (2016)
explain, expanding the actors involved in public debate was crucial to politicizing the treaty.
Thus, public resonance, engagement, and the mobilization of citizens around anti-TTIP activity
were all needed (Hoeglinger, 2015).
The EC made grassroots involvement easier because of the TTIP’s comprehensiveness, which,
according to Young (2017), motivated an unusually broad and diverse array of groups to engage
in opposition to the agreement. Thus, in addition to established anti-globalization groups, such
as ATTAC, Corporate Europe Observatory, Friends of the Earth Europe, Public Citizen, and
Campact, many consumer, public health, and environmental groups that had not previously
engaged with trade policy entered the debate over the TTIP. Not all members of the latter
group of organizations represent typical views of RLEs, but they became allies of RLEs in
the anti-TTIP campaign. Thus, the mobilization of many different types of groups is visible
on the meso level because these groups captured anti-TTIP slogans and arguments, especially
arguments that presented the new treaty as a risk to food security.
The involvement of social actors and NGOs in the discussion of the TTIP was clear in
many European countries. Members and supporters of these entities engaged in anti-TTIP
activity not only on social media but also in public protests and demonstrations in a dozen
EU member states, such as Germany, France, Italy, and Poland, at the micro and meso levels
(Campact, n.d.; Comitato STOP TTIP Torino, 2016; Mélenchon, 2015a; Razem, 2016). Although
a variety of these types of organizations were active in different EU member states, three types
of actors were especially prominent in almost all EU members: labor unions, farmers’ and
local producers’ associations, and environmental groups (Gheyle, 2020). The profiles of these
organizations indicate that they may have had direct and indirect links with RLEs (e.g.,
Campagna STOP TTIP Italia, 2016b; Foodwatch, 2015b; Greenpeace, 2016a; Ségol, 2015).
Direct links between labor unions and communist and radical left parties are clear; such groups
are often associated with each other (Bauer, 2016; Fabry, 2015). In contrast, producers’
associations and environmental groups are often officially independent, although they may be
personally or financially linked with radical-left and radical-green parties (e.g., the Left or the
Left Front) and NGOs (e.g., ATTAC, Campact, and the Rosa Luxemburg Foundation) (Bauer,
2016). Not all of these groups are directly controlled by RLEs, but many of them were inspired
by RLEs. Eliasson and Huet Garcia-Duran (2018) lend credence to this observation by
emphasizing the centralized natures of the anti-TTIP campaigns. They note that some anti-TTIP
activity was coordinated at the European level under an umbrella organization called Stop TTIP!,
which was organized by radical-left activists who supported important RLE values, such as
workers’ democracy, anti-globalism, and anti-capitalism (e.g., ATTAC, Campact, and Instytut
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Spraw Obywatelskich) (ATTAC, n.d.; Bauer, 2016; Instytut Spraw Obywatelskich, n.d.; Über
Campact, n.d.). The ideologically-neutral name of this organization indicates that RLE activists
attempted to obscure their radical-left image and the involvement of social and non-governmental
entities with ideological roots in the debate about the TTIP.
As a result of this centralized initiative, the anti-TTIP groups exhibited a remarkable degree
of consistency regarding the aspects of the treaty that concerned them. These groups, regardless
of their country of origin, were mainly motivated by the ISDS and threats to food security
(Buonanno, 2017; Fabry, 2015; Young, 2017). Hence, in trying to understand opponents’ inroads and
supporters’ failure to control the debate about the treaty, it is important to highlight this “astroturf”
nature of the anti-TTIP campaign. The unprecedented engagement of civil society groups was
inspired, motivated, and activated by RLE politicians and activists, who not only increased
the salience of the issue and framed the discourse by creating the aforementioned two drivers
of the anti-TTIP campaign but also helped to organize particular actions and events that were
officially politically independent. Inspiration from RLEs was also found on social media, where
radical-left arguments, such as the protection of labor rights, food security, and opposition to
special rights for global corporations, became popular (Campact, 2016; Smyrnaios, n.d., 2014;
Troisi, 2016)4). These observations demonstrate the correlation between RLE activity and the
involvement of social actors and NGOs in the TTIP debate. Additionally, this strategy provided
extra benefits for radical-left politicians on the macro level. Siles-Brügge (2017) argues that
this superficial civil society organization campaign against the TTIP resonated with key member
states, such as France and Germany, and with many social democratic and radical-right members
of the EP (MEPs), thereby expanding the number of contributors to debates on the TTIP.

D. Using the TTIP to increase ideological cleavages between political factions
in the EP
Buonanno (2017) states that politics is about perceptions and that constituency perceptions
matter for agreements requiring EP legislative ratification. Thus, RLEs used the EP as an additional
forum to change European society’s and politicians’ perceptions of the TTIP and to increase
the ideological cleavage between political factions (Brack, 2018; Nielsen & Franklin, 2017).
Debates about the TTIP were useful for illustrating RLEs’ ideological profiles and differentiating
them from their main competitors. In May 2013, MEPs discussed the resolution on trade and
investment agreement negotiations with the US (European Parliament, 2013). In July 2014, they
deliberated on the EC statement on the TTIP (European Parliament, 2014), and in July 2015,
they debated the resolution on negotiations surrounding the TTIP (European Parliament, 2015).
4)

The campaign can be observed in tweets with the hashtags #anti-TTIP and #StopTTIP and
Facebook accounts connected with anti-TTIP movements.
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The EP voted on the first resolution just before the TTIP’s salience increased. The overwhelming
majority of MEPs from different ideological areas supported the TTIP one year before the next
election to the EP (461 for the resolution and 105 against, with 30 abstentions). The pro-TTIP
camp included not only the European People’s Party (EPP) and Group of the Alliance of Liberals
and Democrats for Europe (ALDE) but also the Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists
and Democrats (S&D) on the left and the European Conservatives and Reformists Group and
the Europe of Freedom and Democracy Group (EFD) on the right and radical right. Thus, the
debate and voting on this resolution indicated no ideological cleavage between mainstream
politicians on the left and the right. However, a cleavage did exist between RLEs and the rest
of the MEPs. The GUE/NGL (and the Group of the Greens/European Free Alliance) tried to
use the TTIP to differentiate themselves from their political opponents on the left and right.
Additionally, this vote showed that RLE MEPs diverged from the S&D and the EFD. For the
social-democrat and radical-right parties, this issue was not controversial, as their occasional
participation in debates about the resolution shows. In their remarks, they emphasized that their
support for the TTIP depended on particular regulations, and they largely did not attack the
TTIP. In contrast, RLE MEPs emphasized the threats that dominated public opinion in subsequent
years. Their speeches noted the degradation of food standards (e.g., chlorinated chicken, meat
with hormones, and GMOs), anxiety over ISDS, the reduced protection for labor rights, the
erosion of consumer rights, and the secrecy of negotiations (European Parliament, 2013; Organ,
2017; Tereszkiewicz, 2020). These arguments were characteristic of far-left Euroskeptics because
they were linked with the sources of their Euroskepticism, such as anti-capitalism, anti-globalism,
and distrust of EC activity. However, in the initial debate, the ideological cleavage in the EP
was relatively low because the TTIP was only important to RLE MEPs.
The next debate on the EC statement was conducted in the EP on July 15, 2014. A vote
was not held after this debate, but the discussion included arguments used by RLEs in the
EP in 2014, when the saliency of the TTIP was already established and societal contestation
began to grow within a few EU member states. The rejection of the TTIP was mentioned
as one of the RLEs’ most important goals for the new EP term, citing the reduced protections
for labor rights as the primary reason for their opposition. However, other issues, such as
agriculture, environmental degradation, and the privatization of public services were clearly
part of their arguments as well (European Parliament, 2014; Tereszkiewicz, 2020). This focus
on labor rights among RLE MEPs can be interpreted as evidence that they tried to increase
the ideological cleavage between MEPs on the left and the right. Their points for debate
differentiated them not only from the mainstream EPP and ALDE party groupings but also
from their RRE counterparts. Their strategy was also a useful tool in their rivalry with S&D
politicians, who focused on threats to labor rights protections in secret negotiations rather than
in their speeches, which mainly approved of the TTIP. Additionally, an analysis of the RRE
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MEPs’ arguments during this debate shows that they not only shifted to an anti-TTIP position
but also began using arguments from RLE speeches in the previous EP debate, which were
highlighted in anti-TTIP demonstrations and social media posts. Various arguments, such as anxiety
about GMOs, concerns about meat with hormones, and the secrecy of the TTIP negotiations,
were mentioned in statements by RRE MEPs. Thus, the ideological cleavage clearly grew on
the meso and macro levels. Additionally, some indicators suggest that the RREs’ shift to an
anti-TTIP position was at least indirectly inspired by RLEs. The radical left’s framing strategy
was successful because their radical right opponents took on the negative narrative about the
TTIP. However, they fortified it with new arguments, such as threats to traditional European
food specialties (Tereszkiewicz, 2020).
The second resolution was adopted on July 8, 2015, two years after the first resolution and
at a time when the polarization of European society was accelerating. As previously mentioned,
the political and societal situations around the TTIP changed in 2014, and, thus, increased
cleavages between Europhiles and Euroskeptics and between the right and left wings were
observable in the EP (Eliasson & Huet Garcia-Duran, 2018; Roederer-Rynning, 2017). The
discussion of the second resolution shows that a majority of the EP still supported the TTIP.
However, the vote exposed a shift in opinion, especially among Social Democrats and RREs,
indicating an increased ideological cleavage in the EP at all levels of politicization. Additionally,
a division in the EP between pro-TTIP mainstream parties (except for some S&D MEPs) and
anti-TTIP Euroskeptics is also evident. Unlike their main competitors on the left and the radical
right, RLE MEPs remained cohesive in their negative attitudes toward the TTIP. Their arguments
from previous debates held firm, with the most popular touchpoints being the reduction of
labor rights protections, anxiety over ISDS, and the privatization of public services (European
Parliament, 2015). Examining the debate shows that S&D and RRE MEPs used arguments
that were taken from RLEs. Some S&D MEPs and almost all radical-right MEPs rejected the
treaty, stressing such concerns as anxiety over ISDS, rising unemployment rates in the EU,
and a decrease in food security. The latter argument is notable because RLE MEPs did not
highlight food safety concerns in this debate even though the issue was very popular among
civil society organizations and movements that conducted anti-TTIP campaigns at that time.
This finding may indicate that the main competitors of RLEs were more aware of popular
concerns about the TTIP within European society in 2015 relative to radical-left MEPs. However,
the arguments used by RLE MEPs during this debate were more in line with their ideological
profile because they expressed their opposition to trade liberalization, marketization, and
privatization along with their pessimism about the EU’s current direction. RLE MEPs focused
more on coherence with their ideological profile. At the same time, RRE deputies put forth
arguments about ISDS and the degradation of food standards.
This analysis identifies some indicators of a correlation between RLE activity and expanded
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ideological cleavages between and within political factions in the EP. At first, the TTIP was
uncontroversial, and RLE MEPs formed almost the only opposition to the treaty. However,
as the polarization of the issue within European society increased, a shift in the EP also occurred.
Some S&D MEPs and almost all RRE MEPs shifted from positive and neutral positions on
the TTIP to negative positions. The increasingly negative public opinion toward this treaty
was probably the main motivation for this decision rather than the positions of RLEs in the
EP. However, the use of RLE arguments by S&D, European Freedom and Direct Democracy,
and Europe of Nations and Freedom deputies demonstrate direct and indirect correlations
between RLE activity and the politicization of the TTIP in the EP.

IV. Conclusion
Several researchers have recognized the influence of anti-TTIP activists on European society
in several EU member states (Bluth, 2016; Eliasson & Huet Garcia-Duran, 2018; Fabry, 2015;
Gheyle, 2020). This study lends credence to that process by suggesting that RLE activity and
the politicization of the TTIP are positively correlated. This analysis positively answers four
questions investigating RLEs’ politicization of the TTIP on four levels by showing that RLEs
raised the TTIP’s salience, increased the polarization of public opinion and politicians’ orientations,
involved social actors and NGOs in the debate on the TTIP, and used the treaty to increase
the ideological cleavages between political factions in the EP. Thus, my hypothesis is verified.
First, it is notable that at the beginning of TTIP negotiations, this topic was not high on
political agendas and was not a major concern of European society. Thus, the salience of this
issue was low. The early lack of interest was because the TTIP, as an economic and technical
issue, did not draw public attention. The fact that public opinion regarding the TTIP became
increasingly radicalized between 2014 and 2015 suggests a positive correlation between RLE
activity and the TTIP’s politicization. This study shows that radical-left parties, civil society
organizations, and social movements profoundly affected public opinion on the TTIP initially
by increasing its salience during the EP elections in 2014 in France and Germany. Second,
they involved social actors and NGOs in anti-TTIP campaigns and channeled European anxieties
into the STOP TTIP European Citizens’ Initiative (the expansion of actors). Third, the agreement
was used by RLEs to increase polarization within European society and expand the ideological
cleavages within the EP. Finally, we can assume that the anti-TTIP campaign would have had
different drivers if RREs had promoted it.
The TTIP was the target issue for these activities because RLEs oppose the EU, mainly
because of the neoliberal direction of the European integration process. The TTIP, a new
partnership with the US, was seen by RLEs as the quintessence of global capitalism and as
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evidence that international corporations were steering the EU in a direction that was decidedly
against popular interest. This anti-EU narrative around the TTIP steadily gained attention in
parts of European society because indications suggest that RLEs initially used arguments that
had become popular in the public discourse, such as the threat to food security and anxiety
over ISDS. Furthermore, many of these anti-EU radical-left arguments were taken up by MEPs
in EP debates, suggesting that RLEs were the source of the TTIP’s politicization not only
within European society but also among members of the EU legislature. However, they had
only an indirect influence in the EU legislature because S&D and RRE MEPs were inspired
by anti-TTIP social movements in their home countries.
This study provides some indications as to how RLEs politicized the TTIP, which helps
in understanding how RLEs may politicize other DCFTAs and EU trade policy as a whole.
However, knowledge as to why RLEs politicize these issues remains limited, and this area
requires further investigation. Another potentially interesting direction of research is the question
of whether RLEs politicize the EU as a whole differently from their far-right counterparts.
Some indicators suggest that the politicization of the EU may appear similar in both cases,
but the contents of the process may differ. I show that the TTIP’s politicization can be considered
full because it RLEs carried it out on all levels in accordance with the pattern of politicization.
However, the profile of RLEs determined the arguments that were used in the politicization
process. This issue requires deeper investigation in the future.
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