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-The veneration of the UN & Ireland's commitment the UN as an institution frame
-The revere of Irish neutrality frame
-EU relationship frame
- EU/US special relations frame
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2. Investigating how the debate altered from 03/04/08 to 23/04/08. At a glance, I would surmise
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that of the 'Yes' camp stating that 'Lisbon was good for jobs'. A sentiment the wider electorate
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I have set the limits to parliamentary debates, as a core assumption of my study is that national
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Abstract

This thesis focuses on the contest that can be defined as an epoch in Irish political
discourse, the Treaty of Lisbon referendum 2008. It approaches the subject from an alternative
angle to current research, which predominately focuses on the outcome of the referendum rather
than the causes of the outcome. Principally, this research offers a critical discourse analysis of
the preliminary debate covering the sessions of Dáil Éireann from the begin of the debate on 3rd
April 2008 to the final statements on the 23rd April 2008 which debated the controversial
government backed Treaty of Lisbon. This thesis wishes to trace the ways in which opposition
actors attempted to resonate their arguments with chronicled master frameworks of Irish foreign
policy a tactic which has emerged as a key ideological resource, and to the extent they utilised
neutrality as a persuasive tool in influencing the outcome of the debate.
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1. Introduction
As of late, the European Union (EU) is in a state of flux. Article 42.7 mutual defence clause
of the Lisbon Treaty has been invoked by the French president François Hollande après the Paris
terrorist attacks of 13 November 2015. The implications of this action are still undetermined for
Irish military neutrality. Moreover, following the British exit of the EU, renewed calls have been
made by EU policy chiefs for a stronger more unified Europe. Increased security co-operation was
proposed in a policy paper published in June, entitled, “Shared Vision, Common Action: A
Stronger Europe a Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign and Security Policy”
(European Union Global Strategy, 2016) these two factors have re-opened the neutrality debate
on a public and political level in the Republic of Ireland. Three of Ireland’s major broadsheet
publications printed articles regarding this matter in November 2015: Headlines such as “Not
helping when France is being terrorised is not neutral” in the Irish Examiner (Finlay); “Paris
attacks: EU defence clause ‘will not affect Irish neutrality’” in the Irish Times (Lynch); and “Paris
Terror Attacks: Ireland vows to ‘cooperate fully’ with requests for intelligence sharing from
France” in the Irish Independent (Collins). It is for this general reason that it is valuable to revisit
the crucial moment in the formation of the foundation stone on which current predispositions of
current Irish foreign policy are based.
On a specific academic note, a proportion of studies have analysed the contemporary
neutral standing of European states (Patterson, 1996; Hakovirta, 1988) and more specifically the
influence of the Common Security Defence Policy (CSDP)1on policies of impartiality. By proxy,
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Formerly European Security and Defence Policy (ESDF).
1

these studies envelope the Lisbon Treaty, namely article 42.72, considered the linchpin of CSDP
(Atikcan, 2015; Bailes et al., 2006; Ojanen et al., 2000; Thomas Weichert, 2010; Devine, 2009;
Flers, 2012; Devine, 2011). The European Constitution vis à vis Lisbon proved to be particularly
contentious in a number of EU polities, in particular Ireland, where the Treaty was first defeated
on 12 June 2008 by a margin of 54.3 percent to 46.6 percent on a turnout of 53.1 percent of the
registered electorate (McDonald and Stratton, 2008), only to be ratified sixteen months later on 2
October 2009 by a margin of 67.13 percent on the back of a 59 percent turnout (Central Count
Centre for the Referendum on the Treaty of Lisbon 2009). This represents a seismic shift in voters’
perceptions with regard to the Reform Treaty3.
As a result, a number of studies emerged concentrating on the two contrasting outcomes
pertaining to the Irish scenario (Barrett, 2012; FitzGibbon, 2009; Gora, 2007; Devine, 2009;
Qvortrup, 2009; Brugha, 2008; Barrett, 2012; Quinlan, 2012). In essence, these articles, as
comprehensive and insightful as they are, reserved comment for one referendum or the other, and
served to either provide a clarification of the declaration and terms of the treaty in an Irish context,
whether the treaty itself contravened or protected Irish neutrality; analyse Europe’s failure to
clearly articulate its position on strengthening European powers to the Irish electorate; examine
the legal ramifications of the enactment; or provide a commentary focusing on the national factions
and actors involved, only casting a gaze on the general discursive debate looking at media output

Article 42.7 posits “If a Member State is the victim of armed aggression on its territory, the other Member States
shall have towards it an obligation of aid and assistance by all the means in their power, in accordance with article
51 of the United Nations charter” (European Council on Foreign Relations, 2015). For an extensive breakdown of
Article 42 see The Lisbon Treaty accessible through the Constitutional Treaty archive (Constitutional Treaty
Archive ,2008).
3
The Treaty of Lisbon is also referred to as the Reform Treaty, and domestically the twenty-eight Amendment was
interchangeable with the Lisbon Bill 2008/2009.
2
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such as print and broadcast, party literature, campaign funding, posters, and canvasing. This
however fell short of parliamentary debate.
This research intends to add to the literature in two manners. Firstly, it adds to the wider
European debate. Secondly, it contributes to the domestic body of research by conducting a
deconstruction of the Irish political elite’s response in parliament to the Lisbon Treaty’s initial
rejection, to its ratification which to date has not been taken as an avenue of exploration.
This action would substantively supplement Cathal M. Brughas’ (2008) inquiry ‘Why
Ireland Rejected the Lisbon Treaty’ providing tangible empirics to his claim that
“Ireland voted to reject the Lisbon Treaty mainly due to the failure from
Europe to articulate the overall justification for this strengthening of
European powers in terms acceptable to the Irish, hope for a federalist
Europe, and don’t trust the global military intentions of some of Europe’s
leaders.”
According to Brugha an imperative tactic used by the no camp whilst canvasing was:
“Raising fears about threats to Irish neutrality and of conscription.”
Additionally, this research expands on Stephen Quinlans’ (2012) definitive work that
unpacks the Irish question: “The Lisbon Experience in Ireland: ‘No’ in 2008 but ‘Yes’ in 2009 –
How and Why?”. Quinlans’ dissection cites a number of reasons underlying the fluctuation from
a ‘No’ to a ‘Yes’. Salient issues predominant in the campaign for him were mainly, “The economy,
worker’s rights, minimum wage, farmer’s concerns, Turkish accession to the EU and
dissatisfaction with the Government” (Quinlan, 2012). This paper does not factor into an
3

elementary concern for Irish voters, namely the variable of neutrality as a motivator in altering
outcomes of the consequential referendum in 2008. Quinlan overlooks a key frame that is decisive
to the Irish psyche and which played a considerable, yet underestimated, role in influencing the
original decision to vote against the Lisbon Treaty, only to be later approved once those fears
subsided. The concept of Neutrality is one that weighs heavily on the Irish subconscious when
calculating a decision not purely encircling a general assimilation of EU institutions and policy,
but one that involves far reaching consequences having intentions of further integration in the area
of EU foreign security and defence policy (Devine, 2009).

According to a report by the

Department of Foreign Affairs that aimed to make sense of the surprising referendum results,
“neutrality emerged as the most divisive issue in referendum debates and was the second most
important reason why people voted ‘no’ ” (DFA, 2009:14.25). Undertaking this study exposes the
bones of a period which can be aptly described as a crisis moment in Irish politics, ramifications
of which are still felt today as the Lisbon Treaty overtly influences the course of Irish foreign
policy.
Unfurling the Treaty in Ireland was a unique case in the universe of European neutral states,
as it is the only nation that put the Treaty to a referendum. Incidentally, the Irish government is
law bound to do so by the verdict of Crotty vs an Taoiseach, which stipulates Ireland cannot ratify
the Single European Act unless the Irish Constitution is first changed to permit its ratification
(Supreme Court of Ireland Decissions, 9th 1987; The All-Party Oireachtas Committee On The
Constitution, 2006). This phenomenon provides a penetrating cross section into the discourse that
saw a policy shift from neutrality towards military non-alignment and a unified European defence
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policy not just refined to Ireland, but also Ireland’s neutral peers in the Union. As such, any vestige
of such a decision deserves to be considered with a fine tooth comb.
Further to the above point, this anomaly provides a genuine insight into a central artefact
to a crucial crossroads pertaining to European Affairs. No other EU nation state discussed the
Lisbon Treaty as fervently as Ireland, as a unanimous decision was made in the corridors of power
in Brussels and domestically in the relevant houses of parliament to strike to topic from the public
agenda, as the European Constitution4 was defeated in 2005 in France and the Netherlands when
put to a public decision. Across Europe a collective shutdown of debate was seen through the
transformation of the European constitution into the Lisbon Treaty. As indicated by the former
French President Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, “The Treaty of Lisbon is the same as the rejected
constitution. Only the format has been changed to avoid referendums” (Bonde, 2007). Ireland’s
decision to vote ‘no’ rocked the very core of Europe, sending shockwaves throughout the Union
and leaving political leaders unsure of what the future held for the EU. Accordingly, any
observation that may shine new light onto a situation that very nearly threatened to destroy the
European project is a fruitful venture.
In the forthcoming section I focus specifically on tracing the origins of neutrality and the
pivotal thought of each major academic school that has formed a view on neutrality. Initially, a
wide net was cast out over the literature concerned with the concept. It was further refined to
theories that appeared to best correlate with focal features of the debate that arose and became

4

The European Constitution was the precursor to the Treaty of Lisbon
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apparent during the process of trawling the concerning data. Such theories assisted in making sense
of neutrality and proved further use in understanding the wider lexicon of security interests.

2. Origins of Neutrality
From its inception, neutrality in its many forms has carried pejorative overtones. The wider
assumption hypothesises that a non-interventionist behaviour is displayed by smaller weaker states
and is for the most part driven by self-interested preoccupations (Prothro, 1959; Ørvik, 1971;
Agius, 2012). A common misinterpretation surrounding the conception of neutrality is that it
emerged from the concept of sovereignty. On the contrary, the first recorded example of such a
policy, which has been jotted into the annals of history, took shape in ancient Greece, during the
Peloponnesian war. Between the power play of the Athenians and the Spartans, the Melians made
a formal request to Athens to remain neutral in all foreseeable conflicts between Sparta and Athens,
a move disdained by Athens and which led to Melos being labelled as a weak and irrational actor,
as he snubbed the protection of a larger state, instead of opting for neutrality. “So blinded as to
choose the worst” (Warner and Thucydides, 1954:331-5), a sentiment that is often mirrored in a
contemporary context. The motion then went further to refute the Melian dialogue and eventually
reject any possible trade-off regarding such a stance: “Right, as the world goes, is only in question
between equals in power, while the strong do what they can and the weak suffer what they must”
(Thucydides et al., 1996:352-1). Abstention was not unorthodox for the period, though an earnest
proclamation of one’s intention to do so most certainly was.
6

In the middle ages, a figure considered to be a founding father of international law, Hugo
Grotius, wrote the book De Jure Belli ac Pacis (1625), which introduced the idea of neutrality into
political theory. He states “Those who remain at peace should show themselves impartial to either
side seeking transit, in furnishing supplies to troops and in not assisting those under siege” (Ørvik,
1971: 21). This embryonic idea however was at odds with another emerging concept. The year
1648 marked the arrival of notions such as sovereignty and collective security, principles that
buttressed the Peace Treaty of Westphalia. For the treaty to function, it was required of all states
partied to keep the peace to react en masse to any arising miscreant who violated the accord by
means not restricted to military sanctions or action. A neutral position was considered illegitimate
for any signatories of the treaty to court. That said, common security and collective security were
mere flashes in the pan and never accepted as axioms ex-post the agreement. Nevertheless, the
seed of neutrality had been sown in the terra firma of political theory (Croxton and Tischer, 2002).
During the European enlightenment it was not just monarchs who held ownership over the
topic of conflict. Ecclesiastical institutions also played a dominant role in shaping the parameters
of war. The churches chimed with the sentiment put forward by The Peace of Westphalia Treaty
de facto natural law 5. According to medieval religious edicts the ruling of just war was often
forwarded. Unpacked this simply meant that war was to be comprehended on the spectrum of right
and wrong, a conflict involving the righteous engaging a belligerent. Ergo the nature of impartiality

A distinction should be made here between ‘Natural Law’ as a secular approach and the theological canon of a ‘Just
War’ that governs the ethical paradigm of entering into to a conflict. Certainly there are similarities between the two
however, to diverge into technicalities at this moment would open another question unto itself. To further understand
the differences, see: ‘The Just War Tradition and Natural Law’ (Elshtain, J.,2004) & ‘Just and Unjust Wars’ (Walzer,
M.,2015). In a brief summation, natural law does not aim to describe the laws of nature which is the objective of pure
science. The ‘natural law moral theory’ maintains that the moral code that influences human temperament can be
traced objectively from the nature of the world and nature of human beings.
5

7

did not fit within the diameters of the declared metric. For the very reason that the impression of
warfare was viewed from the vantage of being, not as a joust between to equally matched
advisories. Rather, conflict was seen as a policing process and to remain absent would be
considered nefarious (Guthrie and Quinlan, 2007). By way of explanation, the ‘Just War Theory’
hypothesises that war, while terrible, is not always the worst option. There may be responsibilities
so important, atrocities that can be prevented or outcomes so undesirable they justify war (Guthrie
and Quinlan, 2007:11-15).
That said, the Vatican’s influence in this realm was certainly far from perpetual. With its
control eventually eroding, states as independent entities became the primary actors conducting
the international concert. This move away from religion instigated a shift within international law.
Wars began to be viewed through the lens of an apparatus that could solve contention between
contending nations. Simply put, this meant the ethical understanding and pontification of Jus Ad
Bellum and Jus in Bello played second fiddle to a type of warfare that was viewed as a means to
an ends in so far as achieving ones’ goals. (Neff, 2000:103, 86-89) Nevertheless, neutrality
continued to linger in a limited capacity. Neutral actors’ rights were positioned as secondary when
held to those rights of a belligerent. As a result, neutral interests were often disregarded, and
attempts to remain out of the melee in a position of absolute impartiality more often than not
resulted in little more than a futile exercise of pronouncing one’s stance (Agius, 2012).
Coming to the close of the seventeenth century, few factors can be considered as inducing
a fluctuation to neutrality, albeit for Immanuel Kant’s renowned work of Zum ewigen Frieden in
1795. Kant made the connection in this essay between global trade and common security. He was
of the opinion that “The spirit of trade cannot co-exist with war, and sooner or later this spirit
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dominates every people. For among all those means that belong to a nation, financial power may
be the most reliable in forcing nations to pursue the noble cause of peace” (Kant and Humphrey,
1983:125).
The nineteenth century ushered in a stage of massive change encompassing neutrality.
From the ashes of the Napoleonic wars the Congress of Vienna (1815) was born. An outcome of
the Congress was for the first time a group of international powers accepting Switzerland’s claim
to neutrality, stating that both Swiss independence and territorial integrity were in the common
interest of Europe (Novakovic, 2013:22). These moves paved the way for other states in the region
to follow suit, with Sweden the next to enter the fold of impartiality. Two subsequent endorsers of
non-interference from this age, which was defined by conference diplomacy, were Belgium and
Great Britain. The Belgians were granted self-determination in 1830, shortly superseded by her
call for non-partisanship a year later. The British solution to the Luxemburg dilemma eventually
culminating in a neutralised principality of Luxemburg being declared. It is evident from these
gestures that neutrality had become an orthodox policy strategy that could be pursued on the
international stage (Vick, 2014).
Another critical juncture in the solidification of non-involvement came in 1872 through the
mechanism of the Alabama Claims Arbitration6. Neutrality was accepted as a rule of international

6

Was an arbitration process between the US & Great Britain. America presented the argument that Britain who had
announced she was a neutral actor at the outset of the American Civil War, contravened such a stance as it furnished
The Confederacy with battleships (one such named the Alabama) for assaulting Union ships. Claims were based on
the back of the undersigned Washington Treaty (1871). An arbitration process was rendered to assess whether or not
the USA’s monetary grievances were genuine. The judgement passed was in favor of the USA finding that the UK
did indeed breaking the codification of neutrality. In light of this fact, Britain was ordered to compensate the United
States financially.
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customary law, recognising for the first time the rights and responsibilities of neutral states as well
as the rights and responsibilities of belligerent states (United Nations, 2012:125-134).
Despite the revelations touched upon, it was not until the Hague Convention V/XIII (in
particular the second conference of 1907) that a categorisation of the norms in question were set.
Statues for neutrality for land warfare were presented in V and comparatively in XIII neutrality of
naval warfare was discussed in depth. Nations were duty-bound to the law of The Hague at any
possible outbreak of a dispute between nations. They applied to belligerents and to all states not
partied to the situation alike. Essentially, the law was underpinned by the obligations that a neutral
actor should not equip a belligerent with war making capital, or facilitating active parties of the
war safe passing through one’s nation. On the other side of the coin, belligerents were expected to
respect the territorial integrity of neutral actors. It is important to note that under The Hague, it is
not expected of impartial actors to alter ideological perspectives to align their policy with
belligerents or to readjust their trade and economy with aggressors in a standardised form
(International Committee of The Red Cross, 1907). Consequently, The Hague regulations are still
recognised as an international statue.
Subsequently, failings of this system were highlighted by the First World War, as
arrangements depended on the whims of belligerents, regardless whether or not they adhered to
the rules set out in The Hague regulations. As a strategy to counteract the shortcomings of the
international system, an organisation was established to elevate such failings, and was primarily
concerned with collective security. That organisation convened in 1920 under the name of The
League of Nations. In essence, the League only served to contradict the dictates of The Hague
Rules. A linchpin in the Covenant of the League was Article 16, which stated that an instant
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ratification of economic sanctions and military sanctions were to be imposed upon any provocateur
at the behest of the League of Nations (Avolon Project, 2008). To act in such a manner to influence
the outcome of war would not be considered acceptable behaviour under Hague, as it would be a
flagrant contravention of the foundational principles of The Hague Treaty. Collective security
would eventually win out. To better understand what occurred, a metaphor of a weighing scale can
be applied. With a functioning commitment to collective security and an adherence to such laws
there would be little room for neutrality. Vis-à-vis if there were leaks to appear in the dam of
mutual insurance, a resurgence in impartiality would present itself.
Validity to the presence of neutral states was drawn into question by founding members as
to how non-partisan states would observe collective action against aggressors. Eventually, this trip
wire would be exposed with Italy agitating the League with its expeditious assault on Ethiopia in
1935. A unified response was never reached, leaving appropriate measures to curb the Italians
malevolent behaviour undefined. Thus, the reflex procedure of economic sanctions collapsed
(Baer, 1976). Furthermore, the ambiguity surrounding the relevant mechanisms to apply to
deviants who strayed from the chorus of nations set the scene for a largescale withdrawal of
sovereigns committed to Article 16. Nordic countries, along with Switzerland, Spain, and the
Netherlands, first removed themselves, followed by 21 Latin-American countries gesticulating
towards a unified declaration of neutrality. In sum, the League was left in tatters and the omens of
the Second World War loomed heavily.
What was to transpire in the following years would throw the very core of neutrality into
question once again (Devine, 2006b; Salmon, 2008). As the situation unfolded, a wave of
concessions to the regulations encompassing non-alignment prevailed over Europe. Small,
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indifferent states that neighboured larger combative states caved to the external pressure to some
extent. Collaboration took various shapes and forms from: supplies, trade and economic
dependence to acts testing the boundaries of due diligence and defence resources, refined this
means the passage of combatants and munitions through non-aligned territories. Devine, in her
comparative critique of Irish neutrality, supports this claim: “The World Wars shattered the idea
of strict, impartial neutrality because those who were able to stay out of the war (many neutral
states were invaded) had to compromise their neutrality in economic and military terms in favour
the stronger belligerent side” (Devine, 2008a:77). Further evidence of such opinions are scattered
across the literature.
From the Irish case the former Taoiseach (Prime minister) Gareth Fitzgerald surmised, “It
is at least questionable whether Ireland can be described as being ‘neutral’, because of the scale of
assistance given secretly to Britain was scarcely compatible with the concept of neutrality under
international law” (Carroll, 1998:96). Jopp cites the case of Sweden, which allowed the transport
of German troops through its territory (2000). In further support, Constance Howard clarifies the
Swiss example by pointing out the concessions made to the Axis forces: “While the Swiss were
determined to maintain their political independence and defend their neutrality, the Government
were [sic] obliged to make a number of concessions to Germany and Italy” (Howard in Devine,
2008a:77). For the most part, these were market orientated more so than physical support.
“Between 1940 and 1945, the German Reichsbank sold 1.3 billion francs worth of gold to Swiss
Banks in exchange for Swiss francs and other foreign currency, which were used to buy
strategically important raw materials like tungsten and oil from neutral countries” (Bergier, 2002).
Albeit blemishes arose in retrospect, the compromises are reflected back as diplomatic tact,
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insuring national partitions remained unmitigated, particularly in the cases of Sweden and
Switzerland. Their predicament was to concede the land that was demanded by the Axis forces
and no more while simultaneously maintaining political integrity. In this respect we can surmise
that duties of equitable nations were technically reneged upon, but not without careful
consideration. I devote a considerable proportion of time further probing this period of time not on
a whim, but rather that this era was critical in the development of ideas encircling neutrality and
saw a divergence between neutrality and non-belligerence7.
Posterior to the war-era neutrality was once again challenged. The vacuum that was left by
the demise of the League of Nations was filled by the United Nations (UN). A new charter was
drawn-up, upon formation of the UN, which from the start flagged questions concerning the
revived notion of collective security and neutrality functioning in harmony with one another. A
common view permeated throughout the ranks of the UN, namely that long indefinite neutrality is
at odds with the organisation’s core principles. To cite Article 25 of the UN Charter, “Member
States are duty bound to give the organisation every assistance in any action it may take against
belligerents to restore the peace.” Furthermore, to Article 25 “Members are obliged to accept and
carry out the decisions of the security council” (United Nations, 1946:488). In sum, if a situation
of armed conflict develops and the council subsequently takes a view against the instigator, there
is little or no manoeuvre room for neutrality.

7

In this context non-belligerency when applied to states infers a countries decision to support certain belligerents in
wartime, however falls short of direct involvement in military operations The Oxford dictionary defines the term
concisely as “Not aggressive or engaged in conflict”. It should also be noted that the concept is not covered in
international law. To further understand the distinction, see: European Neutrals and Non-Belligerents During the
Second World War, edited by Neville Wylie.
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Moreover, the foundation of the UN mirrored similar aspirations of international solidarity
and collective security that the League of Nations strived toward. The UN however, attempted to
shore up the weaknesses of The League’s covenant by introducing a firmer centralised system of
governance in the form of the more authoritative Security Council. It appeared for the most part
that the curtain was about to close on foreign policy based on impartiality. A position that was
affirmed by a meeting held by the UN with fellows of the International Law Association in 1946.
The crux of the discussion was focused on the compatibility of a neutral stance and possible
UN membership. Consensus was reached, with a unified position agreed upon and adequately
enunciated by a British solicitor by the name of C.S Dehn: “Neutrality as involving as it does,
obligations to both belligerents, is no longer a permissible status” (International Law Association
and Weis, 1948:43), sentiments that were also echoed by a peer of Dehns, a one Hans Kelsen in
his assessment of the Charter 1951. Kelsen was referencing Article 25: “The status of neutrality
is incompatible with membership of this organisation.” Gesticulation of this nature signalled by
eminent figures in both fields of international law and politics could be mistaken as the final nail
in the coffin for the notion and recognition of non-interference.
Instead, the reality was the complete opposite. In the advent of the Cold War neutrality was
rebranded. No longer considered a strategic wartime tactic, the decision was framed as a means to
flag an ideological posture. In other words, a push back against the pressure placed by the
superpowers of the time to select a side on the East/West divide present in the political domain of
the time. In spite of the persistent squeeze faced by neutral actors to choose a side, most weathered
the storm. It is worth mentioning that this action was mainly undertaken primarily by developing
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countries who refused to formally engage in the geo-political power play between the blocs. NonAligned Movement was the term coined to describe such states following this middle course8.
Supplementary, to the angle of Non-Alignment highlighted above, a further transformation
regarding the neutral stance occurred with Sweden incubating the interpretation of a neutral actor
to include providing services of ‘Good Offices’ to competing factions. Simply put, the method is
when a third party offers to play as an intermediary role to conflicting states to expedite dialogue
and coax states into a diplomatic solution to the dispute (United Nations Office of Legal Affairs,
1992).
In time, a further widening to the services provided by the post of the neutral mediary also
occurred. No longer was the role employed for purely intermediary purposes to resolve
disagreements, but branched into serving as a moral indicator, to endorse disarmament, to promote
diplomacy, and to take a pro-active role in UN sanctioned peacekeeping missions, while
contributing substantially to humanitarian aid projects (Lindstrom, 1997), i.e. acting as a
constructive measurement that the international community could strive towards. “Sweden saw
the UN as a platform to project its particular brand of internationalism, which was to be labelled
as an ‘active neutral’ ” (Agius, 2012:34). To be specific, this move was made in an attempt to shed

8

Since the organisation was formed out as an exercise to thwart the influence of the Cold War, following the
collapse of the Soviet Union the movement lacked relevance. Also, during NAM’s prime the very cohesion of the
grouping was also internally tested. Between members waging conflicts regionally between themselves as was the
case with Pakistan & India and Iran & Iraq. In addition, to the added strain loaded on the union by the Soviet
Union’s decision to invade Afghanistan in 1979. A move which would in turn accentuate fractures between Soviet
leaning members and member states of Islamic provenance. To further understand the idea of NAM a worthy source
of information is as follows: Land and Maritime Zones of Peace in International Law, (Subedi 1996), Köchler
(1982)
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the contemptuous attitudes of self-centeredness overhanging neutrality, and to reform previously
held preconceptions to impressions of neutral actors, adding value to the international community.
Ex-post the Cold War, predictions were made about the future of neutrality and its eventual
demise in a world no longer engulfed by an East/West divide, as the presumption was made, based
on the fact that there was no longer anything to be impartial about on the international scène
(Agius, 2012; Devine, 2006b). In total, the UN Security council evolved into a cohesive entity,
collective security functioned more so than ex-ante, and as a result the capacity of neutrality in a
legal and political arena was greatly reduced.
Despite this fact, European neutral nations for one reason or another never completely
disregarded their policies of neutrality. So this begs the question of what place and relevance
neutrality holds in the current climate and specific to this question the European paradigm. For
this reason, it is worthwhile to explore and deconstruct standings on neutrality through prominent
theories of international relations (IR).

2.1 Neutrality in International Relations Theory
Even though the legacy of neutrality spans millennia, any mention of the topic in the
literature on neutrality is usually in the field of international law, with legal academics discussing
the rights and obligations afforded to neutral actors traditionally. A disproportionately small
amount of attention has been afforded to the explanation of the occurrence theoretically, to such
an extent that it is often seen as a niche topic with many schools veering away from delving into
the motivations driving the concept. Devine turned to Walt for a possible explanation: “The nature
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of ‘Security Studies’ as a US-oriented, policy driven sub-discipline before the end of bipolarity is
perhaps a key reason why neutrality is strikingly absent as a relevant subject of academic interest”
(Walt,1991 in Agius and Devine, 2011:272). Subsequent to the Second World War, a window for
theoretical expansion opened into what can be described as a gilded age of IR. The overreaching
realist-rationalist spotlight was firmly set on conflict and alliance-building. Comparatively the
approach of the Liberal internationalist of the time placed their elementary concerns with collective
security, followed secondly with an interest in territorial sovereignty. Ostensibly what this means
is realism during this era was suitably placed to pass comment on the stature of neutral states
(Agius, 2012). Advancing into the Cold-War era, a shift appeared in the literature. No longer was
realism considered apt to explain to the complexities poised by neutrality; Liberalism was afforded
the opportunity to enter the fray. Liberalist scholars proposed neutrality as symptomatic of small
states acting out of survival in the international system, and was adopted in order to influence or
curb the larger powers control (Karsh, 1986; Labs, 1992; Mourtizen, 1991).
In the backwash of the Realist/Liberalist tide, substantial literature washed ashore
providing disparate views on just how to interpret neutrality. A group of mainly Nordic scholars
began a more nuanced investigation into the reasoning behind neutrality, and in doing so unearthed
linkages between the importance of domestic affairs in the shaping of foreign policy (Goldmann,
1989; Holbraad, 1991). Eventually this school would come to be known as Constructivism.
These three traditions, realism, liberalism, and social constructivism, attempt to interpret
the manifestation of neutrality. For this reason, I develop upon these faculties to gain a broad
comprehension of the confirmed attitudes emanating from these respective theoretical codes.
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2.3 Realism
Realism hypostasises that power is an integral factor of IR, providing a base for both legal
and political structures (Austin 2012). Western states have resorted to the usage of neutrality as a
means to limit the scope and carnage of war for centuries. Still, realism is at odds with such a
conceptualisation proposing balancing or bandwagoning as the only two options available to states
when attempting to successfully thwart international belligerency. Realism places further
dependency on the actual use of force or merely the threat of action, as a means of conveying
national sovereignty, while disregarding the significance of non-partisanship as an alternative
motive for displaying the same sentiment. In comparison, neutrality posits sovereignty through the
removal of force, territory and resources beneficial to conflicting parties in an effort to pacify the
contagion of war. Recognition of neutrality as an institution has historically been achieved by
enacting a plethora of regulations and conventions. Yet, the conformist Realist theory either views
neutral institutions as outliers among the international community, or falls short of recognising the
supposed deviation (Austin, 2012).
Regardless of realist scholars’ position on the spectrum, whether hard or soft, they lack the
pragmatism to explain the influence of neutrality on the international concert. To be specific, realist
writers were inhibited by their over simplification when applying analysis to international events,
illustrated by an inability to look past their basic paradigms.
A glaring flaw with realism as an explanatory theory is that it lacks a remit to truly uncover
the nuanced roots of neutrality. As its basic units realism stops short at the nation state and political
institutions that emerge from the combination of nationalism and statehood (Waltz, 1964; Kegley
18

and Wittkopf, 2004). realists reinforce the idea that cooperation only happens for reasons of
improving the relative power balance of a particular state at the cost of others. Likewise, it is
regarded as exceptional behaviour for any state to interact with another state when the intention is
not fixed to improving one’s stature among other nations (Keohane, 1989; Waltz, 2010). Here
within lies the rudimentary faults faced by the school. Realism overlooks the many subtleties
concealed beneath the state centric nodes, which influence a decision of a state to choose neutrality
as a recourse, while also discrediting the humanitarian nature of impartiality.
For the founding eminent hardliners, such as Thomas Hobbes or Nicolai Machiavelli,
sovereignty, when paired back, exposes only two driving factors: power capability and national
expediency. In a similar vein, they questioned the benefit of an institution like neutrality to a
sensible state, if that institution lacked the capability to provide short-term concrete gains. Even
contemporary, progressive academics or as some deem ‘soft’, like Hans Moregenthau, failed to
identify the reasons for which neutrality has fallen short at even recognising the idea that nation
states may cooperate to further mutual economic gains.
Morgenthau also stated that the use of force is intrinsically linked to the core of
international law. Admittedly, he accepted the presence of neutrality, although he surmised it was
nothing more than an off-shoot from the balance of power (1958). On the other hand, Hedley Bull
(1977) reaches further than his counterpart, accepting neutrality as a common tool in the process
of containing war and recognising the reality and relevance of a broader social order moving away
from the state-centric approach to understanding world order. Surprisingly, Bull still insists the
primary function of any administration is to maintain the sanctity of the nation-state and the
preservation of individual territory (1977).
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Respectively, the Neo-realist thought process also appeared stifled by the paradox provided
by neutrality. For instance, Kenneth Waltz posits binary options for nations when foreshadowed
by impending conflict. Firstly, to bandwagon or secondly, strike a ‘balance of power’. (Waltz
2010). A clear neglect is shown to the third option declaring neutral. A number of regions are
consistently neutral in the face of threats as an official protocol, a point which is conspicuous in
its dissent for one of the central principles of neo-realism that countries do not “Self-differentiate”
(Keohane 1986).
In summation, the mechanisms of realism (i.e. the balance of power) hold similarities with
neutrality, as both are seen as means to solidifying international cohesion, crucially they diverge.
The balance of powers stems from self-interested notions. “Is the sum total of the resources
possessed by a state or group of states determine [sic] the potential threat which the state(s) pose
to an actor” (Austin, 2012:40). Contrastingly, neutrality looks to galvanise the status-quo by
creating an accumulation of norms and regulations serving to delegitimise belligerency and
military action as a rational procedure to furthering a nation’s agenda. All in all, concepts from
competing theories may resemble one another with regard to their desirable outcomes, but
crucially realism fails to adequately account for impartiality for the very reason power is
paramount and valued over dictates of conventions, treaties and rules. Whereas, with neutrality
conventions, treaties and rules are the dominant tenets and power is secondary.

2.4 Liberalism
Unlike classic realism, liberalism looks beyond human nature for answers to international
politics, bypassing neo-realist interpretations favouring an emphasis on rationale over human
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nature as a cause. Although, neo-realism accepts the presence of structuralism, scholars in the fold
never really dissected its influence on international affairs.
Liberalism’s roots formed substantively following the enlightenment. Principally, liberals
were no longer concerned with power dynamics, sovereignty, and state monopoly on the use of
violence. Rather, their core principles echoed against international co-operation and peace.
Broadly speaking, Liberal views provided alternative lenses to focus upon the conundrums of IR
and patterns underlying states motivations. No longer was neutrality defined as purely an action
of a ‘weak state’ engaging in self-preservation, it became a layered strategy seen as a means to
express a state’s sovereignty, a recognition of pacifism to an apparatus of promoting international
institutions (Shiraev 2014). All of the aloft are covered under the Kantian umbrella known as
harmony of ‘interests’9 (Kant 1991). This harmony was to be achieved through advocating and
refining institutions; bodies played an essential part in international co-operation (Shiraev,
2014:86). It was the Liberalist position that initiated the onset of functioning global institutions,
including a rise in interdependence10 (Shiraev, 2014:88) combined with a predilection to utilise
diplomacy as an effective way to bring actors to the table to settle disputes in an amicable manner
that would forecast a decrease in conflict. Basically, the belief held was that states, as a body, could
endeavour to boost prosperity and to reduce war (Shiraev, 2014:90). Additionally, the pièce de
résistance validating the theorem of the existence of international harmony, as a result of

‘Harmony of interests’ was floated by Emanuel Kant in his ‘Perpetual Peace’ essay with the main assentation
being the advocating of a “federation of free states governed by the rule of law”. Further suggesting that through this
federation a domino effect would take place influencing neighbouring polities to transform into republics with the
end result that nations become smaller units of denotation until all nations judge conflict as irrational behaviour thus,
peace triumphs over war. (Baylis et al. 2008; Steans, 2010:45)
10
In this context the dichotomy of interdependence is understood to be: Financial, economic and cultural
interchange between states. Military interaction was oft understated.
9
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structuralism and interconnectedness, is the Democratic Peace Theory (DPT) 11 . This theory
postulates that although the statistical likelihood of conflict between any two states is uncommon,
within the bracket of nations defined as liberal democracies, the range is significantly lower, even
taking into account a number of political, historical, and economic variables. This indicates a
healthy inclination against the use force as a disposable tool between liberal democracies (Levy,
1988). Broken down the explanation of DPT appears to be underpinned by a structural and
normative reasoning.
Firstly, a structuralist perspective would contend that governments who are made up of
elected officials are answerable to the electorate. As an effect of such a process, a representative’s
incumbency is dependent on their fellow citizens, who generally view war in a negative light, as
the cost of war is tangible to the wider population holding a high cost comparative to the benefits.
Therefore, war is an unattractive decision for the citizenry and the initiation of pointless wars by
elected officials would provoke constituents to voice their dissatisfaction with prior unpopular
decisions made come an election. In total, this creates an institutional incentive not to go to war
(Russett 2009).
Secondly, a normative dissection assumes that egalitarian political values promote peaceful
mechanisms to resolve disputes not just nationally but internationally. A by-product of this
assumption is that, statesmen anticipate their counterpart’s in other democratic states to act in a
similar manner as themselves preferring a peaceful solution to any disagreement (Elman 2000).
Further to this point, international institutions are more responsive and considerate to

11

Empirically speaking, DPT is a close to a law in the school of international affairs (Levy, 1988)
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representative democracies who encourage pluralism among their population, more so than
autocracies who endorse state oppression of citizens as a reasonable tool of coercion (Elman 1997).
Complementary to this aforementioned theory, liberals expanded ideas conducive to the
understanding of neutrality. Conceptualisations formed surrounding the effect of international law
as a regulatory device over states behaviour, cosmopolitism and the role of supranational alliances
and unions (e.g. NATO & EU) on global politics. Undoubtedly, such progress only led to a wider
comprehension of what moral principles govern neutrality. Shortcomings are present as liberalism
left questions unanswered. Registering its interest mainly with organisations and statutes of the
international and national systems, it missed the intricate patchwork of the social environment
removed from the workings of the state. An element that undoubtedly bares influence on domestic
and foreign policy direction.

2.5 Social Constructivism
For all intents and purposes, realism and its dominant slant in the field effectively froze out
human agency as a catalyst for innovation in IR, instead favouring structure 12 over agency
(Hudson, 2005). Meaning, realism looks to the structure of international systems to expound on
states motives perceiving scenarios playing out in domestic civil society, or an individual plane as
irrelevant. All in all, the public variable in any sense is viewed as problematic (Morgenthau, 1958;
Waltz, 1990), similar to the interpretive nature of liberalism regarding neutrality. Explanatory
cases that fit the paradigm were limited and a poor fit to many scenarios of impartiality.

12

Structure in this context is equal to environment.
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Enter social constructivism to provide a rebuff. Constructivists did not believe a nation’s
behaviour was determined purely by anarchy, power or capabilities of a state. These types of
shackles were loosened, giving wriggle room to assess the added value of identities and norms
emerging from an international and domestic social environment. In short, this gave way to the
claim that motives of a state are driven by a complicated social labyrinth where agents and
structures impact one and other and as a result wider political phenomena. No longer was nonpartisanship held in a rigid estimation. Accordingly, it was treated as a flexible idea, constructed
over time, leveraging and leveraged by historical and social narratives, identity, institutions,
national interest, and individual political elites (McSweeney B. 1999; Katzenstein 1996).
While it would be unequivocally easier to simplify social constructivism to prove its fit in
opposition to realism, thus justifying my method selection, constructivism is not a hegemonic
school; there are in fact two variant forms (Zehfuss 2002).

2.5.1 Wendtian Social Constructivism
It is necessary to first consider the forefather of the school to elucidate the faculty. In
tackling the rationale of Alex Wendt, it becomes clear the principles of realism (i.e. statecentric/structural methods) were to be widely accepted, only structure was no longer to be thought
as forming materially more so as socially driven concept (McSweeney B. 1999). Furthermore,
Wendtian Constructivism was no longer content with leaving anarchy to rest as an unknown
quantity and warranted further scrutiny to the phenomena. Wendt opened the door on anarchy; no
longer was it looked at purely as an entity of dark matter, at the root of causation of political
dilemmas. His strategy was to disencumber anarchy by studying the sociologic aspect of the
structure, researching questions like whose interests does anarchy serve? (Brown and Ainley
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2009). By doing so, Wendt split domestic and international domains, while affirming core realist
tenants as dominant generators of foreign policy (Zehfuss 2002).
A critical pillar of Wendt’s Constructivism is Identity. Devine provides credence to this in
her article ‘Deconstructing the Concepts of Irish Neutrality’ using Zehfuss as supporting literature
“Identity is key to Wendtian Constructivism because the type of anarchy in the system depends
not only on the concept of security actors have, but also on how they construe their identity in
relation to others. Although identity is a core principle of Wendtian Constructivism, it is conceived
only at the state level with the result that the domestic process of identity formation is ignored and
the change in identity is theorised to occur exogenously” (Devine, 2006b). In Layman’s terms,
Wendt simply supplemented values, interests, and identities to the palette when painting on the
canvas of international politics.
Wendt’s process does not endeavour to challenge (neo-)realist epistemological and
ontological claims, ergo the overshadowing of realism remains to obscure the possibility of
different solutions as possible outcomes already fall into preordained boundaries (Zehfuss 2002).
Or as Devine concisely puts it “Social constructivists (and realists) preoccupation with the state
prevents them from seeing security role for sub-state human collectives at a domestic level
(Devine, 2006b; Zehfuss, 2002).
Most certainly, Wendtian constructivism provided common middle ground for rationalists
and post-structuralists to meet on the pasture of international relations and as result is in vogue,
forcing others to the periphery of the debate (Adler,1997; Wendt,1992) The residual of
constructivism is visible on the theoretical landscape, becoming all consuming. “Constructivism
is significant not only because it is considered elementary but also because of the possibility of
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deploying strategically to exclude more radical perspectives from consideration” (Zehfuss,
2002:6).
Definitely Wendtian constructuralism posits certain rudimentary advantages for
identifying determinants of foreign policy over rationalism. However, to truly comprehend the
finer themes determining Irish neutrality a postmodern course is warranted. An approach such as
this would value a critical and epistemological line of inquiry moving away from predetermined
taxonomies of discourse (Thomas Risse-Kappen in, Krause and Williams, 1997)

2.5.2 Reflexive Social Constructivism
Capitalising on the slipstream created by Wendtian constructivism, a concept known as
reflexive constructivism pushed to the fore. In a similar fashion, this contemporary notion orbits
reflexivity like its precursor and has the more analytical versions of constructivism. A linkage that
is accurately reflected upon in ‘Discourse Analysis as Theory and Method’ by Philips and
Jørgensen “many social constructionists… view their own studies as discursive constructions that
do not provide the only possible representation of the world, but rather just one version that is part
of the discursive struggle within the research field in question. Scientific knowledge is seen as
productive. As with all other discourses, scientific discourse produces knowledge, social relations,
and identities. This understanding of knowledge production stands in contrast to the objectivist
view of science to be found in positivism, whereby knowledge is seen as a reflection of reality. As
a result of their distinctive understanding of knowledge, social constructionists often emphasise
reflexivity—that is, they attempt to apply their theories to their own research practice” (Jørgensen
and Phillips 2002).
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Reflexivity complements the critical constructivists’ theorisation, respecting the weighting
of agency over structure in the stratosphere of IR. Tangibly, this alignment to agency means the
right for an agent13 to interact with the existing structure in a demeanour they choose, flaunting
the predetermined idea of the inflexible structure of politics imposed by realism, a design that was
endorsed in by particular Waltz. Ideas of social order as a malleable object were cultivated,
allowing for estimations to blossom on the very environment we inhabit.
The underlying assumption is that we exist “in an unstable reality constituted by humans
relating through the medium of habits” (McSweeney, 1999:213). In so, reflexivists conclude that
we make sense and process this uncertain reality by tying this world together with concepts
deriving from “likewise fluid, unstable and embedded human practices” (McSweeney B.,
1999:219.) A stance that directly challenges the core of objectivism in IR.

13

Agent in this context deconstructs the basic unit of observation to the individual.
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3. Theory
To quickly recap and ventilate the key conceptions on constructivism, it “is about human
consciousness and its role in international life” (Ruggie 1998:856). Concerning the overarching
differences of traditional and the critical constructivism, three aspects should be reiterated. Firstly,
conventionalists stress the importance of international circumstances over domestic, causing a
different understanding of identity (Hopf, 1998,Farrell, 2002; Finnemore and Sikkink, 2001).
Secondly, the critical school looks to fill the gaps on certain levels of analysis (Jacobsen, 2003),
Finally, reflexive constructivists utilise and assess the emancipatory over the more contradictory
traditions in constructivism (Houghton, 2007; Farrell, 2002; Checkel et al., 1998). The split nicely
articulates the preferable position of reflexive critical constructivism when it comes to unravelling
the many historical, ideological and geo-political strands interwoven through Irish neutrality.

3.1 Theoretical and Methodological Framework
Consequently, this research question orientates itself toward the critical reflexivist school,
as the mould allows us to explore and understand the deeper subtleties that influence Irish foreign
policy. “Critical constructivists seek to understand the origins of identity, conventional
constructivists assume state identity” (Zehfuss, 2002:89). A decision further validated by
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McSweeney, “critical constructivism is a preferred approach because it allows for public agency
in the foreign policy process” (Devine, 2008c). In the following I extensively outline and detail
the theory and methods that form the foundation of this study, while also justifying the validity of
the research question. Further to the point, I expand on the data collected and assessed, while
acknowledging possible limits and biases that may arise.

3.2 Theoretical Background: Critical Discourse Analysis
As has been raised earlier in chapter 2.5.1, reflexive constructivism is the method most
appropriate when focusing on values associated with neutrality, as it contends impartiality should
have been confined only to structures of state, but also as an imperative feature of national identity.
Hence, decisions of neutrality should not be construed as symptomatic of the external security
climate but also shaped through the input of domestic political actors and thereupon public opinion.
Discourse analysis is a staple in the constructivist’s toolbox. It is regularly used to unscrew
the nuts and bolts of spoken or written words to strip away discourse and reveal the inner workings
of the political apparatus and ideologies underlying the fact. Critical discourse analysis is an
essential wing of discourse analysis when reflecting on the relationship between means of speech
and means of contemplating, while accentuating “the traces of cultural and ideological meaning in
spoken and written texts” (O’Halloran, 2005:1946). Critical analysis stretches the range of
linguistic estimations, encroaching preponderant societal interrelationships with political and
cultural frames of reference. Considering it is at this macro level of dissection, we are able to
discover the foundations of ideological discourse, which over time have become accepted with
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prudent judgment and assumed to be a homogenous aspect of the discourse without scrutiny
(Fairclough 2013).
There are different horses for different courses, and qualitative research certainly does not
contradict this analogy. Critical discourse analysis (CDA) is effective for different topics fields.
Nonetheless, there is one social range where CDA is most applicable as a problem solving
mechanism, that being the political realm. Statecraft is a wash of ideological battles from election
campaigns to parliamentary debates. A position cemented by Teun Adrianus Van Djik’s assertion:
“It is eminently here that different and opposed groups power, struggle and interests are at stake.
In order to be able to compete, political groups need to be ideologically conscious and organised”
(2004:11).
An accurate barometer to determine the success of political actors in as far as achieving
their goals and gaining public consent perpetually during tenure, is their capacity to coax
constituents into line with their objectives. Teittinen (2000) asserts that “the winner is a party
whose language, words, terms and symbolic expression are dominant one reality and the context
have been defined” (in Sardabi, 2014:3). It is at this point critical listening and reading is
considered a useful tool of analysis, allowing one to expand on semantics of language and to
understand what is being said. It affords the researcher the ability to unpack communication
whether spoken or written and grasp how it is manipulated through the tactful and intelligent
mechanisms, to ascertain a certain group or individuals underlying motivations.
In a comparable vein, this thesis is a critical discourse analysis of Dáil Éireann’s14 debates
on the issue of the first Lisbon I Referendum 2008. This research attempts to determine how

14

Upper house of Irish parliament
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Teachtaí Dála’s (TD)15 opposition set out to influence the electorate, to justify either the positive
or negative view of the Treaty through the usage of nuanced ideological discourse mechanisms
permeating their dialogue.
This analysis traces the ways political players attempted to create a resonance amidst their
arguments and traditionally established master frameworks of Irish foreign policy. The procedure
of inviting framework linkages emerged as a vital ideological resource counted upon by statesmen
to successfully out manoeuvre parliamentary peers and to win the argument relating to the Irish
dilemma of the Lisbon Treaty crisis.

3.3 Methodological and Analytical Framework
Providing a complete codification of methods entangled in the field would only detract
from the study and diverge from the main point of interest. I therefore expand on methods selected
that best explain the idiosyncrasies of the Irish debate. In the following, I enunciate upon the two
prime frameworks used. What should be noted before is that all forms of critical discourse analysis
strive to emphasise all use of language comprises ideological reflections which cast light on the
fact that all categories of speech serve as a bridge and platform for conflicting viewpoints
(Fairclough 1992, 2001; Fairclough et al. 2011).
Firstly, I will unpack van Dijk’s structures of assessment, as his body of work serves in
providing key theoretical assumptions, to which this study adheres. Van Dijk is the first to contend
to the fact that there is no unified or singular theoretical approach to assessment of discourse ,

15
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instead he identifies four orthodox paths on the road to critical analysis (2007): 1. critical
linguistics (Kress et al. 1982); 2. sociocultural approach (Fairclough, 1992); 3. discourse (Wodak,
1999). Even though these frames are allied along prevailing conceptual frameworks, van Dijk’s
4. socio-cognitive model is most convincing (1998).
The socio-cognitive design is structured on the idea that cognition acts as a middle ground
for society and discourse. Van Dijk understands his analysis to be composed of a macro vs micro
component of interaction, micro consisting of verbal interaction, discourse, and language and
macro compromising the ranges of power and inequality and who claims or wields power. The
intention here is to marry these two layers in understanding, because in nature these two cannot be
split (van Dijk 2002). Social power in this context is a means of controlling a group’s mind-set,
which is viewed neither in a positive nor negative light, depending on whether that power is used
to exploit and entrench human suffering. For van Dijk, the misuse of power acts in a regressive
manner towards the emancipatory nature of contemporary constructivists (1985). For this reason,
he addresses the question mark overhanging ideology16 to understand it as a tool in the repertoire,
as it is applied to hold influence over society. To impart ideological discourse, van Dijk resorts to
cognitive, social, and discourse analysis of speech and text (2002). As so far as the relevance of
this for my thesis, all historical frameworks that I discuss are claimed by conflicting parties,
depending on what side of the political divide they fall, e.g. the Left proactive in arguing the merits
of traditional neutrality versus the Right view of traditional neutrality as a hindrance to
supranationalism.

16

ideology is viewed as an opinion of a group of people in light of certain matters
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As this study relies on the above estimation of ideology and social cognitive interpretations
of related factors, it is also underpinned by van Dijk’s generative work ‘Politics, Ideology and
Discourse,’ where he posits a suitable framework conducive to this study.
“The social organisation of the field of politics, and hence politicians and
social groups, is largely based on ideological differences, alliances and
similarities. The overall organisation of social beliefs as a struggle between
the Left and the Right is a result of the underlying polarisation of political
ideologies that has permeated society as a whole. Indeed, political
ideologies not only are involved in the production and the understanding
of political discourses and other political practices, but are also
(re)produced by them” (2004:11)
In addition, his interpretation of political discourse views communication not only as a
provision of political structure, but is vision in terms of political context.
“It is not sufficient to observe, for instance that political discourse often
features the well-known ‘political’ pronoun we. It is crucial to relate such
use to such categories as who is speaking, when, where and with/to whom,
that is, to specific aspects of the political situation” (2004:13)
Another attribute in van Dijk’s framework that runs concurrent in the parliamentary debate,
revolves around the Lisbon crisis, and is heavily relied on by the conflicting sides of the house, is
the application of his discursive strategies of “positive self-representation,” i.e. a linguistic macroapproach to in-group favouritism and “negative other-representation,” i.e. a linguistic macro-
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approach of out-group denigration, in such a way as to cement an “Us vs Them” subdivide into
the debate.
In sum, this method also comes into being and is characterised by an array of discursive
measures known as the 27 ideological strategies, which are norm expression, rhetoric, persuasion,
strategy actor description, categorisation, comparison, consensus, euphemisms, hyperbole,
implications,

examples,

illustrations,

metaphors,

polarisation,

populism,

vagueness,

presupposition, irony, lexicalisation, authority, victimisation, evidence contributions, numbers
game, (2004). Some of which apply to the case of the Lisbon debates, when resonating arguments
to historical frameworks in Irish foreign policy.
A two-pronged approach is undertaken in this research. The first prong is galvanised in
theories advocated by the Van Dijk, while the second prong is crystallised by a collection of
academics’ views borne out of the cognitive approach. This approach proposes an equivalent idea
on affirming the importance of frame research and also tracking framework trends. I highlight the
second prong in the following.
A foundational aspect of this research is the identification of the semantics employed to
echo contrasting arguments in historical frameworks established in the Irish political stratosphere,
in an effort to vindicate the given actor’s point of view. What are these frames they wish to conjoin
with their assertions and why seek to interlink claims to such frames in the first place? A presence
of framing has proven fruitful in dissecting political quandaries that are cemented in the public
program. As a result it has evolved into an interrogative program. However, its beginnings were
not IR centric. Erving Goffman a sociological patron of framing, predicated the imbrication of the
cognitive functions of frames, declaring frames as a descriptive method that allowed scholars to
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“locate, receive and label a seemingly infinite number of concrete occurrences, thereby creating
meaning” (Goffman, 1986:21). Other framing research veers toward a sociological inclination,
especially typified by analysis directed toward conceptualising social, cultural movement, and
political communication. Regarding these investigations, framing is seen as a device to highlight
the meaning of construction, that unquestionably pose political ramifications (Benford and Snow
2000; Zald 1996; Carragee and Roefs 2004).
Correspondingly, the school of social constructivism’s interpretation of frame research is
absorbed with establishing links between emerging discursive frameworks, be they of a public,
political or of a broadcast orientation to a general socio-political context (van Gorp 2007; Gamson
and Lasch 1983; Gamson W.A. 1980).
What is most interesting in reference to this study is the emergence of ‘master frames’
(Benford and Snow 2000; Zald 1996; Meyer et al. 2002). An example of the effective use of such
an analytic approach is ‘Challenging a master narrative: Peace protest and opinion/ editorial
discourse in the US press during the Gulf War.” Zhao and Hacketts discursive model demonstrates
the clear rapport between foreign media frames during the First Gulf War and an ideological
supremacy achieved by such outlets, due to the editorial decision to use hegemonic master
narratives or cultural templates (Hackett and Zhao 1994). Chiefly, they suggest “ that it is precisely
because these master narratives constitute a lens through which national polities and peoples
construct their world views regarding the nation’s international roles” (Hackett and Zhao,
1994:533-534). Roles can be petitioned or applied by media or political actors alike when
structuring a nation’s response in this case to an international crisis, but can also be called upon in
making sense of a domestic crisis. Snow and Bedford add weight to this analytical model
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maintaining that ‘master frames’ function as societal modes of articulation (Benford and Snow,
2000:139).
In addition, the pair go on to argue that, the greater connection achieved by the political
discourse relative to the ‘master frames’ of wider culture increases their degree of culture
resonance and symbolic potency (Benford and Snow 2000). This level can serve as a litmus test to
how effective the political discourse under scrutiny met the criteria of evoking cultural resonance
with devices, i.e. frames/themes that are “noticeable, understandable, memorable and emotionallycharged” (Entman, 2003:417-422, 2009:6).

3.4 Objective of the Study
An elemental assumption of this thesis is that the national legislative discourse surrounding
political crises, such as the failure to ratify the Treaty of Lisbon I Referendum in 2008, do not
eventuate from a spontaneous void, but are formed innately by a core of contextual characteristics
of historical, geo-political, ideological factors, eventually materialising into being. By virtue,
“political discourses, including parliamentary debates, are conceptualised as part of a wider
ideological contest, not only over issues per se but also the underlying values and interests that
those issues evoke” (Pan and Kosicki, 2001; O’Regan, 2010). The technique of discourse analysis
utilised was one that intended to register key arguments and motifs that defined the debate and to
probe their rhetorical, strategic, persuasive value as per van Dijk’s (2004) mode of estimation or
purpose concurrently putting into practice the traditional model of framing.
Applying this sort of frame analytic focus to the study of Irish debate on the Lisbon Treaty
I Referendum 2008 makes the assumption that winning the deliberation is determined by what
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breadth political actors actualise a reverberation between their arguments and pre-existing
ingrained socio-political ‘master frames’ as propositioned by Benford and Snow (2000).
Undertaking this exercise should enable an interpretation of the bearing neutrality imposed on the
debate and approximate to what effect if any the integral tenet of impartiality, which forms part
of Ireland’s shared sense of national consciousness (Hachey 2002), held over the outcome of the
first referendum.
The next chapter chalks-out the geo-political and historical aspects of Irish foreign policy
practice, with the purpose of illuminating the formation of essential ‘master frames’ crucial to this
research. Moreover, it provides a general context or overview of the political domain as well as a
clarification of sources of data under assessment. All of the above will be sought as a task in setting
perimeters to the data collection process, thereby limiting the diameters of the thesis in an attempt
to reap conclusive results.

3.5 Data and Sources
The materials used in this study can be broken down two-fold. Firstly, they reveal the
appropriate frameworks to test against the language utilised in the parliamentary discourse,
establishing the elite frames. These sources include: academic articles, newspaper articles, white
papers, official speeches, and opinion polls.
These generated relevant confines enable the application of said structures to the Dáil
debates. The Irish parliament, Dáil Éireann, was chosen for this investigation as it is the most
transparent arena of Irish political discourse: “the primary medium through which political
discourse influences public opinion via media coverage” (van der Valk, 2003; O’Regan, 2010).
Parliamentary discourse is understood in the case of this study as “forms of political action and
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communication that constitute important ‘tools’ for the successful presentation of elite frames to
the media and public audiences” (Nelson and Kinder, 1996; Jacoby, 2000; O’Regan, 2010).
The materials used in this study are transcripts of preliminary debates from Dáil Éireann
beginning: 3/Apr/2008 – Amendment to the Bill 2008-Second Stage to 04/Jun/2008 –Treaty
statements. This timeframe restricts the analysis to the opening debate surrounding the Treaty of
Lisbon, tracing the dialogue through all subsequent preliminary levels of debate in the upper house
prior to the referendum on the 12 June 2008
Before embarking on the empirics, it is necessary to address the potential limits of this
study, concerning the case selection and methodology. One could deduce the analysis might be
seen as state-centric, not taking into account popular discourse domestically (within the lower
house) and internationally (discussion at the European level). These dimensions would certainly
produce a higher quality of outcomes. Yet, due to practicality and the limited length of this paper,
attention is focused on parliamentary debate alone, which can be taken as a fairly accurate indicator
of popular perspectives reflecting the population’s overall views.
Secondly, the discourse analysis itself may not be viewed as a sound indicator of the
significance of the public’s perception of neutrality when shifting the referendum result, as ethical
positioning is often used as a tactic of political posturing. To avoid this preening I address
neutrality discussed over contentious issues, such as neutrality when experiencing a crisis moment,
e.g. the Lisbon Treaty Referendum.
Finally, it is encouraged to select topics on which one has an extant knowledge, as it
provides a degree of cultural competence. Fleshed out, this means possessing fluency in both
official languages (Irish and English), under which official business is carried out and seminal
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texts written as well as having a foothold in a wider social political dimension are useful. This
competence enables the researcher to register nuances and demonstrate disparities in meaning and
representations. Fundamentally, being an Irish citizen affords one ability to accept the common
understandings that create a common frame of reference. The point is however, it would be
neglectful of me to not recognise the fact that there may be ‘home blindness’ in one’s subconscious
estimation. As one is part of the universe being studied, it would be a worthwhile endeavour to
denaturalise myself from the case and lose touch with personal biases and proceed with caution
when reaching fair conclusions, using only clear reasoning to rely on open and honest inquiry
(Klotz and Prakash 2008).
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4. The Situational Context for Frame Formation
Some historians have traced Ireland’s predilection for neutrality to the isolationist agitation
of Home Rule and separatist campaigning. This disposition seems to hold weight when taking into
account Sir Rogers’ Casements published in 1913, floating the possibility of a neutralised
independent Ireland. A year later, James Connolly became the inaugural president of the Irish
Neutrality League (Murphy, J., in Girvin and Roberts 1999). In truth, post-First World War, Irish
nationalist intentions were fervently driven by anti-British sentiments with few ever considering
the particulars of a neutral disposition.
Others contend that impartiality was first opted during the War of Independence and the
inception of the state in the 1920’s. It is right to say prior to these events that the Anglo-Irish War,
coupled with the anti-conscription movement during the First World War, is partially responsible
for the inherent penchant toward neutrality (Keatinge 1978). Considering the Republic of Ireland’s
post-colonial experience and physically active campaigns taken in the pursuit of political freedom,
the country’s starting foreign policy point was “based on nationalistic ideologies that promoted
the adoption of distinct anti-colonial positions within international forums” (Tonra, 2012:29).
Given that these fundamental anti-colonial, anti-imperialist positions were placed in the
petri dish of

the mid-twentieth century, Irish conceptualisations began to ferment on the

international level, causing an alignment to analogous roles chiselled out by other small states on
the world stage (Kennedy and Skelly 2000). Irish foreign policy began to transfuse with a
conscientious approach, in turn Irish policies began to reflect on principles instead of the pursuit
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of Ireland’s interest (Kennedy and Skelly 2000). For example, the state’s worldview is
characterised by the “principles of supporting the primacy of the UN” (O’Regan, 2010). These two
frames cited are not mutually exclusive and over time melded and evolved leaving the first set of
‘master frames’ relevant for this examination of discourse. Tonra claims Ireland’s small state
position on the international scaffold should be viewed as “both modern and anti-imperialist”
(2012:32). This view is said to have incubated a higher “empathy for the underdog, an antimilitarism and a dedication to promoting peace” (Schmitt, 2002:11).

Normative-Based Frames
Anti-imperialism/colonial frame, revere of Irish neutrality frame, veneration of the UN as an
institution frame.
It is best to further deconstruct these frames to avoid misinterpretation and clarify their
legitimacy in dissecting the parliamentary discourse. The first frames embodiment of nationalistic
tendencies falls easily into a juxtaposition with the veneration of the UN frame, which serves as a
central column for Irish foreign policy, since Ireland’s entry to the UN in 1955 (Dept. of Defence
2000). An entangling of concepts has occurred between circumstances revolving around Ireland’s
obligation and commitment to neutrality on the international soap box, and the idea as a distinction
factor being interwoven with the country’s identity. In fact, Keating contests the policy has been
absorbed to the extent it is now an “unalterable doctrine” (Keatinge, 1978:92-93).
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Indeed, that is not to say confusion does not exist in scholarly circles regarding “the
consensus on what the nation’s neutral posture ought to be, or what neutrality actually means in
the Irish context” (Hachey, 2002:27). Case in point is the dedication Trevor C. Salmon displays in
debunking the myth of Irish neutrality in his seminal work “Neutrality and the Irish Republic:
Myth or Reality?” causing waves in Irish political science academia leading to a furore of
critiques17 and bolstering arguments alike (Salmon, 2008; Devine, 2006a; Storey, 2002; Doherty,
2002, 2002). A proportion of the discussion focuses on the undefined description of neutrality and
how political actors obscure the meaning to suit their interests. An emerging trend visible from the
beginning of the 1970’s is policy makers moving away from a more active interpretation of
neutrality, abiding rather by a constrained conceptualisation of the idea promoting the perception
of military neutrality 18.
It is speculated that keeping up the façade between traditional neutrality and military
neutrality is a discursive technique used by statesmen to augment the reality of “abandonment of
permanent neutrality” (O’Regan, 2010). This is a move put in practice to anticipate and act as a
buffer to a potential public push-back to any possible dismantling of Irish Neutrality which is
ardently supported by the general population. Ultimately, so strong is the footing of neutrality

Specifically, Karen Devine, The Myth of ‘The Myth of Irish Neutrality’: Deconstructing Concepts of Irish
Neutrality using International Relations Theories.
17

“It is important to distinguish between “neutrality,” “neutralisation,” and “non-alignment.” Here, neutrality refers
to an active foreign policy of refraining from international conflict. Neutralisation refers to specific agreements
between small countries and larger powers in which the latter respects the neutrality of the former in exchange for
concessions. Non-alignment has carried two meanings. From 1949–1991, it refers to those nations that chose to plot
a course between the West and the Soviets during the Cold War, but did not refrain from conflict in other
international arenas. After 1991 non-alignment refers to nations that support the principle of neutrality, but have
committed to an active role in a defence/security alliance. For a theoretical account of the differences between these
terms, see Efraim Karsh, Neutrality and Small States (New York: Routledge,1988). For a clear discussion of the key
differences between these three concepts in the Irish context, see Patrick Keatinge, A Singular Stance: Irish
Neutrality in the 1980s (Dublin: Institute of Public Administration, 1984).” (Jesse, 2007,74-95:74)
18
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among the Irish public that continuous governments have been hesitant to even pursue its
dislodgement from the Irish psyche.
Running parallel to the illuminated normative frames, overtures of realism and liberalism
have also been adopted in the configuration of Irish foreign policy. Since Ireland’s admission to
the European Economic Community in 1973, a primary stimulus of Irish foreign policy …Or in
the words of Tonra the “dominant leitmotif of Irish foreign policy” (2012:64) is to galvanise Irish
membership in the EU, focusing on harnessing the potential of Europe within boundaries set by
the EU. Granted, this stream of cognition is prevalent and garners support primarily to those
belonging to an elite class, who view themselves as torch bearers for a pro-European
supranationalist agenda. Notwithstanding, the position of power this master frame is rooted in, its
hegemonic value has not gone unchallenged and has been questioned by two discursive modes. I
indicate and unpack the frames in the following to deduce their relativity and investigate whether
those who challenge the validity of frameworks have any merit.

Realist/Liberal-Based Frames
European partners frame, special relationship frame.
To reiterate, recent Irish policy direction has been EU orientated and to a general
approximation, has embraced an American brand of globalisation. However, it has not all been
smooth sailing as it were. Despite the positive light with which the Union is viewed by the
population (European Commission - Public Opinion Analysis, 2002), the relationship is far more
complex than a cursory glance would ever expose. In Ireland, an undertone of uncertainty and
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scepticism persists to tail the institution, proof of which is the substantive defeat of the first Treaty
of Nice in 2001.
Even though there is ballpark support for Union Européenne in Ireland, there are some
reluctant limpets of apprehension regarding specific aspects of membership. Firstly, fears of
increased integration and enlargement as a foreshadower of the EU eventually transforming into a
superstate are present, boiling over into concerns of possible relinquishment of Irish sovereignty
and thus neutrality. Secondly, the undemocratic and unrepresentative nature of the Commission
and Council (Quinlan, 2012; Gilland, 2002). Despite the public apprehensions the frame can be
considered a substantive frame.
Addressing the second framework, special relations, can be chopped-and-changed to cater
an EU or USA discussion pertaining usually to a political-economy edge, and are prone to
discursive contagion. The crux of this frame is constructed, due to our perceived “strong historical
personal and socio economic ties” (Department of Defence, 2000; Connaughton, 2010; Callanan,
2007; O’Regan, 2010). For the most part, the frame can be seen as a by-product of a two forked
sequence of events, i.e. the affirmative action of the UK and US in injecting peace into Northern
Ireland (Ahern, 2008). Secondly, the direct foreign investments funnelled from the global market
economy attributed to an unprecedented period of growth of the Irish exchequer known as the
‘Celtic Tiger’ (Ruane and Buckley 2006; McGary 2016). Ireland was and is heavily reliant on
outside investment and the political establishment was and is committed to maintaining the
plateau, avoiding uncertain ground and any disruption to economic prosperity, especially with the
soundings of the financial crash echoing in the ether. Credence was best given to this frame in this
study’s estimation by the Minister of Finance Brian Cowen, who stated that a cordial rapport with
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the EU and the US is seen as an “indispensable partnership based on enduring relationship of
symbiotic economic and trade investments, that vital to our security and prosperity of both Europe
and the United States”(Carroll, 2004:3-14).
Now that the diameters of the various frames have been set and the difference of meaning
between neutrality and non-alignment have been elucidated (see footnote 18), it might be prudent
to clarify the difference in opinion within the public’s impression of neutrality to the government’s
notion of military neutrality.

4.1 Public’s Notions of Neutrality
When asked to define Irish neutrality, the Irish public generally persists in an exclamation
of what is known in IR circles as “active or positive neutrality,” as illustrated in The Hague
Convention V. This is exemplified by Ireland’s restrictions of state military action to endorse UN
Peace Keeping Operations, peace promotion and non-aggression, recognition of UN normative
clout, maintaining Irish sovereignty, identity and autonomous foreign policy formation. According
to Irish Social Science Data Archive, 4 in 10 people surveyed strongly support neutrality, with the
mean evocating an average support for neutrality. A small number exclaimed neutrality meant
nothing to them (ISSDA). For a comprehensive breakdown of the study, consult table two in the
appendix.
The specified conception hinges on the legal definition of non-partisanship and is
unquestionably vying with the Irish ruling classes understanding of military neutrality to which
they have time and again genuflected toward.
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4.2 Establishments’ Notions of Military Neutrality
On admission to the European Community, an effervescent reconfiguration developed.
Looking at the discourse, we see a drift away from active neutrality with the meaning of neutrality
in the classical sense becoming increasingly disfigured (Devine, 2011, 2008b). Through successive
governments, this position of obscurantism has been pronounced by Fine Gael in the 1980’s to
Labour in the 1990’s and continued by Fianna Fáil into the beginning of the millennium (Quinn,
Dáil Éireann Debate 1981, 1992). All establishment parties were singing from the same hymn
sheet, and shared a similar definition of military neutrality, reflected in their desire to keep Ireland
on a trajectory, “moving away from its neutrality towards a gradual incorporation into NATO and
WEU in due course” (Ahern, Dáil Éireann Debate 1996, 1999).
Terming of the concept in such a way allowed it to be modified, as outlined
by Devine, who cites Laursen as her inspiration: “military neutrality can
be changed by government decree because ‘military neutrality’ is not
defined in Irish legislation. I argue with respect to the Irish governments
most recent revisions to the ‘military neutrality’ in context to ensuring
ratification of the Lisbon Treaty, that ‘military neutrality’ has been
redefined to mean joining a military alliance under certain circumstances
i.e. joining the WEU through the back door in a WEU-EU merger”
(Devine, 2009:3; Laursen, 1997:16).
From this observation into the meaning of military neutrality for those in political power,
we can contend its serves as a strategy to negotiate the support on the domestic stage of positive
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neutrality, while concurring with a Common Security and Defence Policy introduced from a
supranational plateau, i.e. the EU.
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5 Analysis: Opposition Discourse – Government Not Pro-Active in
Protecting Irish principles or Citizens’ Liberties
During the debate of the Twenty-eighth Amendment of the Constitution Bill 2008,
opposition was limited primarily to an operatic Sinn Féin and an equally as vocal number of
Independents, however disparate their ranks were. Nonetheless, the small number of disputants
did not deter members on the opposite side of the house to mount qualified remonstrations to the
core assertions of the sitting members of government, accomplishing strong resonation with the
three illustrated leading frames of: Anti-imperialism/colonialism frame, revere of Irish neutrality
frame, veneration of the UN as an institution frame.
In fact, the Sinn Féin (SF) deputies managed to construct the institutional parties as
overlooking and jeopardising Ireland’s long term aims of reinforcing the UN system of collective
security under Article 51 by committing the Republic to a separate EU common security clause,
Article 42.7 Lisbon mutual defence clause further denigrating Irish military neutrality, only to
satisfy short-term economic expediency.
Secondly, opposition discourse contested the mainstream parties’ special relations frame,
recasting the framework to reflect Ireland’s capability of acting in good council in the EU and
providing a moral compass for our European neighbours, creating an echo chamber between it and
the normative frames overhead. It would be fair to contend that a blending took place between the
special relations frame and EU partners frame
Finally, SF questioned the establishments intentions, claiming the major parties were acting
against the interest of its citizens, in turn asserting ownership of the ‘national interest’ theme and

48

altering the inclination from a political economy vision to one that envisioned domestic interest
best served through the maintenance of the reverence of Irish neutrality.
Furthering this narrative, SF went on to state they also were acting in the ‘national interest’
in respect of their attempts to fend off the encroaching threat of ‘big power pressure’ to Irish
independence and sovereignty that would lead to a betrayal of the reverence of Irish neutrality,
overreaching the theme to include concerns of the further liberalising of markets equating to
stricken social utilities and weaker workers’ rights.
in doing so strengthening their position and mobilising a number of trade unions and
working class under the ‘No’ umbrella a phenomenon, in some respects as voting along class lines
is rarity in the Irish biosphere (Quinlan, 2012).
Sinn Féin’s Aengus O’Snodaigh began the charge and was the first to contest the motion
surrounding the Twenty-eighth Amendment. O’Snodaigh opened, addressing the floor in Irish,
foreboding the general dangers of the treaty “is ait an rud é ar bhealach amháin agus ar leibhéal
eile is truamhéileach é nach bhfuil aon ghuth i gcoinne an chonartha cloiste go fóill. Is ait an rud
é freisin nach dtuigeann tromlach Baill an Oireachtais, inar chuir an pobal a mhuinín, cé chomh
dainséarach is atá an conradh seo do flaitheas agus todhchaí na tíre” (Dáil Éireann Debate,
2008c:Vol.651, No1) What is substantial here is not what he said, which amounts to “it is a peculiar

thing one way or another, and a tragedy that we have not heard one voice against the constitution
yet, it is also a strange that a large proportion of the Oireachtas19 who the population placed their
faith in do not understand is just how dangerous this change in constitution is to the development

19

House of parliament

49

and future of this country.” What is substantial is the TD’s system of words used for
communication.
As a signifier, the Gaelic language, or Irish, is a perineal icon of Irish nationalist identity
loaded with historical meaning and is an obtrusive, but nuanced, method of nailing your colours
to the mast. It is an action intended to portray you and your party’s commitment to representing
the Irish people, while breaking the yoke of a colonial past, i.e. moulding an anti-colonial frame
without directly referring to such a frame in syntax.
Having set the tone, subtlety interjecting a composition driven by Irish Identity, the SF TD
knuckled down on his rebuttal, blending different frame resonances into his speech re-drawing the
special relations frame fitting it to suit an alternative narrative as put forward by the establishment:
“Ireland has a place in Europe. Co-operation with our European partners is essential if we are to
meet the challenges facing us in the time ahead” (year). Originally, setting out shop with
nationalistic overtures could be construed as isolationist, and O’Snodaigh seems to be aware of
the fact in affirming SF’s commitment to Europe, in turn opening the possibility of multi-thematic
vanguard. Exploiting frameworks not only from the principle based structures but also modifying
pro-Lisbon frames to fall inside the opposition boundaries of argument, a course of action that
proved to be untenable for pro-treaty officialdom. The boundaries are now drawn to envelop
concerns for the future, domestically and supranationally. Adding more than one string to Sinn
Féin’s bow emphasising a moral duty to act accordingly as implications of any decision made in
Ireland will manifest consequences not only on a national level but regionally and globally also.
“This debate is about the implications of the Lisbon treaty for Ireland, Europe and the wider world.
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My party believes the Lisbon treaty is a bad deal. It was badly negotiated and is a bad result for
the Irish people” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008a: Vol. 651, No.1).
Aengus O’Snodaigh continues to ballast the platform that SF are operating within the
national interest position, reiterating the view that the government has failed protect Irish citizens
from the Lisbon treaty, which bares the potential of creating a democratic deficit20 on a European
level and a loss of Irish sovereignty, taking the ability to make decisions on both foreign and
domestic policy out of the hands of the Irish legislature: “It gives the EU too much power and
reduces Ireland’s ability to stop decisions that are not in our interests. It is shameful that the
Government has signed up to and is now advocating ratification of a treaty which undermines the
interest of the Irish people. The Government has a responsibility to protect the interests of the
people and once again on this occasion it has failed to do so” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008a: Vol.
651 No.1). Creating such an argumentative foundation lays a concrete base acting as a prism from
where elaboration drawing on the master frames of Anti-imperialism/colonialism frame, revere
of Irish neutrality frame, veneration of the UN as an institution frame can be achieved, resulting
in an explanatory expedition of SF’s point of view and an undermining of the pro-Lisbon
deputation.
Fleshing out his prevailing le motifs, he issues a condemnation for what he views as the
government’s betrayal of traditional Irish foreign principles. The SF representative does so by
merging the reverence of Irish neutrality frame & anti-imperialist frame, equating the Lisbon

20

A point mainly in reference to the planned reduction of the 27 permeant Irish EU commissioners
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treaty in its current form as an erosion of the state’s classification as “military neutral”, relating
the relevant motion as an continuation of the controversial 2003 Dáil resolution to allow American
armed forces to use a civilian airport as a stopping point en route to the Middle-Eastern theatre
during the second Iraqi war 21 : “Our position as a military neutral has been systematically
undermined by the Government. The use of Shannon airport by US troops on their way to sustain
the brutal occupation of Iraq is just one example. There is no mention of the military neutrals in
the Lisbon treaty” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008a:Vol.651, No.1).
Re-floating an issue from contemporary history among the general public, especially one
as sensitive and deeply unpopular as the Shannon Airport controversy, is beneficial as it gains
traction between it and the current situation. This has the potential to reignite public disquiet on an
issue that is still unresolved in the public sphere, causing potential contagion between the
questions, moreover drawing into question the ethical plausibility of the Lisbon debate.
Expending the reverence of Irish neutrality frame, he then goes on to further lambast the
Government for their lack of due diligence in not stipulating the terms of military neutrality within
the fine print of the European Treaty, simultaneously showing no objection to the idea of NATO
accession, a move that would only further denigrate the sanctity of Irish neutrality: “The
Government did not even try to secure recognition of the rights and responsibilities of EU neutrals.
However, it agreed to compatibility with NATO” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008: Vol. 651, No.1).

“An estimated 100,000 people took to the streets of Dublin to demonstrate against British and American plans for
an invasion of Iraq. The protest in Dublin was one of hundreds that took place in major cities around the world
against the Iraq war (RTÉ News, 2003).
21
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Continuing on the offensive, the nationalist TD immediately illustrates Ireland’s
involvement in foreign military “adventures” by using the anti-colonial frame as a direct upshot
of the Petersburg Tasks an agenda set to be strengthened by the ratification of the Treaty of Lisbon,
going as far as to suggest the EU battle group created under the tasks constitute a European Army:
“It also agreed to a substantial expansion in the range of Petersburg Tasks in which the EU battle
groups can engage”(Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008: Vol:651, No.). If this were the case, it would
articulate a row back on previous governmental promises of mothballing any chance of Ireland
ever partaking in a transnational military alliance. It raises metaphorical eyebrows to the reliability
of any commitments made to preserving non-partisanship in the upcoming referendum: “In
previous referenda we were told we would not have an EU European army and the Minister of
State, Deputy Roche, is in denial. Its military adventures in Chad will cost the Irish taxpayer €40
million this year.” Notably, rumination of this sort hits a number of chords resonating amid an
anti-colonial / reverence of Irish neutrality framework. Firstly, by emphasising existing missions
Ireland are contributing numbers to that do not devise a full UN mandate. Secondly, the neocolonial aftertaste produced by partaking in a joint operation with France the former old guard of
the Central African Republic. Thirdly, integrating a political-economic theme highlighting the
potential costs incurred in exercising Irish military capabilities abroad in a climate that the sitting
government was stressing the importance of making shrewd economic decisions. On accusing
Deputy Roche of being “in denial” about the reality of an EU army, he came under vocal pressure
from the ruling members of the Oireachtas and double-downed on his avowal of an existence of a
EU defence force: “There is an EU army, there is; it is called the EU battlegroup. If Deputy Quinn,
like the Minister of State, Deputy Roche, wants to be in denial, so be it. The army exists” (Dáil
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Éireann Debate, 2008: Vol651 No.1). From this statement a lively rally ensues into the semantics
of the differing definitions between an army and battlegroup to the meaning of war.
The Sinn Féin Deputy charged at the dissenting voices directing his rebuttal to Labour’s
Rory Quinn. O’Snodaigh improvised, digressing from his speech incorporating our own historical
narratives and themes of the underdog in accepting the case of Chad to be a war when compared
to the Irish experience: “Taking sides in a conflict is going to war…. We know that from our
history on this island; there have been wars… Ireland is now involved in a war… in Chad…
Europe has taken the side of a Government which is at war with rebels in Chad. That is the purpose
of the expanded EU, the Petersberg Tasks” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008: Vol.651, No.1).
The deliberation took a heated an animated turn, descending into somewhat of a verbal
donnybrook with the deputy, eventually overcoming the choral ruckus italicising his commitment
to raising his apprehensions: “Do not shout me down. I will speak in this House and outside, if required”
(Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008: Vol.651, No.1). A dramatic statement on which to raise the curtain on the final
act.

His dénouement remained on theme of Irish impartiality. Further dissecting the Treaty’s
components from his vantage would cause infringement to Irish non-partisanship, for instance, the
“mutual defence clause” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008:651, Vol.1). Further expanding on the clauses
particulars, he exclaimed “It allows for many alliances of states with greater military hardware to
undertake more ambitious military missions. While we cannot be forced to participate in these missions, is
anyone seriously suggesting that we can distance ourselves from actions by these alliances operating with
EU authority and in our name?” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008:Vol.651, No.1).
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These lines persist in accentuating the revere of Irish neutrality frame signalling sustained
erosion of Irish military neutrality. Noteworthy here is the referral to military “alliances”
functioning beneath an EU parasol, would represent Ireland by association even if the hypothetical
green light was never given for Irish participation in any military exercises. In other words, this
would spell a revision of previous governmental stances of military neutrally to denote a “longestablished policy, which in relation to Irish neutrality merely meant the non-membership of
military alliances” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2003). In fact, an interesting point is that these utterances
were made in 2003 during the Iraq War debate by the then Minister for Finance Brian Cowen, who
was the acting Taoiseach22 when the discussion of the 2008 Treaty of Lisbon was taking place.
Under continued interruptions, he again braced his commitment to a premonition of a
dismantling of military neutrality, blending the reverence framework with a political economy
element, weighing up the monetary cost of operating as part of potential, trans-national alliance:
“I said that we will not be forced to participate, but the EU, by virtue of this treaty, will operate
the battlegroups and missions in our name regardless of whether we have signed up to them. Article
28.A.3 of the Lisbon treaty requires states ‘to undertake progressively to improve their military
capabilities’. This costs money. That money comes from the taxpayer ” (Dáil Éireann Debate,
2008: Vol.651 No.1). Sounding off a final volley, a contrast was made between Irish negotiation
of the treaty and negotiations adopted by other European neutrals, principally Denmark:
“unlike the Danes, the Irish Government did not seek or secure an opt-out
from the European defence agency. It is disappointing that the Green Party,

22

Prime minster
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so vocal on these issues in the past, has remained quiet now. I can think of
many schools, hospitals and community groups that would like to receive
a small portion of the €8 million per annum spent by Ministers on the
promotion of nuclear power through the EURATOM Treaty, another
matter on which the Green Party has remained silent.”(Dáil Éireann
Debate, 2008: Vol.652, No.1).
As a last note, O’Snodaigh displayed a hegemonic reflection throughout the final quarter
of his statement, depending on the revere of Irish neutrality, for the root of his argument, cropping
the figurative trunk to nurture off-shooting branches to form a multi-thematic sub-categorical
canopy, covering an amalgam of trepidations spanning national interests’ to political economy.
Mainly in an exercise to tie internal issues with wider international structures, i.e. the veneration
of the UN as an institution & anti-colonial/imperialist frameworks, and comparisons drawn with
Denmark’s intercession with the European Union were no different using it as a Segway to tether
regional and local disparities unifying the wider argument.
As a finality, he addresses the house in closing formalities once again through Irish, a
protuberant ideological appliance seeped in anti-colonial connotations pleading that “Tá a lán
daoine san Aontas Eorpach ag braith orainn an cinneadh ceart a ghlacadh chun todhchaí na
hEorpa a chosaint, is é sin Aontas Eorpach ina bhfuil leas an phobail mar ceartlár, aontas
forásach, síochánta agus cothrom” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008:Vol. 651, No.1). Essentially, a
merger of frames as what is said harps once again to the special relations frame stating that “A lot
of people are depending on us in the core of the Europe Union, to make the correct decision to
protect the future of Europe ensuring a peaceful and fair future”. In this context, it is visible in the
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echoing of economic apprehensions, no longer limiting concern to Irish pledges to EU military
budgets and anti-militarism shades, but also divulging concerns of spending assurances given
toward EURATOM nuclear expansion23. By all means, this can be construed also as an act of
political posturing, taking a potshot and scolding their left-leaning rivals, surmising a green
duplicity of core values, rivals since entering government as a minority part.
Deputy Arthur Morgan took up the vanguard for Sinn Féin, in conjunction with
argumentation, stressing neutrality set by terms encapsulated by normative frameworks. His
statement also fortified a socio-economic buttress deriving use of the national interest leitmotif
incorporated by the special relations frame.
Advancing from an alternate flank, the deputy incorporates a pretext of motivation by
national interest, like his colleague: “we are opposing the treaty because it is, from any reasonable
assessment, not in Ireland’s interests,” attaching hyperbole to a statement alleging SF are the only
party “courageous enough” to oppose the European Treaty (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008b: Vol.651,
No.3). Rather than advance on the same tone, Morgan switches pace, proliferating new and used
tones of criticism at the pro-treaty assemblage:
“We can judge this treaty by asking the following questions: Does it bring
a much needed improvement in democracy to European Union
institutions? Does it facilitate nation states in protecting their own interests
and making key socioeconomic decisions based on individual needs and
circumstances in their own jurisdictions? Is our neutrality protected? The

23

Nuclear power is a salient issue in Irish discourse and is watermark issue that successive governments’ dare not
rise above (House of Lords, 2006)
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treaty fails on all these counts” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008b: Vol.651,
No.3).
Before plunging into the essence of his rebut, like his stablemate, the deputy sought
resonance with historical chords, an indispensable tool for Sinn Féin for adding authority to present
day issues. Striking on the national interest string he reproaches the government for their
“betrayal” of the “Irish people,” expounding
“deputies from other parties who speak in favour of the treaty are falling
short in their duty, they are not being honest with the electorate about the
contents of the treaty or its implications. In meekly signing up to a treaty
that erodes our say in decision making at EU level” (Dáil Éireann Debate,
2008bVol.651, No.3).
In so doing, turning their back on “ideals of independence, autonomy and self-government,
which were fought for in the struggle for Irish freedom by many generations” (Dáil Éireann
Debate, 2008b:Vol.651, No.3). In a word, this in itself is a strong statement. In seeking a
reverberation between the current debate and national war heroes, not only have SF attempted to
hold legitimate claim to the historical framework for the duration of the discussion, but they have
called upon ideological symbols in rationalising their agenda, bringing their position into line with
the egalitarian perspective of of Óglaigh na hÉireann24. It sends a strong message by offering food
for thought for the auditors of the speech, setting off contemplative triggers, asking the listener
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Translated as Warriors of Ireland a catch-all phrase to describe Irelands republican patriots from the Irish
Volunteers in 1913 who fought in the 1916 Rising, retained by the Old IRA who acted as belligerents in the War of
Independence 1919-1922. Since 1924, Óglaigh na hÉireann has remained the official Irish-language title for the
Irish Defence Forces. A useful source of information is: English, R. 2003, Armed struggle: the history of the IRA,
Oxford University Press: Oxford
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whether the current deal equates to a disservice to the men and women who made the ultimate
sacrifice for Éire.
Without a doubt, this is an effective beating of the ideological drum, containing arpeggios
of national interest and national identity, riffing alongside the special relations frame as not to
appear protectionist. “Sinn Féin believes that co-operation with our European partners is valuable
and must continue. We have a clear sense of what is needed to improve democracy in European
Union institutions and are, as far as I am aware, the only party to bring forward proposals for real
reform in this regard.” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008b:Vol.651, No.3). Indeed, the platform is now
set for an expounding Deputy Morgan’s focus.
Morgan then sets his focus on airing his displeasure with the current conservative direction
of EU institutions, lambasting the Reform Treaty as nothing more than a consolidation of power
on their behalf:
“We have supported EU measures that are in Ireland’s interests,
particularly those which have advanced workers’ rights in the past.
However, not everything emanating from Europe has been good for
workers in this State. A general shift to the right by the EU has seen the
implementation of an agenda of privatisation, deregulation and attacks on
workers’ rights. This is a matter of great concern to trade unions in Ireland
and across the EU.”
Relying on expert opinion, Morgan adds bulk behind his condemnation of Lisbon, alluding
to the general secretary of the Irish Congress of Trade Unions’, David Begg’s, summation on the
Lisbon Treaty, addressing the Oireachtas Committee on European stating: “While business rights
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are being codified and strengthened, workers can only expect loose frameworks and vague
approaches to enforcement” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008b: Vol.651 No.3).
Repeating the theme of employees liberties, he calls the current climate “a race to the
bottom in terms of workers’ rights” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008b:651, No.3), citing recent
deliberations at the European Court of Justice:
“In the Laval case which, interpreting existing treaties, upheld the
right of a Latvian company operating in Sweden to import Latvian workers
to do the job at Latvian rates rather than compelling them to pay Swedish
rates. This court clearly views trade unions and collective bargaining
agreements as a barrier to what it would describe as the free movement of
goods, services, capital and people — by which, of course, we mean
labour.”
Stating concrete judgments, which are not preferential to waged people, resounds with a
national interest theme, an overt call to grass roots movement to rally behind SF’s ‘No’ position.
Further stretching the boundaries of the national interest elucidation, Deputy Arthur
Morgan reels over government and opposition parties in favour of the Treaty’s key argument in
pursuing trade unions to vote ‘Yes’ as “bogus” stating it brings no added value to the table. The
affixing Charter of Fundamental Rights “does not guarantee the right to strike. Article 28 of the
Charter appended to the Lisbon treaty, states that workers have the right to collective bargaining
and to take strike action only ‘in accordance with national laws and practices’” (Dáil Éireann
Debate, 2008b:651, No.3). Principally, this means the charter only has validity in context of
national governments. Using expert information to bolster his standpoint he resorts to the Institutes
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for European Affairs findings that Human Rights Charter “does not create any new rights and,
moreover, that the social and economic rights in the charter do not give rise to direct claims for
positive action” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008b Vol.651, No.3).
Moving on from the masquerading aptitudes of the Charter of Fundamental Human Rights
and its usage to push the Treaty, the deputy uses his momentum as an opportunity to illuminate
the possible liberalising of markets and democratic deficit brought on by the Lisbon Treaty, using
the privatisation of the national telecommunications provider as a case in point:
“The privatisation agenda of the EU has served Ireland badly. Look at the
debacle in Eircom, which has had six owners since 1999, with massive
profit-taking only matched by the company’s debt creation. Its current
owners are desperately trying to separate the company structurally so as to
sell off assets, while we are left with the worst broadband provision and
the highest line rental costs in Europe. It is a sorry legacy for Eircom” (Dáil
Éireann Debate, 2008b: Vol.651, No.3).
Relating these fears across the board, Morgan strokes with a broad brush to other market
and social utilities, stoking anxiety by referring to statistics to add sustenance to this claim,
“the liberalisation of the electricity market has led to artificially higher
energy prices to encourage new entrants we are told, while we slip behind
in investing in and developing renewable energy resources which are
abundant on this island. EU surveys show that Irish consumers already pay
a mighty 42% more than the EU average for housing, water, electricity,
gas and other fuels, 25% more for education and 24% more for health. The
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Lisbon treaty will make this situation even worse. Of particular concern is
the possibility of the education and health sectors being privatised” (Dáil
Éireann Debate, 2008b: Vol.651, No.3)
The Deputy’s disputation to this point has recurrently utilised the national interest to
forewarn that “the Lisbon treaty does not equip Ireland or the European Union with the tools
necessary for sustainable economic development or social inclusion” as we pass into unknown
water in this case a “period of economic uncertainty” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008b:Vol.651, No.3).
Interestingly the SF Teachta Dála did not oft-switch between the predetermined
frameworks, rather choosing to remain vaguely committed to the national interest frame, through
the heart of his statement, rolling on a tangent of envisaging monetary precariousness, a democratic
shortfall, and uncertain assuredness of labourers’ rights with the likely ratification of the Lisbon
Treaty, finding other strategies more preferential, like the use of examples/illustrations, number
games, and vagueness (see 3.4 Methodological and Analytical Framework, in van Djik, 2004).
A simple instance of alternate methods put to use, such as numbers, is his clarification of
the democratic deficit that would be created as a result of the Treaty’s activation:
“Ireland will lose out on having a Commissioner in five of every 15 years.
We are told that there would not be work for 27 Commissioners from 27
states and that such a system would be too cumbersome and bureaucratic.
In Ireland there are 15 senior Ministers and 20 Ministers of State; a total
of 35 for a population of 4.5 million people, yet a figure of 27
Commissioners is deemed too many for a population in the region of 496
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million. I do not see the logic in this and hope someone can point it out for
me” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008b:Vol.651, No.3).
Perhaps the best example of his fractious relationship with a rhetorical and strategic
approach emanating from the core of his criticism is illustrated by his favouring of the macrostrategic dichotomy of self-positive representation and other negative representations. Simply put,
the creation of an “Us vs. Them” dynamic, framing the contention as “in groups” and “out groups”,
good and bad, moral and immoral, superior and inferior. The objective is to emphasise our good
aspects and de-emphasise our bad aspects. (van Dijk, 2004:18)
A transparent example was noticeable in the crux of the ensuing paragraph:
“Supporters of the treaty are offering a future of greater liberalisation,
more competition and privatisation, for example, in postal services —
more inequality and poverty, greater risk and vulnerability to global
instability. The European Union has done much during the years to
promote a more social Europe. Unfortunately, in the past decade these
gains have been undermined by successive treaties that have sought to
sacrifice social Europe in favour of a narrowly defined focus on economic
competitiveness.” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008b:Vol.651, No.3).
Other negative representation compared with:
“Those of us opposing the treaty are arguing for a more sustainable and
egalitarian future in which economic development will be based on social
inclusion and cohesion, environmental sustainability, high quality public
services and real competitiveness, greater democratic control over the
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management of the economy and a more equitable global economic order.”
(Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008b: Vol.651, No.3).
What Morgan has accomplished in taking this diversion into the conjectured bureaucratic
and technocratic pitfalls of the treaty, and its hypothetical effects on the micro to the macro scale,
is to have constructed a corresponding column to the moral pilaster previously erected by his SF
associate, creating a conjoined structure covered by a solid argumentative gable forming a perfect
platform on which it was possible to chastise their parliamentary advisories.
Deputy Morgan remained on offensive line. Having flown from the initial ideological perch
of the opening section of his statement where the Deputy hyperbolically endeavoured to connect
a ratification of the Lisbon Treaty as preposterously treacherous gesticulation to ideals that served
as the basis to struggle of Irish emancipation. It seems to be a trusted structural technique
implemented by SF to form a cocoon around their principal opinion, a mannerism also evident in
Deputy O’Snodaigh’s address, where he prefers Irish as the utensil of choice both instigating and
concluding his point of view in Gaeilge. Likewise, Deputy Morgan repeats the stratagem
instigating and concluding his point of with a specific ideologically loaded theme. However, to
avoid meandering slightly from the primary thread to irradiate a technicality. Let us correct this
digression and return to the dissection of diction.
Demonstrating this means of repartee, he brings the dialogue to a close, attempting to
harmonise with traditional frameworks in responding to the “scurrilous and erroneous accusations
made by proponents of the treaty against SF’s policy on neutrality.” In reinitiating this principlebased frame, Deputy Morgan restates SF’s stature on the moral high ground, chiming in
accordance with the veneration of UN as an institution & revere of Irish neutrality framework.
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He first gestures to his strong belief of Ireland “playing a positive role on the international stage”
(Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008b:651, No.3), incorporating a multi-faceted battle against “the causes
of conflict and instability by addressing global inequalities of poverty and disease, a peace has
been achieved on this island and we want to see peace in other countries” (Dáil Éireann Debate,
2008b:Vol.651, No.3).
Going on to acknowledge the tempestuous past faced on Irish shores, a restatement is
issued to his parties’ commitment to “the states policy of neutrality.” Gesturing toward such
assurances, he mentions how “we have opposed Government policies such as on the use of
Shannon Airport for US military personnel and aircraft en route to Iraq and rendition flights,”
while instantaneously continuing to frame the position to the future, we are opposed to the
European Union playing a distinct and separate role on the world stage” (Dáil Éireann Debate,
2008b:Vol.651, No.3). This is a diverse transfusion of Principled-based frameworks layering the
three denoted Anti-imperialism/colonialism frame, revere of Irish neutrality frame, veneration
of the UN as an institution frame. The paragraph explicitly depicts an outlook created through
stacking of lenses resulting in a declaration of supporting the promotion of peace, secondly
pronouncing a reserve when establishing a tributary force other than the UN that underscores
collective security, and thirdly Ireland’s status as a military neutral and previous governmental
decisions corrodes said status.
Essentially, the Iraq case is framed as a further weakening of Ireland’s singular stance and
paves the way toward collective security, which would equate to a fall off the ethically just
precipice. Deputy Morgan cast shade on the apparent mechanism introduced to enshrine Irish
impartiality, seeing the triple lock system of Government decision, Dáil approval, and UN
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agreement than nothing more than paying a lip service to the concept and undercutting the
authority of the UN, again ringing with the revere of Irish neutrality frame, veneration of the UN
as an institution frame.
“The treaty’s cheerleaders argue that the triple lock mechanism, whereby
military interventions abroad require a UN mandate and the consent of the
Government and Leinster House, defends our neutrality. However, the
triple lock mechanism has already been weakened following the passage
of legislation in 2007 opening the way for military interventions abroad
based on UN authorisation, rather than a formal mandate. This requires a
weaker form of UN assent. Other sections, including Article 28 (B) 1,
which list and expand the military interventions deemed possible, move us
further down the road towards a common defence. When Commissioner
Romano Prodi asked in 2001, ‘Are we all clear that we want to build
something that can aspire to be a world power?’, this was the vision to
which he was alluding” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008b).
This leaves us on a forbearance of an imperial vision of Europe in the not so distant future.
Finian McGrath, an unaffiliated Independent and an ardent opponent of the proposed
amendment, launched a strong counter argument against the proponents of the Treaty, relating his
objections to core of SF apprehensions, notably Ireland’s complacency in expansionism of the
military industrial complex. The TD floated his anxieties on a vessel buoyant on multi-thematic
frameworks, namely reverence of Irish neutrality frame reinforced by a sub-context of good
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council of said non-partisanship, intertwined with anti-imperial frame buffed with hues of the
underdog composite:
“I seek the maintenance of Irish neutrality and oppose membership of any
military alliance. The drift towards membership of such an alliance is the
issue in this debate. My vision includes the development of an independent
foreign policy based on support for human rights, national selfdetermination and economic solidarity with the exploited peoples and
countries of the world. This is my vision for Ireland and Europe and it is
one that many in this country understand and support” (Dáil Éireann
Debate, 2008d: Vol.652, No.2)
Deputy McGrath’s testimonial in comparison to the opaqueness of the previous
proclamations can be described as succinct, setting forth his gripes in an unadorned manner, then
dichotomising the expansive treaty to expose concealed terms that posed a probable devolution of
Ireland’s foreign policy and a definitive threat to the sacredness of Irish neutrality. Article 28.3 of
the Treaty states:
“Member states shall undertake progressively to improve their military
capabilities. The agency in the field of defence capabilities development,
research,

acquisition

and

armaments

shall

identify

operational

requirements, shall promote measures to satisfy those requirements, shall
contribute to identifying and, where appropriate, implementing any
measure needed to strengthen an industrial and technological base of the
defence sector, shall participate in defining a European capabilities and
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armaments policy, and shall assist the Council in evaluating the
improvement of military capabilities” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008d:652,
No.2)
Directly bounding onto Article 42(2), which states: “The common security and defence
policy shall include the progressive framing of a common Union defence policy” (Dáil Éireann
Debate, 2008d: Vol.652, No.2). This cumulates in his prognosis that “his will lead to a common
defence policy. I object to some countries and their foreign policies. It is legitimate for an Irish
Deputy to challenge them” (Dáil Éireann Debate, 2008d: Vol 652, No.2). The message is clear and
the objective is effective and the significance of uttering the substance of the specific intractable
articles into the municipal troposphere cannot be underestimated. In essence, this act spells out the
ominous articles for the first time, achieves a de-obfuscation of the convoluted technicalities and
pedantic theatricals of political actors, which oft-discourage the lay-person to devote any attention
toward political affairs. Overall McGrath defiantly prescribes themes of peace promotion & antimilitarism when pleading his case.
A point also worth considering here is article 42.7 is the very clause which has recently
cropped up into public mediums, resurfacing conversation of Ireland’s neutral role on the Island
since Frances’ invocation of the ‘common defence clause’ following the Paris terrorist attacks on
Friday, 13 November 2015, consequences of how Ireland will contribute and respond to the
enactment are still inconclusive.
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6. Conclusion
The preliminary Dáil debates surrounding the government sponsored motion to amend
Article Twenty-eight of Bunreacht na hÉireann 25 was a definitive period for Irish political
discourse, which served as a precursor the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty a little over a year later.
A decision relevant for a number of reasons, in particular the influence the Treaty possesses in
shaping contemporary Irish foreign policy absorptions. The current implications are: The
traditional commitment of Ireland to the primacy the UN as an institution on the international
pulpit as well as the extent to which normative driven aims shape Irish affairs and should motivate
future foreign policy approaches.
An intriguing outcome of this research is the fact that opposition actors relied or one or
more of the predisposed master frameworks, with the latter realist frames usually refined to the
quarters of establishment performers of political pantomime. It would appear the opposition
commandeering these noted frames and chopped-and-changed between these realist/normative
frames of Irish political affairs was undertaken in an effort to legitimise their policy outlook.
Moreover, this mix-use approach confirms and illustrates the utility and adaptability of these
frames and highlights their ideological worth when attempting to establish meaningful resonance
with preordained historically entrenched frames.
Undoubtedly, what is also an interesting factor is the opposition’s construction of the
national interest theme to engulf the reverence of Irish neutrality and veneration of the UN frame,

25

Constitution of Ireland
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therefore defining the national interests as protecting Irish neutrality and supporting the UN above
all else and as a result, broadening the meaning from its traditional political economy roots.
Certainly, another point of information is how the special relations excluded any
reference to US and became exclusive in its referral to the EU partners frame evolving the
frame around differences of opinion, honest discussion, and counsel, Ireland as an equal partner
at the European table, duty bound to democratically represent our fellow European citizens who
have been denied a referendum and contrasting visions for the of Europe. Thus, this study’s
findings run contrary to O’Regans assertion that in the current climate we rarely witness a
referral to the EU partners frame “this finding would appear to challenge the prevailing wisdom
that the European partners frame is the lens through which Irish foreign policy worldviews are
predominantly refracted. And, this, in turn, raises questions regarding the future foreign policy
implications that might result from the evident ineffectiveness of this frame”(O’Regan, 2010).
As in this debate the EU relations frame appeared to meld with the special relationship frame a
theme which was consistently referred to by SF deputies.

It is apparent from the research that several frameworks were utilised by opposition
members of the house with the likes of Deputy Morgan touching on workers’ rights, the
fundamental charter of human rights and liberalisation of markets, to Deputy O’Snodaigh at times
recapitulating on a loss of sovereignty and a democratic deficit on a European level. However,
what should be considered is that all actors who voiced their reprimand over the case mirrored one
peculiarity in particular. All three relied on anti-imperialism/colonial frame, revere of Irish
neutrality frame, veneration of the UN as an institution frame in one form or another. Essentially
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what this means is that neutrality was used as a tool of persuasion unilaterally by the opponents of
the treaty thus, it is beyond doubt that there is a strong, causal link between the use of neutrality
as an ideological tool and a shift in the outcome of the 2008 Lisbon Treaty. However, I would hold
my reservations and fall just short of jumping to the assumption that the relationship is conclusive
and beyond all reason and reproach, as other factors certainly influenced the outcome. A cursory
example being government dissatisfaction among the electorate at the time. That being said, no
other topic was as fervently articulated as neutrality was during the rebuking of the government’s
stance.
On a final note, this thesis would also confirm Quinlan’s assumption that “several issues
were prominent in the campaign, namely the economy, workers’ rights” (Quinlan, 2012:145).
Where this study digresses is on the claim that Turkey’s accession to the EU was a salient issue
on the spectrum of factors influencing the result of the referendum surpassing the importance of
neutrality as an affecting variable. If one was to focus their lens solely on parliamentary debate
for conclusive results of such a claim one could indubitably state that a view of this sorts is
unanchored as not one mention of Turkey’s potential entrance to the EU is mentioned in the
discourse compared to the broached subject of neutrality.
As this study is a cross section into a singular moment in Irish political discourse it would
be hasty to generalise the findings to the wider Irish foreign policy debate. A possible field of
future inquiry would be to apply the same framework to the second referendum or to apply van
Dijks “Positive self-representation VS Negative other-representation” theoretical framework
equally to the opponents and proponents of the first referendum in 2008 in an effort to attest the
substance of traditional Irish foreign policy frameworks in the hands of multiply actors
representing contrasting positions.
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Appendix

26

(Devine, 2008c). The ISDA survey was configured using a random sample of the electorate registered to vote,
and can be said to be representative of public opinion in relation to what it means to be neutral.
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