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Executive Summary  

 

TTIP was launched in 2013 and aims at tackling non-tariff trade barriers and foster regulatory 

cooperation between the US and the EU. The focus of this research is to measure the extent to which 

the TTIP agreement is going to result in an alignment of EU GMO policy with that of the US. 

The literature review provides a critical background to the key issues. As to the definition, the term 

GMO will be used as referring to organisms that serve for the production of food and feed into which 

foreign genes have been inserted. Benefits of GMOs relate mainly to farmer efficiency and product 

qualities. Risk can be classified as environmental risks, those to humans and animals and ethical 

concerns. Turning to the GMO regulatory frameworks, developments were quite similar across the 

Atlantic until the 1990s. However, the legislation that is in place now is characterized by 

fundamentally different approaches. US legislation sets out that GMO assessment is based on a 

product-based approach that views GMOs as being substantially equivalent to their non-GM 

counterparts. In the EU a process-based approach is chosen that views GMOs as effectively different 

from their non-GM counterparts and the precautionary principle is applied, which allows banning a 

product when there is not sufficient evidence to guarantee its safety. A safeguard clause furthermore 

allows individual Member States to provisionally ban or restrict GMOs on their territory and labeling 

of GM products is made obligatory. The authors that were investigated in the literature review agree 

that there is a politicization of the EU regulatory process and that non-compliance with established 

timelines results in GMO applications getting stuck in the process. The last part of the literature 

review, ‘EU-US Trade Relations over GMOs’ points out that the trade of GMOs is currently disrupted 

and that this adversely affects various parties in the US as well as in the EU. It continues to explain 

reasons for these diverging policies and thus the trade disruption, including cultural factors with 

European preferences towards somewhat more ‘natural’ foods, a ‘romantic’ perception of agriculture 

and the emergence of risk-adverse policies in Europe. Proposed solutions to the transatlantic trade 

dispute mainly relate to mutual tolerance and proper application of the rules, rather than suggesting 

regulatory convergence. Overall, the literature review revealed a gap of research concerning TTIP’s 

potential effects on GMO policies. Hence, the research objective is to help fill this gap.  

The method that was chosen to do so was obtaining data through the qualitative mixed method 

approach, gathering data by both carrying out six extensive elite-interviews with relevant stakeholder 

groups as well as desk research to substantiate these. The answer to the research question will be 

deliberated in light of stakeholder discussion of policy alignment as well as an evaluation of previous 

negotiation documents.  



 

iii  

 

 

 

This research produced a number of key findings. Firstly, it became apparent that the different 

stakeholder groups have different levels of risk perceptions and positions on GMOs that are at 

conflict. Secondly, it was discovered that the stakeholders have different roles in TTIP negotiations 

that determine the extent to which they can influence their outcome. Relating to the opportunities 

stakeholders see in TTIP, they named mutual economic growth, a normalization of trade, and 

strengthening common values that result in a proper GMO assessment. Some look at TTIP more 

critically, perceiving a risk related to a weakening of standards. It is generally unlikely that the GMO 

issue will pose a threat to an overall agreement as it only constitutes a minor part. However, high 

expectations about a normalization of trade on the US side seem to put pressure on the EU to properly 

apply their system. Regarding EU risk assessment, stakeholders were to a great extent happy with the 

science-based assessment carried out by EFSA. Most stakeholders expressed their greatest critique on 

the risk management stage, pointing to current non-compliance with EU law and timelines. Abuses of 

the precautionary principle are moreover criticized. In contrast to the others, the activist group 

condemns the system itself, stressing that EFSA is asked to provide an assessment based on 

insufficient scientific data. As to the outcomes of TTIP, most stakeholders agreed that an actual 

change in policy and regulation is unlikely to occur. Stakeholder discussions hint to TTIP as being a 

likely catalyzer to strengthen the application of rules within the existing EU framework.  

This dissertation came to the conclusion that the TTIP agreement is very unlikely to result in a GMO 

policy alignment in the EU with that of the US, due to a deeply entrenched policy framework and a 

fundamentally different risk culture. However, both the willingness to negotiate the issue within TTIP 

and pressures to end the trade disruption are likely to reinforce a more accurate and timely application 

of the EU system and furthermore establish an increased flow and exchange of information. If a 

substantial policy alignment were ever to be achieved, a bottom-up approach would have to be 

applied.   
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Introduction 

 “America and Europe have done extraordinary things together before. And I believe 
we can forge an economic alliance as strong as our diplomatic and security 

alliances.” 
US President Barack Obama about the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) (as 

quoted in US Department of State, 2013) 

 

Negotiations on the TTIP have been launched in July 2013. If successful, the trade partnership would 

constitute “the biggest bilateral trade deal ever negotiated” (EC, 2013a) and establish a huge free trade 

zone. Given the fact that the tariffs that will be removed are already quite low with averages lying 

under three percent (EC, 2013a), the tackling of non-tariff barriers and thus closer regulatory 

cooperation between US and EU to eliminate duplication of effort wherever possible poses a key 

issue. As the US Department of State (2013) declared during the first negotiation round in 

Washington D.C. from July 7-12, 2013, “TTIP will seek to break new ground by addressing bilateral 

non-tariff barriers”. “Improved cooperation when it comes to setting international standards” (EC, 

2014c) is among the other objectives. This trade agreement affects trade in all areas, agriculture and 

genetically modified organisms (GMOs) being just one of them. So far, five negotiation rounds have 

taken place, the latest one to date in Washington D.C. from May 19-23, 2014 (EC, 2014b).  

Non-tariff barriers originate from diverging regulatory systems. Next to GMOs, the EU and the US 

have different regulatory approaches when it comes to granting market access to a number of products 

and technologies, including beef from cattle treated with growth hormones, food additives, 

nanotechnology, chlorine-washed chicken and animal testing, to name only a few (Lynch & Vogel, 

2001; Pollack, 2013b). GMOs are relatively new; the molecular DNA structure was only discovered 

in 1953 by Crick and Watson (BBC, 2014) (see figure 1). The technology of genetic engineering has 
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been commercialized since 1976 (Calton, 2013) and the effects that 

modifying genes have on foods and their consumers is continuously 

being explored. Generally speaking, the US claims to have a “science-

based” approach while it accuses the EU to have in place a more 

“politicized system” (Pollack, 2013b). Europe justifies its approach by 

the so-called precautionary principle that allows restricting market access 

of a certain product that might be hazardous if there is insufficient 

scientific data available. In the context of the TTIP negotiations, the 

discussions on GMO-related topics are a key issue where finding a 

compromise is proving difficult.  

The debate on GMOs is complex, and there are many competing interests 

at stake. As Zerbe (2007) points out, “Consumers, farmers, seed 

producers, pharmaceutical companies, governments, and activists all 

have an interest in the outcome of debates over the emerging regulatory 

system”. Stakeholders such as Greenpeace question the safety of GMOs 

for the environment at large, while multinationals such as Monsanto, a 

seed producing company, are keen to sell GMOs in Europe and industry 

associations like the European Association for Bioindustries (EuropaBio) 

are supporting them in doing so. Next to activist groups there are also 

governments of Member States in the EU like Austria who stress the lack 

of sufficient scientific risk evidence on the subject (GMO Compass, 2013). Responding to all these 

concerns, the European Commission (EC), who is responsible for managing risk in the EU and has to 

take into account the science-based risk assessments the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) 

carries out, adopts a precautionary policy towards GMOs. As complex as the debate itself is its nature 

with various inter-related issues such as food safety, environmental protection, public health, and 

competitive advantage in agricultural technologies.  

This dissertation is an attempt to determine the extent to which negotiations on the TTIP will alter 

GMO policies in the EU, the research question being,  

 

To what extent will the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership result in an 

alignment of European Union Genetically Modified Organisms policy with that of the United 

States? 

Figure 1: DNA double helix.  
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Research Objectives 

In order to answer the research question, four research objectives were formulated to enable a 

systematic evaluation:  

1. Investigation of the EU and US GMO policies and standards and their evolution since the 

emergence of genetic engineering 

2. Examination of the impact of these policies on GMO trade between the two parties, discussing 

reasons for and solutions to the trade disruption  

3. Exploration of high-level trade representatives’, civil servants’ and other relevant stakeholders’ 

opinions on the impact of TTIP on EU GMO policy 

4. Evaluation of the extent to which TTIP is going to impact EU GMO policies 

Structure  

The report has been structured as follows in order to methodically meet each research objective. It 

begins with a Literature Review that has two purposes. It firstly aims at providing the reader with a 

basic understanding of GMOs generally and secondly reviews literature that is relevant for the 

purpose of this study. Thereby it addresses the first two research objectives. The Research Methods 

chapter that follows explains the methods chosen within this dissertation. As you will find, a 

qualitative mixed methods approach was applied through conducting six elite-interviews 

supplemented and substantiated by desk research. Next, a Findings section will present the data 

collected. This section addresses objective 3. An analysis chapter follows to meet the forth objective 

by discussing the findings in the light of the examined literature and research question. Finally, a 

Conclusion section summarizes the findings and provides an answer to the research question. 

Additionally, recommendations are made.  
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Literature on GMO Policies and their Impact on Transatlantic 

Trade 

This Literature Review will discuss the key topics related to the subject of this dissertation. The study 

within this review focuses on objectives 1 and 2 as described in under the research objectives section. 

A sensible point of departure is to examine what is meant by the term GMO, and what benefits and 

risks are associated; this will be done in the first section. Next, the evolution of biotechnology 

regulation until present legislation in both regions will be laid out, so that the reader becomes aware 

of policy divergence and understands how GMOs are regulated in North America and the EU. Having 

explored to what extent differences exist, the underlying reasons for these will be discovered in the 

following section – Trade Relations between the EU and the US over GMOs  – also discussing 

implications of the trade disruption. Additionally, academic views on proposed solutions to the GMO 

trade conflict will be analyzed and contrasted.  

After this major chapter, a clear focus will hopefully have emerged, justifying the need for research 

on the impact of TTIP on EU GMO policy alignment.  

GMOs: Definitions and Benefit/Risk Analysis 

Definitions 

The Dictionary of Biology (Martin & Hine, 2008) defines GMOs, sometimes also referred to as 

transgenics or genetically engineered organisms (GEOs), as organisms “created by genetic 

engineering […] whose genomes incorporate and express genes from another species”. These 

organisms “can exhibit quite novel characteristics”.  The Encyclopedia Britannica (Diaz & Fridovich-

Keil, 2013) gives a similar definition, emphasizing the novel characteristics, which “would not be 

obtained easily through conventional selective breeding”. While Feldmann et al. (2000) and Verma et 

al.’s (2011) definitions are generally similar, they restrict the term ‘organisms’ to plants, animals, and 

bacteria, and exclude human beings. Thus, general consensus on the ‘GM’ part of the term exists; 

however, some authors leave the ‘O’, the definition for organisms, more open than others. 

In order to clarify the term genetically modified foods (GM foods) Verma et al. includes this term by 

definition, stating that “the term GM foods or GMOs […] is most commonly used to refer to crop 

plants created for human or animal consumption using the latest molecular biology techniques” 

(2011). The EC, in contrast, puts more emphasis on the difference between GM foods and GMOs: 

“Organisms, such as plants and animals, whose genetic material (DNA) has been altered in such way 

are called genetically modified organisms (GMOs). The food and feed which contain or consist of 
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such GMOs, or are produced from GMOs, are called genetically modified (GM) food or feed” (DG 

Health and Consumers, 2014). Within this dissertation the importing of GM foods will be 

differentiated from the cultivation of (imported) GMOs in the EU in conformity to the distinction 

provided by the EC.  

The United States Food and Drug Administration (FDA) (2014) does not define GMOs explicitly, but 

rather the method used to obtain them. Thus, the term ‘genetic engineering’ (GE) – which is different 

from traditional breeding techniques in so far that modern biotechnology is applied – is referred to as 

“methods that scientists use to introduce new traits or characteristics to an organism […] to produce 

characteristics that enhance the growth or nutritional value of food crops”. The emphasis is therefore 

put on the engineering process, while the outcome (the GMO) does not seem to require an explicit 

definition.  

Overall there is a general consensus amongst academics when it comes to defining GMOs and 

differences lie primarily in wording and depth of detail. Within this report the term GMO(s) will be 

used in connection with organisms that serve for the production of food and feed into which foreign 

genes have been inserted using genetic engineering techniques, thus adhering to Feldmann et al. 

(2000) and Verma et al.’s (2011) definitions that constrain the term to plants, excluding animals, 

bacteria and humans. This will be done since trade of such agricultural products is one of the primary 

focuses of TTIP negotiations in the sense that it has been facing most challenges in the past as will be 

seen. Having clarified what GMOs are, we will now examine scientific opinions on their benefits and 

risks.  

Benefits and Risks  

It seems, opinions that different stakeholders have about GMOs depend on the weight that each party 

gives to the opportunities and risks associated with GMOs. These stakeholders then (try to) influence 

the TTIP negotiations based on their views. Somerville (2000) brings the nature of the discussion on 

GMOs to the point when he declares that the “opponents of the technology have framed the issue as 

black and white – GMOs are dangerous and must be stopped. Proponents are faced with the difficult 

task of trying to educate the public about the many shades of gray”. In this section these different 

‘shades of gray’ will be looked at, providing an overview of scientific literature on GMO benefits and 

risks.  
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Benefits 

Feldman et al. (2000) state two main purposes related to genetically modified crops, not to be 

achieved simultaneously, namely “(1) lower farm-level production costs,” and “(2) enhance product 

quality”. All benefits can generally be classified into those two groupings.1 They are summarized in 

figure 2 and will be elaborated on in the following section.  

Rollin et al. (2011) refer to GMOs in the category of lower farm-level production costs as first-

generation transgenic crops. Numerous authors name as benefits the reduction of pesticide use by pest 

resistant genes (Batista & Oliveira, 2009; Feldmann et al., 2000; Guruswamy, 2002; Hails, 2000; 

Somerville, 2000; Verma et al., 2011; Wolfenbarger, 2000) or “insecticidal properties [and] viral 

resistance” (Batista & Oliveira, 2009; Wolfenbarger, 2000). Batista (2009) and Wolfenbarger (2000) 

add herbicide tolerance. Furthermore, Verma et al. (2011) add to this by naming cold tolerance, 

drought tolerance, salinity tolerance and pest resistance. All these benefit lower farm-level production 

costs by raising productivity and thereby also helping to stop the expansion of agriculture by 

minimizing agricultural land use (Feldmann et al., 2000; Somerville, 2000; Wolfenbarger, 2000). 

Benefits of what Batista et al. (2009) and Rollin et al. (2011) refer to as second-generation transgenics 

relate directly to enhanced product quality and thus concern the consumer rather than the farmer. 

Among these are enhanced nutritional qualities such as added Vitamin A in so-called ‘golden rice’ 

(Batista & Oliveira, 2009; Feldmann et al., 2000; Guruswamy, 2002). Guruswamy (2002) contributes 

to the list of benefits of second-generation GMOs by naming increased shelf life and better taste. 

Having discussed what benefits authors see in GMOs, in the next section potential risks shall be 

discussed.  

 

 

                                                        
1 Other benefits relate to medical applications (Guruswamy, 2002; Verma et al., 2011).   

Farmer benefits: 
Lower farm-level production costs 

Consumer benefits:  
Enhanced product quality 

Reduced pesticide use through 

• Herbicide tolerance
• Cold tolerance 
• Drought tolerance
• Salinity tolerance 

 

• Improved nutritional qualities 
• Increased shelf life  
• Better taste 

      Figure 2: GMO benefits 
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Risks 

Batista (2009) points out, “in spite of all the scientific studies reporting obvious advantages of using 

transgenic crops, their beneficial effects are not widely acknowledged”. She states that genetic 

engineering is a quite new technique and, as evident from the past, new techniques as e.g. electricity 

at the time of its discovery have often been attacked by public concern. Nevertheless, with GMOs this 

concern is supported by various studies. Authors have generally grouped risks into environmental 

risks, those that impact human (animal) health and ethical concerns (see figure 2). 

Academics generally agree that a couple of the environmental risks relate directly to the initial 

benefits. In contrast to using less pesticides, authors name increased input use due to the emergence of 

‘super pests’ and ‘super weeds’ (Baetens, 2007; Benbrook, 2012; Feldmann et al., 2000; Gucciardi, 

2013; Hails, 2000; Keese, 2008; Lynch & Vogel, 2001; Wolfenbarger, 2000). Moreover non-target 

effects on beneficial organisms such as insects or birds feeding upon the plants that carry insecticidal 

properties are listed here (Feldmann et al., 2000; Lynch & Vogel, 2001; Wolfenbarger, 2000). Thus, 

next to the target organisms, animals are unintentionally negatively affected. These two risks are 

equally applicable to the use of pesticide. Bullock et al. (2000) add cross-pollination of a seed-

producing plant by the pollen of a plant of undesirable variety and Wolfenbarger (2000) takes this a 

step further by listing the “degradation of natural ecosystem functions and structure” as an 

environmental concern. 

Until now there has been little evidence of negative impacts on human (animal) health associated with 

the consumption of GMOs by researchers2. However, authors do list theoretical risks. Dona & 

Arvanitoyannis (2009) point out, “The results of most studies with GM foods indicate that they may 

cause some common toxic effects such as hepatic, pancreatic, renal, or reproductive effects and may 

alter the hematological, biochemical, and immunologic parameters. However, many years of research 

with animals and clinical trials are required for this assessment”. Furthermore authors list the potential 

                                                        
2 A study by Séralini et al. (2012) that proofed detrimental effects was invalidated due to methodological 
shortcomings (EFSA, 2012). 

Environmental  

 

Impacts on human (animal) 
health (theoretical) 

Ethical concerns 

• Increased pesticide use 
• Nontarget effects 
• Cross-pollination 
• Degradation of natural 

ecosystem 

 

• Transfer of antibiotic 
resistant genes 

• Allergenicity 

 

• Interfering with 
the natural order 

Figure 3: GMO risks 
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transfer of antibiotic resistant genes into bacteria in the human body or the human genome itself 

(Baetens, 2007; Dona & Arvanitoyannis, 2009; Feldmann et al., 2000; Keese, 2008; Qureshi, 2000), 

and  new allergic reactions (Dona & Arvanitoyannis, 2009; Feldmann et al., 2000) that might occur. 

As to ethical concerns, Qureshi (2000), Zerbe (2007) and Keese (2008) all relate these to the 

interference with nature, ‘God’s design’ or the “concept of natural order and the integrity of species” 

and “the integrity of the ecosystems” as Keese (2008) elaborates. 

The discussed benefits and more importantly the risks (since trade is rarely disrupted due to product 

benefits) directly influence the views of all involved stakeholders about GMOs, which will form the 

basis of their attempts to shape TTIP and its effects on GMO policy change. However, what do the 

current GMO policy frameworks in both regions look like? This is the question, which the next 

section will address by laying out the two different policy frameworks and their historical 

development.  

Present GMO Regulatory Framework  

Since it was only in the second half of the 20th century that the DNA was discovered, opening the 

door for genetic modification, the need to regulate these new agricultural products arose quite 

recently. Pollack (2013b) describes the EU system that is in place to regulate biotechnology today, as 

a “far more cautious approach to GMOs”. However, Lynch and Vogel (2001) emphasize that until the 

1990s, the EU GMO regulation system was less restrictive than that of the US.  

Lynch and Vogel (2001) describe how first developments were evolving quite similarly within both 

executive branches across the Atlantic. Tensions quickly arose between the more critical 

environmental departments on the one side3 who advocated a profound risk assessment procedure, 

and the research and science departments on the other4, focusing on the great potential that this new 

technology had from a commercial perspective. Morris and Spillane (2010) describe the next period, 

from 1983 until 1986 as the reorganization period in the EU, although equally applicable to the US 

since both sides created new bodies responsible for the development for regulations of biotechnology 

(Lynch and Vogel’s, 2001). Here is where the EU and US chose different paths. In the EU a gradual 

shift of policy leadership towards the DG Environment occurred that initiated setting up strict 

guidelines that peaked in the 1998 de facto moratorium on new GMO approval. In the US, on the 

other hand, the working group aimed at “maintaining sufficient regulatory flexibility to avoid 

impeding the growth of an infant industry” (Office of Science and Technology Policy, 1986). The 

current regulatory systems across the Atlantic will now be discussed. 

                                                        
3 Directorate General (DG) on the Environment, Consumer Protection, and Nuclear Safety (DG XI) (EU); 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (US) 
4 DG Science, Research, and Development (DG XII) (EU); Office of Science and Technology Policy 
(OSTP) on behalf of the White House, US Department of Agriculture (USDA), FDA (US) 
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Present GMO Regulation in the US 

In the US two documents remain the primary sources that regulate biotechnology today (Farquhar & 

Meyer, 2007).  

1. Coordinated Framework for the Regulation of Biotechnology (1986) 

Firstly, the Coordinated Framework for the Regulation of Biotechnology (Office of Science and 

Technology Policy, 1986) appointed existing bodies, namely the EPA, USDA, and FDA as the three 

primary responsible regulatory agencies for GMOs, each with distinct areas of responsibilities.5 

Secondly, a product-based approach was chosen when looking at foods, making the method (genetic 

engineering) of obtaining that food irrelevant. By doing so, existing legislation was, thirdly, 

considered sufficient: “Upon examination of the existing laws available for the regulation of products 

developed by traditional genetic manipulation techniques, the working group concluded that, for the 

most part, these laws as currently implemented would address regulatory needs adequately” (Office of 

Science and Technology Policy, 1986). 

This framework copes with the regulation of biotechnology as a whole. Regarding the safety of foods 

derived from such a technology – the focus of this report – the FDA was appointed to be the 

responsible authority. Hence, the most important and still valid document concerning US GMO 

regulation, was published by the FDA, namely the ‘Statement of Policy: Foods Derived from New 

Plant Varieties’ (FDA, 1992). 

2. Statement of Policy: Foods Derived from New Plant Varieties (1992) 

Building on the product-based approach this statement of policy adds two essential principles to the 

US GMO policy framework. Firstly the food category that GMOs shall be placed into is defined: 

“Foods [...] derived from plant varieties developed by the new methods of genetic modification are 

regulated within the existing framework [...] utilizing an approach identical in principle to that applied 

to foods developed by traditional plant breeding” (FDA, 1992). Thus, the FDA decided not to create a 

specific category for GMOs.  

The second principle this policy statement lays out is the principle of substantial equivalence. The 

FDA states in this document that “in most cases, the substances expected to become components of 

food as a result of genetic modification of a plant will be the same as or substantially similar to 

substances commonly found in food [...]” (FDA, 1992). The principle of substantial equivalence is 

                                                        
5 The FDA as the responsible agency regarding the safety of biotechnologically derived medical products 
and foods; the USDA in charge of regulation with respect to cultivation and farming of GM crops, and the 
EPA regulating pesticidal plants and genetically engineered microbial pesticides, thus dealing with 
environmental aspects of GM crops.  
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why labeling is not required in the US and Hansen-Kuhn and Suppan (2013) add that this principle is 

the reason for “no applications to commercialize GMOs hav[ing] been rejected”.  

To summarize, in the US GMO assessment takes place within existing authorities and is based on a 

product-based approach (Office of Science and Technology Policy, 1986). GMOs are regarded as 

being substantially equivalent to their non-GM counterparts and thus do not require a new food 

category (FDA, 1992). They are regulated within the existing framework of legislation related to 

foods developed by traditional plant breeding. Perhaps unsurprising, by the year 2002 already 60 

percent of all foods in supermarkets in the US contained GMOs (Guruswamy, 2002). We shall now 

turn to the evolution of the regulation of biotechnology in the EU.  

Present GMO Regulation in the EU 

An extensive list of (amended) directives and regulations have been issued that the EU uses to 

regulate GMOs which Member States have to adhere to (Cantley, 2007) and Pollack and Shaffer 

(2009) acknowledge that a “complicated, multi-level approval process of GMOs for the release and 

marketing of GM foods and crops” now exists within the EU. This approval process is also laid out in 

two legislative texts, which shall now briefly be discussed, and is divided into two stages, the risk 

assessment and the risk management stage. 

1. Directive 2001/18/EC  

Directive 2001/18/EC on the deliberate release into the environment of genetically modified 

organisms (EP & Ministers, 2001) repealed Council Directive 90/220/EEC and builds on the 

following principles. Firstly, a process-based approach6 was chosen to assess GMOs. Secondly, a 

safeguard clause allowed Member States to provisionally ban or restrict “the use and/or sale of that 

product on its territory” (Council of Ministers, 1990). Thirdly, the requirement to label GM products 

had been introduced in the so-called Novel Foods Regulation (Council of Ministers, 1997). Lastly, a 

Council resolution (Council of Ministers, 1999) resulted in the adoption of the precautionary principle 

(as discussed later), of which authors say that it has strongly determined the nature of EU GMO risk 

assessment and specifically management (Alemanno, 2014; Pollack, 2013b; Vigani, Raimondi, & 

Olper, 2010).  

                                                        
6 As Zerbe (2007) points out, this approach considers GMOs as essentially different from their non-GM 
counterparts. 
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New within Directive 2001 is the creation of an independent, scientific risk assessment body, namely 

EFSA, and a different authorization procedure for GMO cultivation, which will be important later 

when stakeholder critique on the EU process is discussed. As was provided EFSA (2014b), an 

overview of this procedure is illustrated in figure 4. As can be seen, first the applicant applies to the 

competent authority of the Member State he wants to sell his products in, who then carries out the risk 

assessment within 90 days. As soon as this is completed, it is send to the EC who forwards it to all 

Member States who in turn have a right to – in a ‘Community period’ – raise objections and comment 

on that risk assessment. No objection means that the Member States now vote on the authorization of 

the product in the role of risk managers. EFSA only comes in if there were objections raised, which 

were not able to be resolved between the Member States. In that case, EFSA has to provide an opinion 

within another 90 days. This opinion forms the basis for the decision the EC and Member States take 

on the authorization. Whenever no qualified majority is reached between Member States, the EC may 

decide whether to authorize the GMO (EFSA, 2014; EP & Ministers, 2001). 

 

 
Figure 2: Authorization procedure under Directive 2001/18/EC 
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2. Regulation (EC) No 1829/2003  

The second important document still in force in the EU today according to which GM food and feed 

are regulated is Regulation (EC) No 1829/2003 on genetically modified food and feed (EP & 

Ministers, 2003). Here EFSA plays a more prominent role since the GMO application is directly 

forwarded to the latter as opposed to the Member State. EFSA is asked to give an opinion within six 

months and may request additional information from the applicant, which extends the process (EP & 

Ministers, 2003). If a positive opinion is delivered by EFSA, the risk management takes place, 

starting with a 30-day public consultation period after the publication of the opinion. Based on that 

the Member States must take a decision on authorization. Whenever no qualified majority is reached 

within three months, the EC has to organize another vote within two months. If again no qualified 

majority is reached, the EC may authorize the GMO (EFSA, 2014; EP & Ministers, 2003; EuropaBio, 

2013a).7 This procedure is also visualized by EFSA (2014b) in figure 5. 

                                                        
7 Once approval has been obtained through either of the two procedures (under either the directive 2001/18 
or regulation 1829/2003), it is automatically also approved under the other one. Alemanno refers to this as 
the “’one door-one key’ principle” (2008). 

 
Figure 5: Authorization procedure under Regulation (EC) No 1829/2003 (centralized procedure) 
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Recent Developments in the EU 

Reacting to US and WTO litigation threats, the EC has attempted to speed up the existing GMO 

approval process since the end of the moratorium in 2004 and has approved 37 new GM varieties for 

marketing as food or feed (EC, 2014a). However, in respect of GM crop cultivation, the EU is still 

very reluctant to grant approvals. To date only one GM variety has been authorized for cultivation on 

European soil, namely MON8108 (Reuters, 2013). In 2011 a second GM crop engineered by the 

German chemicals firm BASF, was also approved. But due to many Member States declaring 

safeguard bans and a general hostile environment, BASF announced in 2011 that it would stop 

planting and marketing that product in Europe, and move its biotechnology R&D operations to North 

Carolina (Trager, 2012).9  

Member State’s concerns remain, and therefore the EC initiated two developments to “revise the 

reoccurring ‘stalemate’ between countries”, as Seaton (2014) puts it. The first was the identification 

of best practices to avoid unintended mixing of GM and conventional crops by establishing isolation 

distances necessary for a reduction of cross-pollination (EC, 2010a). Secondly, in July 2010 the EC 

proposed the addition of an article to Directive 2001/18/EC (EC, 2010a), which would explicitly 

allow Member States to restrict or prohibit cultivation of GMOs on their soils, based on other reasons 

than those covered by the risk assessment of the EU authorization process.10 This Proposal has passed 

through the Parliament and is currently at the Council of Ministers (EP, 2011).  

The following is another example, which illustrates this frustration with the application of the 

European GMO authorization system and occurred after the discussed EC’s mitigation measures. In 

2013 the General Court of the EU (EGC)11 ruled that the EC failed to act on an application issued by 

the developer and supplier of plant genetics DuPont Pioneer under Directive 2001/18 that had been 

submitted in 2001. EFSA had delivered several positive opinions after being asked to revise 

assessment in 2005, 2006, 2008, 2011 and 2012. When in February 2014 there was a split-vote among 

the Member States, the EGC ruled that the EC is now obliged to take action and approve the maize, 

13 years after the initial application (EGC, 2013; Seaton, 2014).  

                                                        
8 This is Monsanto’s ‘YieldGard maize’ carrying genes resistant to the corn borer pest, which is grown 
mainly in Spain. 
9 Stefan Marcinowski, member of the BASF executive board, explained, “We are convinced that plant 
biotechnology is a key technology for the 21st century. [...] However, there is still a lack of acceptance for 
this technology in many parts of Europe - from the majority of consumers, farmers and politicians. 
Therefore, it does not make business sense to continue investing in products exclusively for cultivation in 
this market”. 
10 E.g. ethical, moral or any other criteria could hence also justify the non-authorization of GM crop 
cultivation and the safeguard clause would thus be extended beyond its initial purpose (EC, 2010a). 
11 The EGC and the European Court of Justice (ECJ) together form the Court of Justice of the EU (CJEU). 
The EGC hears actions taken against EU institutions by individuals and Member States, in this case by 
DuPont Pioneer. 
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Pollack (2013b) states that a “Continuing Politicization of the EU Regulatory Process” has taken 

place in the EU institutions. He bases his assumption on two external evaluations that were published 

in 2010 and 2011 (European Policy Evaluation Consortium, 2011; Food Chain Evaluation 

Consortium et al., 2010), commissioned by the EC to evaluate the GM food and feed, and GMO 

cultivation regulatory frameworks in the EU. In the evaluation the assessors are generally happy with 

the risk assessment conducted by EFSA, however, strongly criticize the risk management procedures, 

and especially so in the approval system of GM crops for cultivation, stating, “The environment and 

human health are being protected from potential adverse risks of GMO cultivation not by a timely, 

efficient process that screens out of ‘unsafe’ products, but instead by the absence of decisions on 

applications” (European Policy Evaluation Consortium, 2011).  

EU-US Trade Relations over GMOs  

The EU’s GMO regulation framework is so important in the international trading environment, since 

the EU is the world’s largest importer of agricultural products (Cantley, 2007; United States 

Department of Agriculture, 2012), and exporting countries like the US thus have to meet EU GMO 

standards in order to sell their products in this large market. Already between 1995 and 1999 the 

European maize import share from the US had dropped from 86% to 12% (Lynch & Vogel, 2001) and 

more generally different authors note that it is due to GMO standards differing strongly 

internationally, that a “market fragmentation [...] currently challenges the international trading 

regime” (Isaac, Perdikis, & Kerr, 2004; Vigani et al., 2010). Pollack (2013b) emphasizes that the 

GMO conflict is one “of the most bitter and intractable conflicts dividing the United States (US) and 

the European Union (EU)”.  

Next to these obvious implications for exporters from the US, the EU is also affected by its strict 

framework. Lynch and Vogel (2001) argue that if it had been up to European farmers to decide on the 

import of GMOs, they would have gladly embraced them. They go on arguing that the posed 

restrictions have made farmers “worse off”, with less choice available and consequently higher feed 

prices. This is equally applicable to end consumers regarding product choice and prices (Alemanno, 

2008; Lynch & Vogel, 2001). More broadly the strict regulatory framework in the EU affected the 

whole European agricultural sector. In the light that historically most biotechnological development 

actually started in Europe-based companies, such as Novartis, Rhone-Poulenc, and Zeneca, the 

stringent environment for GMOs is, and Alemanno affirms that, “harming the long-term development 

of Europe's agricultural biotechnology sector” (Alemanno, 2008; Lynch & Vogel, 2001).  

In short, Pollack (2013) describes the current US and EU regulatory systems for GMOs as being 

“strikingly different in spirit as well as in detail”, and Alemanno (2008) agrees more symbolically 

portraying the current situation: “The US is from Mars and Europe is from Venus when it comes to 

the regulation of genetically modified organisms, notably GM food and crops”. In this section first 
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reasons for diverging policies will be examined, followed by proposed solutions to the conflict. As 

Zerbe (2007) does, we assume that the objectives related to the regulation of biotechnology, e.g. 

“ensuring a safe and plentiful supply of food, encouraging rural development, and promoting 

environmental sustainability” are shared. 

Reasons for Diverging GMO Policies across the Atlantic  

Zerbe (2007) argues that the problem of GMO trade itself is a ‘wicked’ one. ‘Wicked problems’, 

according to Rittel and Webber (1973), whom Zerbe refers to, meet the following criteria:  

• Different stakeholders have different definitions of the problem; 

• There is no common sense solution to the problem; 

• Judgments differ from stakeholder to stakeholder depending on his values and 

preferences; and lastly  

• The problem is rooted in social dynamics and contexts.  

We shall now have a look at some of these aspects, starting by discussing social dynamics and 

contexts, taking into account differing values and preferences, and lastly analyzing risk perceptions 

across the Atlantic, which reveal a general different definition of the problem. 

Anti-Globalization Sentiments in the EU 

Lynch and Vogel (2001) argue that the European public opposition to GMOs “has assumed an anti-

American or anti-globalization flavor”. The authors state that the impetus for this development is 

threefold. Firstly, the mere fact that the first GM crops that arrived in Europe were not grown in 

Europe, but rather exported by the American multinational Monsanto (who additionally chose not to 

label them), fostered European mistrust. Secondly, to the public it might have seemed that the 

American strategy was to regulate European agriculture, partly due to Monsanto’s acquisitions of 

many seed companies. Thirdly, the timing of the first GM crop imports coincided with $100 million 

of punitive tariffs that were imposed on European exports (including many agricultural products) to 

the US (Lynch & Vogel, 2001).12 

Somerville (2000) agrees with that notion and adds to it by stating that much of the transatlantic GMO 

debate is biased by the “industrialization of agriculture and control of the food supply by [American] 

multinational corporations”. He argues that “the [GMO] technology [in itself] is inherently green” 

(2000) and believes that had it been any other sector who had introduced GMOs besides multinational 

                                                        
12 These tariffs were imposed on European exports due to Europe’s non-compliance of the WTO dispute 
panel’s judgment related to the import of hormone treated beef. According to the panel, the EU was 
violating the Sanitary and Phytosanitary (SPS) Standards of the Uruguay Round Trade Agreement. 
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chemical companies, the environmentalists’ reactions to them might have been as positive as they 

were to windmills and solar energy. It shall now be turned to differing cultural values and preferences. 

Cultural Factors 

Alemanno (2014) sees it as a given that “public perceptions are culturally determined” and goes on 

arguing that these “often mature into public concerns which, in turn, inform national risk decision-

making and eventually crystalize into regulations”. Thus, next to an anti-American attitude, cultural 

factors play another big role in the transatlantic GMO trade dispute. Swardson expresses the more 

traditional tendency of European consumers towards somewhat more ‘natural’ foods quite well, 

stating that, “the countries of Western Europe share a deep hostility to food fiddling of any kind. [...] 

To European consumers the idea of eating a 

hormone-injected steak or tomatoes whose 

genes have been reordered by science - quelle 

horreur!” (1999). Figure 6 shows an image 

that was published in an GM-adverse article 

by Sikh Archives (2011) and illustrates this 

hostility quite well. Lynch and Vogel (2001) 

agree that Americans are generally more open 

towards eating ‘processed’ or ‘fast’ food  and 

Hoehn (2002) takes this even further by 

stating that Americans  “attitude towards 

GMOs is mainly indifference”.  

Furthermore it has been argued that different 

cultural attitudes towards agriculture exist. While Europeans sometimes picture farming as being part 

of rural and wildlife environments, Americans tend to think of it as ingrained in their industrial 

system, and rather think of their national parks as rural and wildlife environments. Additionally, 

threats related to GM ‘contamination’ do not appear to them as fast as they do to Europeans, since 

their geographical size makes a separation of “agricultural heartland from rural playgrounds” (Lynch 

& Vogel, 2001) much easier than it seems to be in the smaller European countries (Hoehn, 2002). 

While recognizing these cultural factors, Lynch and Vogel (2001) do partly question the legitimacy of 

some of them. Europeans do, for instance, also eat a large amount of processed foods, e.g. chocolate 

made with hydrogenated fats and food additives that can hardly be labeled ‘natural’. Hence, rather 

than only blaming globalization or cultural factors for this trade dispute, Lynch and Vogel (2001) 

argue that nonconformity of EU and US regulations of GMOs is “part of a much broader political 

phenomena, namely the adaptation of more risk adverse policies in Europe”. What is the source of 

this sudden risk adverse policy development? 

 
Figure 6: Frankenstein-food 
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Emergence of Risk Adverse Policies in the EU 

Lynch and Vogel (2001) list three interrelated factors, “the emergence of a European civic culture, the 

growing regulatory role of the EU and a series of regulatory failures which have undermined public 

confidence in regulatory institutions and policies”. With the emergence of a European civic culture, 

they mean the shift from once polarized European attitudes towards health, environment and general 

safety regulations to a more common culture, one in which NGOs and e.g. the Green party play a 

much bigger role than in the past. Pollack (2013) agrees, stating, “Activists and public opinion [is] far 

more mobilized over GM foods [in the EU] than in the US”. Zerbe (2007) adds that media coverage 

to biotech opponents has been granted to a greater extent in the EU, “in ways which emphasized 

potential risks and downplayed potential benefits of GM foods”.13 The disaster in Chernobyl in 1986 

might have somewhat triggered this sense of a shared vulnerability towards the dangers of modern 

technology, according to Lynch (2001).14  

Next, the growing regulatory role of the EU has played its part in the evolution of greater risk adverse 

policies. Lynch and Vogel (2001) explain how the revisions of the Treaty of Rome subsequently 

granted civic interest greater importance in the policy process.15 Furthermore, the EU institutions, 

especially the European Parliament (EP) that has gained more importance, have continuously laid 

more emphasis on representing diffused interest to a greater extent. Sometimes these civic interests 

were even represented better at EU level than in some national governments. Also, the single market 

has accounted for increased consumer mistrust towards non-national goods, which has further 

contributed to stricter regulatory standards.  

Lastly, there are various examples of regulatory failures. Among the most famous is that of the mad 

cow disease.16 The EC’s reassurance that BSE (bovine spongiform encephalopathy) did not pose any 

threat to human health turned out to be wrong and only after about eight years after BSE was first 

detected in cows in the UK did the EC ban its consumption for humans. If the EC and scientists were 

wrong about the safety of the industrial food production technology in that case, might they also be 

wrong about the safety of GMOs now (Lynch & Vogel, 2001)? Pollack (2013b), Alemanno (2008), 

Zerbe (2007), and Hoehn (2002) all affirm that the food crisis of the 1990s and regulatory failures 

have contributed to more risk adverse policies. These policies reflect the diverging risk perceptions 

that will now be discussed. 

                                                        
13 However, even though social resistance may be greater in Europe, this public awareness and opposition 
to GMOs has also partly emerged on the other side of the Atlantic already in the late 1990s, to a great 
extent responding to developments in Europe (Blinken, 2001; Lynch & Vogel, 2001) 
14 It is exemplified by the recent decision of Germany, after the Fukushima incident, to ban the generation 
of nuclear power from its soil in the mid-term (BBC, 2011). 
15 To provide an example for this notion, the Treaty on the European Union (1993) first made precaution a 
guiding principle of EU environmental policy while previously that was not the case.  
16 Lynch & Vogel (2001) also name other examples, e.g. the dioxin contamination of food products 
produced in Belgium and mouth and hoof disease among sheep in several European countries. 
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Perception of Risk across the Atlantic 

Alemanno (2014) argues that especially in the GMO case and more generally regarding new 

technologies, the stereotype of the US “being risk-takers and Europeans being more risk-averse” 

holds to be true. This relates in particular to the (until now) only theoretical risks associated with 

human consumption of GMOs. The EU has chosen for the application of the ‘precautionary principle’ 

to GMO policies (EP & Ministers, 2001). As EuropaBio describes, this implies that “where scientific 

data do not permit a complete evaluation of the risk, recourse to this principle may, for example, be 

used to stop distribution or order withdrawal from the market of products likely to be hazardous” 

(Europa.eu, 2014). In contrast to that Brom (2014) describes the US approach to risk as being based 

on a “familiarity principle”, which leans on the idea that GMOs are substantially equivalent to their 

non-GM counterparts, thus familiar.  

In essence, it all boils down to the question Taylor (2006) asks in her like-named journal article: “If 

no risk is proven, is there a risk?” Leaning on what has sometimes been accepted to be one of the laws 

of logic, Law (2011) further elaborates on this question, arguing that it is impossible to prove that 

something (such as potential risk) does not exist; Law explains that the absence of evidence does not 

result in evidence of absence, thus the non-occurrence of any given risk does not simply mean that no 

risk exists. The existence of risk on the other hand is only proven when there is evidence of its 

occurrence, which will consequently prove that there is a risk. Perdikis (2004) and Alemanno (2014) 

summarize that Europe takes the stance of the risk preventer that does not want to wait for proof if 

there is a possibility of risk occurring, while the US is typically more risk tolerant, waiting for 

damages to occur and then reacting to and dealing with them.  

As Alemanno (2014) states, “Indeed, regulations are by definition dynamic: they change and adapt 

over time”. He continues, “different societal and institutional attitudes towards risk may indeed 

prompt different regulatory answers and explain many transatlantic divergences over time”. What are 

the proposed solutions to these transatlantic divergences and thus to the GMO conflict? 

Proposed Solutions to the Transatlantic GMO Conflict 

Pollack (2013) argues that while both players across the Atlantic are quite resistant to change their 

“deeply entrenched [...] domestic policies”, a “pragmatic willingness of both sides to work together to 

minimize the disruptive effects of persistent regulatory differences” can also be noted. He adds an 

example of this greater willingness to negotiate rather than to litigate, using the conflict over hormone 

treated beef.17 This combination of the reluctance to change policies on the one side and willingness 

                                                        
17 While the EU would be able to keep its ban on hormone-treated beef even though declared unlawful 
under the WTO, it would in return grant the US a new duty-free quota for American high-quality, 
hormone-free beef. As a consequence the US would progressively remove its punitive tariffs. 
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to negotiate on the other, has not had a settlement of the dispute as a result; it has, however, somewhat 

led towards an “apparently lasting truce, in the transatlantic ‘food fight’” (Pollack, 2013b).  

Among other authors there is also general agreement that the transatlantic GMO conflict will not be 

solved through regulatory convergence in the GMO case due to the just mentioned change-resistance 

(Alemanno, 2008; Birnbaum, 2013; Pollack, 2013b). Nevertheless, “the two sides have largely 

succeeded in managing system friction between them during the Obama years” (Pollack, 2013). “No 

settlement but also no escalation”, is thus the key phrase. Dan Hamilton18 linked GMO regulation to a 

‘theological issue’ for the both parties, arguing that US-EU negotiation on GMOs “is not about one 

side of the Atlantic converting the other to its religion, it’s about finding a mechanism for religious 

tolerance” (quoted in Birnbaum, 2013).  

So what do the parties expect from each other within this ‘truce’? Pollack (2013) elaborates that the 

US wishes, rather than questioning the EU legislative framework as such, that the EU would 

implement the latter accordingly and politicize GM adoption to a lesser extent. The EU on the other 

hand hopes for the US to ‘trade-up’ at least to some extent, thus making their regulations stricter 

(Pollack, 2013b). While expectations on part of the US are more realistic since they do not include a 

change in policies, for the fulfillment of EU expectations it might have to take a “public health or 

environmental crisis attributable to a GM crop, of the type we have not seen during the two decades 

since the commercialization of the first such crop” (Pollack, 2013a). 

Pollack gives many examples of American stakeholders, e.g. the American Biotechnology Industry 

Organization (BIO), Constance Cullman, head of U.S. federal government affairs at Dow 

Agrosciences, and even US President Obama, being fine with, or rather being able to live with, the 

EU legislative framework for GMOs, “including its rules on labeling and the political difficulty of 

approving crops for cultivation in Europe” (Pollack, 2013b). Now, the focus is thus, again rather 

reducing delays and “speeding up the EU’s slow and politicized approvals process” (Pollack, 2013). 

Young adds to that saying that the EU already responded positively to such a wish, which consists 

largely in DG Trade trying to accelerate “the time that elapsed between the Commission receiving a 

positive opinion from EFSA and putting a draft decision to the SCoFCAH [the Standing Committee 

on the food chain and animal health], following the (inevitable) non-decision in the standing 

committee advancing a proposal to the Council [of Ministers] and in the wake of the (inevitable) non-

decision in the Council approving the crop” (Young, 2011). 

For those reasons, Pollack sees the only realistic outcome of the dispute in an “institutionalization of 

the current truce, in which the EC, on the EU side, would continue to struggle against Member State 

and public opinion to speed up the regulatory approval process for the import and marketing (but not 

cultivation) of commercially significant GM crops” (2013).  
                                                        
18 Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at Johns Hopkins University. 
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Alemanno, however, goes a bit further. Instead of merely “speeding up the process” on the EU side 

and “institutionalizing the truce”, he is one of the authors that advocates more “regulatory 

cooperation” (2008). He argues that the EU framework for GMOs that is currently in place is 

increasingly unsustainable. Among the measures he names that would enable this regulatory 

cooperation are; the “sharing and exchange of information and best practices to improve mutual 

understanding” (rather than recognition); the “identification of alternative options which may bring 

close the regulatory approaches of both sides more gradually”; “structured dialogue” especially on 

risk assessment; and a “basic set of common transatlantic risk analysis principles” (2008).   

In conclusion, this “bitter and intractable” (Pollack, 2013b) GMO conflict that is dividing the US and 

EU into two camps with very different regulatory frameworks, negatively affects both countries in 

different ways. It is rooted in anti-globalization sentiments, as well as cultural factors, the emergence 

of risk adverse policies in Europe, and fundamentally differing perception of risk across the Atlantic. 

As solutions and a way out of the trade disruption most authors do not suggest regulatory 

convergence, but rather propose mutual tolerance, enforcing the existing EU approvals process in a 

fair manner, institutionalizing the current truce, and enhanced cooperation on a regulatory level.  



|  TTIP: EU GMO Policy Alignment?  

 
Academy of European Studies & Communication Management 

21

Research Methods 

Due to TTIP negotiations being relatively recent, the literature review has illustrated a gap in the 

literature about the TTIP’s potential effects on GMO policies. The research objective is therefore to 

contribute to closing that gap by exploring what the relevant negotiation stakeholders have to say 

about TTIP and its impact on EU GMO policies as well as a potential alignment with US policies. 

This chapter will describe the measures that have been taken to achieve this objective.  

Research Strategy 

This dissertation departs from the ontological19 assumption that “people’s knowledge, values and 

experiences” are “meaningful and worthy of exploration” (Bloch, 2004). Furthermore, it leans on 

epistemological20 realism that supposes that claims about reality are either false or true and therefore 

things can be measured. This does not mean that hypotheses are formulated a prior. In fact, due to the 

limited knowledge of the topic an iterative research strategy has been chosen leaving room for 

explanatory (deduction) as well as exploratory (induction) elements (see figure 7).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The literature review has aimed at capturing the most relevant authoritative discussion on the core 

themes. On the basis of these academic discussions, data collection through the vehicle of elite-

interviews was chosen as the main research method. In addition to the literature review, relevant data 

from desk research was used in preparation of the interviews as well as to contrast and substantiate 

these.  The findings of the interviews were then linked back to the literature to validate the latter but 

also explore possible new outcomes and to enable answering the research question. 
                                                        
19 Ontology is understood as the philosophical branch that tries to address questions related to the existence 
or non-existence of things and their nature (Bloch, 2004).  
20 Being closely related to ontology, Bloch (ibid.) describes epistemology as the “philosophy of knowledge 
in general; it explores the possibility of knowing, the generation and evolution of knowledge, and its 
validity”.

Figure 7 - Iterative approach 
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According to Mahoney and Goertz (2006) “Qualitative researchers are in some ways analogous to 

criminal detectives: they solve puzzles and explain particular outcomes by drawing on detailed fact 

gathering”. A qualitative rather than a quantitative approach was therefore justified, as the aim was 

never to obtain a representative view of a stakeholder group but instead to get a better understanding 

of the intricacies of the subject matter. Only the most knowledgeable members of the stakeholders 

were able to provide deep insight on the issue and thus are in essence all contributing distinctive 

pieces to a puzzle.  

Data Collection 

After having read the literature it became evident that many of the so-called interest groups do have a 

great interest in the outcome of the debate about GMOs and the regulation within TTIP. These range 

from consumers to farmers, seed producers, governments, the trading parties, risk assessing bodies, 

and activist groups. Figure 8 provides an overview of stakeholders and distinguishes between those 

who carry out the TTIP negotiations (the trading parties and governments) and those who hold a stake 

in GMO regulation generally (industry representatives, activist groups, farmers, consumers, risk 

assessors). While the US government and the EU Member States are not directly involved in TTIP 

negotiations, they are in close contact with the trade representatives, since they constitute the parties 

that will eventually have to endorse the trade agreement. The main influencers being in charge of the 

negotiations are nevertheless the trading parties, with the EC on the EU side and the USTR on the US 

side as will be elaborated on later. 

 
Figure 8: Stakeholders in the GMO debate 
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Interviews have been carried out with the following four of these stakeholder groups (for the first and 

last interest group, a distinction has to be made between stakeholders from the EU and from the US). 

• The trading parties, who have direct influence on TTIP negotiations;  

• Industry representatives, who constitute the group that has an economic interest in trade of GMOs 

and lobbies the trading partners;  

• An activist group, the stakeholder group that represents public mistrust and influences the debate 

and TTIP via campaigns; and 

• The risk assessors, the bodies that assess whether a given GMO is safe and thus ‘tradable’. 

Qualitative data has been collected conducting six extensive elite-interviews with representatives 

from the different interest groups. Each interview lasted an average of 42 minutes. The interviews 

were semi-structured, consisting of open-ended questions. This provided some structure whilst 

leaving room for elaborating more on certain issues and asking additional questions.  

Due to the fact that all interviewees hold high positions within their organization, measures related to 

elite-interviewing were taken. For example, elites do not appreciate being asked a set of standardized 

questions (Aberbach & Rockman, 2002). Because of that and the fact that the interviewees formed 

part of different interest groups and were knowledgeable in different areas, the interview questions 

were designed individually and extensive preparation was completed e.g. on the organization and area 

of competence. Moreover, cues were given that the interviewer was familiar with the relevant key 

concepts and ideas so that the interviewee did not feel obliged to explain basics but could rather 

elaborate on more important matters within the limited timeframe. 

Next to the elite-interviews, some desk research supplemented the findings of the interviews, which 

provided more extensive data on some of the discussed issues. This was carried out via the 

consultation of websites of EU institutions that have archives for relevant documents such as 

documents on the negotiation rounds of TTIP on the EC website, or via other stakeholder websites. 

Sampling 

As mentioned in the research strategy section, the interviewees, forming part of one of the identified 

stakeholder groups, were selected based on the knowledge they held regarding TTIP negotiations and 

GMOs generally. Randomized sampling was not desired as rather than obtaining a representative 

view of a stakeholder group, in-depth understanding of the issue was necessary to help the researcher 

solve the puzzle and answer the research question.  

Interviewees were identified and contacted very early in the research process by searching for contact 

information on respective websites to ensure that enough time was given for scheduling an interview. 

E-mails were sent out and if no answer was received within a week, the person was called to see 
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whether conducting an interview would be feasible. Half of the interviews were conducted face-to-

face at the office of the interviewee, namely those with Monsanto, EuropaBio and the EC, which is 

according to Gilbert (2001) “the best data-collection type for open-ended questions an in-depth 

exploration of opinions”. The other half over interviews had to be carried out over the phone due to 

geographical limitations or interviewee preferences, thus those with the USTR, the two scientific 

officers from EFSA, and Greenpeace. Figure 9 provides a list of the interviewees. 

 

Processing Data  

The findings are presented in the chapter ‘Data on impact of TTIP negotiations upon GMOs’ and are 

organized under main themes identified through the processing of data. To do so, the interviews were 

transcribed in a denaturalized manner21 (see appendix 2). Denaturalized transcription is used when 

studies are interested rather in the opinions themselves as opposed to how interviewees communicate 

(Oliver, Serovich, & Mason, 2005), which is the case in this dissertation. Additionally, off-topic 

conversation, which was irrelevant to the topic, was left out.  

Common themes were identified through repeated reading of the transcripts and the creation of a 

concept map while closely keeping in mind the research objective, which was to identify a potential 

EU GMO policy alignment with the US system. To analyze the data parts of the transcripts relating to 

the various themes were collated enabling the researcher to better compare the various views. Themes 

are roughly, stakeholders’ overall attitudes towards GMOs, stakeholder roles and opportunity/risk 

perception in TTIP, and TTIP Outcomes. It is important to remember that the different themes are not 

to be seen separately from each other, since they directly influence and relate to one another. 

                                                        
21 This implies that idiosyncratic elements of speech such as stutters and involuntary vocalizations have 
not been transcribed (Oliver et al., 2005). 

Trading parties 
EU EC Member of Cabinet of Karel de Gucht, EU Trade Commissioner 
US USTR Director for Agricultural Affairs 

Risk assessors 
EU EFSA Scientific Officers  

Industry representatives 
Monsanto Government Affairs & Industry Affairs Lead Brussels
EuropaBio Director of Agricultural Biotechnology  

Activist group representatives 
Greenpeace EU Policy Director on Agriculture, European Unit 

Figure 9: Interviewees 
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Framework for Data Analysis 

As Strauss and Corbin (1990) point out, an analysis should result in codes connecting to each other in 

something that can be conceptualized as a “web of meanings”. The task remains with the researcher to 

define the strings that establish this web. In order to define those strings, the data was analyzed, 

comparing it to the literature, merging key themes of the literature review with those of the findings 

and validating but also complementing literature.  

The chapter was divided into two parts; one related to the stakeholders in TTIP and the other 

concerned TTIP outcomes. The first part compares the knowledge that has been obtained from the 

literature regarding GMOs and especially their trade with the first two parts of the findings section 

that discuss stakeholder overall attitudes towards GMOs and stakeholder roles. Thus, it firstly 

analyzes the stakeholders’ attitudes towards GMOs and their level of risk perception and then the 

extent to which they can influence TTIP. These conclusions are brought together in a stakeholder map 

that will help the reader understand the positions of the different interest groups and forms the 

groundwork for the analysis of what TTIP outcomes are likely to be. The second part that analyzes the 

TTIP outcomes merges the third point of the findings – TTIP Outcomes  – with the data 

describing the EU GMO regulatory framework as well as proposed solutions discussed in the 

literature review in order to validate to what extent a policy alignment can and will likely occur. 

Ethics 

Gilbert (2001) argues, “Ethics say that while truth is good, respect for human dignity is better”. The 

social researcher is faced with a number of ethical considerations, especially when the research 

involves human subjects, as it is the case in this dissertation. Therefore it was necessary that the 

interviews were conducted with the utmost ethical considerations to protect the participants’ privacy, 

dignity and rights, as misrepresentation would have disrespected the interviewees’ integrity. Hence, 

the research was guided by the principle of informed consent (Gilbert, 2001) and where anonymity 

and confidentiality was requested, special attention was given to ensuring that the privacy of the 

interviewee was safeguarded. All this was discussed prior to the interviews, and interviewees were 

given the opportunity to review transcripts and findings prior to submission. Explicit consent was 

received through an ‘Informed Consent Form  (see appendix 1).  

Limitations and Potential Problems 

Despite the efforts that have been made to strengthen this thesis’ validity through its choice of 

research design, the findings will still have limitations and potential problems that need to be 

acknowledged. First of all, even though interviewees represent the main relevant stakeholder groups, 

it is difficult to draw conclusions based on their views, since qualitative interviews generally only 
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project a “particular representation or account of an individual’s views and opinions” (Bloch, 2004). 

The realist tradition supposes that only recurring and controlled observations on a sample permit 

making generalizations. Considering the small sample, it is difficult to generalize and thus the 

research only allowed a substantiated estimation to the issue. This dissertation was, however, never 

meant to give an exhaustive account since that would have required more extensive resources. 

Evidently, the ‘depth’ of this research, which could reveal new findings on a potential GMO policy 

alignment, was only possible by sacrificing ‘breadth’. 

Furthermore, a risk of bias exists, to the extent that unfortunately it was not possible to conduct 

interviews with all stakeholders due to the limited resources of an undergraduate dissertation. This 

means that no interviews have been carried out with farmers, consumers, the US Congress, EU 

Member States' governments, and a risk assessing authority on the US side. Therefore, the findings 

may be biased towards the involved stakeholders. Nonetheless, an attempt was made to fill these gaps 

by desk research on the lacking information.  

Lastly, there is a limitation that relates to all research: one should question the researcher herself – 

could there have been any research bias? If anyone else had conducted the research, might different 

conclusions possibly have been drawn? To give two examples only, both the questions that were 

asked during the interviews as well as the choice of the interviewees themselves were a subjective 

choice made by the researcher. The answers that were thus obtained have influenced the conclusions, 

and might have been different if other persons had been asked a different set of questions. These are 

valid questions and the only answer that can be given is that one can comprehensively assess the 

validity of the outcomes since the research process is well documented. Hopefully such an assessment 

will prove plausible to the reader.  



|  TTIP: EU GMO Policy Alignment?  

 
Academy of European Studies & Communication Management 

27

Data on Impact of TTIP Negotiations upon GMO Policies  

The following section will present the findings obtained by means of six extensive elite-interviews. 

When referring to interviewees, the name of their organization will be used rather than their names to 

safeguard the interviewees' privacy. This chapter will meet research objective 3 by exploring high-

level trade representatives’, civil servants’ and other relevant stakeholders’ opinions on the impact of 

TTIP on EU GMO policy. 

The chapter will be organized as follows. First, the stakeholders’ attitudes towards GMOs will be 

presented. Such attitudes are significant in the sense that they are likely to affect stakeholders' views 

on the regulation and trading of GMOs and possibly impact the outcome of TTIP. Then the section 

‘Stakeholder roles and opportunity/risk perception in TTIP’ outlines the extent to which interest 

groups influence the negotiations and how they look at TTIP as a whole. Finally, the section that is 

probably most relevant to the research question, namely ‘TTIP Outcomes’ will give an overview of 

the stakeholders’ comments on the existing EU GMO policy framework and what change they would 

like to see be made, lastly presenting the extent to which the interest groups actually see this change 

occurring due to TTIP. 

Stakeholders’ Overall Attitudes towards GMOs in Agriculture 

As could have been expected, the industry representatives standing behind their products held the 

most positive attitude towards GMOs. Monsanto (personal interview, April 25, 2014; ll.147f) pointed 

out, “Businesses only exist when they have something to sell and something to offer for a benefit for 

the people they’re selling that to”. In terms of benefits Monsanto (ibid.) highlighted those helping the 

farmer and those to the end consumer who is offered greater product choice and lower prices, when 

being able to choose between a GM and a non-GM product in the store. EuropaBio (personal 

interview, May 7, 2014, ll.5-28) added environmental benefits. Generally Monsanto (personal 

interview, April 25, 2014, ll.100ff) stated, “We don't defend GMOs, […] we defend our products and 

we defend risk assessment that is based on sound science. We don't favor regulatory environments”. 

Monsanto (ibid., l.200) added that GMOs are no “silver bullet” but rather one of the tools in the 

toolbox. Underlining the strict EU GMO approval system, EuropaBio (personal interview, May 7, 

2014, ll.27f) noticed that conventional coffee, would for instance, never pass through due to its 

allergenicity.  

With regards to risks and the public being ‘scared’ EuropaBio (personal interview, May 7, 2014, 

ll.25-28) accentuated that there is “no evidence at all of any risks that would be greater than from 

conventional breeding”. He (ibid., ll.129f) referred to GMOs as “something that nobody understands, 
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[…] something that is related to food, […] something that is related to big business”, thus something 

that is qualified for being used in scare stories, which are “an old political recipe” that work and sell 

not only for the media “but for organizations” and “sociologically”. He (ibid., ll.130-134) elaborated, 

“if you want to keep a group of people together, you have to position them against something, or 

against someone else”. Moreover, Monsanto (personal interview, April 25, 2014, ll.61-65) argued that 

while activists present GMOs as being a top-of-mind issue for Europeans, the 2010 Eurobarometer 

revealed that only eight percent spontaneously say they are worried about GM in food (EC, 2010b). 

As to the trading parties, the USTR (personal interview, May 5, 2014, ll.8ff) emphasized that the 

fairly long experience with cultivation and consumption of GMOs has so far been very positive in the 

US. The EC (personal interview, April 28, 2014, ll.122f), when asked about its general attitude 

towards GMOs, answered that it did not have one, stating that it was important to “keep things 

separated”, arguing that this is EFSA’s area of competence. 

EFSA (personal interview, April 29, 2014, l.65), on the other hand, stressed that it did not look at 

benefits but exclusively at the risks of GMOs. Furthermore the authority (ibid., ll. 87-90) said that 

regarding the distinction of cultivation of GM crops vs. the marketing of GMO products, GMO 

cultivation was associated with higher risk levels during the assessment. This relates to the increased 

level of exposure to the environment when putting the seeds into the soil.  

Being the stakeholder group that is most associated with criticism on GMOs, Greenpeace (personal 

interview, May 2, 2014, ll.12-15) firstly stressed that the organization is not against the use of genetic 

engineering in medicine, nor in industrial processes. However, they are against genetic modification 

of living organisms and releasing these into the environment, which resulted in contamination 

problems, also related with conventional breeding. Greenpeace (ibid., ll.89ff) pointed out that there 

were many alternatives22 that were more sustainable. What Greenpeace (ibid., l.16-21) stressed was 

the lack of sufficient scientific knowledge about gene functioning and the inability to be 100% sure 

about the absence of eventual risks beyond those associated with the environment. Their occurrence 

would be irreversible and thus according to them, the risk should not be taken.  

When it comes to how big the share of GMOs actually is in the potential TTIP agreement, The EC 

(personal interview, April 28, 2014, ll.3f) summarizes their slice of the deal by stating, “So, TTIP is 

pretty goddam big” and GMOs only constitute a “minor part of the whole package”. How TTIP could 

and should, however, influence this minor issue according to stakeholder groups, will now be 

presented. 

                                                        
22 A method called marker-assisted selection is one of these alternatives. Elaborating on that method would 
exceed the scope of this dissertation.  
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Stakeholder Roles and Opportunity/Risk Perception in TTIP 

This section sets off by briefly discussing the roles stakeholders have in the negotiations with special 

attention to their perceived impact on the agreement that might in turn influence GMO policies. Then 

the opportunities/risks the interest groups associate with TTIP will be laid out.  

Roles of the Stakeholders  

Being the main negotiating parties of the agreement, the two trading partners have the strongest 

influence on TTIP negotiations. As The EC (personal interview, April 28, 2014, l.54) stated, the EC is 

“the single point of contact with the US”. The USTR (2014), forming part of the executive office of 

the US president, “is responsible for developing and coordinating U.S. international trade […] and 

overseeing negotiations with other countries”, which makes it the trading partner on the other side.  

The trading parties noted, however, that there were other important stakeholders. After an agreement 

has (possibly) been made, the EC has to present it to the Member States and the EP and is thus in 

permanent contact with them “to make sure that the positions that we take are well-understood, the 

battles that we fight are the right ones and that the concessions that we give are within the perimeter 

of what can be accepted” (EC, personal interview, April 28, 2014, ll.63ff). For the USTR (personal 

interview, May 5, 2014, ll.134f) this point of contact is the US Congress, who has to be convinced of 

the agreement in order to adopt it. 

On the industry side, when being asked the question how the interviewee sees his organization’s 

influence on TTIP negotiations, Monsanto (personal interview, April 25, 2014, l.461) stated, “So I 

would think that the influence in the debate is, I would probably say 0”. Similarly, EuropaBio does 

not see itself as influencing the GMO debate in TTIP, but rather informing it (EuropaBio, personal 

interview, May 7, 2014, l.234). At the moment, EuropaBio is involved in TTIP only in so far, that it is 

monitoring what is happening (ibid., l.243) and inviting negotiating parties to its events (ibid., 

l.252).23 Ways in which EuropaBio tries to influence the debate around GMOs here in Brussels mostly 

relate to writing positioning papers or brochures24 available to the public and also distributed to DG 

SANCO (ibid., ll.249ff).  

Greenpeace (personal interview, May 2, 2014, ll.97ff), similar to the industry representatives, is also 

not directly involved in the negotiations and the organization’s current activities related to TTIP are 

limited to monitoring. There is an intention to become more active as soon as specific negotiations on 

                                                        
23 EuropaBio (ibid., ll.239f) added that in the US the biotechnology industry gets involved more in stakeholder 
conferences, which take place with every negotiation round. There, the vice president of BIO, EuropaBio’s 
partner organization in the US, was able to express wishes and expectations for TTIP. 
24 As a step towards greater public engagement the organization has, for instance, made the brochure ‘Science 
not fiction: Time to think again about GM’ (EuropaBio, 2013b). 
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GMOs take place. Their GMO campaign generally belongs to one of the most established ones (ibid., 

l.5). 

Lastly, EFSA (personal interview, April 29, 2014, ll.9ff) sees its competence as solely being restricted 

to risk assessment. The authority does not see itself as being involved, neither directly nor indirectly, 

in TTIP negotiations.  

Having understood the different influence levels of stakeholders, the opportunities/risks they see in 

TTIP will be presented next. 

Stakeholders’ Perceived Opportunities/Risks in TTIP 

Both trading partners have are high, and the reason for launching negotiations on the TTIP, relate to 

“job creation and economic growth in the US and the EU” (USTR, personal interview, May 5, 2014, 

l.119).25 Related to GMO trade, the USTR (ibid., ll.71ff) added as a main goal the “normalization of 

trade” since trade is “substantially disrupted, particularly in corn and corn products”. What the US 

side of the agreement would thus like to see is that products and especially GMOs can flow in a more 

predictable way (ibid.).  

Monsanto would like to see “a fair, proportionate assessment of our products and the ability to bring 

safe products to the market” (ibid., ll.474f), whether this is achieved through TTIP or not. In TTIP, 

the main opportunity the company sees is that “common interests of the EU across the board that are 

common with the US in terms of common values and risk assessment, common approach, respect of 

scientific methodology” would be strengthened. As an industry association, at the heart of 

EuropaBio’s wishes are those of its members, and the ‘green biotechnology’ department of 

EuropaBio26 sees an opportunity for efficiencies to be made within the GMO approval system the law 

that is already in place applied as we will see more in detail below (ibid., l.197).  

Elaborating on the fact that the EU is already importing a variety of GM crops, Greenpeace (personal 

interview, May 2, 2014, ll.118f) states, “So that there is a trade issue is actually a myth”; thus, its 

overall attitude towards TTIP is rather negative. Generally, Greenpeace (ibid., ll.168ff) states that the 

organization does advocate eliminating direct barriers; however, when it comes to changing standards 

and regulations – one of the main elements of TTIP – he argues, “we believe it’s per se a problem” 

and does not think the GDP growth is worth the effort. Greenpeace (ibid., l.155) generally calls for 

more transparency. The risk assessor EFSA (personal interview, April 29, 2014) does not express any 

explicit opportunities nor threats or demands regarding the trade agreement.  

                                                        
25 In one of its recent reports the EC (2013) phrases this a bit more precisely in terms of GDP, stating that “an 
ambitious TTIP deal would increase the size of the EU economy around €120 billion (or 0.5% of GDP) and the 
US by €95 billion (or 0.4% of GDP)”. 
26  EuropaBio has three sectors, green biotechnology (agriculture and food), white biotechnology 
(industrial), and red biotechnology (healthcare) (EuropaBio, 2014). 
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Now that the general context of stakeholder roles and the opportunities/threats that they perceive in 

TTIP are clear, findings concerning the outcome of TTIP and its effect on GMO policy will be 

presented.  

TTIP Outcomes 

How the interest groups view the current EU GMO policy framework might determine their 

recommendations for change with which they will try and influence the negotiations. This is what this 

section starts discussing, followed by a section that – structured similarly – sets out the predictions of 

the extent to which the recommended changes will be made as a result of TTIP.  Firstly the 

stakeholders’ critique on the system and their recommendations will be presented. 

Comments on Existing EU GMO Policy Framework 

The stakeholders’ comments and critique on the existing EU GMO policy framework can be divided 

into the two GMO approval stages, risk assessment and risk management, and the precautionary 

principle, which affects them both. 

Risk Assessment Stage 

To clarify the risk assessment process, EFSA (personal interview, April 29, 2014, ll.25ff) described it 

as being guided by three principles. The first, “comparative analysis”, means, that “throughout the 

evaluation process, we [EFSA] compare the GM to a non-GM comparator, conventional counterpart” 

and the “difference observed” forms the basis of the assessment. The second principle is “case-by-

case” implying that “each GMO is considered independently”, and the third principle is “step-by-

step” and describes several steps that have to be followed to assess the risks associated with the 

respective GMO. EFSA (ibid., l.59) highlighted that the principle of comparative analysis is derived 

from international guidelines.27  

Generally, the industry representatives were happy with the science-based risk assessment carried out 

by EFSA (Monsanto, personal interview, April 25, 2014; EuropaBio, personal interview, May 7, 

2014). The way the EC (personal interview, April 28, 2014, ll.125f) views EFSA’s assessment is 

characterized by trust that believes “that they [EFSA] do it properly, straight and correct and make 

sure that if something is not safe they tell us and that if something is safe they tell us. And I take that 

as a basis”. The USTR (personal interview, May 5, 2014, ll.86ff.) also holds a rather neutral position 

towards risk assessment carried out by EFSA, stating that the two approaches across the Atlantic are 

“very similar in their basic approach, and then generally in their outcome” which EuropaBio 

(EuropaBio, personal interview, May 7, 2014, ll.205f) confirmed.  
                                                        
27 EFSA elaborated that international guidelines concerning risk assessment have, for instance, been set out 
within the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and Codex Alimentarius. 
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Criticism on the risk assessment of EFSA was expressed by industry and activist group 

representatives. Industry recommended mainly “process improvements” (EuropaBio, personal 

interview, May 7, 2014) since the process “takes quite a lot longer in Europe than in North […] 

America” (ibid., l.204). To provide one concrete suggestion to achieve better efficiencies, EuropaBio 

(ibid., l.208) named enhanced “communications with the applicants”.28  

Greenpeace (personal interview, May 2, 2014, ll.64f), on the other hand, criticized “that risk 

assessment [was] conducted in the past by an agency which was very much linked to industry”. A 

positive shift has, however, been noticed according to Greenpeace (ibid., l.60), noticeable by several 

opinions issued by EFSA that “concluded that they [EFSA] don’t have enough scientific evidence to 

conduct risk assessment”. However, Greenpeace (ibid., ll.61ff) sees the problem of risk assessment 

less in the assessor and more as “part of a wider problem”, namely that risk assessment is limited in 

itself and for “a technology that you cannot master yet [biotechnology] […] risk assessment is not 

capable of actually providing you any answer, which is valid in the long-term”.  

After a (positive) scientific opinion has been provided, EFSA (personal interview, April 29, 2014, 

ll.139ff) argued that the latter “is out of our [EFSA’s] end, and with the EC and the Member States”. 

The authority added, “it’s really up to them [the EC and the Member States], […] and it’s true that all 

the Member States may vote for any good or bad reasons, not to vote or to abstain. […] It’s really 

political […] It’s a very complex decision-making”. This brings up to the next step in the GMO 

approval process, risk management. 

Risk Management Stage  

Most of the critique of the EU GMO approval system expressed in the interviews relates to this stage, 

thus the ‘post-EFSA’ stage. EuropaBio (EuropaBio, personal interview, May 7, 2014, ll.197ff) 

highlighted its discontentment, arguing that related to risk management “it’s not just efficiencies. It’s 

first of all just applying the law. […] it’s not really that far-fetched”. The organization (ibid.) goes on, 

“that would already gain some time without in any way impacting any of the safety standards”.29 

When referring to “applying the law”, EuropaBio implies the responsibility of the EC to approve a 

GMO when no qualified majority vote was reached; “they [the EC] cannot just say ‘Member States 

don’t agree so we don’t put it to vote’. They are breaching European law, as a European public 

institution” (ibid., ll.86ff).  

                                                        
28 More recommendations can be found in the report ‘Approvals of GMOs in the European Union’ 
(EuropaBio, 2011, pp.23-39). 
29 Here again, EuropaBio points out to more suggestions for this stage in the GMO approval system, 
referring to the report ‘Approvals of GMOs in the European Union’ (EuropaBio, 2011, pp.23-39). Another 
interesting report is named ‘Science not Fiction: Time to think again about GM’ (EuropaBio, 2013b). 
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EuropaBio (EuropaBio, personal interview, May 7, 2014, ll.96ff) furthermore argues that while there 

are already “illegal [approval] delays” for the import of GMO products, when it comes to cultivation 

of GM crops the EC is breaching EU law as a public institution stating, “they [the EC] just don’t do 

it”. This is part of the reason why some member companies, like Monsanto, have partly withdrawn 

from Europe and established their businesses abroad (ibid., l.100). The USTR (personal interview, 

May 5, 2014, ll.120f) confirmed this, and added that this “should be a concern for Europe in terms of 

the messages sent about the role of innovation in [the] European economy”. The USTR (ibid., ll.64ff) 

also strongly criticizes the non-compliance with the established timelines by the EC. 

Much in accordance with the views of EuropaBio, Monsanto (personal interview, April 25, 2014, 

ll.483ff) criticizes risk management in so far that there are “elements that are being brought in for 

political reasons” which are introduced to “have better buy-in for the Member States” but which have 

not led to a change in the voting pattern, especially regarding those of Member States that are 

frequently abstaining and “will not follow the opinion of EFSA” (ibid., l.488). 30  As to the 

implementation of the existing system, Monsanto (ibid., l.91) argued that if Europe is so fond of it, 

they should use it, stating “okay, well then use your system, respect your system, defend your 

system”. 

Referring to the 2013 ruling of the EGC mentioned above, even the EC (personal interview, April 28, 

2014, ll.137f) itself acknowledged, “It’s embarrassing that the Court is telling us that we are not even 

respecting our own rules”. The EC (ibid., ll.161ff) goes on, “let’s find a way to make that [speed up 

the approval process] happen whether that has to be within the context of TTIP, or whether it has to 

happen anyway”. The USTR (personal interview, May 5, 2014, ll.102-105) holds the same view, 

pointing also to international obligations, e.g. under the WTO SPS agreement31 and the WTO SPS 

plus discipline that was recognized within TTIP. The EC (2013a) states in a position paper on SPS 

issues within TTIP that this chapter shall “maintain an improved dialogue and cooperation should be 

established to address bilateral sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) issues […] with the objective of 

minimizing negative trade effects”.32 The USTR (personal interview, May 5, 2014) stated that the way 

risk is currently managed in the EU is not in line with these agreements yet and that needed to be 

discussed. 

                                                        
30 One of these elements is the introduction of the safeguard clause for Member States (ibid.). When asked 
how often this clause had been made use of, EFSA (scientific officers, personal interview, April 29, 2014, 
ll.166ff) replied, “we got over the last five, six years more or less two safeguard clause [sic] on average per 
year”. 
31 This agreement concerns the application of national food safety and animal and plant health regulations 
in a way that does not constitute a means of “arbitrary or unjustifiable discrimination between Members” 
(World Trade Organization, 2014). 
32 The SPS plus chapter further emphasizes, “Measures taken, in particular, when relevant scientific 
evidence is insufficient, must be applied only to the extent necessary to protect human, animal, or plant life 
or health, must developed in a transparent manner and reviewed within a reasonable period of time” (EC, 
2013a).  
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In contrast to other stakeholder opinions about this approval stage, Greenpeace thinks that the system 

is using EFSA for GMO authorization. Greenpeace (personal interview, May 2, 2014, ll.67ff) stated 

that the “problem is that the system is using EFSA and the risk assessment they produce as if the risk 

assessment was […] a perfect tool, as if the risk assessment could provide you with […] [an] 

assessment of long-term impacts of the technology […] which cannot be possible”. Additionally 

Greenpeace (ibid., ll.75f) added that when EFSA flags “scientific uncertainty, you, as risk manager, in 

this case the EC, should take a specific decision, which is based on the precautionary principle”. 

Precautionary Principle 

Interestingly when it comes to the precautionary principle there are also differing opinions among 

stakeholders. Firstly, when talking about societal priorities, the EC (personal interview, April 28, 

2014, ll.42-45) argues that this principle constitutes “a more high-level policy vision, if you will, 

where we have said that you can even ban things, if you are uncertain and where the US philosophy is 

you can ban things when you have proof that there is a risk. And that principle is in our Treaty. And 

that Treaty will be there before TTIP and after TTIP”. 

The USTR (personal interview, May 5, 2014, ll.143ff) argues that precaution itself is not wrong and 

that it generally forms part of risk assessment. What it criticizes is, however, the allegedly 

inconsistent way that precaution is sometimes applied within the EU, stating that it is sometimes used 

“not to evaluate the risk in terms of best mitigation to address the risk, but to avoid making a 

decision” (ibid., ll.148f). The USTR (ibid., ll.152ff) argues, “it’s always possible to say ‘oh no, we 

need more scientific information!’”. Both industry representatives confirm this notion, Monsanto 

(personal interview, April 25, 2014, l.442) even accusing the EU of ‘abuses’ of the precautionary 

principle. EuropaBio (EuropaBio, personal interview, May 7, 2014, ll.117f), for instance, criticizes 

demands for re-assessment of a product.33 Monsanto  (personal interview, April 25, 2014, ll.451ff) 

elaborated on that, making a comparison to the car industry; “if you're in a car industry and if you get 

a question about landing lights for your car, you're gonna [sic] point out ‘Well, it’s a car, it’s not an 

airplane’. But what if somebody took your car and turned it into an airplane? We would say, ‘Well, 

we don't understand’”. Furthermore Monsanto  (ibid., ll.445f) argued that one “can't prove a 

negative”, elaborating that it is impossible to prove the non-occurrence of any given event. 

All in all, most stakeholders believe that the debate around GMOs is a politicized one, mainly related 

to the EU system and this second stage of the GMO approval system (EC, personal interview, April 

28, 2014; EFSA, personal interview, April 29, 2014; USTR, personal interview, May 5, 2014; 

Monsanto, personal interview, April 25, 2014; EuropaBio, personal interview, May 7, 2014). Now, 

                                                        
33 In the Pioneer case that was discussed above, the EC demanded EFSA seven times to update their risk 
assessment based on slightly adapted EC proposals concerning the same product, and each time EFSA 
provided a positive opinion (EuropaBio, personal interview, May 7, 2014, ll.117f).  
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predictions as to the influence of TTIP negotiations on the EU GMO policy framework will be 

presented.  

Predicted Outcome 

Having had a look at the comments on the EU GMO approval system and what different parties 

suggest as improvement measures, this section will present what interest groups thought about the 

possible outcomes of TTIP, divided similarly into the assessment and the management stage. Broadly 

concerning legislation, the interviewees all agreed that a change or an alignment of EU GMO policies 

to the US is not to be predicted (EC, personal interview, April 28, 2014; Greenpeace, personal 

interview, May 2, 2014; USTR, personal interview, May 5, 2014; EFSA, personal interview, April 29, 

2014; Monsanto, personal interview, April 25, 2014; EuropaBio, personal interview, May 7, 2014). 

This goes in line with the words of the European Commissioner for Trade Karel de Gucht, “the 

legislation with respect to GMOs will remain unchanged - that's not up for discussion” (as quoted in 

Schliess, 2014). 

Risk Assessment Stage 

EFSA itself (personal interview, April 29, 2014, l.127) stated, “In terms of risk assessment, I wouldn’t 

see any drastic change” and furthermore elaborated that its key regulatory principles including the 

precautionary principle, are very unlikely going to alter. What EFSA (ibid., ll.121ff) could, however, 

see is an increased “exchange and flow of information between [the] US […] and Europe” that would 

facilitate the comparison and increase awareness of different approaches, and would hence indirectly 

affect risk assessment. The EC (2013b) confirmed this in a report stating that the trading partners see 

“TTIP as an opportunity to support this cooperation”, referring to the already existing exchange of 

information on “policy, regulations and technical issues concerning GMOs”.  

When asked whether an alignment of risk assessment is going to take place through TTIP, Monsanto 

(personal interview, April 25, 2014, ll.120ff) answered, “So, I, I can't see one system aligning to the 

other system”. While the company (ibid., ll.69f) affirmed that a weakening of risk assessment would 

most likely not take place, it emphasized that this would not be in its interest either. The EC (personal 

interview, April 28, 2014, l.196f) affirmed that despite some disagreements, the rules concerning risk 

assessment that are in place will remain, elaborating that “we are gonna [sic] think about it within the 

framework of making sure that the laws and rules and protection standards that we have decided in 

Europe, will be maintained in Europe”. The EC (ibid., ll.186f) stated that within TTIP the ‘GMO 

problem’ will be “pragmatically solved without us [the EU] being forced to take different views as 

societies than we want”.  

Greenpeace (personal interview, May 2, 2014, ll.132f) agreed, stating that a change in legislation is 

highly unlikely. Nevertheless, “the way legislation operates” might change (ibid.). Greenpeace (ibid., 
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ll.135ff) expressed worries that related to mutual recognition of risk assessment stating, “Instead of 

having less risk assessment, we just are accepting risk […] assessment that’s done by the US which is 

much weaker [than in the EU]”.  EuropaBio (EuropaBio, personal interview, May 7, 2014, ll.155ff) 

contradicted stating that even though mutual recognition might be desirable, as it in the car industry 

where “everybody can understand [this principle] quite easily”, this is not “going to work in the short 

or medium term on GMOs”. The USTR (personal interview, May 5, 2014, l.84f) confirmed this, 

saying that mutual recognition has so far only proved to work in few areas. 

Risk Management Stage 

The EC (personal interview, April 28, 2014, ll.151-154) stressed, “we [the EU] do have the rules in 

place. We do actually allow crops to come in that are GMO. […] the Court has told us that we need to 

move forward more speedily”. He added that TTIP, like the EGC ruling against the EC, serves as an 

incentive to adhere to the timelines that are already established in the EU GMO policy framework 

rather than changing them per se. The EC furthermore emphasized that GMOs will not generally be 

approved because of TTIP, arguing, “which GMOs will be approved in Europe is an ongoing process” 

(ibid., ll.200-203). If a certain GMO that an US company wants to export to Europe does not meet EU 

standards – whether in the risk assessment or management stage – The EC highlighted that this non-

approval should be guided by EU “policy objectives, not for protectionist reasons”.  

When asked whether TTIP would likely result in a change of EU GMO policy or processes, the USTR 

(personal interview, May 5, l.76) agreed with the European parties, pointing out that the key element 

to successful negotiations would not necessarily be an alignment of policies but rather the fair 

application of the EU system in place. That would already lead to a normalization of trade and trade 

with the EU market being more predictable in terms of market access. Quite boldly The USTR (ibid., 

ll.131-136) pointed out that if this goal were not reached, this could pose a threat to TTIP 

negotiations. EuropaBio (EuropaBio, personal interview, May 7, 2014, ll.139-141) confirmed the 

necessity of having to be able to trust the negotiation partner regarding policy implementation stating, 

“if you are negotiating of course with someone who exports a lot of products to Europe, a powerful 

partner, and who sees that the Europeans are not implementing their own system, and their own laws, 

I would expect that this is something they talk about”.  

Having presented the findings that were obtained by means of qualitative, semi-structured elite-

interviews with all relevant stakeholder groups, these will now be analyzed and discussed, comparing 

them to the literature. 
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Discussion on Impact of TTIP Negotiations upon GMO Policies 

As discussed in detail in the Research Methods’ section on the ‘Framework for Data Analysis’, this 

chapter will be divided into two parts, one related to the stakeholders in TTIP and the other 

concerning TTIP outcomes. Thereby research objective 4 – Evaluation of the extent to which TTIP is 

going to impact EU GMO policies – will be addressed.  

Stakeholder Positions on GMOs and Influence Levels in TTIP 

Within the literature review the historical GMO context that now constitutes the environment in 

which TTIP is being negotiated has already been discussed. Among these are different cultures with 

differing attitudes towards processed food and generally toward agriculture, and anti-globalization 

sentiments that are linked to the fear that US corporations want to continuously gain more control 

over the overall agricultural sector. Risk adverse policies were the result that was reinforced by the 

food crisis and several regulatory failures. The EU and US now aim at strengthening the trade of 

products like GMOs within TTIP with their long-term effects and potential risks only known to a 

certain extent. The EU holds a rather negative perception of GMOs in this context. As was pointed 

out by Alemanno (2014) public perceptions eventually lead to regulations and legislation, such as the 

introduction of the precautionary principle. This was affirmed by the interviews that will now be 

discussed in the light of the literature with special attention granted to stakeholders’ risk perception of 

and attitudes towards GMOs.  

Stakeholder Positions on GMOs 

The chasm between industry and activist group representatives turned out to be the widest regarding 

their attitudes towards GMO use in agriculture. Notably, their disagreement does not come from 

slightly different focuses or basing their opinion on different science. Instead, their conflicting 

opinions stem from fundamentally different world views, which as described in the literature review 

can be summarized in Taylor's (2006) question: “If no risk is proven, is there a risk?” There is no easy 

answer to the question, and the fact that the absence of evidence does not imply evidence of absence 

makes the problem even more complex.  

The two parties are unlikely to agree on the matter, due to the commercial interests of industry on the 

one hand, and the worries of the activist group organization on the other. It is debatable whether they 

are only driven by a genuine concern or (as is suggested by EuropaBio) also by some kind of 

commercial interest in the sense that just like any other organization groups like Greenpeace need a 

‘raison d’être’.  
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Regarding GMO attitudes and risk perception, the two trading partners can be positioned somewhere 

in between the activist group representatives and industry. The USTR, representing the US, is more 

on the industry side, emphasizing the previous successes of genetic engineering in agriculture. This 

reaffirms the profoundly different risk culture in the US that the literature has discussed, one that 

supports the development and application of new technologies and likes to be at the forefront of 

research and development of new products, even if these are potentially harmful. The EC, while not 

expressing a general attitude towards the technology by pointing to EFSA as the competent authority 

to judge GMOs case-by-case, highlighted the precautionary principle and its steadfastness in the light 

of TTIP. EFSA’s role remains restricted to the assessment of GMOs, taking into account all the 

available science and providing an opinion as accurate as possible. Regardless of its scientific 

expertise it is impossible to rule out all potential risks, as the theory of the absence of evidence has 

revealed.  

What becomes clear is that it is not only the EU on the one side and the US on the other that hold 

fundamentally different worldviews concerning risk and its management, having established strong 

regulatory frameworks that reflect these. A polarization can also be noted with activist group 

representatives on the one side who exemplify the risk-adverse culture that Alemanno (2014) 

described and the industry on the other, representing the stance of the risk-takers that is more typical 

for the US. Essentially different risk cultures and consequently different attitudes towards regulatory 

management of risk can be noted amongst interest groups. The negotiations on TTIP can hence not be 

torn out of their context and any potential agreement on GMO trade has to be made within these 

constraints. The theories of risk perception across the Atlantic are thus validated by the interviews. To 

what extent the discussed stakeholder views and risk perceptions can influence TTIP outcomes will be 

discussed in the next section. 

Stakeholder Influence on TTIP 

It is important to differentiate between different influence levels that the stakeholder groups hold 

regarding the power to influence the negotiations and thereby affect EU GMO policy change. Clearly 

the two trading partners, the USTR and the EC, directly influence the outcome of the negotiations. 

Industry representatives, such as EuropaBio and Monsanto, and activist groups like Greenpeace, can 

only indirectly influence the TTIP negotiations by lobbying activities, such as being involved in 

stakeholder conferences and publishing reports.34 EFSA, being in charge of exclusively assessing 

GMOs and not having a stated opinion on GMOs in general, does have neither interest nor power to 

influence TTIP.  

                                                        
34 An in-depth discussion of the extent to which these lobbying activities actually influence policy 
outcomes goes beyond the framework of this thesis; thus, this section remains very limited and restrained, 
not being among the key questions of this dissertation.  
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Figure 10 summarizes these points synthesizing them with the findings about risk perception 

discussed above. 

TTIP Outcome  

The interviews have revealed that both trading partners have quite high expectations of TTIP as a 

whole, which they expect will result in significant economic growth on both sides of the Atlantic. 

This suggests that the parties are likely to try hard to find a compromise on the trade of all products 

within TTIP, including GMOs. As the latter only constitute a minor part of the agreement, which the 

EC has explicitly pointed out, it would be very unlikely that GMOs could endanger the overall 

agreement.  

Nevertheless, the USTR has acknowledged that negotiations will only be seen as successful if they 

result in a compromise that will convince the US that is beneficial and useful. For the US, trade on 

agricultural products is among the focal points within TTIP, since this party sees trade especially in 

these products as currently being substantially disrupted. Thus, as the interview with the USTR has 

revealed, pressure from the US side to attain better European market access for GM products and 

higher levels of predictability appears quite high. 
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Does that imply, however, that an actual change in EU GMO policy is going to take place? This 

section combines the findings of stakeholder comments on the existing EU GMO policy framework 

and their predictions on TTIP outcomes and will start by analyzing potential changes in risk 

assessment and –management.  

Changes in Risk Assessment and -Management 

As presented, the EU risk assessment stage was viewed rather positively by most stakeholder groups, 

with only little criticism related to process improvements suggested by industry representatives. These 

would, however, not bring about a change in the policy of how risk assessment itself is carried out. It 

would rather impact the speed of the process, by e.g. improved communications with the applicants. 

Actual policy changes in the risk assessment stage of EFSA are thus highly unlikely. The guidelines 

on how to carry out risk assessment are well established, as pointed out by EFSA and the EC that 

stressed that TTIP will have to be negotiated within the laws, rules and protection standards the EU 

has established. Furthermore, the literature pointed to the guiding principle of precaution being deeply 

entrenched in EU legislation. As EFSA suggested, instead of drastic change occurring that would 

directly result in an alignment of risk assessment or weaken the latter, a more indirect change fostered 

by an increased exchange and flow of information between the US and EU is more likely. This 

suggests that the fear that Greenpeace expressed that TTIP would lead to possible mutual recognition 

of risk assessment is improbable to get confirmed, at least in the foreseeable future and within the first 

TTIP agreement.  

Risk management in the ‘post-EFSA’ stage was the target of most of the criticism. While process 

improvements and greater efficiencies were among the suggestions, simple application of and 

compliance with the law and established timelines was seen as the key to solve the GMO conflict. 

This again, does not point to alignment of policies but rather to their stricter enforcement. It affirms 

what authors (Alemanno, 2008; Birnbaum, 2013; Pollack, 2013b) have written about proposed 

solutions that suggest that regulatory convergence is quite unlikely going to solve the transatlantic 

GMO conflict due to the reluctance to change entrenched domestic GMO policies on both sides. 

These conclusions are summarized in figure 11. 

Hence, TTIP is unlikely going to result in an alignment on the EU side. Even less to be expected, 

however, will the US side ‘trade-up’. This is due to the deeply entrenched GMO policy frameworks 

on both sides and fundamentally different risk cultures. As the stakeholder groups have interestingly 

pointed out, convergence is not necessarily among their favored solutions. Dan Hamilton’s (quoted in 

Birnbaum, 2013) concept of finding “a mechanism for religious tolerance” rather than converting to 

either religion seems to be an appropriate metaphor to describe the outcome to the GMO dispute, as 

the willingness to negotiate does exists within TTIP. 



|  TTIP: EU GMO Policy Alignment?  

 
Academy of European Studies & Communication Management 

41

The regulatory cooperation that Alemanno (2008) has pointed out, which exceeds compliance with 

the existing EU GMO policy framework that he described as “increasingly unsustainable” appears to 

have to stay a recommendation for the longer term. Increased exchange of information and risk 

assessments, and a structured dialogue that was also pointed out by EFSA, may lead to regulatory 

approaches coming closer to each other gradually; however, immediate identification of policy 

alternatives as a result of TTIP negotiations, remains unlikely.  

These conclusions will now be applied to the concrete EU GMO policy documents that were 

discussed in the literature review, to identify opportunities of change.  

Changes in EU GMO Policy Documents 

It seems appropriate to discuss potential policy changes looking at the two EU policy documents, 

merging their content as was laid out in the literature review with the findings gathered concerning 

both recommendations and predictions to changes in risk assessment and risk management.  

Directive 2001/18/EC  

As discussed in the literature review, this directive concerns the deliberate release into the 

environment of GMOs, thus GM crop cultivation. It has also been discussed that EFSA as the 

European instance for risk assessment has a much smaller role under this directive when compared to 

the following regulation on genetically modified food and feed. The authority is only asked to deliver 

an opinion in the case that Member States fail to resolve objections amongst themselves if any were 

raised in the first place. This could be interpreted to hint to the conclusion that the smaller role of 

EFSA partially relates to the greater difficulties in the GM crops approval process.35 However, both 

the EC and EuropaBio have referred to the EGC ruling that rebuked the EC for postponing a GMO 
                                                        
35 One should not ignore the fact, however, that as EFSA has pointed out, any assessment on GMOs for 
cultivation result in increased levels on environmental risk due to their exposure level to the environment 
that does not occur when talking about GM food or feed. 
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cultivation approval for 13 years, after having received several positive opinions by EFSA. Therefore 

it seems that rather than EFSA having a smaller role under this directive, the EU is generally more 

reluctant towards the cultivation of GMOs than their marketing and therefore the EC has not shown a 

very fair application of the timelines established under this directive. This is confirmed by the fact 

that to date only one GMO is approved for cultivation. The increased environmental risk associated 

with GM cultivation that derives from higher exposure level therefore seem to be more important to 

the EU than general risks of GMOs related to their consumption by either animals or humans. 

Especially the US trading party will most likely focus on achieving efficiencies and fostering the 

application of the law under this directive through TTIP, since problems are the biggest here. 

The EC has already made an attempt to speed up the EU GM cultivation approval process though the 

proposal for the possibility for the Member States to restrict or prohibit the cultivation of GMOs in 

their territory on non-scientific grounds (see literature review). If the Council of Ministers should 

approve this proposal, the notion of national bans is likely to intensify. Whether that would lead to a 

faster GM approval process on EU level remains questionable; the introduction of the initial safeguard 

clause has not reached this goal as pointed out by industry representatives.  

Regulation (EC) No 1829/2003  

Nevertheless, under Regulation (EC) No 1829/2003 on genetically modified food and feed EFSA has 

a much stronger role as pointed out by EuropaBio. Although approval delays can also be noted within 

this regulation, at least a more lawful application can be noticed. This is confirmed by the 37 GMO 

varieties that have been approved for marketing as food or feed since the end of the moratorium in 

2004. Trust that the EU will apply the law in a more accurate and timely manner also under this 

regulation will, however, be likely needed to be established as well, so that TTIP negotiations will be 

able to be carried out successfully as pointed out by the EC.  

To summarize, it was interesting to see that almost all stakeholder groups agreed that policy 

alignment would most likely not be the solution fixing the trade disruption within TTIP. Rather, fairer 

and more accurate application of the existing EU GMO policy framework was the answer. Since on 

the EU side the EC agrees that in the past the system has been applied neither timely nor properly, 

TTIP is likely to be a good catalyzer for such changes. 
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Conclusion  

This section will revisit the research objectives above, summarize the key steps of the research, 

provide conclusions based on them, and answer the research question. Furthermore, recommendations 

will be provided and indications made as to how to progress this study. 

Research Objectives 

The overall research aim of this dissertation was to answer the research question, ‘To what extent will 

the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership result in an alignment of European Union 

Genetically Modified Organisms policy with that of the United States?’. The introduction laid out 

four specific research objectives that made a systematic assessment of the question achievable;  

1. Investigation of the EU and US GMO policies and standards and their evolution since the 

emergence of genetic engineering 

2. Examination of the impact of these policies on GMO trade between the two parties, discussing 

reasons for and solutions to the trade disruption  

3. Exploration of high-level trade representatives’, civil servants’ and other relevant stakeholders’ 

opinions on the impact of TTIP on EU GMO policy 

4. Evaluation of the extent to which TTIP is going to impact EU GMO policies 

Objective 1 and 2 were met by giving an informed account of the literature that discussed central 

themes. To meet the third objective, the researcher gathered opinions of high-level trade 

representatives through the vehicle of six extensive elite-interviews, civil servants and other relevant 

stakeholders. An analysis that compared the responses of the different interest groups during 

interviews to the literature addressed the fourth objective.  

In conclusion and to answer the research question, EU GMO policy alignment with the US is highly 

unlikely to occur as a result of TTIP. Both the literature and the interviews revealed that the deeply 

entrenched diverging GMO policy frameworks in the EU and the US originate from a wider context, 

and to truly understand the intricacies of the transatlantic GMO conflict one has to understand the 

fundamentally different risk cultures now clashing within TTIP. As a result of these, neither of the 

sides is willing to adapt their domestic policies; the willingness to negotiate, however, is likely to 

result in a trade partnership that aims at facilitating trade as far as possible within these constraints 

and fostering a mutual understanding of the diverging policy approaches, rather than mutual 

recognition of such. Because the two systems have to peacefully coexist, at least for the time being, 

and parties would be interested at resolving their differences, increased exchange and flow of 

information between the two parties is likely to occur. 
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In the short term, the pressure from the US and the industry side to normalize trade and put an end to 

the substantial trade disruption suggests that TTIP negotiations are only likely to be successful if the 

EU at least commits to genuinely comply with its established GMO approval system and the 

established timelines that are already in place. Only the fulfillment of this prerequisite will set the 

foundation of trust that is needed for both partners to negotiate. Therefore TTIP has the potential of 

being a catalyst to enforce a fairer application the EU system and make it work more properly, 

especially in the approval system that concerns GMO cultivation. 

Recommendations 

The negotiations on the TTIP are for the mean time at an early stage. To truly assess the extent of 

resulting regulatory cooperation in the area of GMOs, it is recommended to be patient and wait for 

more concrete discussions on GMOs to take place. This will make an assessment possible that can 

more accurately speculate about the extent to which the trading partners are willing to take a (small) 

step out of their culturally determined contexts and potentially approximate their regulatory systems 

bilaterally. Furthermore, the TTIP is meant to be a ‘living’ agreement that can be modified and even if 

GMO policies are not likely to align within its first draft, they might at a later stage do so. 

If a substantial policy alignment were ever in the interest of any party, a bottom-up transformation 

would have to occur. As has been shown, national risk decision-making and regulations are a result of 

public risk perception. Due to the fact that risk perception is deeply rooted in cultural and societal 

preferences and experiences, this would need to change before any change in policy is likely occur. 

Obviously, experiences can only evolve with time, and if positive experiences were to enforce the 

benefits of GMOs, this would very likely contribute to a GMO-friendlier EU. As to preferences, 

activist groups try to convey the potential risks of GMOs to the public, while the industry naturally 

extols their benefits. To which extent these efforts will influence public perceptions and thus policy-

making, is another extensive field of exploration that deserves research in itself.   
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Moreover, since within this study it was not possible to interview all the relevant interest groups, 

further research ought to focus on the views the Member States take on the issue and explore to which 

extent these would ultimately approve of an agreement that fosters the trade of GMOs. That kind of 

research would be useful to validate the conclusions of this dissertation but could also lead to new 

outcomes. The same can be said on a study of the US Congress that has to approve the treaty in the 

US. It is likely that these two players, the US Congress and the Member State governments are even 

more polarized in their views but this would require research to validate this hypothesis. 

Finally, as briefly mentioned in the research methods section, this dissertation derived the findings 

from a very limited sample, which is why making generalizations remains problematic and future 

research of qualitative as well as quantitative nature is recommended. Thereby the scope should be 

expanded and hence the ‘breadth’ that was sacrificed for ‘depth’ within this dissertation 

complemented. Nonetheless, due to limited resources such limitations were justified within this 

undergraduate dissertation.  



Isabella Stojkovski    | 

 Academy of European Studies & Communication Management  

46

Bibliography 

Aberbach, J. D., & Rockman, B. A. (2002). Conducting and Coding Elite Interviews Joel D . 
Aberbach ; Bert A . Rockman. Political Science and Politics, 35(4), 674. Retrieved from 
http://observatory-elites.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/06/Conducting-and-Coding-Elite-
Interviews.pdf 

Alemanno, A. (2008). How to get out of the Transatlantic Regulatory deadlock over GMOs? This is 
Time for Regulatory Cooperation (pp. 1–28). Retrieved from 
http://scholar.google.be/scholar?as_ylo=2010&q=transatlantic+trade+dispute+over+gmos&hl=n
l&as_sdt=0,5 

Alemanno, A. (2014). THE TRANSATLANTIC TRADE AND INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIP AND 
THE PARLIAMENTARY DIMENSION OF REGULATORY COOPERATION (p. 76). Paris. 
Retrieved from file:///Users/Isabella/Downloads/E_STUDY Alemanno TTIP study AFET 2013 
32 .pdf 

Baetens, F. (2007). Safe until Proven Harmful? Risk Regulation in Situations of Scientific 
Uncertainty: The GMO Case. The Cambridge Law Journal, 66(2), 276–278. 

Batista, R., & Oliveira, M. M. (2009). Facts and fiction of genetically engineered food. Trends in 
Biotechnology, 27(5), 277–86. doi:10.1016/j.tibtech.2009.01.005 

BBC. (2011, May 30). Germany: Nuclear power plants to close by 2022. BBC News. Retrieved May 
25, 2014, from http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-13592208 

BBC. (2014). BBC - History - Crick and Watson. Retrieved May 14, 2014, from 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/history/historic_figures/crick_and_watson.shtml 

Benbrook, C. M. (2012). Impacts of genetically engineered crops on pesticide use in the U.S. - the 
first sixteen years. Environmental Sciences Europe, 24(1), 24. doi:10.1186/2190-4715-24-24 

Birnbaum, M. (2013, May 18). Planting a Seed of Discord. The Washington Post, p. 1. The 
Washington Post. Retrieved from http://www.highbeam.com/doc/1P2-34665823.html 

Blinken, A. J. (2001). The False Crisis over the Atlantic. Foreign Affairs, 80(3), 35–48. Retrieved 
from http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/10.2307/20050149.pdf 

Bloch, A. (2004). Researching Society and Culture. (C. Seale, Ed.) (pp. 180–191). London: Sage 
Publication Ltd. Retrieved from 
http://books.google.com/books?hl=nl&lr=&id=uhBCvNlypL4C&pgis=1 

Brom, F. W. A. (2014). WTO, Public Reason and Food Public Reasoning in the “Trade Conflict” on 
GM-Food. Ethical Theory and Moral Practice, 7(4), 417–431. Retrieved from 
file:///Users/Isabella/Desktop/27504329.pdf 

Bullock, D. S., Desquilbet, M., & Nitsi, E. (2000). The Economics of Non-GMO Segregation and 
Identity Preservation (p. 24). 



|  TTIP: EU GMO Policy Alignment?  

 
Academy of European Studies & Communication Management 

47

Calton, J. P. (2013). A Brief History of Agriculture, Part III – GMO’s & The Revolving Door. 
Retrieved May 30, 2014, from http://www.caltonnutrition.com/a-brief-history-of-agriculture-
part-iii-gmos-the-revolving-door/ 

Cantley, M. (2007). An Overview of Regulatory Tools and Frameworks for Modern Biotechnology: A 
Focus on Agro-Food (Vol. 33, p. 37). Retrieved from http://www.oecd.org/futures/long-
termtechnologicalsocietalchallenges/40926623.pdf 

Council of Ministers. (1990). COUNCIL DIRECTIVE of 23 April 1990 on the deliberate release into 
the environment of genetically modified organisms (90/220/EEC). Retrieved May 04, 2014, 
from http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/ALL/;jsessionid=NyfkTmrdVSsYtNvzgRQNnbJ9rzJFhf01c2wbpdDQWkJLv4z5hf
1Z!1570278185?uri=CELEX:31990L0220 

Council of Ministers. (1997). Regulation (EC) No 258/97 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of 27 January 1997 concerning novel foods and novel food ingredients. Retrieved May 
04, 2014, from http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:31997R0258 

Council of Ministers. Council Resolution (1999). Retrieved from http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52000DC0001 

DG Health and Consumers. (2014). EUROPA - Food Safety - Biotechnology - GM Food & Feed - 
Introduction. Retrieved April 24, 2014, from 
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/biotechnology/gmfood/index_en.htm 

Diaz, J. M., & Fridovich-Keil, J. L. (2013). genetically modified organism (GMO). Encyclopedia 
Britannica. Retrieved April 24, 2014, from 
http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/897705/genetically-modified-organism-GMO 

Dona, A., & Arvanitoyannis, I. S. (2009). Health risks of genetically modified foods. Critical Reviews 
in Food Science and Nutrition, 49(2), 164–75. doi:10.1080/10408390701855993 

EC. Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 
2001/18/EC as regards the possibility for the Member States to restrict or prohibit the cultivation 
of GMOs in their territory (2010). Retrieved from 
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/biotechnology/docs/proposal_en.pdf 

EC. (2010b). Special Eurobarometer 354: Food-related risks (p. 14). Brussels. Retrieved from 
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/factsheet/docs/reporten.pdf 

EC. (2013a). European Union and United States to launch negotiations for a Transatlantic Trade and 
Investment Partnership. European Commission News Archive Trade, p. 1. Brussels. Retrieved 
from http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/press/index.cfm?id=869 

EC. (2013b). Sanitary and phytosanitary issues (p. 2). Brussels. Retrieved from 
file:///Users/Isabella/Desktop/tradoc_151625.pdf 

EC. (2013c). Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (p. 2). Brussels. Retrieved from 
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2013/september/tradoc_151787.pdf 

EC. (2013d). Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership - The regulatory part (p. 8). Brussles. 
Retrieved from http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2013/july/tradoc_151605.pdf 



Isabella Stojkovski    | 

 Academy of European Studies & Communication Management  

48

EC. (2014a). EU Register of authorised GMOs. Retrieved May 22, 2014, from 
http://ec.europa.eu/food/dyna/gm_register/index_en.cfm 

EC. (2014b). In focus: Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP). Resources. Retrieved 
May 24, 2014, from http://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/in-focus/ttip/resources/#_videos 

EC. (2014c). The Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) - TTIP explained. 
Resources (pp. 1–6). Brussels. Retrieved from 
http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2014/may/tradoc_152462.pdf 

EFSA. (2012). Final review of the Séralini et al . (2012a) publication on a 2-year rodent feeding study 
with glyphosate formulations and GM maize NK603 as published online on 19 September 2012 
in Food and Chemical Toxicology. EFSA Journal, 10(September), 1–10. 
doi:10.2903/j.efsa.2012.2986. 

EFSA. (2014). EFSA’ s role in the GMO regulatory framework (Vol. 2003, pp. 1–2). Retrieved from 
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/gmotopics/docs/gmoauthorisation.pdf 

EGC. (2013). Judgment of the General Court (Seventh Chamber). Retrieved May 06, 2014, from 
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document_print.jsf;jsessionid=9ea7d0f130d5bd5f1457d24
44b12b22ce8a1302c7117.e34KaxiLc3eQc40LaxqMbN4OahqPe0?doclang=EN&text=&pageInd
ex=0&part=1&mode=req&docid=142241&occ=first&dir=&cid=907564 

EP. Possibility for the Member States to restrict or prohibit the cultivation of GMOs in their territory 
(2011). Retrieved from http://prismapolitica.dk/blog/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/Bilag-3-EP-
%C3%A6ndringsforslag.pdf 

EP, & Ministers, C. of. Directive 2001/18/EC (2001). 

EP, & Ministers, C. of. Regulation (Ec) No 1829/2003 of the European Parliament and of the Council 
of 22 September 2003 on genetically modified food and feed (2003). Retrieved from 
http://www.biosafety.be/PDF/1829_2003_EN.pdf 

Europa.eu. (2014). The precautionary principle. Retrieved May 11, 2014, from 
http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/consumers/consumer_safety/l32042_en.htm 

EuropaBio. (2011). Approvals of GMOs in the European Union (p. 51). Brussels. 

EuropaBio. (2013a). Failures of the EU Authorisation System for GMOs, 1–7. Retrieved from 
http://www.europabio.org/sites/default/files/position/approvals_2013_final_7_march_2013.pdf 

EuropaBio. (2013b). Science not fiction: Time to think again about GM (p. 25). Brussels. Retrieved 
from http://www.europabio.org/sites/default/files/report/guide_en_v3b17low.pdf 

EuropaBio. (2014). How we are organised | Europabio. Retrieved May 18, 2014, from 
http://www.europabio.org/how-we-are-organised 

European Policy Evaluation Consortium. (2011). Evaluation Of The Eu Legislative Framework In The 
Field Of Cultivation Of Gmos Under Directive 2001/18/ Ec And Regulation (Ec) No 1829/2003, 
And The Placing On The Market Of Gmos As Or In Products Under Directive 2001/18/Ec. 
Retrieved from 
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/biotechnology/evaluation/docs/gmo_cultivation_executive_summa
ry_en.pdf 



|  TTIP: EU GMO Policy Alignment?  

 
Academy of European Studies & Communication Management 

49

Farquhar, D., & Meyer, L. (2007). State authority to regulate biotechnology under the federal 
coordinated framework. Drake Journal of Agricultural Law, 12, 441. 

FDA. (2014). FDA’s Role in Regulating Safety of GE Foods. Consumer Updates. Office of the 
Commissioner. Retrieved May 22, 2014, from 
http://www.fda.gov/forconsumers/consumerupdates/ucm352067.htm 

Feldmann, M. P., Morris, M. L., & Hoisington, D. (2000). Genetically Modiefied Organisms: Why 
All The Controversy? Choices, 15(1), 8–12. Retrieved from 
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/132113/2/WhyAllTheControversy.pdf 

FDA. Statement of Policy - Foods Derived from New Plant Varieties (1992). Retrieved from 
http://www.fda.gov/food/guidanceregulation/guidancedocumentsregulatoryinformation/biotechn
ology/ucm096095.htm 

Food Chain Evaluation Consortium, Agra CEAS Consulting, Civic Consulting, Van Dijk 
Management Consultants, & Arcadia International. (2010). Evaluation of the EU legislative 
framework in the field of GM food and feed. Retrieved from 
http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/biotechnology/evaluation/docs/executive_summary_food_feed_en.
pdf 

Gilbert, N. (2001). Researching social life (3rd ed., p. 272). London: Sage Publication Ltd. 

GMO Compass. (2013). National Reports: GMOs in the EU Member States. GMO Compass Country 
reports. Retrieved May 30, 2014, from http://www.gmo-compass.org/eng/news/country_reports/ 

Gucciardi, A. (2013). GMO Update (p. 8). 

Guruswamy, L. D. (2002). Sustainable Agriculture : Do GMOS Imperil Biosafety? Journal of Global 
Legal Studies, 9(2), 461–500. 

Hails, R. S. (2000). Genetically modified plants - the debate continues. Trends in Ecology & 
Evolution, 15(1), 14–18. Retrieved from http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10603498 

Hansen-Kuhn, K., & Suppan, S. (2013). Promises and Perils of the TTIP Negotiating a Transatlantic 
(p. 19). Retrieved from http://boell.org/downloads/2013_10_25_TTIP_KHK.pdf 

Hoehn, C. (2002). The transatlantic trade dispute concerning genetically modified organisms wto-
consistency of the ec labelling scheme. Revue Québécoise de Droit International, 15. Retrieved 
from http://rs.sqdi.org/volumes/15.2_-_05_hoehn.pdf 

Isaac, G. E., Perdikis, N., & Kerr, W. A. (2004). Cracking export markets with genetically modified 
crops: What is the entry mode strategy? International Marketing Review, 21(4/5), 536–548. 
doi:10.1108/02651330410547180 

Keese, P. (2008). Risks from GMOs due to Horizontal Gene Transfer (Vol. 7, pp. 123–149). 

Law, S. P. D. (2011, September). You Can Prove a Negative. Psychology Today, 1. Retrieved from 
http://www.psychologytoday.com/blog/believing-bull/201109/you-can-prove-negative 

Lynch, D., & Vogel, D. (2001). The Regulation of GMOs in Europe and the United States : A Case-
Study of Contemporary European Regulatory Politics (p. 39). 



Isabella Stojkovski    | 

 Academy of European Studies & Communication Management  

50

Mahoney, J., & Goertz, G. (2006). A Tale of Two Cultures: Contrasting Quantitative and Qualitative 
Research. Political Analysis, 14(3), 241. doi:10.1093/pan/mpj017 

Martin, E., & Hine, R. (2008). Dictionary of Biology (6th ed.). New York: Oxford University Press. 

Morris, S. H., & Spillane, C. (2010). EU GM Crop Regulation: A Road to Resolution or a Regulatory 
Roundabout ? (pp. 359–369). Retrieved from http://www.ask-force.org/web/Regulation/Morris-
Spillane-EU-GM-Crop-Regulation-final-2010..pdf 

Office of Science and Technology Policy. Coordinated Framework for Regulation of Biotechnology 
(1986). 

Oliver, D. G., Serovich, J. M., & Mason, T. L. (2005). Constraints and Opportunities with Interview 
Towards Reflection in Qualitative Research Transcription: Towards Reflection in Qualitative 
Research. Social Forces, 84(2), 1273–1289. 

Pollack, M. A. (2013a). A Truce in the Transatlantic Food Fight: The United States , the European 
Union, and Genetically Modified Foods in the Obama Years (p. 72). 

Pollack, M. A. (2013b). International Trade and Risk Regulation: Whatever Happened to the 
Transatlantic GMO Conflict? (p. 38). 

Pollack, M. A., & Shaffer, G. C. (2009). The EU regulatory system for GMOs. In Uncertain Risks 
Regulated (p. 456). Routledge. Retrieved from 
http://books.google.com/books?id=zW2PAgAAQBAJ&pgis=1 

Qureshi, A. H. (2000). The Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety and the WTO: Co-existence or 
Incoherence? The International and Comparative Law Quarterly, 49(4), 835–855. 

Reuters. (2013). EU court annuls approval of BASF’s Amflora GMO potato. Retrieved May 11, 2014, 
from http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/12/13/eu-gmo-potato-idUSL6N0JS1TH20131213 

Robin, M.-M. (2008). The World According to Monsanto. 

Schliess, G. (2014, February). EU Trade Commissioner: “Still many challenges on transatlantic 
trade.” Deutsche Welle, p. 1. Washington D.C. Retrieved from http://www.dw.de/eu-trade-
commissioner-still-many-challenges-on-transatlantic-trade/a-17442284 

Seaton, N. (2014). Genetically Modified Organisms (GMOs): The authorisation process for 
cultivation (pp. 1–6). Retrieved from http://www.assemblywales.org/RN14-008.pdf 

Séralini, G.-E., Clair, E., Mesnage, R., Gress, S., Defarge, N., Malatesta, M., … de Vendômois, J. S. 
(2012). Long term toxicity of a Roundup herbicide and a Roundup-tolerant genetically modified 
maize. Food and Chemical Toxicology, 50(11), 4221–31. doi:10.1016/j.fct.2012.08.005 

Sikh Archives. (2011). Globalization As Genocide: Frankenfoods. Geo Polics. Retrieved May 26, 
2014, from http://www.sikharchives.com/?p=5293 

Somerville, C. (2000). The genetically modified organism conflict. Plant Physiology, 123(4), 1201–2. 
Retrieved from 
http://www.pubmedcentral.nih.gov/articlerender.fcgi?artid=1539266&tool=pmcentrez&renderty
pe=abstract 



|  TTIP: EU GMO Policy Alignment?  

 
Academy of European Studies & Communication Management 

51

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of Qualitative Research: Techniques and Procedures for 
Developing Grounded Theory (p. 275). Newbury Park: Sage Publication Ltd. 

Swardson, A. (1999). Round 2 of the Food Flight: Genetically Altered Items. Washington Post 
National Weekly Edition, p. 7. Retrieved from 
http://pqasb.pqarchiver.com/washingtonpost/doc/307517475.html?FMT=ABS&FMTS=ABS:FT
&date=Mar+15%2C+1992&author=Whitehouse%2C+Anne&pub=The+Washington+Post+%28
pre-
1997+Fulltext%29&edition=&startpage=&desc=Europe+In+Searc+of+Specialties%3B+On+the
+Greek+Isle+of+Delos%2C+Apollo+Lives 

Taylor, G. (2006). If no Risk is Proven, is there a Risk? Some Reflections on Risk, Science and 
Environmental Regulation in Ireland after Watson v EPA and Monsanto. Irish Studies in 
International Affairs, 17(2006), 99–114. 

Trager, R. (2012, January). BASF pulls out of Europe over GM hostility. Royal Society of Chemistry. 
Retrieved from http://www.rsc.org/chemistryworld/News/2012/January/basf-pull-out-gm-crops-
biotech.asp 

United States Department of Agriculture. (2012). Agricultural Exports to the European Union: 
Opportunities and Challenges (p. 1). Retrieved from http://www.fas.usda.gov/data/agricultural-
exports-european-union-opportunities-and-challenges 

US Department of State. (2013). The United States And The European Union: Building On Our 
Economic And Strategic Partnership. European Commission News Archive Trade (p. 1). 
Washington D.C. Retrieved from http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/211356.pdf 

USTR. (2014). Mission of the USTR | Office of the United States Trade Representative. Retrieved 
May 18, 2014, from http://www.ustr.gov/about-us/mission 

Verma, C., Nanda, S., Singh, R. K., Singh, R. B., & Mishra, S. (2011). A Review on Impacts of 
Genetically Modified Food on Human Health. The Open Nutraceuticals Journal, 4, 9. 

Vigani, M., Raimondi, V., & Olper, A. (2010). GMO Regulations, International Trade and the 
Imperialism of Standards (p. 31). Retrieved from 
https://www.econstor.eu/dspace/bitstream/10419/74877/1/dp255.pdf 

Webber, M. M., & Rittel, H. W. J. (1973). Dilemmas in a General Theory of Planning. Policy 
Sciences, 4(December 1969), 155–169. Retrieved from 
http://www.uctc.net/mwebber/Rittel+Webber+Dilemmas+General_Theory_of_Planning.pdf 

Wolfenbarger, L. L. (2000). The Ecological Risks and Benefits of Genetically Engineered Plants. 
Science’s Compass, 290(5499), 2088–2093. doi:10.1126/science.290.5499.2088 

World Trade Organization. (2014). SANITARY AND PHYTOSANITARY MEASURES: TEXT OF 
THE AGREEMENT The WTO Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary 
Measures (SPS Agreement). Trade Topics. 

Young, A. R. (2011). Of executive preferences and societal constraints: The domestic politics of the 
transatlanticGMOdispute. Review of International Political Economy, 18(4), 37–41. 

Zerbe, N. (2007). Risking Regulation, Regulating Risk: Lessons from the Transatlantic Biotech 
Dispute. Review of Policy Research, 24(5), 407–423. doi:10.1111/j.1541-1338.2007.00292.x 



Isabella Stojkovski    | 

 Academy of European Studies & Communication Management  

52

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources of the illustrations are available upon request. 
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Appendix 1: Informed Consent Form 

This is the general form that was given to the interviewees who all signed it. Individual forms with the 

interviewees’ signatures are available upon request. 
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Appendix 2: Interview transcripts  

In this section all six transcripts are documented, in order of the date they have been conducted, 

starting with the one that has been carried out first. Right-centered text, in slightly darker colored box, 

symbolizes what the interviewer said, left-centered text the words of the interviewee.  
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Member of Cabinet of Karel de Gucht, EU Trade Commissioner, EC 
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Scientific Officers, EFSA  
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“And so, so I think, of course there 
are many issues where we disagree 
and have big conflicts with the US  

but this GMO thing, I think it 
ought to be pragmatically solved 
without us being forced to take 

different views as societies than we 
want.” 

(Member of the Cabinet of the EU Trade 
Commissioner, personal interview, April 

28, 2014) 

 

 


