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INTRODUCTION

On the 12 of June this year, the Irish people will be astedote on
the Lisbon Treaty. Just before that, at the endVay, the Irish
government will host a major diplomatic conferentee aim of
which is to negotiate a treaty to ban the manufactwse or
stockpiling of cluster munitior’s.While vigilant lobbying of the
government will be necessary to ensure that thstelumunitions
treaty negotiated is comprehensive and water-tighsg initiative
nonetheless represents the kind of foreign poliéy Believes the
Irish government could and should be pursuing. Disbon Treaty,
on the other hand, represents a further developmehe evolution
of a very different type of Irish foreign policy.

Afri, in common with many other campaigning groupss long
been concerned about what it sees as the growitlignmation of
both Irish and European Union (EU) policies andoast® In the
Irish context, this trend is evident in the usaf&loannon airport as
a critical staging post for the transit of US treopand supplies

! Thanks to John Maguire and Joe Murray for helpéuhments on earlier
versions of this paper.

2 Seewww.stopclusterbombs.ie

% See, for example, Storey A. (2001e Treaty of Nice, NATO, and a European
Army: Implications for IrelandAfri.




involved in the invasion and occupation of Ifsig; the government's
refusal to act upon the strong evidence that laisports have been
used for the US policy of ‘extraordinary rendition’the kidnapping
and torture of individuals accused of terroristdlvement’ and in

the growing foothold being established in the Irstonomy by
companies involved in the commercial arms trade.

However, it is Ireland’s participation in multilate (especially EU)
military structures and actions that is the maicu®of this present
paper. Ireland has come to play an increasinglgifstgnt role in
both NATO and EU military structures (which themssl are very
closely linked, as discussed below). Irish troopses at NATO HQ
in Brussels under the NATO-led ‘Partnership for deea(PfP)
framework. Irish troops have served in NATO-led sioss,
including in Afghanistan. There is a full-time EUilNary Staff
(EUMS) headquartered in Brussels which is respdasitor
‘command and control’ of EU military capabilitiestkis reports to
an EU Military Committee, which in turn reportsttee EU Political
and Security Committee and from thence upwardeed=tJ Council
of Ministers. Irish army officers serve with the B3, and Ireland is
represented at all other levels of this network.tdmms of actual
military operations, the EU can call upon a nundféBattlegroups’
— groups of 1,500-2,500 soldiers capable of beagayed within 15
days of agreement by the EU Council of Ministersland, along
with Sweden, Norway, Finland and Estonia, is a manalh the EU’s
Nordic Battlegroup; Sweden and Finland share Idatnominally)
neutral status, while Norway and Estonia are memioérNATO.

4 Doris, M. (2007)The Militarisation of Ireland’s Foreign and DefenBelicy: A
Decade of Betrayal and the Challenge of Rengial.

° European Parliament (200Report on the Alleged Use of European Countries
by the CIA for the Transportation and lllegal Detien of Prisoners
(2006/2200(INI)), 28 January; Council of Europe (2008)eged Secret
Detentions and Unlawful Inter-State Transfers ofdieees Involving Council of
Europe Member State$2" June; Irish Human Rights Commission (2007)
Extraordinary Rendition: a Review of Ireland’s HumRights Obligations

® Amnesty International Irish Section (206F9ntrolling a Deadly Trade
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The EU Battlegroup deployment to Chad (see belewrider the
command of an Irish Lieutenant General.

This paper outlines what the Lisbon Treaty meanstliese EU
military structures, policies and practices, ancawe implications
are of Irish participation in these areas of EUitanisation. The
examples of NATO in the Balkans and the EU in Caastudied to
focus attention on the realities of Western militamtervention —
past, present and future.

Whether one views developments at EU level pogsitiver
negatively largely depends on what view is takethefEU’s role in
the world, especially vis-a-vis the developing does of the
‘Global South’. Therefore, the paper goes on tades how the EU
interacts with the wider world, suggesting thathsutteractions are
often prejudicial to the interests of the poor. Pager concludes that
the EU is, through the Lisbon Treaty, seeking tteed its capacity
for military action overseas, and that, if past andent EU external
policy is a good guide, this capacity is unlikety e deployed for
purposes favourable to the interests of the South.

What the Lisbon Treaty Means for the EU’s Military Project

The Lisbon Treaty — which is, in essence, the sasehe EU
Constitution that was rejected by Dutch and Frenciters in
referenda in 2005 — is almost 300 pages in ledgttonsists of 297
modifications to the existing EU treaties, a doB¥ntocols (which
have equivalent legal status to the treaties), aederal dozen
Declarations. Insofar as it is possible to penetrate this doatae
intricacies and work out what it is actually sayirtpes the new
Treaty significantly affect the scenario sketchéxbwe of EU and

" The full text is available atttp://europa.eu/lisbon_treaty/full text/index emh
For critical commentaries on the generally neolibeharacter of the Treaty, see
www.caeuc.organdwww.voteno.ie




Irish militarization? And, if it does make a diféerce, is it for the
better or for the worse?

At a general level, the Treaty contains a new sectntitled
‘Provisions on the Common Foreign and Security @gliwhich

aims to bring all elements of the EU’s emergentisgcand defence
policy, including the structures described abovéhiw a formal

Treaty framework. EU military and civilian assete @0 be drawn
upon for external missions of “peace-keeping, donfbrevention
and strengthening international security in accocdawith the
principles of the United Nations Charter® Turning from this
general (aspirational and very vague) level toghsicular, at least
four specific provisions of the Treaty appear t@act significantly
on military matters.

(1) Is the EU edging ever close to a common defem@ngement?
Article 28A.7 states that “If a member state is thetim of armed

aggression on its territory, the other member statball have
towards it an obligation of aid and assistance Ibynaans in their
power, in accordance with Article 51 of the Unitddtions Charter.”
Article 188R (Title VII) of the Treaty (the so-cell ‘Solidarity

Clause’) also discusses common (or collective) e

“The Union and its Member States shall act joimtlya spirit
of solidarity if a Member State is the object oftearorist
attack or the victim of a natural or man-made devasThe
Union shall mobilise all the instruments at its pdisal,
including the military resources made available the
Member States, to

8 See Quille, G. (2008) ‘The Lisbon Treaty andiitplications for CFSP/ESDP’,
Briefing Paper prepared for the European Parliam&ubcommittee on Security
and Defence, @February, p. 3.

° This list is adapted from Clonan, T. (2008) ‘EWditary Ambitions Clear’,
Irish Times 29" January.



- prevent the terrorist threat in the territory oé tllember
States;

- protect democratic institutions and the civiliampptation
from any terrorist attack;

- assist a Member State in its territory, at the estjof its
political authorities, in the event of a terroastack ...

- [or] in the event of a natural or man-made diséster

As defence analyst Tom Clonan puts it, this prowisiclearly

formalizes the EU’s commitment to the concept dieotive military

action — on a very broad basis — and will be hefdnmany to

represent an explicit commitment towards the foatioh of a

common defence clause for the EY”.The Robert Schuman
Foundation describes this as “a vital step tow#rdsdevelopment of
European defencée™.

The Irish government insists that Ireland’s ‘tramhtal’ concept of
military neutrality — non-participation in a mutudéfence pact — is
unaffected by this provision (see ‘A Note on Nelitya below).

Article 28A.4 does state that “Decisions relatimy the common
security and defence policy, including those itiig a mission as
referred to in this Article, shall be adopted by tGouncil acting
unanimously”; Ireland thus appears to retain oftayweto powers,
should it wish or choose to exercise thEniThe government is
proposing to change the constitution as part of ltisbon Treaty
ratification effort to include a statement thatdred will not take part
in common European defence arrangem&htspugh how this will

19 1pid.

1 Fondation Robert Schuman (2007) ‘The Lisbon Hreatd the European
Union’s External Action’, fact sheet number 1@yw.robert-schuman.gu
December.

12 1n keeping with previous treaties, Lisbon (agi2BA) recognizes “the specific
character of the security and defence policy ofadeimember states”, a reference
to both ‘neutrals’ such as Ireland and also thesel{ as Denmark) who prioritise
NATO structures over EU ones.

3 Irish Times 23° February 2008.




be reconciled with the ‘solidarity clause’ is uradeln any event, no
such constitutional amendment would impinge onhlrend EU
operationutside the EYsee below).

A Note on Neutrality

The question of Irish neutrality is a very vexeaoNot only is there
no agreement on whether Ireland is, or is not, rakuthe very
meaning of neutrality itself is often unclear. Aoing to successiv
Irish governments, Ireland’s military neutrality eharacterized by
“non-membership of military alliances®. As Professor Joh
Maguire points out, this definition is extremelyrmav.*® In the first
place, formal membership of a military alliance nmeg be the only
measure of neutrality (or the lack of it): for exalm Ireland did no
join a formal military alliance when it granted UBops transit
facilities through Shannon airport, but did thisamehat Ireland ha
remained neutral vis-a-vis the conflict in IraqZ &=, the notion of
a formal military alliance is itself routinely recled to participatior]
(or non-participation) in a mutual defence pactevelas participatiot
in what are clearly military structures at EU leVals described
above) would strike most people as participationsame sort of
military alliance (or, at the very least, a jointlitary undertaking).

D ~ (D
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For many people, neutrality represents somethirgerothan the
narrow, negative concept which the Irish governmelaims to
espouse® Rather, it is an active engagement in the affafrshe
world, promoting, for example, in a fairly even-dad way, the

14 Ireland and the Partnership for Peace: an ExplamatGuide quoted in
Maguire, J. (2002pefending Peace: Ireland’s Role in a Changing Ewdpork
University Press, p. 126.

15 bid.

% Devine, K.M. (2006) ‘The Myth of “the Myth of kh Neutrality”:
Deconstructing Concepts of Irish Neutrality usinternational Relations
Theories’,Irish Studies in International Affair7.
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peaceful resolution of disputes and generally pogswa foreign
policy that is not militarily aggressive. And such stance is
arguably, made more difficult when Ireland is séerbe so closely
allied to the military objectives of powers suchtls US in Iraq of
of France in Chad (see below). Thus, present tramddd seem tg
undermine Irish capacity for ‘active neutrality’.

(2) The range of tasks that EU forces may engageaold be
widened under the Treaty. Article 28B states thdtf&rces may be
deployed on:

“Joint disarmament operations, humanitarian andcues
tasks, military advice and assistance tasksflict prevention
and peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat forcesrisms
management, including peace-making and post-conflic
stabilization. All these tasks may contribute te thght
against terrorism, including by supporting thirduotries in
combating terrorism in their territories

The underlined text identifies key innovations histarea i.enew
tasks EU (including Irish) forces may perform. AsnT Clonan puts
it, “Voting yes to the Lisbon Treaty... would comntie EU to
considering a wider suite of military options thaas been stated in
previous treaties and summit<"The concern here is that external
interventions by the EU are being given a very wielgitimizing
framework and agenda for potential action. For gdaptlaiming to
be assisting a third country government to coméabtism through
the provision of military advice and assistanceseasi fears of
autocratic rulers being facilitated to suppressosgmn (a prospect
discussed further below in the contact of the wrgation in Chad).

(3) States who wish to ‘do their own thing’ in ride to military
affairs may do so under the Treaty's provisions f@ermanent
Structured Cooperation’. Articles 28A.6 and 28E, vasll as a

7 Irish Times 28" March 2008.



specific protocol on the issue, provide for sulss#t EU countries
(including those who wish to undertake actions =tast with their
NATO membership) to pursue their own agendas folitary
integration and cooperation at EUMS level, withmécessarily
involving all other Member States. Crucially, theseprovision to
“establish permanent structured cooperation withive Union
frameworkR (Article 28A.6, emphasis added), and this can be
undertaken on the basis of a qualified majorityevaithin the EU
Council.

One commentator has noted that “the traditional @ltical taboo
over the unanimity rule on all matters ‘having taity or defence
implications’ — a taboo that has persisted sineeMiaastricht Treaty
— is broken here, mainly in order to meet functloneeds and
overcome potential vetoe$®.Ireland may choose not to participate
directly in such initiatives (and would have no decisiorkimg input
if it chose not to so participate). But by virtukits participation in
EUMS general business, and in all the other dinogrssiof EU
military cooperation (including financing thereofipe argument can
be made that Ireland will help lay the basisdtrer states to engage
in such cooperation, and that such cooperationheiperceivednot
without justification) as an EU undertaking evenniét all EU
members are directly involved.

The Lisbon Treaty makes no reference to the reonuang of a UN
Mandate for an EU intervention; Ireland continuesrisist that its
own troops would never be deployed without suchamaate, but
there is nothing to prevent troops from other coast(unavoidably
backed up by Irish planning and financial resourceawing on the

18 Missiroli, A. (2008) ‘The Impact of the Lisbon &aty on ESDP’, Briefing Paper
prepared for the European Parliament’s SubcommitteBecurity and Defence,
31% January, p. 15.

¥ Tom Clonanlfish Times 28" March 2008) argues that “Voting no to the treaty
would not prevent” Permanent Structured Cooperabahsuch cooperation could
not, it would seem, take plaegthin the Union frameworknless the Lisbon

Treaty was ratified.



support of the EU infrastructure to launch suchirdarvention. In
contrast to its lip service to the UN (rhetoricaljited, but
substantively absent}, the protocol on ‘structured co-operation’
declares that “a more assertive union [EU] rolevill. contribute to
the vitality of a renewed Atlantic Alliance [NATO]A NATO-EU
Capability Group helps ensure that EU military teses are made
available to NATO, and vice verdhThe NATO Secretary-General
has stated that he “would like to see much morelipgpaf our
[NATO and EU] capabilities, especially in areastsas... transport
helicopters, or in research and development, drairmonizing our
force structures and training method$’Many commentators have
concerns about enhancing the vitality of an alklardNATO — that,
amongst other regressive features, retains a conanitto the ‘first
use’ of nuclear weapons, and which has pursued gamnessive
policy, involving substantial civilian casualties) Afghanistarf®
(See the discussion below on ‘NATO in the Balkafts’ greater
detail on NATO activities).

NATO in the Balkans

In exploring NATO’s record, the example of Kosovo 1999 is 3
particularly important one because it was the fimit-of-area’
military action waged by NATO as an organisationtsown right,
and one that was endorsed by the EU (includinghad?* To begin

2 save for “a number of more or less vague forniatabout acting in
accordance with principles of the UN Charter areithportant role of the
Security Council” — Sjostedt, J. (2008) ‘The Lisbbreaty — Centralization and
Neoliberalism’, paper prepared for the Swedish Batien of the European United
Left and Nordic Green Left groupings at the EurapBarliament, p. 13.

2 See, Imbrie, A. (2008) ‘NATO and the Afghan Ingemcy: Looking Ahead to
Bucharest’, BASIC Papers on International SectwRibjicy, 25" March.

22 Quoted in John, M. (2008Reuters 15" March.

% gee, for example, Gall, C. and D.E. Sanger (206@rnational Herald
Tribune 13" May.

24 Maguire, J.pp. cit, p. 81.



with, it now seems certain that the entire Kosovar would hav
been averte® The Yugoslav government refused to sign the injtia
(pre-war) Rambouillet peace accord, largely becausentained
NATO-inserted clause that granted NATO troops faeeess to all
Yugoslav territory — this clause was later droppea the final
post-war settlement terms. As Robin Blackburn haseoved, “Th
Serbian delegation, under duress, had been willngccept th
principles of the Rambouillet package, save for vieey detailed
twenty-fifth chapter on the NATO-led occupationdet?® The clear
implication is that the war was fought becauseitbiee a mix-up, or
more probably, because NATO wanted a war to asser
predominant role in European military and defenoargements,
Former US National Security Advisor Sandy Bergesadibded
“bolstering the credibility of NATO” as an objec#vn its own right
of the Kosovo campaign, a factor also openly ciigdBritish Prime
Minister Blair at the timé’

The conduct of the war was as controversial as oitgins.
Particularly pertinent here are the allegations weér crimes
committed by NATO — such as the bombing of the Ebnembass
and of a passenger train, and the killing of fiftggeople and th
wreaking of damage on a hospital by the clustertbogof the city

of Nis in May 1999 between the end of the war and March 2000

alone, unexploded cluster bombs killed over 50 feapKosovo®
Amnesty International explicitly states that “NATOrces violate
the laws of war leading to cases of unlawful kdliof civilians” and
that these NATO actions constituted war crirffeMore broadly,
there is, at the very least, a strong argumentstying that th
Kosovo war accelerated massacres and expulsiorfSelly forces

% Judah, T. (2000osovo: War and Revengéale University Press.

% (1999) ‘Kosovo: the War of NATO ExpansioMew Left Review35, p. 108.
27 Both quoted in Chomsky, N. (2008)New Generation Draws the Line:
Kosovo, East Timor and the Standards of the Westo, pp. 3, 4.

% Chandler, D. (2000) “International JusticeNew Left Revies, pp. 63-4.

29 Chomskypp. cit, p. 134.

% Amnesty International News Service no. 102 (20@0)une.
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This is the conclusion arrived at even by an ilhti@nthusiastic
supporter of NATO military intervention, Mary Kaldd'The NATO
intervention did not save one Kosovar Albanian. t&& contrary, it
provided a cover under which the Serbs acceleratdthic

cleansing™!

Some of the Kosovars trained by NATO forces as pédrthat
campaign subsequently went on to massacre Sei®mce 1999
over 200,000 Serbs and other non-Albanians hav&fovo, while
only 16,452 displaced people have returfiedlso, US intelligence
specifically supported — as part of what was itlitisan anti-
Milosevic strategy and which continued throughdwe year 2000 -
the Albanian insurgents later to become engagea eampaign in
neighbouring Macedonid. Writing on the Macedonian conflict
Marianne Osborn describes the severe and deepliabiiesg
consequences for Macedonia of the Kosovo bombings the
NATO campaign in generd?. NATO and the EU later claimed cred
for stifling the Macedonian conflict, an ironic stigiven that they
had been instrumental in fomenting it in the fiptace. It was the
militaristic elements of Kosovar (and later Macedo) Albanian
society that were boosted by the NATO interventidu;ing which
the progressive and pacifist Ibrahim Rugova, the |Kosovo
President, was marginaliséd.

NATO intervention has, in summary, generated ongonstability
and violence. Writing in March 2000, the UN Spedmatestigator
for the former Yugoslavia stated, “The bombing hasolved any

problems... It only multiplied the existing problermsd created new

Cited in Maguirepp. cit, p. 75.

32 Norton-Taylor, R. (2001)Guardian 29" March.

3 Bancroft, I. (2008)Guardian 19" February.

Beaumont, P. E. Vulliamy and P. Beaver (20@hserver 11" March.
Osborn, M. (2002nternational Intervention and Conflict in Macedani
Causing Problems... Claiming Solutiqigri.

% |bid.
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ones”®’ These problems have come to the fore again imtie of

Kosovo’s declaration of independence: “After nireass of NATO
occupation under a nominal UN administration, crideen
Kosovo is more ethnically divided than ever, boa$%i8%
unemployment and hosts a US military base desciiyethe EU’s

human rights envoy as a ‘smaller version of Guaartaoi”.>®

15

Furthermore, critics argue that independence fosdKo opens :
pandora’s box of potential secessionism and vi@ehooughout the
Balkans and elsewher®.In summary, the model of intervention
followed by NATO, and endorsed by the EU, in thdkBas — and
this applies to Bosnia as well as to Kosovo — sptie problematic
involving not only abuses of human rights but affective colonial
occupation by EU/NATO/UN forces, retrospective tegization of
so-called ‘ethnic cleansing’, the flourishing ofganized crime, thg
worsening of poverty, and, quite probably, the smaof the seeds G
future conflict®

14

A\1”4

—h

(4) Ireland is being, at the very leastgedto increase its military
expenditure under the terms of the Lisbon Treatgoaling to
Article 28A:

“Member States shall undertake progressively torawe
their military capabilities. The Agency in the fiebf defence
capabilities development, research, acquisition and
armaments, (hereinafter referred to as “the Eunojfence
Agency”) shall identify operational requirementshals
promote measures to satisfy those requirements|l sha

37 Cited in Chomskypp. cit, p. 41.

% Milne, S. (2008)Guardian 28" February.

% Ibid. See also Mastnak, T. (2008) ‘Kosovo: a New Verssill,Foreign Policy
in Focus 7" March.

%0 See Knaus, G. and F. Martin (2003) ‘Travailshef European RajJournal of
Democracyl4 (3); and also Chandler, D. (20@X)snia: Faking Democracy After
Dayton Pluto, and Campbell, D. (2001) ‘Apartheid Geod¢maddentity, Territory
and Co-Existence in BosnigGornerHouse Briefin@2.
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contribute to identifying, and where appropriate,
implementing any measure to strengthen the induisamnd
technological base of the defence sector, shaticgzate in
defining a European capabilities and armamentscyand
shall assist the Council in evaluating the improgatnof
military capabilities”.

This appears, on the face of it, to be “an entinglyjgue case of
obligatory military expansion being written intccanstitution** (or

at least into EU law). It is also the first refecento the European
Defence Agency (EDA) in an EU treaty, though theAHias been in
existence since 2004.There has been an attempt to argue that the
word ‘shall’ in this context does not imply a bindicommitment on
the part of Ireland or any other state to actudbost military
capabilities. Ben Tonra, for example, argues thderhber-states
cannot be required to do anything in this regamepkby decision of
their own governments® and it is certainly true that the Treaty
provides for no sanction in the event of Irelandaony other country
failing to live up to its commitment. Nonethelesise fact that the
commitment is there may be taken as a significeément of intent
on the part of the EU with regard to its militamplaitions.

Chad: European Humanitarianism or French Colonialisn?

The EU’s military intervention in Chad, ostensibiytended to
protect refugees from the Sudan and displaced pesjphin Chad
itself, may involve some 429 Irish soldiéfsrrench troops stationed
in Chad have for many years been instrumental iepkeg the
dictator Idriss Déby in power. When Déby’s regimasvattacked in

1 Sjostedtpp. cit, p. 14.

2 Clonan, T. (2008)yish Times 28" March.

3 Letter to thdrish Times 14" December 2007.

* This section is largely based on articles inltish Timesby Lara Marlowe on
28" and 24' January, and J0March, 2008.
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January 2008, French troops helped defend thergighcectly fired
on rebels, and ferried ammunition to governmendpso As Frenc
Green MEP Marie-Anne Isler-Béguin puts it, “At theoment, w
are basically supporting a dictatdr”.

Déby’s regime is not only corrupt and repressitealso help
foment conflict in Darfur in the neighbouring Sudarhe Huma
Rights WatchWorld Reportfor 2008 states that “The Chadian
government has been responsible for human righisesbagainst
both combatants and non-combatants during militapgration
against Darfur-based rebel groups. In northernreomtheastern Cha
insurgents wounded or captured during a rebel sivenin late 200
were subject to summary execution and torture at lthnds o
Chadian government soldiers. In the southeastianglcomplain o
extrajudicial killings, rape, beatings, arbitranyests, extortion an
property theft in the wake of counterinsurgencyepgeconducted b
government security forces, including governmertkled militia
groups. These violations have been met by neak itafaunity and
have forced thousands of civilians into involuntahgplacement
both internally and across the border into Sudan”.

Rebels in Chad — themselves guilty of human righisses — see the
French as their enemy, hardly surprisingly givea #ttivities of
French forces over the years. It is feared thatréieels will not
distinguish between French troops shoring up Déhy #hose
nominally serving under an EU flag. Dutch membérparliament
have expressed concern about Dutch participatidh@mmission fo
precisely this reasoH. A German MEP has, for similar reasons,
described the EU mission as “highly irresponsilifelntelligence
will be shared between the EU force and longeresten French

> In Cronin, D. (2008) ‘Supporting a Dictator in &H, Inter Press Servige31™
March.

5" Available at http://hrw.org/englishwr2k8/docs/3001/31/chad17744.htm
" As reported omww.euobserver.comld" March 2008.

“8 1n Cronin,op. cit.
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contingents, while existing French assets (inclgdaircraft and
camp facilities) have been made available to theoperation. Mor
than half the EU force will itself be French; antile an Irishma
has overall command of the operation, his headetsars in Franc
and the commander of forces on the ground will benéh. As
leading expert on France’s Africa policy has putldriss Déby is
hanging to power by the skin of his teeth but hikedy to hang on
only as long as Paris and Brussels continue to astigpm under
some kind of a pseudo-humanitarian face-savingedisation.*®

This operation highlights the fears that many Ipgople have about
the direction of Irish and EU military developmentéight Ireland’s
relatively honourable record of impartial partidipa in UN
peacekeeping be compromised by participation inogekrations tha
could serve as fig-leaves for the promotion of therests of th
French state, or of other EU states? In one sdriser@asonable t
ask whether the Lisbon Treaty has much to do wittd €had
operation, which is being undertaken under thesaefjexisting EU
treaties and which is UN-mandated. But it is héa the proposal
to extend the types of tasks EU forces may engageece above) set
alarm bells ringing. Might “military advice and &stance tasks” an
“supporting third countries in combating terrorisncome to
constitute euphemisms for helping the likes ofdsiiDéby suppress
those opposed to his rule? What safeguards (otfaer $tated goo
intentions) are in place to ensure that increagimgtie-ranging EU
military interventions are undertaken with genuneumanitaria
principles in mind? The Chad operation shows thatrrying
interventions canalready be undertaken, but the extension |of
allowable tasks could facilitate the mounting oéewmoredisturbing
interventions; and/or it could make such intervamsi easier. Give
this concern, is it wise to “undertake progressivi improve..
military capabilities”, when the ends to which thesnilitary
capabilities can be deployed are so obviously emhltic?

9 Prunier, G. (2008) ‘Chad: Between Sudan’s Bliggrand Darfur’'s War’,
www.opendemocracy.netd" February.
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EU External and Development Policy

If the Lisbon Treaty were adopted, the EU would éhav new
position of ‘High Representative of the Union foor€ign Affairs

and Security Policy’, responsible both for militanatters and for a
new EU diplomatic arm (‘External Action Servicelhus, military

operations would, in theory at least, be guidedheyoverall external
objectives of the EU. What then are these objestiespecially in
relation to developing countries?

According to article 10A of the Lisbon Treaty, thenciples of EU
external action are as follows:

“‘democracy, the rule of law, the universality and
indivisibility of human rights and fundamental fdzens,
respect for human dignity, the principles of edqyaknd
solidarity, and respect for the principles of theitdd Nations
and the Charter of international law”

Article 10a(2) explicitly lists amongst the objees of the Union’s
external actions “sustainable economic, social andironmental
development of developing countries, with the prynaim of
eradicating poverty”. In its specific discussion dévelopment
policy, article 208 states that “Union developmembperation policy
shall have as its primary objective the reductiowl,an the long
term, the eradication of poverty®.

It would be difficult to take issue with such priples. The question,
however, is: does the EU practice what it preaettesn it comes to
its external actions and, specifically, developmenticy? Some
studies suggest that it does. For example, in alysis of the trade
and political agreement signed by Mexico and thei&l2000 the

0 See ‘The EU Reform Treaty from a Development eatve’, Déchas
discussion paper, April 2008/ vw.dochas.ig See alsavww.lisbon-treaty.ordgor
information on the development cooperation aspafctise Treaty.
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insertion of a human rights suspension clause enaireement is
attributed to “The centrality of human rights ag&aropean cultural
norm.”! Previous EU agreements with third countries hatuied

political dialogue provisions around issues of deraoy and human
rights, but had not contained provision for autamatispension in
the event of violations. EU negotiators were, itl@med, willing to

abandon the agreement altogether rather than abdndoan rights
principles. By contrast, the North American Freade Agreement
between Mexico and the US (and Canada) containeeéfecence to
human rights. This study concluded that there may'e growing

acceptance of the EU as a force for long-term dlgbeace,

prosperity and stability through its use of prinegp co-operative
development programmes with poorer countridddowever, a more
recent assessment by the World Development Movecmantiudes
that, whatever about its human rights provisiohg, development
impact of the EU-Mexico agreement has been negaiiveeasing
Mexico’'s import penetration, damaging its indudtréand service
sectors, and heightening its dependence on foreigital>>

Even on human rights, the pattern is, at besthyat& study of the
EU’s policy towards Russia in the light of the Cher conflict
claims to expose “the limitations of human rightsnpiples as a
central organising principle” within that poli¢y. Instead, it is
reported, and especially after September 2001, BEhke largely
accepted the Russian characterisation of the cbafli ‘anti-terrorist’
in nature, and chose to concentrate on issuesasishared security
threats, trade and investment. “fR]politik state interests were

1 Szymanski, M. and M.E. Smith (2005) ‘Coherence @onditionality in
European Foreign Policy: Negotiating the EU-Mex@lobal Agreement’Journal
of Common Market Studid8 (1), p. 178.

%2 |bid, p. 190.

3 World Development Movement (2008) ‘Raw Deal: Ei¢'s Unfair Trade
Agreements with Mexico and South Africa’, Londomri

** Forsberg, T. and G.P. Herd (2005) ‘The EU, Humaghts, and the Russo-
Chechen Conflict’Political Science Quarterl20 (3), p.455.
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promoted at the expense of the normative agetidaithultaneously,
the authors argue, the EU maintained phetenceof a concern for
human rights by accepting Russian claims that abusere
decreasing, or, where occurring, were justified.

A study of the EU’s stance at the 2002 World SunoniSustainable
Development argues that corporate and trade insemgerked to
undermine stated EU commitments to sustainable lojgweent, in
particular through influence over the Directoraten&ral (DG) for
Trade (tending to favour free market liberalism)daover DG
Agriculture (tending to defend the interests of dpaan
agribusiness}® Many non-governmental organisations (NGOs) have
long been highly critical of any suggestion tha 8U is driven by
progressive concerns. They point, for example, td Equests
(tabled in 2002) under the General Agreement omldia Services
(GATS) to 109 countrie¥. Each such request involved asking the
government of the country concerned to open certgpecified
service sectors up to competition from EU firms.eTrequests
largely originated from the European Services For(lB5F), a
European business lobby group. While these requeste not
initially made public, leaked documents obtained thg World
Development Movement led that organisation to dcamclusions
about the EU’s negotiating stance, including th@ggment that the
EU was targeting the poorest countries in the worlds pursuit of
services market access for European companieshanthe EU was
targeting countries where non-market based deliggstems were
working well, precisely because such not-for-preffstems limited
the commercial opportunities available to Europeaervice
exporters.

% |bid, p. 477.

%% Burchell, J. and S. Lightfoot (2004) ‘Leading ¥&y? The European Union at
the WSSD’,European Environmerit4.

" See World Development Movement (2003) ‘Whose Dmwaent Agenda? A
Preliminary Analysis of the 109 EU GATS Requedtsihdon, February.

18



The EU has more recently been seeking to sign Ho@mo
Partnership Agreements (EPAS) with African, Cardoband Pacific
countries: these would involve abolition of tradarriers between
Europe and the poorer countries concerned, asasetl variety of
other provisions® The ACP countries previously had enjoyed
privileged, non-reciprocal access to EU markets.d@&dnEPASs,
negotiated with regional groupings of ACP statbsré is supposed
to be a rapid transition towardsciprocalfree trade. These EPAs are
likely to have a number of negative consequenced@P countries,
including:

Loss of tariff revenue — as the ACP states disreatndde
barriers, their revenue bases will be eroded. kamgple, the
Gambia might lose 20% of its total government rexen

Impediments and distortions to regional integratienby

entering into regional deals with the EU, countneay be

forced to choose between their neighbours in teohs
economic ties. For example, Tanzania will be pdrtao
Southern Africa EPA, thus undermining the emergiast

Africa Community of Tanzania, Kenya and Uganda (&en
and Uganda are opting for an East African bloc).

The ‘locking in’ of neoliberal economic policiesoFexample
the EU is insisting that ACP countries open up fubl
procurement contracts to European companies ang ful
expose their service sectors to potentially ruinBusopean
competition. They are also demanding that thisrdiligation
be introduced with minimum delay despite the misgg of
the ACP governments and many other observers.

8 See Storey, A. (2006) ‘Normative Power Europeorieenic Partnership
Agreements and AfricaJournal of Contemporary African Studi24 (3).
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The Lisbon Treaty and EU ‘Development’ Policy

This is how the Commission is using @gistingpowers in the area
of development and trade policy. The Lisbon Treptgposes to
grant the Commission additional powers: the EU’smemn
commercial policy would be explicitly extended, endrticle 188B-
1, to cover trade in services, commercial aspettsntellectual
property rights and foreign direct investment. Boe conclusionof
such agreements, qualified majority voting (QMV)uMbbe applied
at Council of Ministers level, with the possibleception of aspects
of trade in cultural and audiovisual services ahdrade in health,
education and social services, where unanimikyht be required in
certain circumstances, though the degree of piotedhis would
afford such services is likely to be minimalWhat is clear is that
QMV would be the norm and that a national veto erewn the area
of education or health services — very much theegttan; by thus
extending liberalization into new areas of the e@n services
market, the EU would be able to offer these qagd pro quo
‘bargaining chips’ to non-EU countries, thus stityeging its ability
to negotiate services market access for Europeapaoies in other
countries’ market§® In this way, aglobal liberalization agenda —
further commercializing service provision, for exaen at home and
abroad — could be advanced.

A significant signal in the Lisbon Treaty concemithe EU’s
relations with developing countries is containedhrticle 56, which
states that “within the framework of the provisioset out in this
chapter, all restrictions on the movement of chpiédween Member
States and between Member States and third cosinshall be

¥ See Viale, F. (2008) ‘External Trade Policy alnel Lisbon Treaty: Reinforcing
Liberalisation in European Commercial Policy’, Redmy, available on
WWW.caeuc.org

" Furthermore, according to articles 48(6) and %8{the Council, acting by
unanimity, may amend the decision making procas®wving final areas of trade
policy to QMV”, thus at some future date removinvge what limited national
veto options remain in place under Lisbon.
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prohibited.” In other words, the central thrustedf policy towards
the global South is to ensure completely unfetteraggital mobility
regardless of the impact on poor countries (or lv& people of
Europe itself). If the Treaty were ratified, freevement of capital
could notbe challenged whatever its implications for depeient.

The overarching commitment to liberalization is magry clear by
Article 188b, which commits the EU “to the progrigssabolition of
restrictions on international trade and on foretiyrect investment,
and the lowering of customs and other barriers’® phint is further
emphasized by Article 188d: the EU’s negotiatingnste will be
based on *“the achievement of uniformity in measures
liberalisation.” Constitutionally ensuring that tl&J's negotiating
stance in international trade negotiatiansist be exercised in the
pursuit of liberalization (of capital and of trade goods and
services), seems unlikely to advance the inter&sggor countries.
Indeed, on these grounds alone, there is a stroggment for
rejecting the Treaty. These issues are highlightedstatement from
the Trade Justice Movement — an alliance of 79 Ideweent NGOs,
including ActionAid, Christian Aid, Oxfam and Trdoa -
expressing concern about aspects of the Tfeaty:

“Our primary concern is that the Treaty currenthpears to
prioritise trade liberalisation over a pro-develagnh trade
policy as the guiding principle for the EU’s common
commercial policy. Given the acknowledged dangefs o
prioritising trade liberalisation in this way, lamgge in the
Treaty should have prioritised a pro-developmerader
policy...

We are also concerned at the proposed extensiotheof
European Commission’s competence to cover investmen
intellectual property and additional aspects of trale in
services. Given the problems of transparency and

¢ Available athttp://www.tjm.org.uk/lisbontreatyFeb08.shtrillhe groups
concerned are not necessarily themselves callingefection of the Treaty.
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accountability..., we are concerned that extending th
Commission’s competence into new areas will beiqdatrly
harmful if trade policy is not guided by pro-devahoent
objectives.”

If trade policy is not to be guided by pro-develamh objectives,
why should one expect military policy to be so @dd If
liberalization trumps development (as it does) Hhme toverall
formulation of EU external policy, then might EU lit@ry policy
follow an agenda that is, at the very least, |&ss tprioritizing of
developing country concerns? The suggestion ishaitEU military
forces will necessarily bealirectly deployed to secure access to
particular resources, or to promote specific Euaopade interests,
but the overall thrust of EU external policy is &dson a narrow
concept of economic self-interest and a commitnenheoliberal
(often anti-developmental) principles — it is enmtig reasonable to
assume that military policy (as a component partthef overall
foreign policy) will be largely driven by similaoasiderations.
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CONCLUSION

The question posed near the outset of this papsr wauld the

Lisbon Treaty change Irish participation in EU (aethted) military

structures for the better or for the worse? Thevansnust be that it
will constitute change for the worse. The Treatywesthe EU closer
to a collective defence arrangement. More impolgairitextends the
range of tasks EU troops may engage in overseaswih it the

range of reasons that could be adduced justify overseas
interventions; it facilitates usage of EU (incluglilrish) resources by
sub-groups of EU members for the purposes of eakexction that
would be compatible with (and promotive of) NATQdrests; and,
at the very least, it urges Member States (inclydireland) to

increase their spending on military resources. Saations would be
guided by an overarching (and significantly stréeged) EU

commitment to trade liberalization and other congis of a

neoliberal external agenda prejudicial to the ed&s of developing
countries. In short, the EU is seeking to acquitkamced military
resources and options, and there are strong grdondeubting that
such enhancements will be deployed in ways thal gribmote

justice, peace, human rights and development. Reset reasons,
there is a strong case for rejecting the Treaty\atthg ‘no’ in the

upcoming referendum.
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