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Is the solution more EU?

The EU Commission has published its white
paper on the future of the EU after Brexit; and
of all five scenarios proposed by the president
of the Commission, Jean-Claude Juncker, the
real scenario is “Those who want more do
more” —which is another way of saying that the
EU will be multi-speed, or the answer is more
EU.

The Commission said it could accept
reduced responsibility in some policy areas but
only in return for greatly strengthened powers
over defence, border control, migration,
counter-terrorism, and trade—which is hardly a
bargain, as it would gain greater control of
trade deals and militarisation. We certainly
don’t want the latter, as we spend significantly
less as a proportion of GDP on the military than
other member-states, while giving increased
powers in trade to a Commission so clearly in
favour of the interests of corporations would be
a disaster.

On 25 March the white paper was handed
over to the twenty-seven governments in
Rome, and they were given until December to
provide input “in a structured way.”

The paper doesn’t envisage changes to the
EU treaties. “For treaty change there is no
market,” an official said. “We want to keep it on
a technocratic level. Not a political level,” he
said, without alluding to the Lisbon Treaty.
Under no circumstances will the Commission
risk referendums in an emerging neo-feudal
EU!

The big boys gang up

It’s really going too far; and there’s not a
whimper from our government!

A summit meeting was held in Versailles
with the leaders of France, Germany, Italy and
Spain on 6 March in preparation for the EU
summit in Brussels on 9-10 March and the
sixtieth anniversary of the Treaty of Rome on
25 March. Essentially, it was held in order to set
up the other member-states.

Under the Lisbon Treaty, “qualified
majority” voting applies in the EU Council.
Under this procedure, when the Council votes
on a proposal by the Commission or the high
representative of the union for foreign affairs
and security policy, a qualified majority is
reached if two conditions are met: if 55 per
cent of member-states vote in favour (in
practice this means 16 out of 28) and if the
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proposal is supported by member-states
representing at least 65 per cent of the total EU
population.

The combined population of those four
countries is approximately 250 million, while
the whole EU population is 500 million; so the
population criteria for a qualified majority in
the Council could be easily met. Traditionally,
the “Visegrdd countries”—Czech Republic,
Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia—usually support
the German line, as do the Baltic members; so,
while it cannot be guaranteed, decisions of the
big four are the decisions that will eventually
emerge from the Council.

The support of a couple of other countries,
such as Croatia, would satisfy the 55 per cent
criterion. Ireland—influenced in no small way
by Fine Gael’s membership of the European
People’s Party, which includes Merkel’'s CDU—
will, in a large majority of cases, tag along.

This is a scenario predicted by those who
opposed the Lisbon Treaty. And, with these
summit preparation meetings becoming an
increasing feature of the EU political landscape,
it looks like it is coming to pass.

CETA is TTIP by the back door—and
here is why

Of the 51,495 American-owned subsidiaries at
present operating in EU member-states, 41,811
are owned by parent companies that also have
subsidiaries in Canada. Any one of these 41,811
firms could be used as the basis for an
“investor-state dispute settlement” (ISDS) case
against EU or member-state policies under
CETA if the American parent company were
simply to alter the lines of legal ownership in
such a way that its Canadian subsidiary could
claim some portion of ownership of its EU
subsidiary. An American parent company could
achieve this by, for example, shifting shares in
the EU subsidiary to its Canadian subsidiary.

Yet Ireland has managed to attract the
highest level of foreign direct investment of any
other member-state. This is despite it being the

only EU member-state that is not a signatory of
a trade agreement that includes ISDS or ICS
provisions. (There is a similar provision in the
Energy Charter, of which Ireland is a signatory.)
Corporations would have to pursue legal claims
in the Irish courts, where the rule of law
prevails, and not in ISDS or ICS tribunals, where
it doesn’t and where arbitrary awards are made
on the basis of arbitrary interpretations made
by hired guns.

THESE UPLIFT
POLITICANS
WANT TO LET
TTIP IN THE
BACK DOOR.

Don’t let your MEP vote
for toxic trade deal CETA.
Visit Uplift.ie

The tacit admission by the Fine Gael
coalition in promoting this deal—that the Irish
courts are not fit for purpose, or that the
political environment is not stable enough to
ensure a consistent outcome—raises interest-
ing questions in itself. But make no mistake:
CETA is TTIP by the back door.

They must be rubbing their hands in board-
rooms throughout the United States and
Canada!

The EU’s new military HQ

The EU is to set up a new military unit as part
of its plan for greater military co-operation—
just don’t call it an EU military HQ!

and Conduct

“Military  Planning
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Capabilities” unit would be responsible for the
EU training missions in Somalia, Mali, and
Central African Republic; and EU countries have
agreed on all the major outstanding issues.

This new structure will probably be headed
by a Finnish general, Esa Pulkkinen, already
chief of the European Union Military Staff. But
one of the issues that remain to be sorted out
is his title. The British government objects to
the use of the word “commander,” and so in
official documents he’s simply called “head of
the MPCC.”

The new unit’s other employees, of whom
there will be approximately twenty to thirty,
will mostly also be already employed by the EU
Military Staff.

The EU already has an operational
headquarters for its civilian missions: the Civil-
ian Planning and Conduct Capability unit.

But a diplomat from one of the countries
pushing for more integration said that “it’s a
good first step” towards a fully fledged EU
military HQ. And it’s about as close as the EU
can get to a military headquarters while
countries refuse to give up their national bases.

The right to housing—The EU
dimension

An average of 12,000 houses a year were built
in the Republic with state aid between 1932
and 1942. Today, in our more “progressive” and
“enlightened” times, only about 5,000 houses
are in the process of being built around the
country, and the annual rate has fallen as low
as a couple of hundred per year as recently as
2015.

This is in response to a well-documented
housing and homelessness crisis, with approx-
imately 90,000 people in need of social
housing.

The ability of the state to meet the cost of
responding to the need for social housing is
hampered by the application of national and
EU fiscal rules, in particular the Fiscal Compact

Treaty and the Stability and Growth Pact, and
the requirement that expenditure guaranteed
by the minister for finance be included on the
state’s balance sheet for these purposes.

EU fiscal rules are matters of Irish
constitutional law. These require that a
country’s gross general government debt over
and above the 60 per cent debt-to-GDP
reference value must be reduced by at least
one twentieth per year on average, unless a
transition period for member-states under the
“excessive deficit procedure” applies.

The fiscal rules limit the spending of money
unless the budget is balanced. Therefore, the
spending of money directly by the government
would add this spending as government
expenditure for the purpose of calculating the
budget deficit. This is also the case with funds
guaranteed by the government, which may be
an issue for local authorities.

Even  Michael Noonan seems to
acknowledge the madness of the fiscal
situation. “We do not have a shortage of
money,” he has said. “We have almost balanced
the budget and can borrow money.

“There is no problem with having a
government bond and calling it a government
housing bond,” he said. “We would get the
money at less than 1 per cent for ten years. If it
went out to twenty years we would still get it at
110, 120, or something similar. | say twenty
years because that would be the lifetime or
model of a house paying for itself.

“The trouble is that it would all be on
balance sheet. The key problem is not a



shortage of money. We can raise the money.
The NTMA can raise money for us. It can go into
the exchequer and it can be used for house-
building. The problem is that it goes on the
balance sheet, and then we break the fiscal
rules and the expenditure ceilings.”

Although there has been an improvement
in the economy in recent times, expenditure by
local authorities is also considered to be “on
balance sheet,” meaning that the fiscal rules
also place a limitation on local authorities.

A member of the County and City
Managers’ Association, Dick Brady, told a Dail
committee recently: “We in the local author-
ities have to abide by those rules just as much
as the state as a whole. Those rules can and are
causing some problems for housing finance.”

The right to housing is a fundamental right.
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
sponsored by the United Nations, lays down
that “everyone has the right to a standard of
living adequate for the health and well-being of
himself and of his family, including food,
clothing, housing and medical care and
necessary social services.”

The Council of Europe’s revised social
charter states that, “with a view to ensuring the
effective exercise of the right to housing, the
Parties undertake to take measures designed to
promote access to housing of an adequate
standard, to prevent and reduce homelessness
with a view to its gradual elimination and to
make the price of housing accessible to those
without adequate resources.”

The EU’s own Charter of Fundamental
Rights stipulates that, “in order to combat
social exclusion and poverty, the Union
recognises and respects the right to social and

housing assistance so as to ensure a decent
existence for all those who lack sufficient
resources, in accordance with the rules laid
down by Community law and national laws and
practices.”

But from the time of the Second World War
to the present, housing policies in Europe have
changed in both goals and instruments.
Housing has increasingly been understood as a
market asset, and intervention by the state has
shifted from the direct provision of social
housing to an emphasis on “facilitating” access
to the “housing market” through counselling
services or financial assistance.

In parallel, there has been a shift from the
generalist provision of social housing for broad
sections of society to an emphasis on directing
assistance to the needy. Traditional models of
intervention in homelessness are being
replaced with new models that understand
housing as an essential factor in the pathways
out of homelessness. Intervention models are
being reoriented in order to relieve, stabilise
and rehabilitate homelessness through temp-
orary residential resources.

The EU Court of Justice ruled in 2013 that
social housing is a “service of general economic
interest” and is one of the rights recognised by
the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the
European Union (article 36) in order to
promote social and territorial cohesion within
the EU.

According to the EU Commission, housing
policies are entrusted to each member-state,
and the role of that institution is confined to
ensuring fair competition and the enforcement
of the rules of the internal market.

The European Social Housing Observatory
developed a classification showing the differ-
ences and similarities between the allocation
systems for social housing in various countries.
This classification distinguishes between a
“universal model” and a “targeted mode
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In the first model, social housing is seen as
a public utility that belongs to the social
welfare system and is intended to accom-
modate the whole population in affordable
housing that complies with certain quality
standards. In addition, the social housing
system must regulate the trends of the market.

The “targeted model” assumes that the
market is the main mechanism for the
allocation of housing and that those whose
needs are not covered by the market will be
granted the opportunity to apply for social
housing. The emphasis is on those excluded
from the housing market, such as recipients of
unemployment benefits and people relying on
social welfare.

From the early 1980s a change took place in
housing policy and the function of social
housing, following the intensification of EU
integration. The construction of the European
Union led to (a) restrictions on the role of the
state in strategic sectors such as energy,
transport, infrastructure, and telecommun-
ications, (b) the promotion of privatisation and
processes of deregulation of trade, the labour
market, and finance, and (c) significant cuts in
social spending.

In particular, housing policy experienced
budget cuts, the privatisation of the social
housing stock, and a change of political
orientation to the promotion of property-
ownership as the preferred tenancy regime.

Traditionally it has been accepted that
public intervention in the housing sector is
determined by a country’s approach to the

welfare state itself, and that public intervention
will take place in the case of market failures or
rigidities that prevent the population from
meeting its housing needs.

However, in the twenty-first century the
main role of the state is that of an agent active
in the commodification of public goods and the
creation of new markets, allowing private
economic and financial sectors to maximise
profit as quickly as possible. In this sense, the
role of the state has been to ease access to
housing through economic aid that supports
the market, rather than the direct provision of
housing.
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The neo-liberal offensive has consisted of
cutting public spending on housing, reducing
the level of production of social housing,
promoting the sale and privatisation of social
housing stocks, easing speculative processes in
property, and promoting a profit-driven rental
and ownership sector. In turn, this process has
strengthened the role of the financial and
banking sector in the housing provision system.
As a result, many people are experiencing
housing exclusion and homelessness, given
their inability to afford housing prices, either
for rental or for ownership.

This is the EU housing model!

Reactionary working class?
Asbjgrn Wahl

Large parts of the western working class now
seem to congregate around right-wing
populists, demagogues, and racists. They vote
for reactionary and fascistic political parties.
They helped to vote the UK out of the EU, and



to make Trump US president, and they give
such massive backing to far-right political
parties that these have power in sight in several
of Europe’s most populous countries.

Since working people are traditionally
expected to vote for the left, this creates
unrest, insecurity and confusion among experts
as well as commentators and mainstream
politicians—particularly in the labour move-
ment.

There is no lack of moralising condemn-
ation of those who go to the far right. An
increasing number of commentators, however,
are now beginning to suspect that this shift
may be an expression of protest against the
prevailing state of society. Not all have

benefited from the globalisation success story,

Many politicians and activists on the left
have great difficulty in orienting themselves on
this new political terrain. People who otherwise
would have been for Britain’s withdrawal from
the authoritarian, neo-liberal EU, for example,
have told me that they voted to stay “not to be
made cannon fodder for the racists and anti-
immigration forces in the Brexit camp.” Thus
they left it to the far right to voice the
necessary opposition to the anti-social, anti-
union policies of the EU.

Maybe it would have been more important
and more helpful if the left had taken a
somewhat more self-critical look at their own
role and policies. Could it be that they have
failed their constituencies, that left parties are
not seen as dependable tools for defending the

interests of those who have the least power
and wealth in today’s society? Perhaps there
has been too much identity politics and too
little class politics. Can it even be that the left’s
social analysis fails to grasp the essential reality
of the present economic and political state of

play?

What most people on the left can agree on
is that the situation is serious, even dramatic.
In Europe the level of unionisation has almost
halved over the last thirty years, and labour
rights, labour laws and collective agreements
have systematically deteriorated, or been
completely abolished.

Most things are worse than here in Norway,
but that does not mean that we are unaffected
by this development. There is no doubt that
Norway is still on the upper deck of the global
welfare ship, but there is much to indicate that
it is the upper deck of the Titanic.

In short, inequalities in society are
increasing here too, and more authoritarian
relations are emerging in the work-place,
including through an Americanisation of
organisational and management models. Wage
growth for those at the bottom of the ladder
has stagnated. At the same time we experience
more and more offensive and aggressive
employers, who, among other things, escape
an employer’s responsibility through out-
sourcing and the increasing use of temporary
agency workers, weakening trade unions.

Furthermore, employers strongly benefit
from the ever more anti-union policies of the
EU and EEA and their courts. Work is
increasingly emptied of content in many parts
of the labour market. It is becoming more and
more fragmented and standardised, employees
are being subjected to increased monitoring,
control, and management, and the intensity of
work is increasing.

In addition, “welfare-to-work” ideology
contributes strongly to shifting attention from
organisational structures and power relations
to individualisation—with moralising, susp-



icion, and a brutal sanctions regime against
individuals.

. and it will be g lot harder to bring to an end

Of course, this development is based on the
economic crisis. Capitalism is experiencing its
deepest crisis since the Great Depression of the
1930s, and the owners of capital have changed
their strategy to regain profitability.

Neo-liberalism became their political and
ideological response to the crisis; but there is
nothing that so far suggests that they will
overcome the internal contradictions of capital-
ism in this way.

It is important also to note that neo-
liberalism and unrestrained financial specul-
ation are both effects of the capitalist crisis, not
the reasons for it. And globalisation, which
many claim “has come to be,” and that trade
unions only “have to adapt,” is nothing but the
result of capital’s strategy and counter-crisis
offensive.

In Europe it becomes increasingly clear that
important goals of this policy are to get rid of
welfare states and defeat the trade unions. This
is indeed what is taking place—under the
political leadership of the EU institutions.

That millions upon millions of workers
around the world become “losers” in this
process of globalisation should not surprise
anyone; nor that they will eventually react with
mistrust, rage, and blind rebellion, that part of
the working class—given the absence of left
political parties with analyses, policies and
strategies for addressing and meeting this crisis
and offensive of capitalist forces—is attracted

by the extreme right’s verbal anti-elitism and
anti-establishment rhetoric.

To understand, however, is not the same as
to accept, let alone support. That some people
on the left allow themselves to be dazzled by
the apparently worker-friendly policies of many
of the new parties on the far right, even want
to ally themselves with them, is therefore a
dangerous development. There is nothing new
in our history about the extreme right
pandering to “the little man in society.” It also
happened during the emergence of fascism in
the 1930s. Then, as now, there were also
people on the left—though not many—who
switched sides in a blind belief that “national
socialism” was a form of socialism and not its
diametrical opposite, as history has so clearly
proved.

What is important to understand is why
many of the most exploited and powerless in
our society are attracted by far-right anti-elitist
rhetoric. In trying to understand this we should
recall how power relations in the work-place
have shifted dramatically in favour of the
employers, how the brutalisation of work
increases, how insecurity increases for large
groups of employees. This is also decisive if we
want to develop an interest-based policy that
responds to these challenges.

The reality is that workers’ exploitation,
increasing powerlessness and subordination
now hardly command a voice in public debate.
Labour parties have mainly cut the links with
their old constituencies. Rather than picking up
the discontent generated in a more brutal
labour market, politicising it and channelling it
into an organised interest-based struggle,
middle-class left parties offer little more than



moralising and contempt. Therefore they do
little else than push large groups of workers
into the arms of the far-right parties, which
support all the discontent and do their best to
channel people’s rage against other social
groups (immigrants, Muslims, gays, people of
different colour, etc.), rather than against the
real causes of the problems.

If the left is not able to anchor the struggle
against capitalism and its crisis in people’s
everyday work-place experiences it will lose
this battle for the heart and soul of the working
class. If we want to avoid such a development
in Norway we must also stop talking about the
“Nordic model” as if nothing has happened,
when in large parts of the leadership of the
trade union and labour movement that model
of co-operation between labour and capital has
been elevated to a general phenomenon that is
“to the benefit of both parties”—completely
decoupled from the power relations that
develop in the work-place and in society. It is
seen as a higher form of rationality and
surrounded by a rhetoric of common interests
that more and more workers have trouble in
recognising.

If it remains true that social dialogue and
tripartite co-operation favour “both parties” in
the present situation, shouldn’t we then expect
employers to want to establish such good
relations in areas where trade unions are weak,
such as in hotels and restaurants, in shops, in
cleaning, etc.? The opposite appears to be the
case; instead it appears that the “social
partnership” ideology has contributed to a
depoliticisation and deradicalisation of the
trade union and labour movement—while
employers are increasingly attacking labour
laws and agreements that they previously
accepted in the spirit of the class compromise.

In summary, the balance of power in the
work-place has shifted dramatically: from
labour to capital, from trade unions and demo-
cratic bodies to transnational companies and
financial institutions. Over a few decades,
capitalist interests have managed to abolish the

main regulations that made possible the
welfare state and the Nordic model,
international monetary co-operation, capital
controls, and other market regulations. In this
situation the social-partnership ideology
constitutes a barrier to trade union and

The left’s main challenge today is to
organise resistance against this development.
Only in this way can right-wing populism and
radicalism be pushed back at the same time.
Once again we must be able to construct the
vision of a promised land—i.e. perspectives of a
better society, a society with a radical redistrib-
ution of wealth, where exploitation ends and
where human needs form the basis for social
development.

If so, statements, protests and appeals to a
tripartite co-operation that is continuously
drained of content will not suffice. It is all about
power—economic and political power. This will
require massive social mobilisation—in the way
that trade unions built their strength to win
power and influence at the beginning of the
last century. Are we prepared for that?

Y Asbjgrn Wahl is director of the Campaign for
the Welfare State in Norway and adviser to the
Norwegian Union of Municipal and General
Employees. He is also chairperson of the ITF
Working Group on Climate Change.

CETA may yet come a cropper!

The first deliberations in the Austrian parlia-
ment on the petition against the Compre-
hensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA)
between the EU and Canada and the proposed
Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership



(TTIP) with the United States may begin this
month, when the Ministry of the Interior
officially validates the petition’s results.

Austrian citizens collected more than
562,000 signatures in favour of holding a
referendum on TTIP, CETA, and other trade
agreements—far exceeding the 100,000
needed by law to make the parliament look
into the issue.

Austrian politicians are divided on the issue.
While the Austrian People’s Party—the junior
partner in the ruling coalition—claims that all
Austria’s concerns have been taken into
account in the CETA deal, its senior partner, the
Social Democratic Party of Austria, is still
cautious about the effects of the free-trade
deal on the country.

Meanwhile in France more than a hundred
members of parliament have decided to appeal
to the country’s Constitutional Council to block
CETA. In a statement, they said the agreement
implied a transfer of sovereignty by signatory
countries “beyond what they agreed upon in
favour of the EU.” Three French law experts
have circulated a paper according to which
CETA contravenes the French constitution.

And even before members of the EU
Parliament passed CETA it was clear that the
Belgian government is expected to submit a
request to the the EU Court of Justice for an
opinion on the legality of CETA’s controversial
investment court system.

And with each member-state’s parliament
voting on the deal, it may yet come a cropper!

Brexit and the call for another Scottish
referendum

The United Kingdom could be heading for
serious political instability because the British
establishment—epitomised by the Financial
Times, the City of London, Peter Mandelson,
Peter Sutherland, the Cameronians, Blair and
the rest—just will not accept Brexit.

They failed to stop it in the House of
Commons. They tried in the House of Lords but
were frustrated there too and now seem to be
willing to play the Scottish card, the way the
establishment played the Orange card in the
nineteenth century (for different reasons, but
similar in that they were prepared to risk civil
war in Ireland) to achieve their objectives.

The decision of the Scottish National Party
to go for a second referendum is a genuine
high-wire act. Of course, the call for Scottish
“independence” is quite bogus. “Independence
in Europe” is an oxymoron. How can a state be
independent and not have its own currency?

Romano Prodi, a former president of the EU
Commission, proudly declared in 1999 that
“the two pillars of the nation-state are the
sword and the currency, and we have changed
that.”

If the SNP wins the referendum they may
offer to remain part of the United Kingdom if
the British government were to abandon Brexit.
That might be the plan of people in London not
previously known for their support for real
independence for Scotland but who now see a
golden opportunity. If they lose the
referendum, the SNP is sunk for a very long
time. Either way, the British establishment
wins.

Although the referendum is a high-wire act,
it shouldn’t be. It should be possible to
conceive a progressive scenario in which Britain
outside the EU gives the devolved Scottish
Parliament more power than an “independent”
Scotland would have within the EU.



CETA chapter 23 on trade and labour

The Comprehensive Economic and Trade
Agreement (CETA) between the EU and Canada
says that “a Party shall not ... fail to effectively
enforce its labour law and standards to
encourage trade or investment” (article 23.4.3).
But there is no penalty under CETA if EU
countries or Canada, or companies operating
there, violate a provision like this.

Unlike other parts of the text—for example
the rights of foreign investors—CETA’s labour
rules cannot be enforced through trade
sanctions or financial awards (articles 23.10
and 23.11.1). A violation of CETA’s labour rights
would result only in a non-binding process of
discussions and recommendations.

Previous experience with unenforceable
labour chapters in existing EU trade agree-
ments, such as those with Colombia and South
Korea, shows that the EU Commission took no
action, even in the case of egregious violations
of labour rights, well documented by the labour
movement. While trade unions are offered
reviews and monitoring, foreign investors still
get access to special courts that can give them
multi-million-dollar compen-sation.

CETA asserts (article 8a) that the EU and
Canada “cannot relax their labour laws in order
to encourage trade or attract investment” and
promises (article 10a) an “early review” of
CETA’s labour chapter “with a view” to its
“effective enforceability.” This is virtually
admitting that article 8a is unenforceable—
after five years of negotiation!

The low status of labour rights in CETA
could have serious implications. Many parts of
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the agreement could seriously challenge the
hard-earned rights of workers and trade unions.
CETA’s rules on public procurement could lead
to legal challenges when public authorities link
their buying practices to social criteria, such as
the minimum wage, or compliance with
collective agreements.

CETA’s foreign-investor privileges could lead
to expensive legal proceedings against states
when they don’t interfere in long-lasting
strikes, or when regions establish mandatory
minimum staffing levels in hospitals or nursing-
homes; and the weakening of domestic
regulation could present new obstacles to
efforts to ensure that the suppliers of services
abide by labour rules.

And then there are job losses. According to
a study published in September 2016 by Tufts
University in Massachusetts, 230,000 jobs could
be lost in total. This would depress wage
growth, and by 2023 workers would have had
to forgo average annual earnings of €1,776 in
Canada and between €316 and €1,331 in the
EU (depending on the country, and compared
with a scenario without CETA).

The researchers also predict a politically
dangerous increase in inequality, as the gains
from CETA would overwhelmingly go to the
owners of capital—not workers. These
forecasts reflect the experience under previous
trade agreements, such as the North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA).

The EU Commission has not published
comparable figures—as it did in the case of
TTIP—but the optimistic guff from Richard
Bruton suggests that the figures they have in
mind are well inside the margin of statistical
error. Indeed the Government has not
conducted a cost-benefit analysis on the
financial impact the deal would have on
Ireland. It would be signing a blank cheque for
transnational corporations and providing no
information to the opposition while relying on
its majority to push this deal, potentially so
damaging to workers’ rights, through the
Oireachtas.



We have a window of opportunity now to
lobby our TDs to reject this deal. The Seanad
has already called on the Government “to
neither agree to sign up or authorise” any
“provisional application” of the proposed
agreement. But the Government intends to
accept “provisional application” from 1 April.

The EU peace project!

We all want to live in a peaceful world; and that
is why its supporters claim, and most people
believe, the EU was created. But supranational
integration in Europe was originally pushed by
the United States in the years following the
Second World War to provide an economic
underpinning for a NATO Europe.

It is now a matter of record that Jean
Monnet, the so-called “Father of the EU,” was
the link man for the CIA, which helped to
finance the cross-national “European
Movement” as it promoted the integration
project in the different EU countries.

The first step to supranational integration,
the European Coal and Steel Community
(1951), was taken at the behest of the United
States to reconcile France to German
rearmament at the beginning of the Cold War.
The EU’s actual historical origins were in fact in
war preparations.

And now the EU Commission, under
pressure from the arms industry, is planning to
budget thousands of millions in public money
to develop advanced military technology, for
the first time since the Union was founded.

Although they are presenting this as
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“defence,” the truth is that the goal of these
subsidies is to preserve the competitiveness of
the arms industry and its capacity to export
abroad, including to countries contributing to
instability and taking part in deadly conflicts,
such as Saudi Arabia.

Last year the Irish Government and EU
parliamentarians voted a budget of €90 million
over three years to finance military research.
This year the Commission is opening access to
several existing funding opportunities in favour
of the arms industry and pushing for the
“defence sector” to become a priority: this
goes from regional funds against regional
disparities to development aid funds (to “train
and equip” armies in developing countries) and
even the Erasmus Plus scheme for education,

training, youth and sport, which should
contribute to “defence skills”!
After several years of persistent and

behind-the-scenes work, the arms industry
lobby has rallied the support of the officials of
some European countries to help them make a
case for public subsidies in the form of
“research” and, more broadly, to get rid of the

rules limiting EU funding to civilian
applications.
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Then on Thursday last a report was voted
through the EU Parliament that looks at the
scope available through the Lisbon Treaty to
push on with a common security and defence



policy that would force Ireland to increase its
defence expenditure.

Lynn Boylan, a member of the EU
Parliament, summed up the situation: “Despite
its impressive-sounding name, the Common
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) s
completely misleading. The policy will improve
neither security nor defence; rather, it is an
outward-looking offensive, imperialistic military
project.

“From start to finish, work on this report
had one objective, to see the scope available
under the Lisbon Treaty to push forward with
an EU CSDP, and how to avoid any
complications with Member States while doing
so. It would contravene our neutrality, but also
because of the extraordinary financial
implications it would have on Ireland. The CSDP
as currently envisaged would force Ireland to
increase and maintain spending on weapons
and military capabilities to 2 per cent of GDP.
This is an outrageous proposal, especially at a
time when our health service is a shambles and
we have the worst housing and homelessness
crisis to ever face the state.

“However, the military spending does not
stop there. This imperialistic vanity project also
seeks additional funding from Member States
and a specific new funding line in the EU
budget for defence and seeking to raise overall
EU military expenditure by €100 billion over 3
years. Apart from the direct contradictions to
Ireland’s neutrality through its call for an EU
army and a permanent military structure,
PESCO, it is as much about the fact that we are
continuously told that there is no money to
invest in our public services, in our water
infrastructure, or on capital infrastructure
projects, yet the EU wants spending on
militarisation in the Irish budget to increase
from 0.6 to 2 per cent.

“Furthermore, the increase of military
spending will fall within the already existing EU
budgetary constraints levelled on us through
the Fiscal Stability Treaty. Therefore, it would
mean that in order to achieve the 2 per cent
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target there will have to be either severe cuts to
public services or tax increases, or both.”

And this is just the beginning. The long-
term objective is to set up a seven-year
programme worth €3% billion for research only
and a possible €5 billion a year common basket
for the joint development and acquisition of
military equipment by member-states. This will
necessarily mean drastic cuts, to the detriment
of other spending priorities, both at the EU and
the national level. The EU insists that such
funding should be added to national military
spending and not be a substitute for them.

And speaking of armies ...

Irish taxpayers will help to pay for a private
army to protect members of the EU Parliament
as part of a record €2 billion spending spree
next year.

Estimates show the Parliament’s budget
rising to €1.97 million, an increase above
inflation of 3.3 per cent, as members rush to
beat cuts that are expected after Brexit.

Under the spending plan, the Parliament is
to create its own private armed response team,
named “Unit Protection,” an innovation that
will be unique among EU institutions.

The in-house unit of 46 bodyguards and

security personnel will include a “close
protection” team of 12 to guard the
Parliament’s  president, Antonio  Tajani,

providing a level of protection equivalent to
that of most heads of state.

The remaining 34 guards will form an
armed response team to be used for “ensuring
the security of strategic points” within the



Parliament’s premises. The armed guards, who
will receive “high-level technical, psychological
and behavioural training,” will be answerable
only to the Parliament’s internal adminis-
tration.

At present the Parliament uses in-house
security staff to scan bags and check people
entering buildings. Other EU institutions hire
private security companies, such as G4S, to
carry out simple checks, and none has an
equivalent private armed response unit. “In an
emergency or terrorist attack scenario we
would rely on specialist armed Belgian police
units, who have highly developed contingency
plans to protect EU institutions,” a security
official said.

The new guards will cost an extra €2%
million a year. Last year the Parliament decided
to spend €3.7 million more on its own
limousines and uniformed chauffeurs. Both the
guards and the drivers will be required to make
the 550-mile round trip to Strasbourg, the
Parliament’s second seat, when members meet
there once a month, leading to another €1.2
million in costs.

To beat post-Brexit budget cuts the Parlia-
ment is also bringing forward spending on a
publicity campaign for the 2019 EU elections.
Internal documents call for €33.3 million—€25
million next year and €8 million in 2019—to be
spent on “strong citizen-centric messages,’
including “more emotional and fundamental
elements,” such as “EU values and identity.”
The increase will be voted through by members
of the Parliament next month.

The secretary-general of the Parliament,
Klaus Welle (who is paid more than €205,000 a
year), has said that the cash grab has come
because of cuts after British contributions,
worth 14 per cent of the EU’s budget, end in
2019. “In preparations for Brexit we need a
certain leeway. That is what we are trying to do
with the budget,” he told the Parliament’s
budget committee this week.

For countries that want the EU to become
more militarily independent, further integ-
ration is the key. The EU has already agreed to
explore the use of a clause in the Lisbon Treaty
that allows countries willing to push on to do so
without the consensus of others. There should
be news on that front at an EU summit in June.
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