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It’s a long-term plan! 

A summary of the implications for the country 
of joining the EEC was laid before the Dáil and 
Seanad in March 1970 after the reactivation of 
Ireland’s application for membership in 1967. 
That report explicitly acknowledged that “as 
the communities evolve towards their political 
objectives, those participating in the new 
Europe thereby created must be prepared to 
assist, if necessary in its defence.” 

 

 This week we were told that Irish particip-
ation on the side of French troops defending 
that country’s interests in Mali was being 
increased, as the minister for foreign affairs, 
Charlie Flanagan, repeatedly refused to answer 
when questioned on RTE regarding support for 
French action in Libya. The week before, Enda 
Kenny participated in a meeting between the 
EU Council and the secretary-general of NATO 
at which increased co-operation between the 
EU and NATO was agreed and subsequently 
reported and discussed at the NATO summit in 
Warsaw the following week. 

 Ireland’s increased military presence in Mali 
is justified by the claim that it will facilitate the 
release of French troops to “fight terrorism” at 
home—as if the release of a dozen soldiers 
would make any material difference in a 

country the size of France. However, during the 
interview described above, Flanagan referred 
to an incipient terrorist threat in Ireland and his 
confidence that it could be contained. Perhaps 
he should have considered that it might be 
advisable therefore to keep troops at home to 
“fight terrorism.” 

 But that was not the objective, as Flanagan 
knows, though he claimed—incredibly—in the 
same interview that Ireland’s neutrality is 
protected by the Lisbon Treaty, when that 
treaty in fact commits us to working towards a 
“mutual defence.” 

 Military integration in NATO has been a 
long-cherished ambition of many of the leading 
lights in Fine Gael, and incremental condit-
ioning is going on apace. Many people will have 
seen a dozen Italian air force planes flying along 
the Liffey this week, trailing smoke in the 
colours of the Irish flag. It seems harmless, and 
even friendly, but it is another step in the 
conditioning process leading to an inevitable 
integration in a NATO/EU army. And they’ve 
known for almost fifty years! 

You want undemocratic? 

EU bureaucrats seem intent on showing just 
how undemocratic they can be. 

 On 24 June, EU member-states again 
refused (for the third time this year) to approve 
a renewal of the licence for the weedkiller 
glyphosate, manufactured by Monsanto and 
other corporations involved in the cultivation of 
GMO crops. That should have meant that the 
licence would expire by the end of June, and 
Monsanto’s Roundup and other glyphosate 
weedkillers would have to be withdrawn from 
Europe by the end of this year. 
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 Instead, on 29 June the EU Commission 
decided “unilaterally” to extend the glyphosate 
licence for another eighteen months. 

 

 Many people were shocked that an 
unelected body would cater so blatantly to the 
corporate sector’s last-minute lobbying. 

 The EU Commission claims that, because of 
member-states’ indecision on the matter, its 
own decision about glyphosate was based on 
assessments made by the European Food 
Safety Authority, prolonging the authorisation 
until a new scientific review is concluded, 
before the end of 2017; but Greenpeace has 
called this study a “whitewash.” 

 

 The joint director of Beyond GM, Lawrence 
Woodward, has called the Commission’s 
unilateral decision “reckless.” It comes at the 
same time that dozens of people and organis-
ations have signed an open “Letter from 
America” urging European citizens, politicians 
and regulators not to adopt a “failing 
agricultural technology” and sharing examples 
of the repercussions of glyphosate and GMO in 
North America. 

 At virtually the same time that the EU 
Commission made this controversial decision 
on glyphosate, it made another that is even 

more undemocratic. 

 On 28 June a German news agency 
reported that the president of the EU 
Commission, Jean-Claude Juncker, told EU 
leaders that the Commission is planning to 
push through the Comprehensive Economic 
and Trade Agreement (CETA), the controversial 
free-trade agreement between Canada and the 
EU, without giving national parliaments any say 
on it. 

 According to the German press, Juncker 
argued that allowing national parliaments to 
vote on the agreement would “paralyse the 
process” and would raise questions about the 
EU’s “credibility.” He claimed that CETA “would 
fall within the exclusive competence of the EU 
executive” and therefore doesn’t need to be 
ratified by national parliaments. 

 Most EU members, however, view CETA as a 
“mixed” agreement, meaning that each 
member-government would have to push the 
deal through their own parliament. 

 

 In late June 2016 Juncker was reported as 
saying that he “personally couldn’t care less” 
whether or not parliaments get to vote on 
CETA. 

 Millions of Canadians and Europeans have 
fought against CETA for the past six years. Like 
the TPP and TTIP, it is a draconian agreement 
that would hand transnational corporations 
immense power to overrule elected govern-
ments on numerous fronts. In Canada, CETA 
was supposed to be voted on by every 
Canadian provincial and territorial government 
before any ratification could take place; but in 
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September 2014 (during the reign of Stephen 
Harper) the CETA deal was signed without any 
public consultation whatsoever. The announce-
ment in 2014 was also the first time that 
people in Canada and Europe were allowed to 
see the text of the agreement, which had been 
kept secret during the years of negotiations. 

 

 Unfortunately, Canada’s minister of 
international trade, Chrystia Freeland, is 
enthusiastic about what the EU is doing. 
According to the Globe and Mail (Toronto), she 
said that “the British vote to exit the European 
Union has refocused Europe’s attention on the 
need to send a message to the world that 
liberalised trade is the path to greater 
prosperity.” 

 She also explained that once the EU 
Parliament approves CETA “a great deal of the 
agreement would come into force immediately, 
more than 90 per cent. Those portions deemed 
to be within the European Union’s jurisdiction, 
those go into force right away.” 

 Freeland told the Globe and Mail that 
concerns about CETA’s investor-state dispute 
settlement (ISDS) mechanism—which allows 
transnational corporations to sue governments 
over regulations that might harm their future 
profits—had been addressed by a rewriting of 
the treaty’s investment chapter. But, according 
to the Council of Canadians, those changes 
“actually make [the provisions] worse. The 
reforms enshrine extra rights for foreign 
investors that everyone else—including 
domestic investors—don’t have. They allow 
foreign corporations to circumvent a country’s 
own courts, giving them special status to 

challenge laws that apply equally to everyone 
through a [private] court system exclusively for 
their use.” 

 

 The Canadian prime minister, Justin 
Trudeau, reportedly lobbied hard for ratific-
ation during a trip to Europe to attend a NATO 
meeting. 

 The push-back in Europe has been 
immediate, with Germany and France wanting 
their national parliaments to be involved in any 
ratification of CETA. On 5 July the German 
broadcaster Deutsche Welle reported that 
“Juncker appears to be backtracking,” and that 
he would propose at a meeting of the EU 
Commission that CETA would require “both the 
approval of the European parliament and 
national legislatures.” 

 The Globe and Mail reported on 5 July that 
Juncker’s “new recommendation … could call 
for applying those EU parts of the treaty while 
the ratification process [by national legis-
latures] is under way.” 

 That would mean—as Chrystia Freeland had 
earlier explained—that more than 90 per cent 
of CETA could be approved by the EU as part of 
its “jurisdiction,” needing no national legislative 
approvals. Such a process would make a 
mockery of democratic rights on both sides of 
the Atlantic. 

 This appears to be what is happening. 

 Following the EU Commission meeting in 
Strasbourg on 5 July the Canadian broadcaster 
CBC reported: “Legal opinions advanced by the 
Commission suggest that most of the agree-
ment—perhaps as much as 95 per cent—falls 
comfortably with the European Union’s 
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jurisdiction.” 

 “This is an agreement that Europe needs,” 
the EU commissioner for trade, Cecilia 
Malmström, said in a statement. “The open 
issue of competence for such trade agreements 
will be for the European Court of Justice to 
clarify, in the near future. From a strict legal 
standpoint, the Commission considers this 
agreement to fall under exclusive EU compet-
ence. However, the political situation in the 
council is clear, and we understand the need for 
proposing it as a ‘mixed’ agreement, in order to 
allow for a speedy signature.” 

 

 But as countries gear up to wrangle with 
the Commission in the EU Court of Justice over 
what parts of CETA fall within their jurisdiction 
and what parts fall under “exclusive EU 
competence,” the Commission could approve 
95 per cent of CETA before elected legislatures 
even vote. 

 The Council of Canadians warns on its web 
site: “One important concern to note, ‘The 
commission may recommend provisionally 
applying the EU parts of the Canada deal while 
full ratification is pending.’” The French 
newspaper Le Monde has previously reported 
that even if CETA is deemed to be a “mixed” 
agreement, the deal could enter into force 
“provisionally,” even before EU member-state 
parliaments vote on it. It notes: “If EU ministers 
agreed at the signing of the CETA on its 
provisional application, it could come into 
effect the following month. Such a decision 
would have serious implications. Symbolically … 
because it would send the message that 
European governments finally [have] little 
regard for the views of parliamentarians and 

thus of European citizens strongly against the 
agreement.” 

 

 The national chairperson of the Council of 
Canadians, Maude Barlow, stated after the EU 
Commission meeting: “Like many Canadians, 
Europeans are worried about CETA’s attacks on 
democracy, its weakening of social and safety 
standards, its contribution to privatisation, and 
attacks on public services. After the Brexit vote, 
policy makers on both sides of the Atlantic 
would be better counselled to listen to voters, 
rather than pushing discredited solutions down 
people’s throats.” 

 The director of Global Justice Now, Nick 
Dearden, has called CETA a “toxic deal” and 
says that the way the EU Commission is acting 
“reinforces the widely held suspicion that the 
EU makes big decisions with harmful conse-
quences for ordinary people with very little in 
the way of democratic process. Rather than 
take a step back and question why there is 
hostility to the EU, they try to speed up this 
awful trade deal.” 

 Union members, environmentalists, social 
activists and fair-trade groups say that CETA is 
just as dangerous as the proposed Transatlantic 
Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) 
between the EU and the United States, which 
hands massive power to transnational corpor-
ations and is a direct threat to democracy on 
both sides of the Atlantic. 

 The way the EU Commission is handling 
CETA is a stark indicator of what’s in store for 
TTIP. 
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Is the EU’s “free movement of labour” a 
good thing? 

The traditional view of the left in Ireland—and 
indeed of the vast majority of Irish people—
supports the liberal viewpoint that immigration 
is inherently good and rejects the xenophobic 
viewpoint so frequently given prominence in 
the media, especially during the recent British 
referendum, that it is inherently bad. 

 And while some political elements in Britain 
subscribe to the latter view, the predominant 
view in Ireland is unquestioningly in favour. This 
was demonstrated by the lack of debate or 
criticism when Ireland accepted the free move-
ment of labour in the case of Bulgaria and 
Romania immediately following their accession 
to the EU in 2007, while most member-states 
maintained restrictions until 2014. 

 However, the rapid rise of right-wing and 
xenophobic forces in other EU member-states 
should be a warning to us that we ignore the 
issue of free movement of labour at our peril, 
or if we unconsciously cede leadership on an 
important issue to those who simply exploit the 
fear of mass immigration for their own political 
ends. 

 We may argue that their claims are exagger-
ated, and that Ireland has successfully 
absorbed hundreds of thousands of immigrants 
during the last decade or so. However, we also 
know that many unemployed people and their 
friends grumble about these immigrants 
holding down jobs, and that this group would 
be fertile ground for a well-organised and 
sophisticated political approach based on 
xenophobic arguments. Continued economic 
stagnation or depression within the EU, largely 
arising from the pursuit of austerity policies, 
continues to provide such a ground for the 
growth of right-wing elements—as it has in the 
past. 

 Sensibly, we must honestly evaluate how 
EU policies on freedom of movement have 
affected working people in this country, and 
this evaluation must not exclude the possibility 

of demanding reform or even opposition to 
those policies. The policy of unregulated 
economic migration within the EU has had a 
disproportionately negative effect on low-
skilled Irish workers, whose solution has been 
to languish on the dole or to emigrate, most 
frequently and often illegally to non-EU 
countries. 

 

 There is no doubt that certain forms of 
immigration can make a valuable contribution 
to a national economy. It can be good for 
economic growth and can attract dynamic, 
hard-working, innovative people into the 
labour force. However, immigration can also 
depress wages, place pressure on services, and 
engender community tensions. It is very lazy 
and wrong to pretend otherwise—on one side 
or the other. 

 The right of any citizen of an EU member-
state to live and work in another EU country 
has existed since the 1960s, when the EEC 
consisted of six rich western European 
countries. Today the policy operates in twenty-
eight countries with more than half a billion 
people. The expanded EU has changed the 
economic implications of free movement of 
labour, especially for low-skilled workers in rich 
countries, including Ireland. 

 Since 2004 the EU has added thirteen 
countries in eastern and southern Europe, 
which has generated uneven labour flows 
within the EU. While there are compelling 
reasons from the viewpoint of poorly paid or 
unemployed workers in eastern and southern 
Europe to move to higher-wage countries, 
there is little incentive for Irish workers to go to 
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the post-2004 EU countries, where the quality 
of life is lower and the minimum wage is low, if 
one exists at all. 

 For example, according to the Department 
of Foreign Affairs, while more than 150,000 
Polish people have moved to Ireland, only 
2,000 Irish citizens have moved to Poland. From 
the viewpoint of an individual Polish worker 
this movement is perfectly logical, and it would 
be unfair to castigate people for following the 
economic logic of existing rules. However, from 
the viewpoint of the Irish unskilled worker, 
east–west free movement of labour in the EU is 
one-directional and ultimately may breed 
resentment. 

 Objection to unregulated economic mig-
ration within the EU is not simply because of its 
unevenness. The more pressing issue is the 
effect of large flows of low-wage, low-skilled 
workers on the economic security of working 
people in Ireland. 

 There are two concerns. The first is the 
phenomenon of downgrading. New immigrants 
will often take jobs that require less skill than 
their qualifications give them. For example, 
people who have studied to be nurses or 
accountants end up taking jobs as cleaners or 
cashiers, leading to an inefficient allocation of 
skills and jobs. Some commentators have 
argued that this is an injustice caused by the 
free movement of labour in that it affects not 
only the country of settlement but also the 
country of departure, because it results in a 
“brain drain” for poorer countries. 

 The second, related concern is the effect of 
this form of migration on the value of labour in 
Ireland. What is the effect on the labour value 
of a construction job in Ireland when a builder 
from Bulgaria or Latvia comes here and is 
accustomed to doing a job for much less than 
an Irish builder would expect to be paid? 

 A study by University College, London, in 
2008 found that immigration depresses wages 
below the 20th percentile of the wage 
distribution but leads to slight wage increases 

in the upper part of the wage distribution. Each 
1 per cent increase in the share of migrants in 
the British-born population of working age 
leads to a decline of 0.6 per cent in the wages 
of the lowest-paid workers and to an increase 
in the wages of higher-paid workers. The same 
effect is likely here in Ireland. 

 

 So it would appear that the free movement 
of labour is a class issue. Of course this might 
be addressed through changes to benefit laws 
and stricter enforcement of the minimum 
wage, but this is hardly likely. The National 
Employment Rights Agency, which is 
responsible for enforcement, has reduced its 
staff during the last six years and cut its budget 
by 40 per cent. With fifty-seven inspectors, it 
has not even reached the ninety promised in 
2008. Despite this, unions generally have been 
active in forcing unscrupulous employers, often 
of posted workers, to pay local established 
rates—though the striking down of 
employment regulation orders and registered 
employment agreements has made that effort 
more difficult. 

 Free movement for economic migrants 
cannot work fairly in an EU that has vastly 
unequal standards and heterogeneous national 
economies. To make free movement work 
fairly, substantially increased EU integration 
would be required, with a co-ordinated wage 
policy, which cannot be achieved without a 
fiscal or monetary union. 

 Massive redistribution and economic 
development throughout the EU would also be 
necessary to bring the living standards of 
poorer member-states up to the level of richer, 
economically successful EU countries. Instead, 
EU freedom of movement has led to an 
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extremely inefficient immigration system, with 
no ability to prevent a surplus of labour in 
various branches of the economy. 

 Of course, none of this frees us from our 
obligations under international treaties to 
provide refuge to those fleeing war or 
persecution. In this regard it is instructive to 
consider the Government’s reluctance to meet 
our paltry EU quota of Syrian refugees six 
months after its being set—or indeed the EU’s 
setting a quota in this instance. Such discrimin-
atory quota-setting only reinforces the public 
conflation of asylum-seeking with the free 
movement of labour, with the former being 
identified as undesirable and the cause of the 
negative effects of the latter. 

 It should be emphasised that our oblig-
ations in this regard are covered by a number 
of international treaties to which Ireland is a 
party and that we do not require EU quotas in 
order to discharge those obligations. 

 

 The policy of free movement of labour 
within an expanded EU of vastly unequal living 
standards has resulted in the past decade in the 
dislocation of Irish workers, with the historically 
effective safety valve of emigration dampening 
any critical evaluation of the causes, partic-
ularly in the building industry. The depression 
of wages towards the minimum wage in 
unskilled branches of the economy is 
continuous, with the increase in precarious 
employment in retail industry being only one 
manifestation of this phenomenon. 

 Unskilled Irish workers have been negat-
ively affected by policies of free movement of 
labour, and especially so during the past 

decade of rapid EU expansion. This, of course, 
is a sensitive subject, both from a political and 
a social viewpoint, one that should be 
conducted within a principled internationalist 
outlook. However, we must begin an honest 
evaluation of this “freedom,” not only to thwart 
those on the extreme right but in the interests 
of that cohort of Irish workers who bear the 
brunt of its effects. 

Distortions 

ά¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ŘƛǎǘƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 
impact on the Irish national accounts of the 
global assets and activities of a handful of large 
multinational corporations have now become 
so large as to make a mockery of conventional 
ǳǎŜǎ ƻŦ LǊƛǎƘ D5tΦέ 

 So says the former governor of the Central 
Bank of Ireland, Patrick Honohan—
conveniently ignoring the EU’s accounts 
requirements, which distort the figures, and an 
Irish tax code that allows corporations to save 
millions and results in the Irish taxpayer paying 
more to the EU. 

 Ah, well, sure it’s just another bail-out; and 
we’re used to helping out bondholders, corpor-
ations, bankers … 

Unite says TTIP is threat to democracy, 
public welfare, and the economy 

ƴ This article appeared in the Irish Independent 
on Saturday 16 July. 

Unite believes that the implications of the 
Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership 
(TTIP) are so far-reaching that it must be put to 
a referendum. Here are some reasons. 

 Traditional trade issues are only incidental 
to this so-called “trade deal.” TTIP’s main thrust 
is to debase democracy by awarding global 
corporations legal privilege over citizens and 
elected governments. As a result, the ability of 
democratically elected governments to safe-
guard labour, consumer, environmental and 
health standards will be severely, if not fatally, 
undermined. 
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 Our main concern is the Investor State 
Dispute Settlement (ISDS, now repackaged as 
the Investment Court System) which enables 
corporations to sue governments for compen-
sation if they believe public policies interfere 
with profit maximisation. They can bypass our 
legal system and take their case to secret, 
private courts from which there is no appeal. 
This has been done under the umbrella of 
other agreements with similar ISDS provisions: 

 • Philip Morris Company sued Australia 
over its planned introduction of plain packaging 
for cigarettes. 

 • Veolia is suing Egypt for its decision to 
raise the minimum wage. 

 • Canada has been sued by corporations 
over such decisions as subsidising renewable 
energy, placing a moratorium on fracking, 
banning toxic petrol additives and temporarily 
banning the export of toxic waste. 

 This is not about “trade.” It is about global 
corporations coercing governments into 
subordinating public welfare to shareholder 
interests. No wonder the negotiations have 
been conducted in secret and there is 
reportedly an agreement with the US that 
negotiation documents won’t be made public 
for 30 years. 

 Instead of addressing this substantial 
democratic deficit, the Government has 
focused on TTIP’s alleged economic benefits. 
However, the Government’s own report shows 
little economic gain but potentially significant 
losses. For example, although TTIP will boost 
pharmaceutical exports this will have little 
impact on employment. Pharmaceutical 

exports have nearly doubled since 2000 but 
sectoral employment has actually fallen. Many 
of TTIP’s purported benefits, like the recent 
GDP figures, will be only marginally attached to 
the domestic economy. 

 

 But the losses will be felt in the domestic 
economy. Even the Government admits the 
beef sector will be badly affected. The Irish 
Farmers’ Association has raised additional 
concerns about the pigmeat and poultry 
sectors, citing threats to standards governing 
genetically modified organisms, hormones, 
pesticides, animal health and product labelling, 
Thanks to TTIP’s “regulatory convergence,” 
these standards are likely to be driven down to 
US levels of low regulation. Given the 
importance of the food sector, the Irish 
economy could be badly hit. 

 But that’s not all. 

 

 Leaked TTIP negotiating documents indicate 
that a range of consumer protections are also 
in the firing line. The EU’s precautionary 
principle was dropped (whereby products must 
be proved safe before they can be sold) in 
favour of the US “risk-based” approach, which 
puts the burden of proof on states and 
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consumers to show products are unsafe. 
Everything from US-sanctioned lead in lipstick 
to chlorinated chickens could hit our shelves 
after TTIP. 

 European public service unions have 
warned that health, education and other public 
services could be exposed to privatisation, 
race-to-the-bottom competition and secret-
court action. The “negative list” approach 
means that all public services can be 
permanently opened up to TTIP unless the 
current government specifically excludes them. 
This is a real threat in Ireland where global 
companies already have a foothold in our 
hospital and higher education sectors. 

 Business groups are waking up to these 
threats. In Germany, KMU gegen TTIP (SMEs 
against TTIP) is supported by thousands of 
small companies and entrepreneurs—including 
many exporters. They point to TTIP’s hidden 
additional costs and the disadvantage they 
would be placed at vis-à-vis global corpor-
ations. 

 Throughout Europe there is a rising 
sentiment against TTIP. Over 3 million signed a 
petition—a European Citizens’ Initiative—
opposing the deal. Over 1,800 cities and 
regions have declared themselves “TTIP-free 
zones,” including Barcelona, Cologne, Milan, 
Vienna, Amsterdam, Birmingham and County 
Clare. Every month the list grows. 

 In Ireland there is an emerging, broadly 
based coalition opposed to TTIP—from 
farming, consumer and environmental activists 
to ICTU and the trade union movement. 

 TTIP poses such a fundamental threat to 
democracy, public welfare and our economy 
that Unite believes people should have the final 
say in a referendum. 

Donegal diversions 

As a response to Brexit, the Taoiseach has 
decided to “play the green card.” He wants the 
EU to plan a scenario, “however far out it might 
be,” that Northern Ireland may vote to “join the 

Republic.” 

 Kenny’s call was welcomed by Sinn Féin. 
Mícheál Martin for Fianna Fáil also believes a 
reunification referendum should be called over 
the British decision. The young Fine Gael 
leadership aspirant Leo Varadkar “believes” 
that there will be a united Ireland in his 
lifetime. 

 Why the sudden burst of greenery? Was it 
prompted by the heady atmosphere of the EU 
love-fest that is the annual MacGill Summer 
School, where the pronouncements were 
made? Or for want of something to say? 

 

 A sceptic might say that “talk is cheap.” And 
the sceptic would be correct. No-one in 
Ireland’s neo-unionist ruling circles had 
believed it possible that any country could opt 
to get out of the EU and seek to win back its 
national democracy and political independ-
ence. Now they have wakened up to the reality 
that London will take Northern Ireland out of 
the EU while they struggle to keep the Republic 
inside the euro zone. 

 This means that they have consciously 
chosen to solidify partition in concrete for 
possibly many decades to come. By playing the 
green card they hope to divert attention from 
this fact. 

 And what do they mean by “Irish unity”? 

 Irish people don’t need to be reminded of 
the fact that the traditional aim of Irish demo-
cracy has not been a united Ireland but a united 
independent Ireland, or, to put it another way, 
an Ireland united in independence. Ireland was 
united between 1800 and 1921 as part of the 
economic and monetary union that was the 
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United Kingdom but had no independence. 
Uniting Ireland through the EU would have 
many similarities to that nineteenth-century 
unity inside the United Kingdom. 

 

 Government and opposition intervened 
shamelessly in the referendum campaign in 
Britain, while in Northern Ireland they lined up 
with the EU against sections of the people they 
claim they want to build a new future with. 

 It’s much easier to play the green card and 
call for a border poll—legally and politically a 
non-starter—than to try to explain the fact that 
it is Brussels, and not an independent Irish 
government, that decides Ireland’s future trade 
arrangements with the United Kingdom. This is 
thanks to the Lisbon Treaty, which our new-
found United Irelanders foisted on us by use of 
the now infamous referendum “double Irish”: if 
at first you don’t give them the result they 
want, you have to vote again! 

 

 There is a historical precedent. After the 
Bloody Sunday massacre of civil rights 
supporters in Derry, John Hume famously said, 
“United Ireland or nothing.” This starkly 
revealed his lack of democratic political insight. 

 As a united Ireland was not in prospect, he 
left the way open for the British government to 
suspend and then abolish its subordinate 

“parliament” at Stormont and introduce direct 
rule from London. London was more than 
willing to do this rather than introduce the civil 
rights and democratic reforms that would have 
guaranteed legal equality and peaceful 
constitutional progress for everybody in 
Northern Ireland. Direct rule postponed these 
necessary changes for thirty years. 

 Other Northern nationalists had already 
written off civil rights campaigning to pursue 
“armed struggle,” with a contemptuous “Damn 
your concessions, England, we want our 
country!” Direct rule left Northern Ireland with 
a toxic legacy of death, destruction and 
community division that it may take 
generations to overcome. 

 

 The EU is an imperial project. Each treaty, 
from the Treaty of Rome onwards, has added to 
its imperial reach, and has been opposed as 
such by increasing numbers of people in 
Ireland. 

 Opposition to the EU is a democratic duty. 
The fact that a section of the nationalist 
population in the North opted for what is an 
imperial project does not change that reality. To 
suggest otherwise would be like saying that 
because the Belfast Nationalist MP Joe Devlin 
was able to entice thousands of Northern 
nationalists to fight for Britain in the First 
World War an imperialist war became in effect 
an Irish nationalist one. 

 The European Union now has its own 
government, with a legislative, executive and 
judicial arm, its own political president, its own 
citizens and citizenship, its own human and civil 
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rights code, its own currency, economic policy 
and revenue, its own international treaty-
making powers, foreign policy, foreign minister, 
diplomatic corps, and United Nations voice, its 
own crime and justice code and public 
prosecutor’s office. It already possesses such 
state symbols as its own flag, anthem, motto, 
and annual official holiday, “Europe Day.” 

 As regards the “state authority” of the EU, 
this is embodied in the Union’s own executive, 
legislative and judicial institutions: the 
European Council, Council of Ministers, Com-
mission, Parliament, and Court of Justice. It is 
embodied also in the member-states and their 
authorities as they implement and apply EU 
law and interpret and apply national law in 
conformity with Union law. This they are 
constitutionally required to do under the 
Lisbon Treaty, just as in any federal state. 

 EU “state authorities,” therefore, as repres-
ented by EU soldiers and policemen patrolling 
Europe’s streets in EU uniforms, are not needed 
as such. Their absence makes it all the easier to 
hide from ordinary citizens the reality of 
Europe’s hollowed-out nation-states and the 
failure of their own mainstream politicians to 
defend their national democracies. 

 Insistence on the sovereignty of one’s state 
is a natural right as well as a social duty. It is not 
an expression of national egotism. It means 
that one’s domestic laws and foreign relations 
are exclusively decided by one’s own parlia-
ment, which is elected by and is responsible to 
one’s own people. It is not an end in itself but 
an instrument of juridical independence, 
determining the possibility of a people that 
inhabit a particular territory deciding its own 
destiny and way of life in accordance with its 
own needs, interests, and traditions. It is the 
opposite to every form of foreign rule. 

 Concepts of “pooled” or “shared” 
sovereignty are a cover for having one’s laws 
and policies decided by EU bodies that one 
does not elect, that are not responsible to one’s 
people, and that can have significantly different 
interests from them. 

 It was appropriate that the MacGill Summer 
School, held partly to honour John Hume’s 
political legacy, was the occasion on which 
Messrs Kenny, Martin and Varadkar played the 
green card. They thereby exposed their lack of 
democratic understanding of the nature of the 
EU, and just how divorced from democratic 
principle and reality they are in confronting the 
first stages of its unravelling. 

 Talk is really cheap! 

Europe and the logic of domination 

ƴ This article is based on a lecture given in 1999 
to the Desmond Greaves Summer School by 
Thomas Metscher, professor emeritus of 
literature and literary and cultural theory at the 
University of Bremen, Germany. 

The specific type of civilisation that is Europe 
has been characterised throughout its history, 
and particularly in the modern period, by the 
“logic of domination.” By that is meant a set of 
material and discursive practices—including 
language, religion, culture, the arts, media, 
philosophy, and the sciences—which are 
coherently integrated and rationally organised 
so as to fulfil the purpose of domination. 

 The core of this logic of domination has 
always been physical force, although this may 
be superseded by forms of submission and 
“indirect rule.” Its object ultimately is what the 
novelist Joseph Conrad termed “the conquest 
of the earth.” 

 European-based domination has historically 
had four dimensions: economic, social, 
geographical, and ecological. (a) It means 
economic possession and the extraction of 
profit from the dominated and subordinated; 
(b) it means direct or indirect rule over human 
beings in terms of gender, ethnic group, social 
class, and nation; (c) it means territorial 
conquest and expropriation; and (d) it means 
the exploitation of the earth’s natural 
resources, ecology and biological environment 
for the purpose of possession and profit. 



12 

 

 In the context of domination, the cultural 
level fulfils an affirmative function to justify 
and confirm the practice of power vis-à-vis the 
agents of domination as well as their victims, to 
provide an ethic of domination which affirms 
the right of the conqueror to conquer, and to 
secure possession of his conquests, and which 
puts pressure on the dominated to submit. 
Submission or extermination has, in the whole 
of European history, been the ultimate end of 
the logic of domination. 

 At the centre of the affirmative function of 
culture in European history has been the 
Eurocentric myth, the hard core of which is the 
idea of the superiority of Europe, of European 
culture, “the West,” and which at bottom is the 
idea of the white European male, together with 
his American counterpart. Part of this myth is 
the idea of Europe as a self-contained, cohesive 
and unified whole from Homeric times to the 
present-day state of global domination by 
Europe, in association with its former colony 
and now senior partner, the United States of 
America. 

 The Eurocentric myth is made up of a 
compound of ideological devices and exists in a 
variety of forms, from high culture to popular 
culture, mentality and structures of ideas and 

feelings. 

 

 Europe as a historical entity is anything but 
a unified whole. Throughout its history Europe 
has been made up of a variety of historical 
components, cultures, and conflicting classes. 
The real Europe has always been a field of 
contradictions, not least in the cultural sphere. 
Part of these contradictions is a particular 
dialectic which means that the same culture 
that functions to justify “the conquest of the 
earth” and the supremacy of “European man” 
simultaneously contains a large variety of 
oppositional voices, ideas, and visions. These 
forces of cultural opposition to the upholders 
of domination range from Euripides’ indictment 
of the Greek wars against Troy to Shakespeare, 
from Sir Thomas More and Jonathan Swift to 
present-day anti-colonial and progressive 
literature. 

 These dissenting voices and the ideas and 
visions they espouse constitute a criticism of 
the predominant European notion of super-
iority and exclusiveness and bear within 
themselves an alternative world view based on 
a message of universal freedom. 
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