LEABHARLANN CHOLAISTE NA TRIONOIDE, BAILE ATHA CLIATH | TRINITY COLLEGE LIBRARY DUBLIN
Ollscoil Atha Cliath | The University of Dublin

Terms and Conditions of Use of Digitised Theses from Trinity College Library Dublin
Copyright statement

All material supplied by Trinity College Library is protected by copyright (under the Copyright and
Related Rights Act, 2000 as amended) and other relevant Intellectual Property Rights. By accessing
and using a Digitised Thesis from Trinity College Library you acknowledge that all Intellectual Property
Rights in any Works supplied are the sole and exclusive property of the copyright and/or other IPR
holder. Specific copyright holders may not be explicitly identified. Use of materials from other sources
within a thesis should not be construed as a claim over them.

A non-exclusive, non-transferable licence is hereby granted to those using or reproducing, in whole or in
part, the material for valid purposes, providing the copyright owners are acknowledged using the normal
conventions. Where specific permission to use material is required, this is identified and such
permission must be sought from the copyright holder or agency cited.

Liability statement

By using a Digitised Thesis, | accept that Trinity College Dublin bears no legal responsibility for the
accuracy, legality or comprehensiveness of materials contained within the thesis, and that Trinity
College Dublin accepts no liability for indirect, consequential, or incidental, damages or losses arising
from use of the thesis for whatever reason. Information located in a thesis may be subject to specific
use constraints, details of which may not be explicitly described. It is the responsibility of potential and
actual users to be aware of such constraints and to abide by them. By making use of material from a
digitised thesis, you accept these copyright and disclaimer provisions. Where it is brought to the
attention of Trinity College Library that there may be a breach of copyright or other restraint, it is the
policy to withdraw or take down access to a thesis while the issue is being resolved.

Access Agreement

By using a Digitised Thesis from Trinity College Library you are bound by the following Terms &
Conditions. Please read them carefully.

| have read and | understand the following statement: All material supplied via a Digitised Thesis from
Trinity College Library is protected by copyright and other intellectual property rights, and duplication or
sale of all or part of any of a thesis is not permitted, except that material may be duplicated by you for
your research use or for educational purposes in electronic or print form providing the copyright owners
are acknowledged using the normal conventions. You must obtain permission for any other use.
Electronic or print copies may not be offered, whether for sale or otherwise to anyone. This copy has
been supplied on the understanding that it is copyright material and that no quotation from the thesis
may be published without proper acknowledgement.



TRINITY COLLEGE
0 5 AUG 2007

LIBRARY DUBLIN

2 3 o
/,o;“‘? Bz 1) f‘\‘us



PUBLIC OPINION AND IRISH NEUTRALITY:
A THEORETICAL AND EMPIRICAL TEST OF THE ‘RATIONAL PUBLIC’
HYPOTHESIS

Karen M. Devine

Submitted in partial fulfilment for the degree of PhD in Political Science

University of Dublin, Trinity College
September 2006



DECLARATION

This thesis has not been submitted as an exercise for a degree at this or any other
university. This thesis is entirely my own work. The Library may lend or copy the
thesis upon request. This permission covers only single copies made for study
purposes, subject to normal conditions of acknowledgement.

Kowen M DenOne

Karen M. Devine




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Thank you to my supervisors, Eddie Hyland and Michael Marsh, for reading the drafts
of this thesis and for helpful comments and changes that improved its content. [ am
also grateful for their support and encouragement throughout a very fulfilling PhD
programme.

Several bodies generously funded this research. I gratefully acknowledge the support
of the British Council in Ireland, for the Chevening award that provided me with the
break I needed to start this PhD research; Trinity College, Dublin and NUI, Dublin for
the Irish Social and Political Attitudes Survey studentship that allowed me to return to
Ireland to exploit their rich public opinion data; and the Irish Research Council for the
Humanities and Social Sciences for the generous Government of Ireland Scholarship
that sustained the long period of progress towards the finishing line. [ am also grateful
for the Departmental support to attend the Essex Summer Schools in Data Analysis.

[ would like to thank my family, Eamonn, Niamh and Niall Devine, for their
unconditional support, love and encouragement, without whom, this thesis would
never have been written. This thesis is dedicated to you.

Thanks also to my wider family, particularly my second cousin, Breifne Walker, and
my Nana, Maura Lawson, who listened over the years to my long-winded expositions
with such patience and understanding.

To Dr. Susanna Pearce, who provided inspirational motivation by getting her own
dissertation done in no time at all and for being a great friend and roadie.

To “The Girls’ in the Department for the all-important discussions over dinner and
laughs over lunch: Shiera Malik, Nicola Connolly-Byrne, Maura Conway, Sara
O’Dwyer and Vanessa Liston. And to ‘“The Lads’, Francesco Cavatorta and Shane
MacGiollabhui for the tennis epics and to Liam Weeks, Alex Perez (generous supplier
of Carambar) and Ken McDonagh for the carrel banter.

Thank you to Bank of Ireland’s Retail Strategy and Marketing team for the support
and study-leave, and in particular to John P. Kelly for introducing me to the technique
of mind-mapping that nudged me closer to the finishing line.

Thank you to my friends for their support and encouragement and for bearing with me
throughout. I hope to be forgiven for singling out Sharon Byrne, Mark Callanan, Ciara
Conifrey, Ruth English, Jane Ennis, Pauline Murnin and Ross Ryan, who always took
the risk of asking the two-part question of “how are you and how is the PhD going?”
and who stuck around to hear the answer.

Finally, thanks to John J. Travers for being with me during the final manic twelve
months of this process, who took an interest in the subject matter, who never once
complained despite the significant number of incidents and absences to complain
about, who challenged me when I needed to be challenged and who has been a
constant source of love and support.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Declaration
Acknowledgements
Table of Contents
Tables and Figures
Abbreviations
Abstract
Introduction
PART ONE:

Chapter One:
The poststructuralist approach and IR theory framework

Chapter Two:
A comparative and meta-theoretical review of neutrality concepts

Chapter Three:
A deconstruction of competing theses and concepts of Irish neutrality

Chapter Four:
A comparative critique of Ireland’s and other European states’ neutrality

PART TWO:

Chapter Five:
A review of the public opinion and foreign policy literature

Chapter Six:
The role of meta-theory in public opinion and foreign policy analysis

Chapter Seven:
Core beliefs and values in the structure of public attitudes to neutrality

Chapter Eight:
The role of socio-demographics and behaviours in public attitudes

Summary conclusions and further research
Appendices A - K

Bibliography

10

23

60

119

160

187

205

258

248

289

303



TABLES AND FIGURES

FIGURE 1.1 Metatheoretical and Methodological Combinations

TABLE 1.1 The Spectrum of Onto[ogica[ and Epistemological Positions

FIGURE 1.2 Theories of IR on the Ontological and Epistemological Spectrum
FIGURE 2.1 Public definitions of Irish neutrality (1985)

FIGURE 2.2 Public definitions of Irish neutrality (1992a)

FIGURE 2.3 Public definitions of Irish neutrality (1992b)

FIGURE 2.4 Public definitions of Irish neutrality (2001)

TABLE 2.1 Rank order of neutrality definitions offered by the Irish public, 1985-2001
TABLE 2.2 Rank order of neutrality definitions by attitude (ISPAS 2001-2002)
TABLE 2.3 Rank order of neutrality definitions by attitude (2001-2002)

TABLE 3.1 Deconstruction summary: Thesis, paradigm, approach and variables
TABLE 5.1 Attitudes to neutrality, foreign policy and defence co-operation
TABLE 5.2 Rational public hypotheses criteria

TABLE 6.1 Attitude to neutrality: distribution by gender

TABLE 6.2 Gender profile of selected concepts of neutrality

TABLE 6.3 Original response category data for the question ‘what does Irish
neutrality mean to you?’

FIGURE 7.1 Two Tiers of Hurwitz and Peffley’s hierarchical model.

TABLE 7.1 Independence Indicators

TABLE 7.2 Patriotism Indicators

TABLE 7.3 Northern Ireland Indicators

TABLE 7.4 Anti-English Indicators

TABLE 7.5 Ethnocentrism Indicators

TABLE 7.6 Efficacy Indicators

FIGURE 7.2 The relationship of attitude to neutrality and salience of neutrality
TABLE 7.7 Neutrality indicators

FIGURE 7.3 The Initial Model



TABLES AND FIGURES

FIGURE 7.4 The Results of the Structural Equation Model of Public Opinion
TABLE 7.8 Full Model Latent Variable Regression Weights

TABLE 7.9 Two-Dimensional Model Latent Variable Regression Weights
FIGURE 8.1 Attitude to neutrality by salience of neutrality kernel-density plot
FIGURE 8.2 Attitude to neutrality by left-right self-placement

TABLE 8.1 Regression Model Variables

TABLE 8.2 Results of the OLS regression models

TABLE 9.1 Summary Table of Rational Public hypothesis tests



ABBREVIATIONS

Afrl Action from Ireland

CESDP Common European Security and Defence Policy
BEEC European Economic Community

EU European Union

FPA Foreign Policy Analysis

IAA Irish Aviation Authority

IR International Relations

ISPAS Irish Social and Political Attitudes Survey
NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
PANA Peace and Neutrality Alliance

PfP Partnership for Peace

POEP Public opinion and Foreign Policy

UN United Nations

US United States (of America)

WEU Western European Union



ABSTRACT

Opinion polls have consistently shown that public opinion in Ireland is strongly in
favour of neutrality. There is a significant discourse in the media and in academic
texts which argues that Irish neutrality is a “‘myth’ and that public opinion in support
of Irish neutrality cannot be ‘rational’ — it is “‘emotional” and ‘confused’. This paradox
of strong public attachment to a concept that does not exist (according to media and

academic discourse), is the puzzle this thesis attempts to solve.

There is a new debate in public opinion and foreign policy (POFP) literature
concerning the ‘rational public’ thesis that argues that public foreign policy
preferences are based on a sensible and coherent structure of core beliefs and values.
This study evaluates public opinion on Irish neutrality against the ‘rational public’
hypothesis, contributing the first theoretical and empirical study of public opinion and
Irish neutrality and providing additional fuel to the ‘rational public” debate. It adds a
unique case-study to the wider body of POFP literature that is dominated by analyses

of public opinion in larger states, particularly the United States.

The first half of this thesis takes a close and critical look at political discourse, in
particular, a foundational thesis called “Unneutral Ireland”, that argues Irish neutrality
is a ‘myth” and that Ireland is ‘unneutral’. A poststructuralist deconstruction
undermines the thesis’s conclusion that Ireland is ‘unneutral’” by demonstrating that
neorealist assumptions drive the analysis, destroying the alleged ‘objectivity” of the
evaluation of Ireland’s neutrality. A comparative analysis reveals that other neutral
states in World War Two Europe failed the same criteria as Ireland did in the
Unneutral thesis, and so these states must also be deemed ‘unneutral’. This part of the
thesis concludes that the concept of neutrality used in the Unneutral thesis is too
narrow and unrealistic to be a sensible yardstick for evaluating the neutrality of states
and that a social constructivist understanding of Irish neutrality is a better theoretical
framework to use in the formulation of hypotheses on public attitudes to Irish
neutrality. Since Ireland is found to be as neutral as any other neutral state, the claim

that the public is irrationally clinging to a myth is also rejected.



A review of neutrality concepts in the literature demonstrates a range of neutrality
definitions from ‘realist’/passive’ to ‘idealist’/‘active’ that embody different values
and characteristics and produce different foreign policy agendas. A comparative
analysis of Irish government and public concepts of neutrality using official
government sources and public opinion data shows that the government concept of
‘military’ neutrality is a rather limited one, amounting to staying out of military
alliances. The most strongly-supported public concepts closely resemble the wider,
‘active’ concept of neutrality that embodies characteristics such as peace-promotion,
non-aggression, the primacy of the UN and the confinement of state military activity
to UN peacekeeping, not supporting ‘big powers’, not being involved in wars,
maintaining a nuclear-free zone, and maintaining Ireland’s independence, identity and

independent foreign policy decision-making (in the context of ‘big power” pressure).

This profound difference in government and public concepts of neutrality, and a meta-
theoretical analysis of POFP literature in the second half of the thesis showing that the
negative academic evaluations of public opinion on Irish neutrality are based on a
realist, ‘post-Cold War’ security policy framework of understanding, help to explain
the failure of ‘realist’ elites and academics to consider public support for Irish
neutrality in the ‘post-Cold War’ era as ‘rational’. This divergence of neutrality
concepts and frameworks of understanding also points to the supposition, that as
public preferences for Irish neutrality appear to be based on a discernable and
recognised set of values, Irish public opinion on Irish neutrality may fulfil the ‘rational

public’ criteria.

A review of the historical literature on Irish neutrality and the Foreign Policy Analysis
(FPA) literature produces a set of hypotheses - ethnocentrism, efficacy, attitudes to
Northern Ireland, independence and patriotism - that are said to underpin Irish
neutrality. A structural equation model shows that public attitudes are structured
along the dimensions of patriotism and independence. The presence of a structure and
the understanding of the dimension of identity as part of a ‘social constructivist” IR
theoretical worldview satisfy criteria of the rational public hypothesis. A regression
model controlling for socio-demographic and behavioural variables shows that the
characteristics of Irish public opinion on Irish neutrality compare favourably to those
of publics in other states. This collective evidence supports the conclusion that public

attitudes to Irish neutrality are ‘rationally’ structured.



INTRODUCTION

No foreign policy - no matter how ingenious - has any chance of success if it is born in
the minds of a few and carried in the hearts of none - Henry A. Kissinger

This thesis seeks to understand public attitudes to Irish neutrality. Specifically, it

explores why people in Ireland support or reject neutrality; the values that shape

attitudes to Irish neutrality; and what Irish neutrality means to people in Ireland.

These issues are central to an investigation into the academic question of whether

public attitudes to Irish neutrality are ‘rationally’ structured. In exploring these issues,

this thesis also seeks to solve the paradox of a strong public attachment to a concept of

Irish neutrality that, according to several media and academic discourses, does not

exist.

Every Political Science PhD thesis should be based on a research question that is
formulated with the help of the current academic literature on the subject.
Surprisingly, there is very little literature on public attitudes to Irish neutrality. This
thesis fills that gap in the literature, as the first theoretical and empirical evaluation of
public opinion on Irish neutrality. Fortunately, there is sufficient foreign policy
analysis (FPA) literature on Irish neutrality, and a wide body of international literature
on public opinion on foreign policy (POFP) to use in the formulation of an approach

to the question of public opinion and Irish neutrality.

The small volume of literature on public attitudes to Irish neutrality consists of a
number of newspaper articles written by academics and elites; (FitzGerald, 1996;
Sinnott, 1996), a paper written for a think-tank that analyses data from opinion polls
conducted on behalf of newspapers, (Marsh, 1992) a chapter in an edited European
book about public opinion and the international use of force (Gilland, 2001) that draws
on the same public opinion data as Marsh (1992), and finally, comments in a chapter
in an edited US volume on public opinion and foreign policy (Everts, 2000) and in
books on Irish foreign policy and neutrality (Keatinge, 1984: 116-119; 1973: 163-
185). The research question of this thesis, “are public attitudes to Irish neutrality
rationally structured”, is formulated to address the view of public opinion and Irish
neutrality in this literature as well as the major hypotheses from the two sets of POFP
and FPA literature mentioned above, that collectively form the academic discourse

relevant to public opinion and Irish neutrality.

There is a saying that “a little learning can be a dangerous thing” (Pope, 1709). As it

turned out, the small number of academic articles and book chapters on public
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attitudes to Irish neutrality examined as part of a literature review presented a number
of challenges in formulating a research question around public attitudes to Irish
neutrality and some relevant hypotheses for testing. The challenge necessitated a dual
focus, in which the first half of the thesis examines the range of theoretical
assumptions underpinning the literature and the impact of those assumptions on the
status of Irish neutrality and public opinion. The second half of the thesis formulates
and tests a theoretically pluralist set of hypotheses on public attitudes to Irish
neutrality on the basis of the deconstruction and analysis carried out in the first half of

the thesis.

The Rational Public Puzzle

Part of the reason for the dearth of attention paid to public attitudes to Irish neutrality
in academia is the lack of public opinion data that is necessary to build a model of
public attitudes to Irish neutrality. What is known from the small number of public
opinion polls on Irish neutrality that have been carried out on behalf of newspapers
since the 1980s, is that a majority of people in Ireland have expressed support for Irish
neutrality. The 1996 White Paper on Foreign Policy states, “the majority of the Irish
people have always cherished Ireland’s military neutrality, and recognise the positive
values that inspire it, in peace-time as well as in time of war”, (Ireland, 1996) and
notes that “many people have come to regard neutrality as a touchstone for our entire
approach to international relations™ (Ireland, 1996: 51). The White Paper goes on to
say that the values that underlie Ireland’s policy of neutrality have informed almost
every aspect of foreign policy and are a principal motivation behind the state’s foreign

policy activities (Ireland, 1996: 119).

Against this, there is a strand of literature on Irish neutrality that argues that Ireland is
not neutral, that Irish neutrality has never existed. This ‘unneutral’ discourse is based
on a thesis called Unneutral Ireland that set out to test “whether the Irish
interpretation and understanding of these concepts [neutrality/nonalignment] are
legitimate™ (Salmon, 1989: 2). The thesis concluded that ‘Ireland certainly is, and has
been “unneutral™ (1989: 311) and that “the Irish cannot properly claim to be neutral at
all” (1989: 8). The thesis has been cited throughout several decades of academic
literature that supports both the analytical approach - the construction of a concept of
‘classic(al)’ neutrality to serve as the yardstick to evaluate Irish neutrality (FitzGerald,
1998: 13; Salmon, 1989: 5) - and the conclusion that Irish neutrality is a myth. This
academic debate has spilled over into the public discourse, with many academics and
journalists writing newspaper articles and giving national radio interviews on the

subject of Irish neutrality during referendums on EU treaties in 2001 and 2002 and
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during the start of the Second Gulf War in 2003, advocating the ‘myth of Irish
neutrality’. Crucially, the proponents of this anti-neutrality discourse also suggest that

Irish public opinion on Irish neutrality is ‘confused’ (FitzGerald, 1996).

Here lies the paradox this thesis must solve: there is ample evidence that Irish people
are strongly attached to Irish neutrality and yet many academic and elites have said
that Irish neutrality does not exist. In terms of formulating a research question to
evaluate the ‘rationality’ of the dynamics of public opinion on Irish neutrality, the
combination of the two hypotheses — (a) that Irish neutrality is a myth and (b) that a
significant proportion of the voting public supports Irish neutrality — leads to the
seemingly obvious hypothesis that Irish public opinion on Irish neutrality is not
rational, as it is strongly committed to a concept that does not exist. The first half of
this thesis examines the basis of this hypothesis, focusing in particular, on the

assumptions and arguments of the ‘unneutral’ discourse.

The second half of the thesis deals with the ‘rational public’ hypothesis evaluation,
which means that there should be (1) consistency in the meaning of neutrality (2)
presence of a structure of underlying values and beliefs (3) a minimum number of
these dimensions to achieve stability of the structure (4) the factors or dimensions
should satisfy the coherence element by being from the foreign policy domain (5) they
should also be coherent in relation to international relations theory and finally, (6)
satisfy the element of comparative coherence which is tested for in regression analyses
controlling for socio-demographic and behavioural variables. The failure of public
opinion to satisfy these criteria of the rational public concept means that the

hypothesis is falsified.

Part One: theoretical and empirical concepts of neutrality

Two key questions regarding the above paradox spring to mind. The first is whether
the analysis and the ‘classical concept’ of neutrality in the Unneutral thesis are
underpinned by a particular theoretical worldview of international relations and
foreign policy. It is important to establish and understand the theoretical assumptions
underpinning the claims that Irish neutrality does not exist because of the
philosophical proposition that ‘questions can be raised about the acceptability of a
norm or principle by demonstrating that on analysis the principle is only meaningful
against a background of theoretical assumptions that are themselves questionable and
open to debate’ (Hyland, 1995: 22). If the allegedly ‘objective’ arguments of the
Unneutral thesis are shown to be based on a particular theoretical worldview, then the

thesis becomes open to question, as does the basis of the claim that Irish public
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support for Irish neutrality is not rational. Chapter One explains why the assumptions
underpinning academic discourses on public opinion and Irish neutrality must be
identified and it lays the foundation for understanding these sets of theoretical
worldviews by describing the content of the assumptions of the International Relations

theories of ‘realism’ and ‘social constructivism’.

The second chapter undertakes an analysis of academic concepts of neutrality to
establish a range of the concepts in terms of IR theoretical assumptions, content,
motivations and values. A central question is whether the public-supported concept of
neutrality is the same as the “unneutral’ elites’ concept? This issue is tackled in
Chapter Two through a detailed review of academic concepts of neutrality and an
empirical analysis of the characteristics of the concept of neutrality captured in
opinion polls. The two sets of characteristics are compared with each other, as well as
with the characteristics of the concept held by the Irish government. The results show
that the characteristics of the most strongly supported public concepts of neutrality
closely approximate those of “active’ neutrality, whereas the government concept of
neutrality is a very narrow one, consisting of staying out of military alliances and little
else. This provides some early indications that narrow, realist concepts of neutrality
expounded by ‘unneutral’ elites and the Irish government are not sufficient to

understand public opinion on Irish neutrality.

The concept of neutrality in the Unneutral thesis is ‘deconstructed’ in Chapter Three
by pairing it with a different analysis of Irish neutrality that is based on a concept of
‘active neutrality’, and peeling back the surface layers of both sets of arguments and
commentary to reveal their theoretical foundations. The deconstruction shows that the
Unneutral thesis is dependent on a (neo)realist understanding of international relations
and neutrality, destroying any notions that the ‘unneutral’ thesis is ‘objective’. It also
demonstrates that a social constructivist understanding of Irish neutrality is more
conducive to understanding public attitudes to Irish neutrality because it considers
public opinion to be a part of the concept of neutrality and it argues that neutrality is
part of the identity of the state and the people, providing a basis for understanding a
number of ‘rational’ reasons why neutrality is supported by mass publics. These
theoretical conclusions feed into the empirical analysis of public opinion on Irish

neutrality in the second half of the thesis.

As mentioned earlier, parts of the ‘unneutral’ discourse claim Irish public opinion on
Irish neutrality is ‘confused’. It is worth understanding the links between the ‘non-

rational” discourse on public opinion on Irish neutrality and the ‘unneutral’ discourses
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on Irish neutrality in a wider context of Western debate on neutrality. The main
characteristic of the discourses on neutrality published shortly after the end of the
Cold War in the 1990s is a distinct negativity towards neutrality - a turn that has been
identified by academics such as Laurent Goetschel (1999: 116) and Pertti Joenniemi:
“it has started to be seen as a contested, irrelevant or empty concept; it is depicted as a
constraint rather than an asset” (1993: 291). This is because neutrality stands in the
way of deeper European integration in the area of defence and security policy, and it
stands in the way of potential EU military activities and impedes contributions to and

participation in wars that may be waged by Western states.

Ireland’s neutrality has also been the subject of hostile (Balls, 1998; Harrison, 1994;
Waters, 1995) academic and politico-military elite discourses. These discourses
distinguish Irish neutrality from the neutrality of other European states (FitzGerald,
1998) and portray aspects of Irish neutrality as odd, unique and sui generis (Binter,
1989; Kearsley, 1998; Keatinge, 1984; MacGinty, 1995; Salmon, 1989). It is alleged
that “both great power blocs, and all the more, the Continental neutrals, view Ireland
as sui generis” (Karsh, 1988: 169). Irish neutrality is also characterised as the most
questioned European neutrality policy. In a report for the US Congress, Stanley R.
Sloan argues, “among the former European neutrals, Ireland probably has the least
defensible argument for remaining outside the emerging cooperative defense
framework in Europe...other Europeans as well as U.S. officials question the

justification for Ireland’s position (1998).

This apparent failure of Irish neutrality to equate to the neutrality of other European
neutral states and its failure to fit the dominant theoretical framework of (neo)realist
assumptions of the Cold War is linked in Irish academic and public discourses to the
characterisation of public attitudes supporting Irish neutrality as ‘emotional’
(Keatinge, 1972: 439-440; 1973: 174; 1978: 73; Salmon, 1984: 206; Sundelius, 1987:

8) - a characteristic that is equivalent to the label of ‘non-rational” opinion.

To tackle this issue, Chapter Four takes a closer empirical look at the analysis of Irish
neutrality undertaken in the Unneutral thesis and undertakes a comparative analysis to
establish whether Irish neutrality is really all that different to the neutrality of other
European states. It identifies the criteria of neutrality that Ireland is alleged to have
failed during World War II (leading to the conclusion that Irish neutrality never
existed) and evaluates the neutrality of other states against the same criteria. The
results show that Austria, Sweden, Finland and Switzerland would all be deemed

‘unneutral’, because they all, in some way, failed these same criteria during World
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War II. Thus, Irish neutrality is just as ‘neutral” as these paragon neutral states; it is
fair to say that Irish neutrality did exist, which helps undermine the hypothesis that

public opinion in support of neutrality is not rational.

In conclusion, the first half of this thesis shows that in order to establish whether
public attitudes are rational or not, one has to step back from the political science
literature and evaluate its contextual and theoretical perspective, before using it as a
basis to formulate hypotheses on public opinion on Irish neutrality. It highlights key
assumptions and biases underpinning the conclusions of academic discourses on Irish
neutrality and public opinion and demonstrates that realist and non-realist assumptions
are present in formulations of concepts of Irish neutrality and underpin academic and
elite conclusions on Irish neutrality and public opinion. It argues that a social
constructivist IR theoretical worldview is a better framework for understanding and
explaining public opinion on Irish neutrality. The results of the first half of the thesis
give some theoretical indications that factors such as identity, that have until recently
been omitted from analyses of public opinion and foreign policy, should be included
in the modelling of public opinion on Irish neutrality. It also shows that the alternative

hypothesis that Irish public opinion is rational should be considered.

Part Two: theoretical and empirical models of public opinion

The second half of this thesis addresses the hypothesis that Irish public attitudes to
Irish neutrality are rationally structured. The notion of a ‘structure’ to public attitudes
on foreign policy and the characterisation of public opinion on foreign policy as
‘rational’ stem from two new debates in the academic literature on public opinion and
foreign policy (POFP). Gabriel Almond’s The American People and Foreign Policy
([1950] 1960) argues that foreign policy attitudes among most Americans lack
intellectual structure and that “such superficial psychic states are bound to be
unstable” (Almond, 1960: 53, 69). Later, Converse argued this lack of ideological
structure and consistency meant public opinion amounted to “non attitudes™ (Knopf,
1998: 546). As Knopf points out, the research strategy of the revisionists such as Page
and Shapiro aims to refute these various propositions in earlier studies of public
opinion: “none of the revisionists seek to prove that public opinion fits the definition
of rationality employed in decision theory or other rational actor approaches...Instead
of seeking a positive, the revisionists are more concerned about disproving a negative”
(Knopf, 1998: 548), i.e. disproving the propositions that public opinions lack structure
and change capriciously. This is the approach taken in this thesis in evaluating the

rationality of public opinion on neutrality and public concepts of neutrality.
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Chapter Five discusses the approach and methods of the new ‘revisionist/rationalist’
debate in POFP that are applied in this study of public attitudes to Irish neutrality.

One strand of the academic debate posits that attitudes about foreign affairs are in fact
structured in moderately coherent ways, even though the general public may be rather
poorly informed about the factual aspects of international affairs (Holsti, 1996: 47).
The contemporary approach in the public opinion literature argues cognitive
orientations and values play a significant role in explaining public attitudes to foreign
policy (Isernia, 2001: 263) and that individuals structure their views about specific
foreign policies according to more general and abstract beliefs (Hurwitz and Peffley,
1987: 1114). For example, using empirical data and sophisticated analysis techniques,
Wittkopf demonstrates that public foreign policy attitudes in the USA “exhibit both
structure and ideological sophistication” (Wittkopf, 1990: 14). Thus, in order to better
understand public opinion on foreign policy, the literature has shifted its focus onto
the ‘higher’, more abstract level in the attitude structure of core political belief systems
rather than the ‘lower’ level of attitudes to particular foreign policy events

(Sniderman, 1993: 228).

In another strand of the POFP literature, Page and Shapiro coined the term ‘the
rational public’ and argued that mass public opinion on foreign policy is “real,
meaningful, and coherent, reflecting underlying values and beliefs” (Page and
Shapiro, 1992: 36). According to their definition of collective public rationality, the
public chooses a policy in accordance with its values and therefore, public foreign
policy preferences form coherent patterns that reflect underlying goals, values and
beliefs (Page and Shapiro, 1992: 281). This criterion of rationality can be tested using
Hurwitz and Peffley’s model of the structure of public opinion on foreign policy that

is defined by three levels of abstraction or generality.

Taking these two strands of POFP literature together and linking the Page and Shapiro
definition of rationality to the Hurwitz and Peffley model focuses attention on their
hypothesised link between values (highest level of abstraction) and postures (medium
level of abstraction) (Jenkins-Smith, Mitchell, and Herron, 2004: 291) and in terms of
whether there are relevant political values of the Irish public that are determinates of
attitudes to neutrality. Thus, in order to evaluate the ‘rationality’ of public attitudes to
Irish neutrality, it is essential to establish whether there are any values and core

political beliefs that ‘structure’ public attitudes to Irish neutrality.

However, this task presupposes a position on a crucial, often overlooked issue, the

question of what is ‘rational’? — in particular, what factors can be considered as
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‘rational’ underlying dimensions of public foreign policy attitudes? There are many
aspects of a rational public (Page and Shapiro, 1992: 52). Knopf observes that “the
revisionists have put forward several different definitions of what they mean by
rationality, but the most common claims are that public judgments are “sensible” or
“reasonable” (Knopf, 1998: 544). How can we decide the most appropriate,
“reasonable” and “sensible academic yardstick or theoretical worldview to judge the
‘rationality” of these factors? This is a problematic issue because it is not normally
made explicit that “the researcher must establish the “logical” framework against
which the populace’s opinions will be judged” (Jackson, 1983: 742). Furthermore, it
is not generally acknowledged that most researchers work under a particular set of
assumptions about the world they are investigating that constitutes a particular
theoretical framework for understanding public opinion on foreign policy.
Researchers also have a bias towards a particular methodological and philosophical

approach to investigating public opinion on foreign policy.

This ‘coherence’ issue, or what is considered ‘sensible’, can be dealt with through the
specification of the IR theoretical tradition to which the variables that form the
structural dimensions belong. Many scholars have taken this approach of connecting
“domain beliefs to international relations theory — realism and idealism™ (Hurwitz and
Peffley 1987, 1990; Holsti and Rosenau 1990; Wittkopf 1990, 1994; Maggiotto 1991;
Page and Shapiro 1992; Peffley and Hurwitz 1992; Russett, Hartley, and Murray
1994; Holsti 1996; Murray, Cowden and Russett 1999; Herrmann, Tetlock, and Visser
1999; Page and Barabas 2000)” (Jenkins-Smith, Mitchell, and Herron, 2004: 291).
Having deduced the dimensions of Swedish public foreign policy attitudes, Bjereld
and Ekengren (1999: 515) relate their dimensions to venerable IR theories of realism
and liberalism. Notably, the dominant realist paradigm resists the notion of identity as
a determinant of a foreign policy stance, but in the social constructivist paradigm, this

is a “sensible’, ‘coherent’ variable of the foreign policy domain.

An element of Page and Shapiro’s concept of the ‘rational’ public is also concerned
with how attitudes relate to the historical context and international events (Page and
Shapiro, 1992: xii-xiii). Chapter Six shows that most interpretations of historical
context and international events are underpinned by a set of ‘realist” assumptions from
International Relations theory about international relations and the Cold War.
Jorgensen argues that the realism of many academics means that, “much tends to
remain unexamined because implicit assumptions and deeply held beliefs among
analysts tend to replace analysis. What is considered to be of minor or major

importance tends to be identified ex post, rather than a priori and by means of theory-
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derived hypotheses™ (Jorgensen, 1999: 113). Realism is so dominant in IR and FPA

that it is taken to be /e objective view of the world.

Crucially, realism cannot theoretically handle public opinion in analyses of states’
foreign policy behaviour (Bloom, 1990: 3), and so, in contrast to the social
constructivist perspective on Irish neutrality advanced by McSweeney (1985: 180;
1985: 12; 1988: 209), realism determines that the role of ordinary people in the form
of public opinion ‘inside the state’ has little or no theoretical role in determining the
foreign policy of a state (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, 2001: 599). Realism considers
public opinion on foreign policy as a barrier to ‘rational’ foreign policy (Morgenthau,
1973: 7) and that permitting the public a voice in policy would allow the ‘emotional’
to govern the ‘rational” (Morgenthau, 1978: 558). These theoretical and normative
characteristics of realism, in addition to its failure to consider values and identity as
variables of foreign policy (Donnelly, 2000: 195; McSweeney, 1999: 124; Tooze,
1996: xvi-xx), mean that realism is an inadequate theoretical framework for
understanding public opinion on foreign policy, including Irish neutrality. Non-realist
theoretical frameworks of explanations are likely to provide more adequate models
(Vasquez, 1998: 322-324). Finally, realism is negatively disposed towards neutrality
as a foreign policy concept because neutrality challenges (Joenniemi, 1989: 52) and
contradicts (Karsh, 1988: 4) realist assumptions about states’ foreign policy behaviour,
so it will be virtually impossible to encounter a fair or favourable (neo)realist analysis

of public opinion and Irish neutrality.

Everts speculates that the wish to be as “objective” as possible is part of the reason
why public opinion on foreign policy is characterised as “unstructured” and
“nonorganized” (Everts, 2000: 179). Using specific examples, Chapter Six shows that
the “objectivity” Everts is referring to is the (neo)realist worldview that is pervasive in
the IR and FPA academic literature (Burchill, 2001: 86; Smith, 2001: 226; Vasquez,
1998: 120). Chapter Six shows that these (neo)realist assumptions underpin Everts’
characterisations of public opinion on Irish neutrality in the post-Cold War era as
‘non-rational’ and constituting “an obstacle to desirable adaptations to changed
international circumstances™ (Everts, 2000: 179), and underpin his apparent difficulty
in understanding and accepting the Irish public’s attachment to “a perhaps outdated
policy of neutrality” (Everts, 2000: 179) - a difficulty that is evidently shared by

several Irish academics and elites.

In addition, Chapter Six demonstrates that the comments made by academics on

public opinion and Irish neutrality, such as Sinnott’s claim that the notion of neutrality
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as it exists in public opinion is ‘aspirational” and ‘symbolic’ (Sinnott, 1996), Gilland’s
claim that public concepts of neutrality are ‘limited” (2001: 150) and ‘inconsistent’
(2001: 154) and Marsh’s portrayal of public support of the concept of neutrality as
shallow (“the rhetoric of neutrality wins much more support that the substance™
(Marsh, 1992: 12)) are ontologically biased towards behaviouralism and are
theoretically biased towards a realist security policy interpretation and framework of
understanding. These biases are significantly less appropriate approaches and
frameworks for understanding public opinion on Irish neutrality compared with the
cognitive approach and social constructivist framework of understanding that are

posited in the conclusions of the first half of this thesis.

Stability of the concept of neutrality

Isernia et al. argue that “stability of public opinion is dependent foremost on the state
of the international environment. If major international upheavals affect one country,
then this regularly has an impact on public opinion. Therefore it is necessary to take
into account the specifics of foreign policy in the different countries™ (Isernia, Juhasz,
and Rattinger, 2002: 205). “One could argue for a greater stability of public opinion in
countries where a relative exclusion from the vagaries and tensions of the international
environment results in a less active foreign policy™ (Isernia, Juhasz, and Rattinger,
2002: 204). Ireland does not engage in wars, nuclear posturing, and other variables
identified by Isernia et al.. If this is the case, then capricious change in the meaning of
the concept held by the public, such as that identified by Gilland in the analysis of the
content of the concept in 2001, would, according to the literature, falsify the rational
public hypothesis because Ireland was not affected by an international upheaval
(Isernia, Juhasz, and Rattinger, 2002: 205) and the vagaries of the international
climate and new events (Isernia, Juhasz, and Rattinger, 2002: 216) in that time period
to account for a reasonable change in concept. Also, given the assumed stability of
values, consistency of these values in the concept of neutrality is an indicator of a
rational public. A theoretically pluralist analysis of this data in Chapter Six shows that
the capricious change identified by Gilland is questionable. Chapter Six contends that
the opposite is true, that the content of the concept of neutrality and associated values

are consistent and stable over time, satisfying an element of the rational public criteria.

Turning to the models in Chapters Seven and Eight that further test the rational public
hypothesis, the first question concerns what, if any, are the organising concepts that
lend some coherence to mass public attitudes to Irish neutrality? The ‘positive values’
driving Irish neutrality mentioned earlier in the White Paper on Foreign Policy are
central to the puzzle of the dynamics of public attitudes to Irish neutrality. There is

an argument in the POFP literature that the structure of foreign policy attitudes may be
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diffuse in all countries (Bjereld and Ekengren, 1999: 503), on the basis of evidence in
a comparative public opinion study on foreign policy attitudes analysing Swedish and
US public attitude structures. In that study, Ulf Bjereld and Ann-Marie Ekengren
found “sometimes the items used in the Swedish case have no equivalence whatsoever
in the American context or the questions are not even posed in both Sweden and the
US” (1999: 507). Each state has very different political, historical, cultural and
material characteristics that determine a heterogeneous collection of drivers of POFP.
These differences in characteristics are particularly noticeable between big and small
“powers”. Acknowledging these idiosyncrasies of case studies, the Irish history
literature on Irish neutrality is analysed to establish the key themes that should inform

hypotheses on the drivers of public attitudes to Irish neutrality.

Foreign Policy Domain variables and dimensions

Hurwitz and Peffley, as part of the revisionist debate, argue that it is necessary to limit
the analysis of attitude structures to specific policy domains (Juhasz, 2001: 62;
Hurwitz and Peffley, 1987: 1100; Sulfaro, 1996: 303), in other words, the underlying
dimensions that tie foreign policy attitudes together into structures are specific to the
foreign policy domain (Hurwitz and Peffley, 1987: 1101, 1114), (Sulfaro, 1996: 306).
The literature on Irish neutrality argues that independence, efficacy, attitudes to
Northern Ireland, and anti-British sentiment (ethnocentrism) are drivers of Irish
neutrality. These dimensions are relevant to the foreign policy domain. Using
structural equation modelling and the Irish Social and Political Attitudes Survey data,
Chapter Seven identifies which, if any, of these factors structure public attitudes to
Irish neutrality. The values of independence and patriotism emerge as two significant
dimensions, providing evidence in favour of the ‘rational public’ thesis, by satisfying
(1) the criteria that these factors are from the foreign policy domain, (2) the criteria
that public opinion is ‘reflecting underlying values and beliefs’ (Page and Shapiro,
1992: 36), and (3) the ‘coherent’ and ‘meaningful’ criteria, as they are part of a IR
theoretical social constructivist framework of understanding of Irish neutrality and

public opinion.

Number of dimensions

Many studies have considered the number of dimensions as an attribute of coherence
(Chittick and Freyberg-Inan, 2001: 54). In addition to the content of foreign policy
dimensions, the number of dimensions also matters: Chittick and Freyberg-Inan
recently concluded a multidimensional structure provides public opinion with a greater
degree of underlying stability than a one-dimensional structure. They consider a

three-dimensional structure even better and more stable — foreign policy-dedicated
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data is needed to establish if there is a third dimension of public attitudes to Irish
neutrality. The two-dimensional structure of independence and patriotism satisfy the

stability aspect of the rational public hypothesis.

Comparative coherence

To examine the comparability puzzle from another perspective, one can ask, what kind
of structure would be coherent with the differences that exist between a small state
like Ireland and a superpower like the United States of America and even other
smaller states like Sweden? The increased use of structural factors rather than the
usual demographic variables such as age, gender and income to explain public
attitudes to foreign policy in the literature lays emphasis on the importance of
producing a theory-guided and empirically defensible judgement of the structure of

public opinion on Irish neutrality (Chittick and Freyberg-Inan, 2001: 52).

There are numerous studies calling for comparative studies of the coherence and shape
of beliefs (Eichenberg 1989; Risse-Kappen 1991; Holsti 1992; Isernia, Juhasz, and
Rattinger 2002) (Jenkins-Smith, Mitchell, and Herron, 2004: 287). They used
multiple regression analysis of core beliefs, controlling for respondent age, gender,
education and annual household income (Jenkins-Smith, Mitchell, and Herron, 2004:
298). Building on the results of the cognitive orientations, core beliefs and values
structural equation models in Chapter Seven, Chapter Eight presents a regression
model incorporating the standard socio-demographic and behavioural variables from
the international POFP literature to see if these types of international norms and

hypotheses hold true for Irish opinion on foreign policy.

For example, the POFP literature refers to potential explanations of cleavages in
foreign policy attitudes, such as the ‘generation gap’ and ‘gender gap’ hypotheses
(Bjereld and Ekengren, 1999: 511; Holsti, 1992: 458; Holsti and Rosenau, 1990: 117;
Wittkopf, 1990: 42) that have been extensively examined in analyses of foreign policy
attitude data. Several studies have also examined a “political party affiliation’
(Marsh, 1992: 16) or “partisan” hypothesis, (Wittkopf, 1990: 48) a ‘rural-urban’
hypothesis (Almond, 1960: 132), and hypotheses concerning ‘knowledge’ (Sinnott,
2000) and ‘education” (Holsti, 1992: 456; 1996: 178). The model in Chapter Eight
also includes variables specific to the question of public opinion on Irish neutrality,
including voting behaviour in the Nice Treaty referendum and the cognitive
orientation of anti-English sentiment. This socio-demographic, values/beliefs, and
behavioural regression model provides further evidence that the dynamics of public

attitudes to Irish neutrality are coherent and rational as they correspond closely to the
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theoretical expectations and norms of the POFP literature positing the “rational

public” thesis.

The conclusion argues for a more serious role for a postpostivist approach in the
analysis of public opinion on foreign policy and highlights the contribution of that
approach in under-researched POFP areas such as public attitudes to neutrality. The
review of findings argues that the framework of understanding, including the
metatheory, methodology and theoretical assumptions of IR underpinning that
framework, applied in analyses of Irish neutrality and public opinion is too narrow,
realist, behaviouralist and elite security policy-oriented to understand public opinion
on Irish neutrality. A social constructivist framework of understanding supports the
classification of the structure of public attitudes to neutrality based on two dimensions
of patriotism and independence as ‘rational’. The evaluation of public opinion against
the POFP socio-demographic and behavioural norms shows that public opinion in
Ireland is not singular or abnormal and therefore is no less ‘rational’ in those terms.
Taken together, these theoretical and empirical findings of the thesis provide evidence
in support of the hypothesis that public attitudes to Irish neutrality are, indeed,

rationally structured.
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CHAPTER ONE: METHODOLOGY AND IR THEORY FRAMEWORK

Excursions into metatheory are notoriously controversial in the social sciences
- (Lapid, 1989: 235).

What is at stake in debates about epistemology is very significant for political
practice. Theories do not simply explain or predict, they tell us what possibilities exist
for human action and intervention - (Smith, 1996: 13).

Introduction

The main argument of the first half of the thesis is that the different, competing
concepts of neutrality existing in the academic literature and public discourses in
Ireland are related to different competing concepts of security that are in turn
dependent on disparate - or as some characterise them - binary opposite, worldviews
or approaches in International Relations theory: neorealism and critical social
constructivism. These worldviews are demonstrated to have significant consequences
for the characterisations of public opinion on Irish neutrality. The dominant
worldview in the academic and media discourses on Irish neutrality is realism and an
alternative to the realist perspective is necessary when studying public opinion on
neutrality for two reasons. Firstly, the concept of neutrality available in the realist
paradigm is narrow and militaristic and one that might not represent the public
understanding of neutrality. Secondly, the broader concept of neutrality acknowledges
that public opinion (and not just the official stance of ‘the state’) might be constitutive
of neutrality. These hypotheses contribute to a more nuanced and faithful analysis of

public opinion on Irish neutrality.

The process of demonstrating this assumption-dependent status of Irish neutrality
literature is part of the work of “perspectivism’ — an element of the Third Debate in
International Relations. Third Debate critical theory is a meta-theoretical project; its
importance lies in the critique of prevailing assumptions about legitimate knowledge,
the nature of the social world and the purpose of theory, not in the substantive analysis
of international politics (Price and Reus-Smit, 2000: 1787). This is a relatively new
development in the discipline of IR and sub-discipline of FPA, and is virtually
unheard of in POFP analysis." McSweeney surmises, the era of the ‘third debate’ in
IR ‘has scarcely begun’, signalled by the arrival of a variety of anti-positivist
theoretical positions which carry their own internal critique of the controlling ideas of

the political science period that preceded and followed it: a conceptual, normative and

! At the 2005 ECPR Workshop Foreign Policy Analysis Panel, one of the participants mentioned that he had come
from a foreign policy conference of 2,000 participants in the USA and not one of the papers or presenters mentioned
‘metatheory’.
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philosophical attack on positivism, or objectivism, is mounted encompassing the

obvious targets of neorealism and behaviouralism (McSweeney, 1999: 24).

Neorealism and behaviouralism are two sets of assumptions this thesis has identified
in the FPA and POPF literatures that pose problems for the formulation of hypotheses
on public attitudes to Irish neutrality. Intimately linked to the role of assumptions of
International Relations theories in those literatures are the questions of ontology and
epistemology, i.e. the normative and philosophical concerns with what is knowledge
and the basis of claims made to knowledge. The first task of this chapter is to explain
what a poststructuralist approach is and how its premises underpin the process of
deconstruction. The second task is to explain where each of the IR theoretical
approaches lies on the ontological and epistemological spectrums. The final task is to
explain the two main elements of the IR theory framework of understanding,
Neorealism and Social constructivism, in preparation for the demonstration of their
role in understanding public opinion and Irish neutrality in the deconstruction in

Chapter Three.

The status of poststructuralism in the discipline

Most of the research produced under the discipline banner of Political Science is
positivist - that is, ‘empirical research based on the actual, “objective™ observation of
phenomena’ (Johnson, Joslyn, and Reynolds, 2001: 1). Academics using the process
and methods of scientific research - the well-defined principles for collecting,
analysing and evaluating information - are referred to as “positivists’. Most positivist
academics researching political phenomena using these ‘scientific’ methods define the
discipline of Political Science as “simply the application of these principles to the
study of phenomena that are political in nature” (Johnson, Joslyn, and Reynolds, 2001:
1). Such a definition of Political Science research therefore excludes research that is
post-positivist, postmodern or poststructuralist. Treating “International Relations™ as
a sub-discipline of Political Science (this is perceived by many as a controversial

categorisation), most of the research produced in this sub-discipline is positivist.

The ‘new-comer’ status of poststructuralism and discourse theory in foreign policy
analysis, Political Science and IR (Cochran, 1999: 121-122) means that there is a
certain level of the unknown about the approaches and this means they can be
regarded with initial hostility. However, the main reason why a poststructuralist
approach attracts hostility is because it stands in opposition to the continuing

domination of a philosophical realism in IR, from its logical positivist to rational
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choice forms, that has a natural preference for conceptual rigor and clarity (Der

Derian, 1997: 59).

The relevance of a poststructuralist approach to this research question

Despite noting the disposition of mainstream IR to dismiss poststructuralism by
polemic, or ignore it through arrogance, Der Derian suggests that even the
“epistemologically challenged” might recognise the recent and rapid changes in
‘international, intertextual, interhuman relations’ in the world producing new
discourses and ‘realities’ that demand poststructuralist readings (Der Derian, 1997:
55-56). There are indications that poststructuralism will become more acceptable in
the future as the need to address ontological and epistemological issues in academic
research becomes more widely understood, with a parallel move away from positivism
towards recognising the need to focus on meta-theory in discourses. As Cochran

argues,

all theory in International Relations (IR) is normative theory. By this I mean
that even those engaged in positivist approaches, who aim to study world
politics in a manner that resembles as closely as possible the methods of
natural science, cannot avoid normative assumptions in the selection of what
data is important, in interpreting that data, and in articulating why such
research is significant. There was a time when such a statement would have
been highly controversial. For some approaches within IR it is still highly
controversial. However, powerful criticisms of the positivist bias towards
explanation, objectivity and the fact/value separation have been unleashed in

IR that take the radical edge off of this opening statement (Cochran, 1999: 1).

Cochran claims that “practices such as genealogy, deconstruction and reading the
world textually are strange to mainstream IR theory, yet such practice is the
(anti)method that informs the poststructuralist critique of traditional thought in IR”
(Cochran, 1999: 122). Poststructuralism operates with a notion of deconstruction
(Devetak, 2000: 1742). “Deconstruction is a political practice, an attempt to dismantle
the logic by which a particular system of thought and, behind that, a whole system of
political structures and social institutions maintains its force™ (Sarup, 1988: 60).
Deconstruction aims not at making meaning transparent but at making visible the

presuppositions of the statements (Zehfuss, 2002: 204).

The aims and premises identified with poststructuralism and deconstruction resonate

with the focus of this thesis on (1) the political struggle over the concept of Irish
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neutrality and how one discourse has achieved hegemony and appears to be logical
and natural (2) the argument that subjugated discourses can and should be examined,
to de-stabilise the hegemony, in order to understand public attitudes to Irish neutrality
better and (3) the hypothesis that specific assumptions of IR theory drive the elite
claims made about the ‘reality’ of Irish neutrality and are the foundations that support

the ‘truth’ of these discourses.

Combining poststructuralist deconstruction with statistical methods

Many might regard philosophical and methodological issues as peripheral elements of
a research question, but they are vital to understanding the approach taken in this
thesis, and the decision to combine deconstruction with statistical methods. Within
international relations, there are modernists, positivists, empiricists and rationalists;
there are also postmodernists, postpositivists, poststructuralists and critical theorists.
In general, academics fall into one or the other camp, but never both. They are seen as
mutually exclusive. They do not ‘talk’ to one another; they use different language and
operate under different ontologies and epistemologies, making a synthesis between the
two types of work difficult. Juppille puts it another way — he points out that,
“different disciplines (for exampie, sociology, economics, political science) and
subdisciplines (for example, Comparative Politics and International Relations within
political science) often entail different architectures of inquiry. They provide different
sets of received wisdoms (and empirical puzzles), leading questions and suggested
answers. In that sense, while they are not usually recognised as such, disciplines and

subfields, arguably, are metatheoretical” (emphasis added) (Jupille, 2005: 211).

This thesis is an empirical investigation into the structure of public attitudes, but one
that evaluates whether the model may have been constructed in the image of the
realist, rationalist dominated literature; whilst a model of public opinion is formulated,
the hypotheses are metatheoretically-informed. Using statistical methods to evaluate
data on concepts does not render the concepts epistemologically incontestable (Jupille,
2005: 216); the problem is that many academic pieces are written as though the
concepts are epistemologically incontestable. So although statistical techniques are
employed in this thesis and formal models of public opinion are provided, this does
not mean the approach is one of a hardened positivist. In fact the overarching
philosophy is a postmodern one; “from this standpoint of theory as practice, exploring
the dominant discourse of international relations theory is not considered a prelude to
substantive analysis but the very essence of such analysis™ (Price and Reus-Smit,

2000: 1788).
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Metatheory and Methodology

After a unique metatheoretical and methodological survey of the literature on the
subject area of European Union studies, Jupille attempted to map the combinations of
metatheory and methodology used by academics publishing in this area (that is
relevant to public opinion on foreign policy and public attitudes to Irish neutrality). In
terms of ontological social metatheory in combination with statistical methods, there
are “few’ (Jupille, 2005: 215). This vacuum is understandable given the growth
pattern and development of research in the discipline and the system of educating
students and among them, future tenured political scientists, emanating from those

research growth dynamics.

FIGURE 1.1: Metatheoretical and Methodological Combinations
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In the academic discipline of Political Science/Politics/International Relations,
poststructuralist thinking/deconstruction and statistical analysis methods are generally
not used in conjunction with each other to answer a political science research question.
Jupille argues that this exception is unsurprising; “it is hard to conceive of work done
within a post-positivist epistemology using statistical methods, since the latter rest
squarely on the contested notion that observation and testing produce knowledge™
(Jupille, 2005: 215-216). Nonetheless, “some counterintuitive combinations have
been employed”; specifically, Jupille cites the combination of social ontology (or
constructivist social theory) with statistical methods (Jupille, 2005: 216) - a
combination that appears to most closely approximate the approaches used in this
thesis. So, although this thesis uses statistical models normally associated with
positivism, it does not use the logic of positivist investigation; rather it sees the use of
poststructuralist deconstruction as a way to inform a metatheoretically pluralist model
of public opinion on Irish neutrality. This is a new and different approach thus far in

POFP analysis.
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The most significant reason why these lacunae have occurred in the discipline is due
to the work involved in producing that type of research, rather than any
incompatibilities. Jupille has identified that “resource constraints, such as our
willingness to invest time in learning new methods, come into play” (Jupille, 2005:
215). There are no logical incompatibilities between methods and many metatheories.
As Jupille argues, “it seems quite plausible to suggest that many metatheoretical
combinations are logically permissible, with some quite misunderstood and a good
number grossly underexploited” (Jupille, 2005: 213). Public opinion on foreign policy
is one subject area that would benefit enormously from the acknowledgement of this
research vacuum and a dedicated research programme to alleviate it. The next section
describes and explains the key concepts of ontology and epistemology, their role IR

theory and effects on shaping research into public opinion and Irish neutrality.

The ontology and epistemology of IR theories

IR paradigms and methods can be located and understood on a spectrum that operates
from positivism, which is the metatheoretical approach of most political scientists, to
postpositivism which is the metatheoretical approach of most poststructuralist IR
theorists. Table 1.1 below illustrates the spectrum with respect to premises and
approaches relevant to the study of public opinion and foreign policy that will be dealt

with in detail in this Chapter.

TABLE 1.1 The spectrum of ontological and epistemological positions
ONTOLOGY EPISTEMOLOGY
Essentialist Anti-essentialist Foundationalist Anti-foundationalist
Positivist Post-positivist Positivist Post-positivist
Objective Subjective Explanatory Constitutive/reflexive
PREMISES PREMISES
Reality of the social Social world is External, empirical Internal, constitutive
world is the same as the constructed by frame of reference frame of reference
natural world cognitions/theories
Study empirical Study cognitive Material Social interpretation of
behavioural regularities, = dimension of action. interpretation of international politics;
to produce explanatory Meaning is seen as international politics; contingent
laws/generalisations constitutive of human legitimate understanding
practices understanding
APPROACH TO CONCEPTS APPROACH TO ATTITUDES
Rigorous concepts Contested concepts Behavioural Cognitive
Operationalised through Theorised through Public attitudes to FP . Public attitudes part of
statistical methods deconstruction classified as non FP concept, related to
rational/emotional identity, values
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Positivist ontology

Positivism assumes that the research methodology developed for the study of the
natural world is equally suited to the study of the social world, because there is no
difference between the social world and the natural world so fundamental that the
approach used in the natural world is not appropriate to study the social world
(Neufeld, 1995: 34). The positivism to postpositivism spectrum serves to delineate
realists from critical social constructivist theorists in IR. Booth identifies the
unreflecting positivism implicit in much of the method of traditional (realist)
international relations (Booth, 1997: 106); with “traditional security studies...
characterized by positivist methods™ (Booth, 1997: 111). On the other hand,
poststructuralist approaches in IR believe that the positivist notion of objectivity that
depends on an assumption that there is a world out there - existing independently of
theory - to be discovered and accessed is not plausible (Smith, 2001: 227). As will be
discussed in detail later, the more critical strand of social constructivism sympathises
with the poststructuralist position and as such, embodies a qualified departure from

positivism.

For post-theorists, “scientific knowledge is seen as productive. As with all other
discourses, scientific discourse produces knowledge production, 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” (Phillips and Jorgensen, 2002: 116). For the positivist, it is the
ability of factoring out the identities of the individual researcher that makes objective

knowledge possible.

Although POFP researchers use positivist methods, some admit that “there are ways in
which the patterns [in the data] uncovered can be shaped by the premises and
preconceptions of the researcher” (Holsti and Rosenau, 1986: 478). This phenomenon
is discussed in relation to biases in the analysis of Irish public opinion and Irish

neutrality in Chapter Six.

Objectivity

Realists’ “most robust claim and the one which best characterises the period under
review (late 80s security studies) is that of scientific objectivity” (McSweeney, 1999:
37), whereas “social constructivism promises a decisive break with the idea
underlying Waltz — and shared more or less by all the approaches hitherto reviewed —

that the social and the natural worlds belong to the same continuum of reality”
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(McSweeney, 1999: 104). Poststructuralists argue that “it is objectivity that masks
contingency and, in doing so, hides the alternative possibilities that otherwise could
have presented themselves. Objectivity can therefore be said to be ideological”

(Phillips and Jorgensen, 2002: 37).

The notion of objectivity is under fire, and with that, researchers are becoming aware
that their writing will be held to proceed from a standpoint/position: “parties in the
field [of IR] know that their every instance of interpretation and conduct will be held
to proceed from a standpoint, a position, a subjective perspective and that enables
them to justify what they say and do, impose interpretative limitations, and then, so
limited, decide the meanings of events™ (Ashley, 1996: 241). (The thesis will discuss
the interpretative notion later: in terms of the limitations of understandings and
possibilities of Irish neutrality that are produced and re-produced on the basis of
assumptions of IR theory and approaches in the literature). With the increasing profile
of poststructuralist theoretical approaches in the discipline, every researcher will be
asked, as Ashley asks, “What tradition, perspective or community do your labours
faithfully represent?” (Ashley, 1996: 241) - this thesis sympathizes with the critical

social constructivist approach in IR.

Subjective and paradigm-dependent

The catalyst of the fourth juncture of the development of the International Relations
discipline was Kuhn’s The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962), which
undermined the very idea of ‘science’ on which the behaviouralist argument was
based. “The implication of Kuhn’s argument was that there was no possibility of
knowledge which stands apart from or independent from the values, beliefs and
preferences of the observer... Knowledge was subjective and ‘paradigm dependent’
rather than ‘objective’” (Rengger and Hoffman, 1990: 130). Subjective meaning in IR
theory is broadly defined as that which is constitutive of practice: “the relationship
between the ‘subjective meanings’ which make up the web of meaning and human
practices is not one of correlation, where subjective meanings serve as an ‘intervening
variable’ in a causal sequence. Rather subjective meanings are constitutive of those

practices” (Neufeld, 1988: 45).

However, the prevalence of neorealism in IR and the teaching curriculum in
universities means that discourses and statements about foreign policy and concepts
such as neutrality are largely constrained by the structure of the paradigm of
neorealism that, until recently, has remained largely unquestioned. This renders

neorealist thinking on neutrality “inescapable” given the dominance of the paradigm
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in the discipline and the foreign policy literature; as Keith L. Shimko argues, “people
have no choice but to rely on what they already know to understand what they do not
know and on past experiences to understand and solve new problems” (Shimko, 1995:

82), and that includes mainstream academics and researchers.

Given that “how we understand realism — or any tradition of analysis — may influence
how we think and act today” (Donnelly, 2000: 199), neorealism, then, is the web of
meaning, the web of language, symbol and institutions, that constitutes the rules that
restrain thought and action in relation to neutrality. It is important to bear in mind that
“International theory underpins and informs international practice...once established
as common sense, theories become incredibly powerful since they delineate not
simply what can be known but also what it is sensible to talk about or suggest”
(emphasis added) (Smith, 1996: 13). Specifically, neorealism precludes the validity of
the non-realist explanations of neutrality and public support for neutrality (e.g. that
neutrality represents the values and identity of people within the neutral states) and
therefore excludes the very basis of the notion that neutrality can legitimately continue
to be a state’s foreign policy in the post-Cold War era. This is the theoretical obstacle
that must be overcome by a student of public opinion and neutrality, simply in order to
claim legitimate grounds for choosing to study the subject, and it can only be
overcome by resort to poststructuralist thinkin'g and the employment of a more critical

IR theory approach to the subject, such as critical social constructivism.

Parsimony and conceptual rigour

Parsimony is an essentialist objective of positivist science in relation to the
formulation of concepts; it reflects the goal of conceptual rigour in terms of
measurement. Sinnott argues that “political science begins by defining certain
concepts, for example, authority, democracy, legitimacy, participation, public opinion
and so on. In order to observe these, however, it must go a step beyond conceptual
definition to operational definition, that is, to defining the concepts in terms of how
they are to be measured” (Sinnott, 1997: 5). The neatest, unitary concept is prepared
for use. But operationalising a concept and taking that as its meaning makes the
concept inherently essentialised and uncontested (McSweeney, 1999: 84) and although
operationalising a concept does not mean it is not contested, the problem is that most

research is written with that assumption.

Normative and scientific problems are presented when a concept is not considered as
contested — and there are even more problems when a concept is not considered at all

in public opinion analysis. For example, the results of a survey on people’s
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satisfaction with the way democracy works in the UK did not consider the concept of
democracy in the understanding of these finding (Clarke et al., 2004: 290-307). One
quarter of people agreed that ‘there is nothing more to democracy than giving people
the right to vote’ and one third concurred with the idea that ‘in a true democracy,
income and wealth are redistributed to ordinary working people’ (Clarke et al., 2004:
292). Therefore an evaluation of the chances of individuals of being satisfied or
dissatisfied with democracy should take account of the supposition that (Clarke et al.,
2004: 307) the former definition is easy to achieve and the latter is more difficult to
achieve. This should have some influence over whether the individual is satisfied as
to the working of UK democracy. Instead the variability of the concept of democracy
was not explicitly taken into account in the evaluation of satisfaction with democracy
and in effect, the analysis contained an assumption that the public have a homogenous
interpretation of the concepts of democracy, rendering the findings limited or

incomplete.

Parsimony stands in opposition to “an ontology that locates freedom in the privileging
of multiple practices” (Cochran, 1999: 134). The latter ontology is part of the
poststructuralist approach, in which meaning is never closed and the goal is to
emancipate meanings that are marginalized. These premises highlight the difference
in the types of research goals of each camp: poststructuralists are interested in how a
dominant meaning of a concept appears to be natural (and the structures and practices
that maintain that domination) in order to emancipate alternative subjugated concepts
and to make space for other truths. Chapters Two and Three illustrate that the
neorealist researcher attempts to test evidence in support of a “truth’, and attempts to
objectively find the essence of the concept, e.g. the Unneutral thesis argues, “it is
worthwhile to pursue the search for the essence of non-alignment, since, if a concept
is to be used, it should have a clearly understood content” (emphasis added) (Salmon,

1989: 30).

Defining the concept of neutrality in a particular way, as the only genuine
understanding of the concept, can create problems for a researcher incorporating that
concept into a study of public attitudes to neutrality. McSweeney argues that “a
narrow, operational definition of the concept of peace such as ‘the absence of war’
excludes so much that is relevant that it is of little use in understanding the idea or the
policy required to embody it” (McSweeney, 1999: 133). The same argument applies
to the narrow concept of neutrality in government and realist academic discourses —
defined as non-membership of NATO — because this potentially excludes other

definitions, crucially the non-realist, “active” concept of neutrality and its values, and
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the notion that a set of values may drive public support of it. Thus, an anti-essentialist
ontology is important in overcoming the biases already present in the academic
literature, to arrive at a more nuanced and relevant analysis of neutrality concepts.
Help may be sought from alternatives in IR theories to neorealism, such as social

constructivism.

Epistemology: the foundationalist spectrum

Epistemology is the philosophical theory of knowing or knowledge (Jupille, 2005:
211), often defined as the study of how we claim to know something (Smith, 2001:
227). The spectrum runs from academics carrying out foundationalist, substantive
analysis in the discipline to those conducting research using anti-foundationalist,
metatheoretical or perspectivist approaches. Key concepts of anti-foundationalist
approaches to research in IR are reflexivity and contingency. A foundationalist
epistemological position is one that thinks that all truth claims about some feature of
the world can be judged true or false (Smith, 2001: 227), a position intimately linked

with the essentialist ontology described above.

In terms of locating IR theories on the epistemological spectrum, (neo)realism
operates using a foundationalist epistemology. “Neorealism, as the dominant
rationalist theory, was thus considered hegemonic not only in the sense that it
structured international relations theory, but also in the sense that it structured the
practice of international relations™; and as a result of this hegemony, “the positivist-
realist image of the world ‘out there’ has become reality, and the foundationalist
approach to knowledge had become the only legitimate way of understanding global

human society” (Price and Reus-Smit, 2000: 1788).

The terms “minimal foundationalism™ (Price and Reus-Smit, 2000: 1787) and
“qualified foundationalism™ are used to describe the position of the IR theoretical
approach of constructivism. For example, McSweeney describes qualified
foundationalism as representing ‘the implicit epistemology of the emerging trend in
sociological theory and research, and of much of the work in international relations
theory which can be identified as ‘social constructionist’ in its approach’
(McSweeney, 1999: 106). An anti-foundationalist or “‘weak’ foundationalist concept
of ethics is consciously aware of the need to deny eternal, sovereign meanings: “it
suggests an ethics which is loosely fastened to local practices, and is understood to be

historically contingent” (Cochran, 1999: 136).
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Reflexivity and contingency
Associated with the qualified foundations of the social constructivists’ claims is the

notion that their work is reflexive:

Many social constructionists, including discursive psychologists, view their
own studies as discursive constructions that do not provide the only possible
representation of the world but, rather, just one version which is part of the
discursive struggle within the research field in question...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” (Phillips and Jorgensen, 2002: 116).

A reflexive theory of the social order supports the moral and emancipatory impulse of
a critical theory of international relations which aims to expose the contingency of all
social arrangements, and the human choice and interests which gave rise to them
(McSweeney, 1999: 219). The goal of reflexive theory in this thesis is to expose the
contingency of the dominant neorealist thesis on neutrality and the concomitant claim
that public support for neutrality is non-rational. Reflexivity enables a researcher to
look beyond the ‘state-centric-ness’ of neorealism and to look at variables and levels
of analysis that would otherwise have been excluded, e.g. neutrality from the point of

view of the public.

Many poststructuralists point to local practices rather than abstract, historical
principles as the source and ground for ethical claims. The practice of taking the
human individual instead of the state-centric view of neutrality is the equivalent of the
“local practice” relevant to this thesis. The notion of contingency is practiced by
acknowledging one’s own theoretical standpoint as a researcher, taking account of
one’s own role in research and justifying the choices made in research. “Although
discourse analysis does not accept objectivism’s scientific demands of reliability and
validity, this does not mean that all demands for validity are dismissed. With respect
to political significance, the researcher can judge her/his own and others’ research in
terms of the role that the research plays in the maintenance or, or challenge to, power
relations in society, that is, in relation to the ideological implications of the research”
(Phillips and Jorgensen, 2002: 117). The validity of the claims made in this first half
of the thesis about the perspectivism of the literature on neutrality, and the validity of
the claims in support of the prioritisation of social constructivist variables over
(neo)realist variables for testing the dimensions of public attitudes to Irish neutrality

made in the second half of the thesis, can be assessed by looking at the coherence of
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analytical claims and evaluating the explanatory potential of the analytical framework

(Phillips and Jorgensen, 2002: 125).

Behaviouralism

The realists’ positivist, empirical ontology and foundationalist epistemology leads
them to focus on the material and the behavioural. “For some, behaviouralism — or the
behaviouralist approach — seems to be synonymous with the positivist approach to
political science” (Holden, 1974: xvi). And “neo-realism was in part a response to the
behavioural challenge for more scientific method in International Relations™ (Buzan,
1999: 58). Thus, realists are concerned with material structures and behaviours that

are held, in the positivist tradition, to be phenomena external to the researcher.

This approach sets (neo)realists” apart from social constructivists, who rose up in
reaction to the dominance of this type of approach and analytical concern. The
positivist, behaviourist premise is that only tangible realities are measurable and
therefore what matter in the study of political science (Smith, 2001: 243). Just as
Realists concentrate on the behaviour and outcomes that seem to follow from the
characteristics they have attributed to men and states (Waltz, 1995: 79), as will be
argued in Chapter Six, much of the public opinion research relevant to public attitudes
to Irish neutrality looks to study the behaviouralist dimensions of attitudes to the
neglect of other dimensions (Sinnott, 1997: 7), through the dominant prism of realist

policy (Everts, 2000; Sinnott, 1996, 1997, 2000).

“Materialism is the view that material reality exists, regardless of perception or
interpretation, and that what we know is a faithful representation of reality out there.
Materialism informs functionalist and rational choice social theories, which are the
basis, respectively, of neo-realism and neo-liberalism in IR” (Adler, 2002: 111).
Social constructivists do not reject the notion of material structure but argue that the
interpretation of material structures is cognitive/theoretical. They also conceive of
behavioural regularities as theory-laden interpretations of action; as Neufeld argues,
“meaning makes behavioural regularities what they are — human practices” (Neufeld,
1988: 44). It was “the realization that we live within structures that are theories, that
the material circumstances of strategy are the manifestations of theories, that theories
about security deliver our strategic facts, and that there is more than one strategic logic
led to a growing disquiet with realism and its familiar positivist methods™ (Booth,

1997: 96).

? The term (neo)realism refers to both realism and neorealism.
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McSweeney articulates the nub of the social constructivist critique on the materialist

ontology of the realist concept of the international system; he argues,

The international order is part of the social order, not a peculiar object in its
own right or a material entity. We understand it only by reference to the
concept of social action exemplified in the behaviour of individuals, who are
its irreducible units. By analogy with speech, social action is understood as
the work of agents communicating through the medium of an historically-
bound structure of meaning, norms and rules, which limits their creative
capacity as it facilitates it, and which exists only by virtue of the actions of

individuals (McSweeney, 1997: 345) (emphasis added).

The differences between the philosophy of social constructivists and (neo)realists are
important to understand because the latter present a number of obstacles to analysing
public attitudes to Irish neutrality that the former can overcome. For example, the
realist concept of neutrality denies individual action ontological status because the
dominant understanding of neutrality in this paradigm is that of a state-dependent
concept (Orvik, 1971: 73). This is a significant ontological obstacle to the goal of
studying public attitudes to Irish neutrality because the objective of public opinion
research is typically to predict behaviour (O'Grady, 2001: 271); thus, most research is

concerned with behaviouralist dimension of attitude (Sinnott, 1997: 6-7).

Behaviouralists hold that public attitudes are only meaningful if they have behavioural
consequences: a behavioural action serves as a link between a ‘belief” and the
determination of ‘a full-blown attitude’ (O'Grady, 2001: 250). “There is no neutrality
for the individual citizen, only neutrality for the state” (Kruzel, 1989: 308). Bonjour
echoes this assessment: (Bonjour, 1946: 131) “only the state is neutral...no violation
of neutrality in contravention of international law can be committed by a private
person”. Legally, no behaviours exist for people to ‘be’ neutral or to produce and
sustain neutrality — therefore there are no empirical, measurable units of action that
can be accounted for, rendering public opinions and behaviours in relation to
neutrality a non-entity in foundationalist, positivist, behaviouralist political science.
Also, neutrality conceived as a political value held by publics is disregarded due to
uncertainty or vagueness over empirical translation or interpretation. It is precisely
because there are no behavioural aspects of attitudes asked of individuals in relation to
neutrality that there is a need to move to the analysis of cognitive dimension of
attitudes, such as values, and to have that level of analysis regarded as important as the

behavioural.
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The second issue is that behaviouralists regard attitudes stemming from emotion as
less ‘rational’ than attitudes stemming from beliefs (O'Grady, 2001: 250); there is an
effective binary of emotional/rational attitudes and behaviours in the behaviouralist
approach, in which the former is subordinated to the latter in terms of importance and
credibility. Thus, the body of literature on neutrality (cited earlier) that characterises
public attitudes as ‘emotional’ (Keatinge, 1972: 439-440; 1973: 174; 1978: 73;
Salmon, 1984: 206; Sundelius, 1987: 8), presumably does not conceive of public
attitudes as stemming from beliefs and core values, and at the same time equates
public opinion as subordinate to the ‘rational’ attitudes of elites. This assumption is
evident in (the founding father of Realism) Morgenthau’s argument to erase the public
from foreign policy analyses in order to construct ‘a theory of foreign policy which
aims at rationality’ (Morgenthau, 1973: 7), underpinning the Realist claim that
permitting the public a voice in policy would allow the emotional to govern the

rational (Morgenthau, 1978: 558).

The basis of these mainstream claims regarding the public’s alleged non-rationality
may be due to an assumption made by these academics (or governments) that the
public’s rules, interpretations and values regarding foreign policy are the same as
those of the government and academics. Richard Herrmann outlines approaches that

attempt to redress this assumption in IR; he explains that,

many phenomenological approaches rely on concepts and theories drawn from
psychology, not because they believe actors are irrational as much as they
believe that to understand action we need to appreciate the actor’s point of
view not only the scholar’s. Instead of comparing the actor’s construction of
reality to the scholar’s and declaring deviations irrational, scholars...forgo this
comparison and use psychology and the cognitive sciences to refine the
conceptual apparatus they use to represent actor values and worldviews

(Herrmann, 2006: 125).

Finally, the discourse perspective premise, that the “rational” is only the expression of
the temporary hegemony of a particular political discourse (Larsen, 1997: 22), is a
direct invitation for a metatheoretical deconstruction of the academic literature and
elite/government discourses that argue that Ireland is unneutral and that public
attitudes to Irish neutrality are non-rational and emotional. The deconstruction helps
to expose and circumvent the inevitable conclusion of (neo)realists (given their

premise that it is only possible to arrive at ‘rational’ foreign policy theory by
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excluding the public from foreign policy analysis) that the public hold non-rational

attitudes in relation to foreign policy.

To conclude this first half of the chapter, this thesis brings together approaches,
concepts and theories from the postpositivist IR discipline (a poststructuralist
approach and method of deconstruction, and social constructivist framework of
understanding) and applies their logic of investigation and interpretation to the use of
the positivist public opinion research methods of the political science discipline. This
thesis argues that there is a need for approaches and techniques that can recognise and
capture the notion of the essentially contested nature of concepts. The structural
equation model technique employed in the second half of the thesis uses a number of
different but related statements to measure the values that are hypothesised to drive
attitudes to neutrality; these multiple indicators of values are translated into an
operationalised latent variable that is interpreted as an orientation. Theoretically, this
is a less essentialised operationalisation than other techniques such as multiple
regression analysis that use just the one single measurement as a variable. The
meaning is a little more open to interpretation — although hardcore positivists might

see this as merely introducing more error.

A meta-theoretical approach to the identification of the latent variables for the model
allows alternative variables (e.g. values such as identity) as well as mainstream realist
variables (efficacy, independence). It is more likely to provide for the possibility of
change in the structural norms of the traditional public opinion model because the
formulation of the model is not pre-determined, and nor will it become closed or
cyclical as it would if operating within only one mainstream IR paradigm. In addition,
if the approach is pluralist in theory, there is a possibility of investigating a positive
hypothesis of rationality, rather than submitting to the negative realist hypothesis of
the non-rational nature of public opinion, derived from the neorealist a priori
framework that dictates what is or is not regarded as rational (Kubalkova, 2001: 57).
The approach of conducting a meta-theoretical interpretation of the latent variables

constitutes a postpositivist, poststructuralist logic of investigation and interpretation.

“The nature of the postmodern critical project involves the recognition that we cannot
properly analyse foreign policy without examining the general context of the
constitutive rules in which foreign-policy formulation and implementation take place
(Rengger and Hoffman, 1990: 142). The employment of poststructuralism and
deconstruction in the first half of this thesis ensures that the hegemony that renders the

concept and practice of Irish neutrality a “prisoner of unstated assumptions™
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(Keohane, 1986: 4) is overcome (emphasis added). This fulfils the goal of making a
contribution to the IR and Political Science discipline and also illuminates other views
on Irish neutrality, which helps to achieve a better understanding of public opinion on

Irish neutrality.

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS THEORY FRAMEWORK

This section outlines the debates surrounding the IR theoretical worldviews and
approaches of neorealism and social constructivism respectively, and offers a broad
picture of their respective sets of assumptions, drawn from a number of academic
sources. The IR theory framework is the most useful way to identify, organise and
explain writing on Irish neutrality. The point of summarising the key paradigm
features of neorealism and social constructivism is to help the reader imagine what a
neorealist analysis of Irish neutrality would focus on and prioritise as key variables
compared to that of a critical social constructivist. This lays the groundwork for the
next two chapters, in which a number of these assumptions are identified in the
academic literature, and are argued to serve as theoretical basis of discourses on and
evaluations of the neutrality of Ireland and other European states, including public

attitudes to the concept.

This framework is built to feed into the arguments that (1) (neo)realism is privileged
above social constructivism in the discipline of IR and this is a considerable source of
power that can have a detrimental impact on attempts to formulate hypotheses on
public attitudes to Irish neutrality; (2) that each of the accounts of Irish neutrality in
the deconstruction are underpinned by the particular assumptions, concepts and
epistemologies belonging to each of the IR theoretical worldviews, and this has been
sufficiently and clearly demonstrated; and (3) that the social constructivist selection
and hierarchy of the variables of Irish neutrality should explain public opinion and

Irish neutrality better than (neo)realism.

The Importance of Identifying Assumptions

Why undertake an exercise involving the identification of underlying assumptions in
texts? There are several reasons over and above the fact that the exercise is part of
“the business” of IR; “perspectivism in the sense of a strong post-positivist focus on
thematic premises and assumptions has been internalized as a foremost characteristic
of the third debate in international relations theory” (Lapid, 1989: 243). It is easier to
understand the nature of the statements and the characterizations of neutrality by

establishing what theoretical camp the writers belong to; this also helps us to
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recognize that there are alterative views on neutrality and public opinion on neutrality
to those of the mainstream. ldentifying the theoretical camp of writers” accounts of
neutrality makes it easier to problematise the arguments for and against the neutrality
theses made in their texts. It also allows one to draw conclusions as to what is the
‘dominant’ theoretical perspective in terms of the discipline-wide frequency of use,

and gives clues as to how that dominance is maintained.

Any literature analysis demands vigilance for evidence of the IR theoretical
assumptions underpinning the literature because the paradigm in operation has
important implications for policy or other action because of the paradigmatic
assumptions about concepts such as power and security (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff,
2001: 39). The stakes are high because of the links between theory and practice:
“international theory underpins and informs international practice, even if there is a
lengthy lag between the high-point of theories and their gradual absorption into
political debate” (Smith, 1996: 13). From normative and political interests, it is
important to establish what the hegemonic discourse is in order to account for
exclusion and resistance in terms of the political struggle over the content of the
concept of neutrality, and from that, the content of policy in terms of prescriptive state

actions.

Establishing the underlying theoretical assumptions of the discourses helps to explain
how the mainstream discourses have arrived at their account of the relationship of
public opinion and neutrality, and why there appears to be so little else written on the
subject. Finally, the apparent lack of worldview ownership in the literature is a
research finding in itself; of Salmon (1989), FitzGerald (1996), Marsh (1992), Sinnott
(1996; 1997), Everts (2000) and McSweeney (1985), only the latter has specified a
theoretical worldview in his writing on neutrality, including public opinion on
neutrality. This worldview, standpoint, position, or subjective perspective is what
“enables them to justify what they say and do, impose interpretative limitations, and
then, so limited, decide the meanings of events” (Ashley, 1996: 241) including

statements made about the ‘rationality’ of public attitudes to Irish neutrality.

Why realism and social constructivism?

There are many theories of IR, including Liberalism, Marxism and Feminist IR theory.
The IR theories of Realism and Social Constructivism are chosen for the framework in
this thesis. There are several reasons behind this selection. Firstly, Realism is the
dominant theory of IR and so it would be an oversight not to consider it as an integral
part of a thesis on neutrality and public opinion. Secondly, social constructivism is

viewed by many academics (but not every academic, for reasons that will be explained
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later) as an alternative, oppositional approach to neorealism (Cochran, 1999: 3).
Defined by McSweeney, it involves a ‘rejection of key tenets of realism’
(McSweeney, 1999: 106). The selection of two opposing approaches helps to
highlight the differences between them in terms of the key factors likely to underpin
discourses on neutrality, and illuminates the fundamentally different, opposing
statements and conclusions made about Irish neutrality and public opinion in the two
sets of literature. Each of the approaches has different concepts of power and security,
and each emphasises a different set of factors in foreign policy analysis, for example,
structure versus agency, conflict versus cooperation, etc. Each considers differing
levels of analysis (international, state, sub-state), which is important to identify
because analyses of Irish neutrality that fail to include the sub-state level of public
opinion and the sub-state population as a referent of security will be unsuitable for the
formulation of hypotheses on public attitudes to neutrality. And, as highlighted in the
previous section, each approach operates under different ontological and
epistemological assumptions, and as a result, each would have different conclusions as
to what constitutes ‘rational’ foreign policy and ‘rational’ public opinion on foreign

policy.

There are limits in the presentation of the two theories in this chapter and in the thesis
overall, as not all permutations and details are presented. The elements of the two
approaches that are directly relevant to foreign policy analysis and research on public
attitudes to Irish neutrality are the elements that are presented in broad terms. There is
a slightly more detailed exposition for the key features of neorealism and social
constructivism that serve as the indicative checklist to help identify the assumptions

distinguishing the competing theses on Irish neutrality in the third chapter.

It is also worth noting that there is a significant debate over the definition and content
of the distinct IR theoretical traditions (Kegley, 1995: 3; Zacher and Matthew, 1995:
137; Zehfuss, 2002: 3, 7). Certain propositions in a paradigm are more important than
others; either because the adherents of the paradigm claim that these propositions have
greater theoretical explanatory power or because they are what distinguish the
paradigm from rival paradigms (Vasquez, 1998: 132). The fact that neorealism and
social constructivism are conceived of as existing in relation to each other (Rosenthal,
1995: 324), and as some would argue, in binary opposition to each other (McSweeney,
1999: 106) are dynamics that feature in the texts under deconstruction and guide the

discussion of the characteristics in each of the following summaries.
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IR theory spectrum

This thesis uses a conceptual spectrum to locate the different theories for the purpose
of demonstrating the ontological and epistemological differences between them (see
Figure 1.2), and for the purposes of showing what assumptions underpin theses on
Irish neutrality in the deconstruction. Different authors in the IR theory literature use
their own typologies to explain neorealism and social constructivism and their

variants.

FIGURE 1.2 Theories of IR on the ontological and epistemological spectrum
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Theory or Approach?

The term ‘theory’ is used throughout the thesis, as is the term “approach’. Strictly
speaking, neorealism is classified as a “theory” by its adherents, although sympathetic
critics have argued for neorealism to be understood as a philosophical orientation or a
research programme (Donnelly, 2000: 75) rather than a theory defined by an explicit
set of assumptions (Donnelly, 2000: 6). For Waltz, the founding father of neorealism,
“theories deal in regularities and repetitions...a theory indicates that some factors are
more important than others and specifies relations among them. Theory isolates one
realm from all others in order to deal with it intellectually” (Waltz, 1995: 71). Waltz’s
employment of “theory” as the term for neorealism indicates a hierarchy of variables,
the notion of rigour, and encapsulates regularities — use of the term ‘theory’ is
attractive to neorealists because all of these elements relate to commitments of the
positivist tradition of science. Donnelly argues realism is usually present in both
academic and popular debates as a philosophical orientation or research program

(Donnelly, 2000: 194).

The more critical or postmodern social constructivist adherents would argue social

constructivism is classified as an “approach”, not a theory (Hopf, 2000: 1772) because
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they would deny the worthiness of ‘grand theories’ and reject the suggestion that their
own contribution to the study of world politics constitutes a ‘school’ or even a unified
theoretical approach” (Burchill, 2001: 8). Others stick to the term “theory” but
emphasise their different interpretation of the term compared with (neo)realists, for
example, Emanuel Adler argues that constructivism, unlike realism and liberalism, is
not a theory of politics but “rather, it is a social theory on which constructivist theories
of international politics — for example, about war, cooperation and international
community — are based” (Adler, 1997: 323). Thus the different strands of
constructivism — conventional, critical and postmodern — (Zehfuss, 2002: 7) are
associated with different adoption of the terms “approach” or “theory”. Throughout
this thesis, in most instances, neorealism will be accorded its status of theory and
because this thesis favours a critical, postmodern ethos, social constructivism is

referred to as an approach.

(Neo)realism(s)

As Donnelly puts it, whether one loves it or hates it — or is at once fascinated and
repulsed — the student of international relations cannot ignore realism (Donnelly,
2000: 31). Realism has become the dominant theory of world politics since the
beginning of the establishment of the academic sub-discipline of International
Relations (Dunne and Schmidt, 2001: 145). There is widespread acknowledgement
through the IR literature that (neo)realism dominates the discipline of IR (Neufeld,
1988: 51; Smith, 2001: 226; Vasquez, 1998: 42); as Burchill puts it, “the language of
realism has largely become the language of International Relations™ (Burchill, 2001:
86). Although an anti-realism movement arose in the 1970s in the form of a
fundamentally non-idealist brand of liberal internationalism, realism returned to

academic dominance in the 1980s.

This revival arose from the work of a new generation of scholars who sought to
establish realism on the foundations of positivist social science. The key figure in this
“neorealist” revival was Kenneth Waltz, whose work will be discussed in detail later
(Donnelly, 2000: 30). Donnelly argues Waltz’s (1979) Theory of International
Politics “was for a decade the most influential theoretical work in the academic study
of international relations, the central text of contemporary neorealism. Today it
remains a touchstone for both realists and their critics™ (Donnelly, 2000: 16). Burchill
affirms that Waltz’s “account has often been referred to as occupying a position of

intellectual hegemony in the discipline” (Burchill, 2001: 88).
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The hegemony of (neo)realism is in part, due to its claims to proceed on the grounds
of scientific methods. As Donnelly points out, the revival of the paradigm was due to
the efforts of its adherents to establish realism on the foundations of positivist social
science (Donnelly, 2000: 30); specifically, its rationalism (Price and Reus-Smit, 2000:
1788), foundationalism and epistemic realism. The realist ontology is essentialist, for
example, (neo)realism takes the state as a given (Campbell, 1998: 202) entity in
international relations. Its epistemology is foundational, concentrating on the
materialist structures in international relations (Reus-Smit, 2001: 225). The preferred
methodology is quantitative (Reus-Smit, 2001: 224) and it adheres to “the prevailing
rationalist conception of human action: both neorealist and neoliberals imagined
humans — and by extension states — as atomistic, self-interested, strategic actors, thus
positing a standard form of instrumental rationality across all political actors™

(Cochran, 1999: 3; Donnelly, 2000: 30; Reus-Smit, 2001: 225).

The scientific, rationalist approach is linked to the search for law-like generalisations
on the behaviour of states: both Morgenthau and Waltz, the leading figures of the two
dominant strands of twentieth century American realism, seek a general theory of
international politics based on law-like behavioural regularities (Donnelly, 2000: 57).
Such laws provide realism with a framework for explaining the neutrality of states
and, as will be demonstrated in the next chapter, these characteristics of the theory of

(neo)realism impinge on the understanding of Irish neutrality in the literature.

Variants of (neo)realism(s)

There is no single tradition of political realism; there are ‘realisms’ (Mingst, 1999:
79). Donnelly identifies six paradigms of realism (Donnelly, 2000: 13) and two
subgroupings of realists: biological (classical, fundamentalist) realists who emphasise
a fixed human nature and state motivation (Donnelly, 2000: 11); for example,
Morgenthau (Politics Among Nations, 1948), and structural realists (Donnelly, 2000:
50), or neorealists, who emphasise international anarchy and the balance of power
system (but who also must make motivational assumptions about states and
individual) for example, Kenneth Waltz (Theory of International Politics, 1979)
(Donnelly, 2000: 16; Viotti and Kauppi, 1993: 52).

Structural realists are called ‘neorealists’ in an effort to emphasise their ‘newness’ and
their differences from earlier realists arising from their strong structuralism. Whilst
neorealists are quick to point out that their structural accounts of international politics
do not concern specific foreign policies; with the latter defined as ‘particular, unit-

based, internal explanations or forces’ (Donnelly, 2000: 56). Based on the notion that
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the interaction of states generates a structure that then constrains them from taking
certain actions and disposes them towards taking others, neorealist theory explains
why states similarly placed in the international system behave similarly despite their
internal differences — the explanation of states’ behaviour is found at the international,

not the national level (Waltz, 1996: 54).

Neorealism and Foreign Policy

In contrast, Waltz argues, a theory of foreign policy would explain why states
similarly placed in a system behave in different ways; it has to take the performance of
governments as its object of explanation (Waltz, 1996: 55). Differences in behaviour
arise, Waltz argues, from differences of internal composition (Waltz, 1996: 64). And,
as Waltz explains, international political theory does not include factors at the level of
states (Waltz, 1996: 55). A neorealist theory of international politics explains how
external forces shape states’ behaviour, but says nothing about the effects of internal
forces. Waltz concludes, “under most circumstances, a theory of international politics
is not sufficient, and cannot be made sufficient, for the making of unambiguous
foreign-policy predictions” (Waltz, 1996: 57). The solution to the problem, according
to Waltz, comes in the form of a “unified theory of internal and external politics™ and,
he suggests, until someone comes up with that theory, “the theoretical separation of

domestic and international politics need not bother us unduly” (Waltz, 1996: 57).

However, as Colin Elman responds, Waltz himself has made a considerable number of
foreign policy predictions (Elman, 1996: 60), which “is hardly surprising because to a
significant degree, foreign-policy predictions are the bread and butter of international
relations scholars, and a large part of the jam too. Refraining from making such
predictions would diminish neorealism’s usefulness considerably (Elman, 1996: 60).
And it is clear that the epistemological, ontological and substantive assumptions of
neorealism inform academic analyses of foreign policy, including those on Irish
neutrality, as the deconstruction in Chapter Three will demonstrate. Although there
are a number of substantive differences between neorealism and realism, the two
paradigms are collapsed into one ‘(neo)realism’ for the purposes of the deconstruction
in this thesis. This is because both are relevant to understanding the most significant
claims made in relation to Irish neutrality in the Unneutral Ireland thesis and they also

share the same ontological and epistemological premises.

Neorealism
Waltz’s work is a critique of Morgenthau’s realism and “a substantial intellectual

extension™ of realism (Burchill, 2001: 90); the main point of departure is his argument
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that the international political order may be thought of as a system with a precisely
defined structure, with three important characteristics (Burchill, 2001: 91-92): (1) the
anarchic ordering of the system: the absence of any overarching authority regulating
the behaviour of nation-states towards each other. The ordering principle of the
system forces states to perform exactly the same primary function regardless of their
capacity to do so, that is, to seek security through the accretion of military power. (2)
The character of the units in the system, nation-states, are identical in terms of their
security needs, existing in a self-help environment where they are required to pursue
security before they can perform any other function. (3) The distribution of
capabilities within the system: although states are functionally similar, they differ
vastly in their capabilities, creating a constantly shifting distribution of power across
the international system and the categories of great powers and small powers. This
distribution of power overrides consideration of ideology or any other internal factor

in terms of foreign policy goals and activities.

Morgenthau and Waltz are considered to be ‘strong” realists who adopt realist
premises in a way that allows only modest space for politically salient “non-realist”
concerns (Donnelly, 2000: 12). Although each type of realism is predicated on a key
group of assumptions, each attaches different importance to the various core concepts.
Neorealists give precedence to the international system structure over individual states
emphasised by traditional realists and over explanations that focus on the innate
characteristics of human beings (Mingst, 1999: 77). What unites proponents of realist
theory is their emphasis on the unitary autonomous state in an international anarchic
system; this is also what distinguishes them from other IR theories such as
(neo)liberals, Marxists and feminists. The next section will concentrate on the
similarities of the two forms of (neo)realism, that will be discussed as follows:
anarchy and self-help; the state-centric assumption; the state as rational, unitary actor;
the power assumption, power as military power; the balance of power and

neorealism’s concept of security.

Anarchy, self-help, co-operation and competition

According to Realists, the international system is anarchic (Donnelly, 2000: 7); there
is no overarching authority. International interactions are essentially conflictual in
nature because power and its pursuit by individuals and states is ubiquitous and
inescapable in an anarchical, self-help system (Donnelly, 2000: 8). Tucker argues,
“the primordial institution of self help...along with the ‘natural’ inequalities of state,
guarantees that the international system will remain highly oligarchical™ (Donnelly,

2000: 101). The insecurity of each party in the anarchic system impedes cooperation
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(Mingst, 1999: 77). Realism presents the Prisoners’ Dilemma as the central feature of
international relations because anarchy precludes enforceable agreements to co-
operate (Donnelly, 2000: 21). The Prisoner’s Dilemma formulation of realism does
not require assumptions about human nature or a world of egoistic amoralists. Co-
operation in the face of unscrupulous others who defect ensures all must be treated as
a potential enemy or they will perish or be subordinated to the will of others
(Donnelly, 2000: 22). Without an insurance scheme that allows actors to risk co-

operation, the actors are locked in a system of competition.

State-centric analysis, state as a unitary actor assumption

The dominant discourse of international relations is state-centric (Larsen, 1997: 71).
The realist state-centric assumption posits that states are the most important actors in
world politics (Keohane, 1986: 164-165). The paradigm also conceives of states as
unitary actors (Dunne and Schmidt, 2001: 30). Some social constructivists also
employ the realist state-centric approach in their approach to analysing international
politics, for example, the “conventional” social constructivist, Alex Wendt. He
affirms realist principles of method and supports a structural, state-centric perspective

(McSweeney, 1999: 124).

Critics of the realist paradigm contend that the state-centric assumption is created by
(neo)realists in order to be able to employ scientific methods. McSweeney argues,
“the purpose served by the identification of the state as key actor, its priority as
security referent, and military capabilities as the primary variable relevant to its
security, is to provide the theorist with the material essential to the application of the
scientific method to the study of international relations” (McSweeney, 1999: 37). And
it enables neorealism to apply microeconomic rational choice analysis, as mentioned
earlier in the discussion of the use of the Prisoner’s Dilemma by realists. But in
positing the primacy of the state in the political science tradition, a gap has been
permitted to develop between the meaning of the term ‘security’ as applied to
individuals and its meaning for the state. As McSweeney argues, “in effect, the means
have become the end; the object has become the subject of security when the state is
made its ultimate referent. If the state is the primary actor within the political science
perspective, what is the focus of concern about its security?”” (McSweeney, 1999: 33-
34); McSweeney speculates, “if human beings were taken to be the acting units, the
quantification of their behaviour for scientific analysis would be complicated by the
obvious difference in their interests and preferences as stimulus to action. By
assuming that the material unit of the state is an actor of undifferentiated interests as

well as identity, Waltz could eliminate the problem a priori” (McSweeney, 1999: 34).
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This state-centric ontology of neutrality fits with the neorealist-specified causes of
neutrality: the balance of power system (discussed later) engendered by the system
structures and distribution of power, (not by internal forces such as publics). But with
the human individual precluded from the creation and maintenance of neutrality and
extracted from the analysis of neutrality, there is a radical difference in the meaning of
neutrality as applied to individuals and that applied to the state. The human forces
behind neutrality and the role of identity stemming from those forces are rendered

ontologically and epistemologically defunct.

Another consequence of applying the state-centric approach is that realism ignores key
theoretical facets of foreign policy (and neutrality) promoted by non-realist
understandings of international relations and security, including domestic politics and
beliefs (Vasquez, 1998: 332-324). For a study of public opinion and foreign policy,
this side-effect of the dominance of state-centrism is a major theoretical hurdle to
overcome in terms of assessing the ontological status of the individual in relation to
neutrality, specifically the role of public opinion in the constitution of foreign policy
and the knock on effects in the formulation of a model of public attitudes based on

appropriate hypotheses and substantive dynamics.

Unless the alternative approach of social constructivism emerges as a legitimate
theoretical contender for the framework of analysis and a meta-theoretical
deconstruction of the hegemonic literature is carried out to demonstrate and ‘prove’
the existence of these theoretical obstacles, a student of public opinion on neutrality
could never hope to carry out adequate research on the meaning of neutrality and
drivers of support for neutrality from the point of view of public opinion. Empirical
examples of these theoretical problems are identified in Chapter Six on the role of
metatheory in the public opinion and foreign policy (POFP) literature. The state-
centric assumption is also linked to the levels-of-analysis issue, the separation of the

domestic and international realms and the concept of ‘rational’ foreign policy.

Levels of analysis

McSweeney rejects the assertion that there are three levels of analysis under
consideration by the corpus of realist literature and argues that there are just two, the
state and the international system (McSweeney, 1999: 62). Buzan, Kissinger, Waltz,
Kennan and Morgenthau are notable realist commentators whose conception of the
domestic sphere appears to be no more than a dimension of the state and their concern

with the sub-state level is in terms of the impact of domestic instability on the
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capacities of the state to achieve security (McSweeney, 1999: 62). The sub-state level
is ignored as a distinctive referent object and it is employed merely to illustrate the
complexities of state-level security (McSweeney, 1999: 60). Sub-state objects are

relegated to the status of ‘conditions’ for state security (McSweeney, 1999: 55).

Structure over agency

Waltz defines the international system’s structures, first, by the ordering principle of
the system - anarchy - and second, by the distribution of capabilities - power in terms
of material military capabilities - across units. International structures vary with
significant changes in the number of great powers. Great powers are marked off by
the combined capabilities (or power) they command (Waltz, 1995: 74). A key
criticism of the neorealist focus on structure is that it ignores the role of human will
and the notion of agency (one of the key considerations of social constructivism) in
international politics. As Neufeld surmises, “in short, positivist-inspired mainstream
IR theory can be seen as a major social force contributing to the maintenance of the
“ideologically frozen relations of dependence™, an effect it accomplishes through the
“reification” of the global order, i.e. by presenting that order as a “thing” standing
apart from and independently of human will or action” (Neufeld, 1988: 59). Doty
exposes the exclusion of the issue of representation in IR generally and takes issue
with the mainstream debate on the ‘agent-structure’ problem, which solutions are
underpinned by scientific realism, wedded to an essentialist notion of structure
(Gould, 1998: 94). Due to the dominance of neorealism in the discipline, ‘currently

IR theory provides much more insight into structure than agency’ (Hudson, 2005: 4).

‘International’ separate from ‘domestic’

The neorealist accounts of world politics emphasizing ‘structure’ over “agency’ tend
to draw deep distinctions between ‘international” and ‘domestic’ politics. This
distinction means that the interrelationship between the two is effectively ignored, the
developments that take place in domestic civil society or at the individual level are
perceived as having little or no meaning at the international level (Rengger and
Hoffman, 1990: 131). Neorealist structuralism presents hierarchic domestic and
anarchic international politics as qualitatively different realms that must be studied
with logically incompatible theoretical framework (Donnelly, 2000: 12). This
neorealist priority of structure over human agents/the mass public is seen in Salmon’s
account of Irish neutrality that sustains the idea that post-Cold War security structures
and EU leaders are the forces that shape Irish foreign policy. Public opinion is largely
ignored, other than some comments that the Irish population has been duped by

successive governments, and a reference to an opinion poll in the concluding
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paragraphs of the “unneutral” thesis (Salmon, 1989: 310). It is important to recognise
the bias created through the use of this literature by students as a basis for
understanding Irish neutrality and creating hypotheses about opinion on Irish
neutrality that is compounded by the theoretical problem of the ontology of the public

pointed out earlier.

A theory of foreign policy aiming at ‘rationality’

Realists, including Morgenthau, the founding father of realism, sought to erase the
concept of the public from foreign policy analyses in order to construct ‘a theory of
foreign policy which aims at rationality’ (Morgenthau, 1973: 7). Whilst Waltz
appears to chastise Morgenthau for confusing the problem of explaining foreign policy
with the problem of developing a theory of international politics, (Waltz, 1995: 71),
regardless of whether the ambition is to explain ‘foreign policy” or ‘international
politics’, the failure of realists and neorealists to consider the public as a variable in
either phenomenon is problematic and controversial. Arguably these realist and
neorealist themes embedded in mainstream analyses of foreign policy in IR have
contributed to the Unneutral Ireland thesis’ failure to consider public opinion in the

conception and analysis of Irish neutrality.

Concept of power and “Power potential”

Neorealism’s concept of power is used as a defining characteristic of structure. Power
in neorealist theory is simply the combined military capability of a state. As
mentioned earlier, its distribution across states, and changes in that distribution help to
define structures and changes in them (Waltz, 1995: 79-80). Realism is characterised
by its ‘power assumption’, that states seek power and calculate their interests in terms
of power (Keohane, 1986: 164). Realists argue that in an anarchical international
environment with power disparities between states, measured as military capacity,
states are responsible for their own security and must maintain an adequate ‘power
potential® (Mingst, 1999: 166). Alliances represent the most important institutional
tool for enhancing a state’s power and meeting the perceived power potential of
opponents (Mingst, 1999: 173). Realists emphasise the primacy of balance of power
politics (Donnelly, 2000: 8). These primary (neo)realist assumptions - the unitary
state as the most important actor, power conceived primarily as military power, and
the balance of power dictum - can be identified in Unneutral Ireland’s analysis of
Irish neutrality and, importantly, they underpin the “disavowal of external help” and

“due diligence” criteria that are used to conclude that Ireland is ‘unneutral’.
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Balance of power

Central to the realist framework is the balance of power concept, which is used to
manage insecurity. Unlike liberalists who argue that security can be managed through
international co-operation, realists posit states in a competition with each other to
increase their own capabilities and to undermine the capabilities of others, thereby
maintaining a balance of power. They assert this framework is compatible with the
nature of man and that of the state, which is to act to protect self-interest by

maintaining one’s power.

Unlike the earlier realists, neorealists believe that the balance of power is largely
determined by the structure of the international system. Waltz’ view of the balance of
power system is that individual decision-makers and their states have less freedom or
capability to alter the course of events; “the balance of power is not so much imposed
by statesmen on events as it is imposed by events on statesmen” (Waltz, 1995).
Realists such as Waltz who emphasize balance of power as a system tendency have
been labelled as “structural realists” or “neorealists” because they have allegedly
departed from a realist tradition that granted the statesman or policy-maker greater
freedom from constraint and thus greater ability to affect international events (Viotti
and Kauppi, 1993: 52-53). These assumptions are seen in the Unneutral Ireland

(Salmon, 1989) discourse that posits neutrality as a function of balance of power.

Having accounted for the theoretical premises and priorities of (neo)realism, it is
worth mentioning the factors of foreign policy and international relations that
(neo)realism ignores or rejects: specifically, (1) the sub-state level of analysis: “neo-
realists especially, but also neo-liberals, must pay attention to what goes on inside a
state. Issues of political culture, identity and domestic political games must be
considered” (Lamy, 2001: 193); (2) Co-operation: “Realism persists because it
regularly offers insights into recurrent sources and patterns of conflict rooted in
anarchy, competition and diffidence. It tells us very little about cooperation, which
many analysts find a no less important part of international relations” (Donnelly,
2000: 197); (3) Moral objectives: Morgenthau’s brand of “political realism refuses to
identify the moral aspirations of a particular nation with the moral laws that govern the
universe (1954: 10)” (Donnelly, 2000: 195). Neorealism’s “emphasis on power and
interest” gives rise to “skepticism over moral concerns in international relations.
Ethical considerations and objectives, realists typically argue, must be subordinate to
‘reason of state’ (raison d’etat)” (Donnelly, 2000: 10-11); (4) Change and agency:
change is not possible in the realist world due to biological realism’s assumption of

the invariability of the nature of man: realists believe, ultimately, conflict and war are
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rooted in human nature (Waltz, 1995: 79). “The question of agency is one of how
practices of representation create meaning and identities and thereby create the very
possibility for agency” (Doty, 1996: 167-168) and because realists’ practice of
representation is found in a constant conception of the war-making nature and identity
of man, change, (for example, co-operation, as discussed earlier) is theoretically
impossible; (5) Values and identity: (Neo)realism’s lack of interest in values, norms
and ideas as elements of the structure of international politics is the central factor that
spawned the new approach of conventional social constructivism (McSweeney, 1999:
124). Tooze argues that “we must venture outside of the orthodox™, that is
(neo)realism, to analyse identity in IR — “the questions raised by our concern about
identity, nationalism and the state cannot be responded to from within the current

mainstream of IR theory” (Tooze, 1996: xvi-Xx)

Social Constructivism(s)

Social constructivism is posited as the alternative school that studies the important
parts of international relations and foreign policy that realism has left out. Within
social constructivism, there are several types of social constructivism: some variants
such as ‘conventional’ or ‘Wendtian” social constructivism are closer to (neo)realism
than other social constructivists, particularly the ‘critical’ social constructivists, might
like, thus casting a shadow over the claim that it is the ‘alternative’ to (neo)realism
and therefore a genuinely different approach to understanding neutrality and public
opinion than that of the mainstream literature. Thus, it is important to outline the
debate about the variants of constructivism and to explain these differences,
specifically in relation to the elements identified in the alternative writing on Irish
neutrality, and the implications for using social constructivism as an approach to

understanding public opinion on Irish neutrality.

Social Constructivism: History

In the introduction to The Social Construction of Reality (1966), Berger and
Luckmann discuss the history of the “sociology of knowledge™ (considering the theory
of ideology to be a part of the latter) (Berger and Luckmann, 1966: 24). They remind
the reader that “an awareness of the social foundations of values and world views can
be found in antiquity” and that it is possible to make a good case for several distinct
‘genealogies’ for the central problem of the sociology of knowledge’ (Berger and
Luckmann, 1966: 17). Berger and Luckmann identify a German philosopher, Max

Scheler, as the first person to coin the term ‘sociology of knowledge’ in the 1920s

* They define the sociology of knowledge as a concern with the relationship between human thought and the social
context within which it arises, with the general problem of concern being the extent to which thought reflects or is

independent of the proposed [psychological, biological, social, historical] determinative factors of human thought

(Berger and Luckmann, 1966: 16-17).
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(Berger and Luckmann, 1966: 15-16). Noting that is accepted that constructivism
reached the shores of the International Relations discipline in the 1980s, (Dessler,
1999: 123) because constructivism in the social sciences builds on centuries of
intellectual developments in philosophy, sociology and social theory, it is not easy to
speculate about its origins (Adler, 2002: 96). Within the discipline of IR, Alder
identifies Nicholas Onuf as the first person to coin the term ‘constructivism’ in 1989,
although he argues “some of the credit for the development of IR constructivism
should go to the radical constructivists who, in the late 1970s, shocked the IR
community by building their arguments around Foucault (1980) and Derrida (1978)”
(Adler, 2002: 99). Constructivism is said to be “one of the most influential IR
traditions of the late 1990s and early 2000s (Walt, 1998)” (Weber, 2001: 60).

Constructivism is not another IR “ism’, paradigm or fashion that has joined the ranks
of ‘realism (neorealism) and ‘liberalism’ (neoliberalism). As discussed earlier,
constructivism is an approach, not a theory. Although Hopf adds, “if it is a theory, it
is a theory of process, not substantive outcome” (Hopf, 2000: 1772). It is not a
substantive theory of world politics (Fearon and Wendt, 2002: 56).

“Constructivism has come a long way. It has become an alternative way of doing IR
theory and research and has made a substantial contribution to the IR
discipline™...but.... “IR constructivism is at a preliminary stage only; much work still
remains before it becomes a normal and taken-for-granted way of doing IR theory and
research” (Adler, 2002: 111). Much constructivist scholarship has taken on the
metatheoretical challenges issued during The Third Debate (Price and Reus-Smit,
2000: 1786). As a result, some critical constructivists are associated with

Poststructuralist approaches and work within the school of Critical Theory.

Different variants of constructivism and debate over who uses the label

It is important to note that there are many significantly different variants of ‘social
constructivism’: for example, Zehfuss identifies three constructivisms (Zehfuss, 2002)
in a spectrum of work from Kratchowil to Wendt. Adler identifies four IR
constructivist approaches — modernist, modernist linguistic, radical and critical (Adler,
2002: 96). The work of the different individuals is commonly located at points along
a social constructivism continuum, thus, “there are many constructivists, and thus
perhaps, many constructivisms” (Price and Reus-Smit, 2000: 1811). The various
approaches employed under the label of social constructivist work in IR are subject to
scrutiny and vigorous debate, to the extent that a major critic of constructivism is want

to declare, “we still lack clarity on what constructivism is” (Zehfuss, 2002: 6).
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Continuums and binaries are useful devices that can be used to categorise and define
the various types of social constructivisms. In the literature, social constructivisms are
stratified by various forms of labelling, for example, Price and Reus-Smit explain that
constructivism has two principal forms: “systemic constructivism™ and “holistic
constructivism” (Price and Reus-Smit, 2000: 1792). Holistic constructivism is more
concrete and historical, consciously shunning systemic theorizing: Kratochwil and
Ruggie are proponents. They are concerned with the dynamics of international change
and see the partitioning of the domestic and international realms as a unique historical
construct (Price and Reus-Smit, 2000: 1793). Using other labels, Hopf identifies the
binary opposites of “conventional versus critical” social constructivism, (Hopf, 2000:

1757), labels that this thesis uses throughout.

Reus-Smit differentiates constructivists according to their methodology: “the gap
between these rival methodological standpoints within constructivism is most clearly
apparent in the contrast between those studies that employ quantitative methodological
techniques and those that adopt genealogical approaches™ (Price and Reus-Smit, 2000:
224). McSweeney uses an epistemological continuum, identifying ‘social
constructionist” work in IR theory as using a ‘qualified foundationalism” that is ““as far
removed from radical postmodernism as it is from objectivism of the empiricist and
structural-functionalist schools” (McSweeney, 1999: 106). Others employ levels of
understanding as a way to differentiate constructivisms: for Adler, “constructivism is a
three-layered understanding of social reality and social science, involving
metaphysics, social theory and IR theory and research strategies. It is a metaphysical
stance, a social theory, and an IR theoretical and empirical perspective” (Adler, 2002:
96). Alex Wendt, the founding father of conventional constructivism, identifies “three
distinct epistemological positions with constructivism™: a ‘positivist’ position, an
‘interpretivist’ position and a ‘postmodern’ position (Fearon and Wendt, 2002: 57).

As can be seen from this brief review, social constructivists, their work (sometimes
called ‘constructionist’) and the variety of approaches can be mapped according to
ontological, epistemological, methodological, as well as IR theoretical (empirical and

analytical) dimensions (Fearon and Wendt, 2002: 56).

Onuf et al. take issue with the casual assumption of the constructivist label by some
scholars: “just as some scholars feel that they ought to make sure that they are critical
in some sense of the term, many are now self-proclaimed constructivists. They often
use the term to suggest what they are not: they are not realists or positivists in any

narrow sense. They do not practice “deconstruction”. Taking the middle path, as they
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see it (Alder 1997), they are protected on both sides by the fuzzy use of language™
(Kubalkova, Onuf, and Kowert, 1998: 8). According to McSweeney, the terms
‘constructivism’, ‘critical theory’, ‘constitutivism’ and ‘reflexivism’ were coined to
characterize the break with positivism within the IR discipline, sometimes referred to
as the ‘third debate’. He places constructivism, along with these other ‘third debate’
groups in the home or location of “critical security studies: “a constructionist approach
which specifically addresses the problem of international security and which draws
eclectically on diverse post-positivist perspectives is that of ‘critical security studies’”

(McSweeney, 1999: 114).

For the purposes of this thesis, the label matters less than the content of the definition
— the crucial distinction is whether a constructivist adheres to the dominant
neorealist/neoliberal assumptions of IR theory about the world, or if a poststructuralist
philosophy is employed with a critical/perspectivist concern with the assumptions
underpinning IR and FPA literature, in order to open up space to consider alternatives
to the mainstream. It is this latter “critical’ social constructivist approach that is
fundamental to understanding the metatheoretical dimensions of the literature on Irish
neutrality, concepts of Irish neutrality, and the formation of hypotheses in a study of

public opinion on Irish neutrality.

The definition of social constructivism in binary opposition to realism works for this
thesis because that property makes it a lot easier to demonstrate the presence of the
two types of assumptions in texts on neutrality. The move can highlight how social
constructivism encompasses the important aspects of foreign policy and international
relations, identified earlier, that the (neo)realist paradigm does not consider: moral
objectives, co-operation, values, identity, change through emphasising agency over
structure, a human-centred analysis/concept of security, the human referent of

security and the role of the public.

Core assumptions of constructivisms
Risse-Kappen outlines a comprehensive list of core assumptions of social
constructivists that reflect these ontological propositions and highlight their

differences from neorealism and neoliberalism:

first, they endogenize the interests and preferences of actors. These interests
are not fixed by some presocial calculations of costs and benefits but emerge
from processes of social interaction and communication. Domestic,

international and transnational discourses provide the framework in which
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actors define their preferences and build consensus-based coalitions. As a
result, these discourses are causally consequential for the resulting practices
and behaviour. Second, structures and agency are mutually constitutive.
International and domestic structures constrain and enable the practices of
actors, while these practices enact and change the structures. Third, material
capabilities and structures are indeterminate with regard to interests or policy
preferences. Ideas — worldviews, principled beliefs, and knowledge — not only
define the meaning of power but also affect the reasoning process by which
state actors define their interests. Fourth, anarchy understood as a self-help
system is not the defining feature of international relations. World politics is
heavily regulated by norms that prescribe appropriate behaviour and are
embedded in formal and informal institutions. These institutions form the
social structure of international relations. The logic of anarchy itself is
socially constructed, as presocial actors do not need to be conceptualised as
potentially hostile. The “democratic peace”, for example, constitutes a social
relationship in world politics where the logic of anarchy and of the security

dilemma is virtually absent (Risse-Kappen, 1997: 262-263).

Adler argues “there exists enough common ground among most types to permit
dealing with meta-theoretical issues on the basis of IR theoretical and empirical
questions”, (Adler, 2002: 109), but arguably it is only the most poststructuralist or
critical variants that are able to drive out the subtle but crucial meta-theoretical
differences in FPA. The variants called, “soft”, (Kubalkova, 2001: 56)
“conventional”, (Hopf, 2000: 1757) “structural”, (McSweeney, 1999: 125) “systemic”
(Reus-Smit, 2001: 219) or “Wendtian” (Weber, 2001: 63; Zehfuss, 2002: 95) all share
the same ontological and epistemological assumptions as the state-centric theories of
neorealism and neoliberalism. These constructivisms follow the neorealists in
adopting the ‘third image” perspective, focusing solely on interactions between unitary
states. Everything that exists or occurs within the domestic realm is ignored (Reus-
Smit, 2001: 219) — therefore, these constructivisms are theoretically inadequate for

understanding public opinion and Irish neutrality.

“Systemic theorizing holds domestic politics constant and explores variance in the
international arena. This approach flattens the role of domestic politics to zero in
order to see whether changes in the environment within which states operate alter their
behavior. This is, of course, the central premise of realism: assuming a unitary,
rational state in order to examine the variance within the international system. It is as

well the central premise of any system approach, including neoliberal institutionalism
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and system constructivism” (Gourevitch, 2002: 309). Without introducing non-
systemic sources of state identity — such as domestic political culture — systemic
constructivism offers an overly static conception of the state and the international
system, providing no clue as to how agents or structures change (Price and Reus-Smit,

2000: 1793).

Conventional/Wendtian/Systemic social constructivism does not consider the
domestic processes of identity formation because it takes identities and interests of
states as exogenously given (Zehfuss, 2002: 13). Conventional constructivism can’t
explain fundamental changes in state identities and social structures because it
brackets a state’s “corporate identity” (its internal human, material, and ideological
characteristics) and concentrates on its “social identity” (“the meaning an actor
attributes to itself while taking the perspective of others) (Price and Reus-Smit, 2000:
1792). Wendtian social constructivists’ (and realists’) preoccupation with the state
prevents them from seeing a security role for the sub-state human collectivities at the
domestic level (McSweeney, 1999: 65). Synder claims “the constructivist focus on
identity and ideas through enlightened agency and the realist emphasis on material
factors have left a large gap, however, that ignores politics, particularly the relation

between foreign policy and domestic politics” (Synder, 2005: 56).

Identity and domestic politics as a determinants of foreign policy

Scholars contend that social actors inform state identity and in turn, identity has an
effect on foreign policy (Kowert and Legro, 1996: 478). Thus citizens are implicated
in the formation of state ident.ity that has an impact on foreign policy. Jepperson et al.

point out,

Conceiving of the state in relational terms and investigating the domestic
sources of foreign policy focuses attention on the degree to which the
identities of actors are constructed by state-society relations....shared
conceptions of identity appear to have had an important indirect effect on a

number of policies (Jepperson, Wendt, and Katzenstein, 1996: 50).

It is argued in this thesis that neutrality can represent part of the identity of the state.
For example, in the Irish case, Keatinge and McSweeney both recognise the

emergence of the Irish peace movement as a variable in shaping the concept of Irish
neutrality (Keatinge, 1984: 118; McSweeney, 1988: 209). The relation of identity to

concepts of Irish neutrality will feature in the rest of this thesis.
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Conclusion

This chapter has described the different approaches and sub disciplines within political
science and how this research question fits into the matrix of IR theories, political
science methodologies, and the matrix of foreign policy analysis and public opinion
and foreign policy literatures that exist in the discipline. The metatheoretical aspects
of positivist and poststructuralist Political Science/IR in terms of ontology,
epistemology and methodology have been described and linked to the approaches

taken in the literature dedicated to understanding neutrality and public opinion.

Much of the FPA and POFP literature that serves as the starting point for analysing
public attitudes to Irish neutrality uses the mainstream metatheoretical traditions of
positivism as part of the mainstream IR paradigm of neorealism. Recognising that
realism has become the dominant theory of world politics since the beginning of
academic International Relations (Dunne and Schmidt, 2001: 145) is the first step to
understanding the difficulties posed in understanding neutrality from the point of view

of public opinion.

A new challenge to this definition of scientific research and the realist way of
analysing international relations and foreign policy has been launched. It is argued
that, “International relations theorists cannot ignore the advances in the social
sciences, and in sociology in particular, which have brought together the explanatory
and interpretative concerns of the classical tradition in an eclectic approach to
understanding human behaviour and institutions. The international order, as part of
the social order, is a construct of ideas, values, norms and interpretative schemes,
which yields understanding only to a procedure of decoding or deconstructing it”

(McSweeney, 1997: 174).

The need to take a critical approach to the literature and to deconstruct examples of
Irish neutrality literature is as a result of the relatively unbroken hegemony of
(neo)realism in the Irish neutrality discourse and its lack of attention to variables and
research practices compatible with a holistic approach to researching public opinion
and Irish neutrality. Hudson has identified that “other types of theory have not been
well developed in IR, such as the theory of how cultural factors and social
constructions within a culture affect state behaviour” (Hudson, 2005: 3) and neutrality
is characterised by many literatures as (i) not externally imposed and therefore
seemingly (i) a function of internal desires. For example, Neal G Jesse’s article

discusses this notion in detail (Jesse, 2006) and attempts to fit Irish neutrality into the
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appropriate IR theoretical framework of understanding in that light. The
deconstruction must be carried out because public attitudes and concepts will
inevitably encompass a wide range and variety of conceptions of neutrality, many of
which might embody non-realist variables such as norms and identity, concepts that
are not current in the dominant academic and elite discourse, but which are
nonetheless logical, rational and important to consider in the research approach. The
argument of this thesis is that a researcher has to be meta-theoretically aware and IR
theoretically pluralist in order to adequately and faithfully approach the under-

researched topic of public opinion on Irish neutrality.
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CHAPTER TWO:
A COMPARATIVE AND METATHEORETICAL REVIEW OF NEUTRALITY
CONCEPTS

Neutrality is like beauty. To some extent, it transcends an inner spirit, but it is
perhaps more clearly reflected in the eyes of the beholder - (Sundelius, 1987: 9)

To the extent that Irish neutrality is in the eye of the beholder, Irish neutrality may be
fuzzy indeed - (Keatinge, 1984: 93)

Introduction

The focus of this chapter is on the underlying motivations and meanings of neutrality.
The goal of this chapter is an initial critique of the various elements of the concept of
neutrality, particularly in relation to the content of the concept of neutrality in the
‘Unneutral Ireland’ thesis, its realist basis and the relevance of the conceptual
elements to the contemporary situation vis-a-vis Ireland’s current neutrality. This
chapter investigates the “meanings” of neutrality in the academic literature, in elite
discourse and among the public, together with the motivations among the public for

support for neutrality and its significance.

This chapter shows that even before the detailed deconstruction of the
Salmon/McSweeney debate in the next chapter and the construction of a structural
model of public opinion on Irish neutrality in Chapter Seven, some of the central
elements of the “Unneutral Ireland” thesis and its supposed relevance to the Irish
contemporary situation can be shown to be extremely debatable. Specifically, these
elements are

(1) that there is only one concept of neutrality and it must be state-centric and
include a credible self-defence capacity - over and above just ‘staying out
of wars’.

(i1) that the central motivation of neutrality is realist — the military security of
the state.

(iii))  that public opinion is not relevant — it does not constitute neutrality and is
not relevant to the state’s adoption of a neutrality policy.

(iv) that in the case of Ireland (this is the elite view), neutrality is just a
negotiable, “not part of a military alliance” policy.

v) that also in the case of Ireland, public opinion is confused, non-rational,
and symbolic and hence a) is not practically relevant and b) can be over-
ridden.

The arguments and evidence presented in this chapter render the above points

questionable.
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THE POLITICAL CONTEXT OF DEFINING NEUTRALITY

It would be impossible, if not foolish, to write a thesis on public attitudes to neutrality
without first defining what neutrality is. This task is not as straightforward as it may
seem because neutrality, like many seemingly simple political concepts that are
frequently talked about, such as democracy and sovereignty, is an essentially
contested concept - a concept about which there is no universal agreement. It has
been called an “illusive concept”, (Andrén, 1991: 67) and a “wide-ranging, elastic
concept” (Joenniemi, 1993: 289). According to Keatinge, “the very term
‘neutrality’...bears more than its fair share of different connotations™ (Keatinge, 1984:
3). Nils Andrén described it as “the policy conducted by countries who claim to
conduct the policy” (Andrén, 1982: 111; Vukadinovic, 1989: 31). Even as a legal
prescription, neutrality is manifested with great empirical variety; Goetschel argues
that “neutrality according to international law is a clearly and narrowly defined status
which allows the conduct of many different policies of neutrality” (Goetschel, 1999:

118).

It is important to understand the substantive question of public opinion on Irish
neutrality in its political context that includes five key issues. First, is the “fit’ of
neutrality with a European Union (EU) Common European Security and Defence
Policy (CESDP) that has the eventual goal of establishing a military defence alliance
similar to that of NATO, to include all EU member-states. Second, there is the role
public support for neutrality plays in terms of referendum voting behaviour on
Treaties of the European Union. The Nice Treaty was rejected in June 2001 due to, in
part, perceived threats to neutrality (Sinnott, 2001: v). A subsequent Declaration
designed to allay public fears on neutrality attached to the Treaty helped its safe
passage in a second referendum in October 2002. Third, is the fact that as a result of
the Declaration, the Irish government placed public opinion as a determinant of the
future of Irish neutrality due to a promise of a referendum in the event that the

members of the Council of the European Union agree to form a military alliance.' The

* The Irish government has officially placed the decision of whether to retain or reject Irish neutrality (or more
specifically, the government concept of ‘traditional military neutrality’) with the Irish people through the twenty-sixth
Amendment to the Constitution Act (that allowed the state to ratify the Nice Treaty) which refers to the so-called
Seville declaration that a referendum will be held in Ireland should the European Union create a European Common
Defence alliance (Ireland, Government of. 2002. Twenty-Sixth Amendment of the Constitution Act, 2002.). Before
this, the same promise was made in the 1996 White Paper on Foreign Policy that in the event that the European
Council sought to form an EU military alliance, a referendum would be held in Ireland: “this will ensure that Ireland’s
policy of military neutrality remains unchanged, unless the people themselves decide otherwise™ (Ireland, 1996: 147).
In a 1996 Irish Times/MRBI poll, the Irish people were asked “do you think that Ireland should maintain its policy of
neutrality or should it be changed?”, and 69 per cent of respondents said “maintain”. In the 2001-2002 Irish Social and
Political Attitudes Survey, the Irish people were asked “where would you place yourself on the following scale of 0 to
10 regarding neutrality? A score of “0” means that you think /reland must remain neutral in all circumstances, and a
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tension underlying these political developments is the fact that a majority of people in
Ireland support Irish neutrality (this support is acknowledged by political elites and
there is evidence in opinion polls’), and the fact that many political elites in Ireland
appear to be inclined to support countries at war through the provision of facilities in
Ireland, and are in favour of developments at the level of the European Union CESDP

that undermine Irish neutrality.

Governments and elites in other European neutral states have indicated a wish to
abandon neutrality and, in many cases, militarily align themselves with other states in
collective arrangements and institutions. For example, in February 2002, Swedish
Prime Minister Goran Persson’s government announced a new security doctrine that
drops the reference to neutrality, (Mottold, 2002: 24) prompting commentators to
speculate that it opens the door to NATO membership (Monaco and Riggle, 2002) and
Kari Métt6ld notes that Finland’s security and defence doctrine includes a statement
that NATO membership remains an option although it is not on the active policy
agenda (Mottold, 2002: 8). Publics in these states also appear to prefer to retain their
neutrality (Austria: (BBC, 2001; Sloan, 1998; Staunton, 1996; Thalberg, 1989: 235-
236)) (Sweden: (Astrom, 2001; Dahl, 1997)) (Finland: (Stahlberg, 1989: 253))
(Switzerland: (Goetschel, Bernath, and Schwarz, 2005: 16; Kappeler, 2000: 6)).

It is worth drawing attention to the political context of neutrality in other Member
States such as Sweden, Finland, Austria and Switzerland. Before continuing with this
discussion, however, it is necessary to outline and address the two issues cited above,
that (1) the provision of facilities in Ireland, and (2) developments at the level of the
European Union CESDP violate neutrality, as there is much controversy and debate
over such claims, and to establish their effect on the status of neutrality and public

opinion.

The provision of facilities in Ireland
It is held that providing facilities at Shannon for the US military is a violation of Irish
neutrality. Certainly, the accepted 1907 Hague Convention doctrine of neutrality does

not permit overflights or the use of landing facilities by belligerents in a neutral state.

score of “10” means that you think /reland should give up its neutrality”, and 57% of people in Ireland felt Ireland
must remain neutral in all circumstances (with a score of 0-4).

SIna 1999 speech to the Irish Council for the European Movement, the Taoiseach Bertie Ahern talked about “our
declared policy of positive neutrality, to which there is a continuing strong attachment. You do not have to be a
politician to know that. The polls done by political parties and others show those figures so I do not think that there is
any debate about that. I have very recent figures on that to show what the figures are so I think that there is no
argument about the publics view on that” (Ahern, Bertie. 1999. (Verbatim) Opening Address at a European Movement
National Conference on Partnership for Peace. Paper read at European Movement National Conference on Parternship
for Peace, 29 March, at Burlington Hotel.. The words in italics are the verbatim speech, which is different to the
official speech, available at http:/www.irlgove.ie/taoiseach/press/current/29-03-99.htm. The verbatim speech was
made available after the Conference by the Irish Council for the European Movement.
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The editorial of the Irish Times summed up the events of 2003, when the US and its
allies invaded Iraq: “Mr Ahern went to Washington and confirmed that Shannon could
be used as a staging-post by US military aircraft, in the absence of a UN mandate for
war. Earlier, opinion polls had indicated that 54 per cent of the electorate were
opposed to such a concession. But with the Tanaiste and leader of the Progressive
Democrats, Ms Harney, in firm support, the gesture was made. The development
stretched the concept of Irish neutrality to breaking point and brought about 100,000
people onto the streets of Dublin in protest” (Kennedy, 2003).

There was a doubling of military activity in Irish airspace coinciding with the start of
US and British military operations in the Gulf (Clonan, 2005) 50, 914 US troops
passed through Shannon Airport in the first four months of 2003: “this compares to
73,000 military personnel that passed through Shannon during 2002, which earned
Aer Rianta’s Shannon operation €9 million. According to an Aer Rianta
spokeswoman, transit movements through the airport increased during April with the
return of World Airways, North American and Miami Air International operating
through Shannon. All three commercial airlines are employed by the US military to
transport troops and were involved in the build-up to the US war against Iraq”
(Deegan, 2003). Tom Clonan points out that the Irish taxpayer is funding the US
military overflights, as “the Irish Aviation Authority (IAA), under Government
direction, is providing navigation support — free of charge — to US military aircraft
passing through our airspace on their way to Iraq”, (Clonan, 2005), although a poll
showed that Irish people do not support the use of Shannon by US military (Reilly and
Lavery, 2003).

Minister for Transport, Mr. Martin Cullen, endorsed the transit of US troops through
Shannon airport, saying it was “good for business” (Clonan, 2005). The Taoiseach
Bertie Ahern refused to stop the transit of troops through Shannon, claiming it would
be a ‘hostile act” (Crowley, 2003). He also argued that Britain and the US “are our
biggest trading partners. They are the biggest foreign investors in the Irish economy.
They are host to the biggest Irish communities overseas. They share many of our
political and civic values. They are particularly worthy of our understanding where
such understanding is appropriate” (O'Regan, Legal advice is that landings are
constitutional, 2003). In a television interview, (FitzGerald, 2003) Garret FitzGerald
defined foreign policy as the “interests of the State™, arguing that foreign policy is not
“about values or ideals”. He also claimed that US Republicans would be “influenced
emotionally” about their foreign investment decisions if Ireland were neutral during

the Iraq war and, consequently, refused the transit of US troops and munitions.
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Labour Party TD Mr. Pat Rabbitte argued, “it is spurious to suggest that US
multinational investment in Ireland would flee if our Government had the courage to
assert our traditional neutrality in the face of an unsanctioned war™® (O'Regan, Claim
on withdrawal of investment 'spurious', 2003). Foreign Affairs Minister, Mr. Brian
Cowen, declared the government must “define neutrality in a very complex set of
circumstances; the value of international friendships and the expectations that come
with those friendships™ (Hennessy, Coalition has easy victory but emotion runs high,
2003). There is no doubt that the Irish Government is well aware that providing these
facilities to the US violates the accepted legal concept of neutrality, the concept of
active neutrality, in fact all concepts of neutrality, bar the Irish Government’s concept

defined as staying out of military alliances.

Ireland is the only neutral state in Europe to permit use of its airspace to US forces
engaged in the Iraq war. “Austria, Sweden and Finland have made it clear that they
regard military action against Iraq without a fresh UN resolution as illegal and that
they will not help Washington’s war effort in any way” (Staunton, Europe's neutral
firm on no US overflights, 2003). Austria’s National Security Council agreed on
January 29" 2003 that any form of assistance to a military campaign without an
explicit UN mandate would breach the country’s neutrality. In the event of war,
Austria would forbid the transport of military equipment through its territory and deny
the US and its allies over-fly rights through its airspace (Staunton, Europe's neutral

firm on no US overflights, 2003)

Seemingly then, neutrality is important enough to be adhered to in times of war,
despite the peace-time developments that, if realised, will result in the end of
neutrality in Europe as it is known. This tension is one of the marked idiosyncrasies

of the political context of neutrality in Europe.

Support for European Union developments

With regard to the second issue, there is significant elite support for developments at
the level of the European Union CESDP that violate neutrality. “Mr Gustaf Hagglund,
chairman of the EU Military Committee, confirmed that NATO and ESDP (European
Security and Defence Policy) would merge within a decade™— (Gormley, 2003) - this

development will mean that Ireland, as part of the European Security and Defence

¢ This argument appears to be backed up by the response of the US businessman Mr. Jack Welch to the direct question
posed by David McWilliams on TV3’s Agenda programme on 2™ March 2003, as to whether Ireland’s neutrality in the
US-led war against Iraq and refusal of the use of Shannon would affect the decisions of US business people to invest in
Ireland; Mr. Welch, former CEO of General Electric in the US, confirmed that Irish neutrality would make no
difference whatsoever to US investment decisions. He explained that people do business in Ireland because it is
profitable and US businesses will continue to invest in Ireland as long as it is profitable, regardless of Irish foreign
policy or Ireland’s decision to be neutral and prohibit the transport of troops and munitions through Shannon airport.
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Policy, will also become a member of NATO, unless Ireland opts out of the ESDP, as

Denmark did, after the Danish people rejected the Maastricht Treaty in a referendum.

There are many elites in Ireland who support these developments that will have
serious consequences for Irish neutrality. In 2000, Fine Gael published a policy
document called “Beyond Neutrality”, which both advocates the creation of a
European Defence entity and Irish participation in it. In 2003, it was reported that
“Fine Gael has become the first Irish political party to call for the abandonment of
traditional military neutrality, saying Ireland should sign up to a European defence
structure and substantially increase its defence spending....Fine Gael has endorsed a
document from its foreign affairs spokesman, Mr. Gay Mitchell, saying neutrality is
no longer a viable position™’ (Brennock, FG calls for State to abandon neutrality,
2003). Mr Mitchell advocated revisiting the Western European Union (WEU)
Treaty’s Article Five, which requires signatory states to provide automatic military
assistance to each other if attacked and suggested that Ireland could propose to adopt
article five as a “protocol” on the basis that any military assistance provided to other

states would be at the government’s own discretion® (Kelly, 2003).

In 2006, during the debate on the second stage of the Defence (Amendment) Bill
2006, members of Fine Gael made clear their wishes to get rid of the “triple lock™ on
[rish troops participating in overseas military operations (2006) (characterised as a
“political straightjacket™) (FineGael, 2003: 13) which provides that the Defence
Forces can only take part in military operations that are endorsed by a UN resolution,

approved by Dail Eireann and agreed within the Government.

In contrast, the Minister for Defence, Mr. Willie O’Dea maintained that, “it is our
adherence to the triple-lock mechanism that expresses our commitment to military
neutrality and the United Nations” (O'Dea, 2006). Before the debate on the Bill, pro-
neutrality parties, such as the Green Party, articulated the pressure from elites, both in
Ireland and in the EU, to get rid of the triple lock, and argued that such a move would
have a serious effect on Irish neutrality (Gormley, Enshrine triple lock in Constitution,
2006) and would dispose of the requirement for a UN mandate for Irish Defence
Forces operations, (UN peacekeeping is a traditional element of Irish neutrality, and a
core element of ‘active’ neutrality). The Green Party called for the triple-lock to be
enshrined in the Constitution, but this was rejected by the Government (Gormley,
Enshrine triple lock in Constitution, 2006). The difference in policies in relation to

neutrality and the triple lock between the Fianna Fail-led government and Fine Gael

7 Although Fine Gael party members are on balance in favour of keeping neutrality (Marsh and Gallagher, 2002: 161).
¥ Notably, the NATO Article V guarantee of military assistance is also at a government’s discretion.
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opposition party have become explicit in a particularly fraught political context, so
much so that if there is ever a time when Irish neutrality should be an election issue, it
is at the 2007 election. Nonetheless, there is a paradox at the heart of the Fianna Fail
discourse on preserving the triple-lock and the importance of UN approval of military
action in the face of assistance to the US at Shannon in a war that, in the opinion of

many commentators, has not been sanctioned by the UN.

The Defence (Amendment) Bill 2006 was introduced in order to facilitate
participation by Irish troops in the EU’s battlegroups (Ireland, 2006) and, according to
the Green Party, effectively destroys the triple lock and dilutes Irish neutrality
(Gormley, Defence Bill diluting our long-cherised neutrality, 2006). The Bill was
passed with the support of Fine Gael and Labour in July 2006. PANA campaigner and
former UN peacekeeper Edward Horgan argues that none of the battlegroups already
in place have requirements for UN approval before being deployed and that this is a
breach of the UN Charter, which dictates that military force may only be used outside
state borders in self-defence or with UN approval (Horgan, 2006). The loss of the
triple lock and participation in EU battlegroups without a genuine UN mandate
(through a resolution) is incompatible with the fundamental concept of active Irish
neutrality, but, as the Opinion piece in the Irish Times on Ireland’s participation in the
EU battlegroups points out, these developments do not affect the concept of neutrality
“defined minimalistically by the Government as non-participation in military
alliances” (Kennedy, 2006). Thus, the role of the concept of neutrality is key to the
debate and is set to become even more important in a potential struggle over neutrality

in the future.

In support of explicit elite desires to abandon neutrality, (Dahl, 1997: 177), elites in
other European states are also involved in a reformulation of the concept of neutrality
(Dahl, 1997) that may contradict public concepts of neutrality, including the concept
of active neutrality. As will be discussed in the next chapter, pro-CESDP/NATO
elites in Ireland have spread a discourse from an academic thesis arguing that Irish
neutrality is a myth into the public domain through writing in newspapers and through
television and radio interviews. The content of the concept of neutrality is central to
the arguments made in the pro-neutrality and “Unneutral Ireland” discourses. The
concept of neutrality is also important because it is a signifier of a bridge between
attitude and worldview and is a determinant of policy (McSweeney, 1999: 82). The
alternative thesis that Irish neutrality exists is based on a very different concept of
neutrality to that in the “unneutral” and anti-neutrality discourses, a thesis that does

not seem to get as much press in Ireland as the “Unneutral” discourse (see Table 3.1,
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the Deconstruction Summary table in the next chapter. See also the results of
google.scholar.com search in Appendix B/C that shows the lack of citations of this
thesis (aside from the 2006 Irish Studies in International Affairs article based on
Chapter Three of this thesis)).

To summarise, the definition of neutrality is malleable because it exists within, and is
empirically determined by, government and non-government speech acts and
governments’ foreign policy actions (that are usually derived from their “interests’ and
fluid interpretation of international relations and events such as wars). A battle over
the conceptualisation and characterisation of neutrality can be found at the level of
empirical discourses of Irish and European elites. And in the longer term view, the
existence of different types of neutrality at different periods (MacGinty, 1995: 129)
means that neutrality is a concept flexible according to time and environment. For
example, there are a number of changes in the nature of the concept that are articulated
in relation to the changed circumstances of the post-Cold War world — the idea of a
peacetime (less legalistic) formulation of neutrality; the concept of “active’ neutrality;

the notion of neutrality as an element of national identity, etc.

Bias is inevitable in the formulation of concepts and in the evaluation of any state’s
practice of neutrality. Karsh admits this to a degree in the preamble to his analysis of
neutrality, in which he considers, “by way of developing a research tool for the
examination of the political value of neutrality, one must adopt a “biased’ approach
and somewhat arbitrarily delineate the spirit of neutrality in a way that enables one to
distinguish clearly between the failure of neutrality on the legal plane, and its political
failure as a foreign policy instrument” (Karsh, 1988: 21). As Sundelius (Sundelius,
1987: 9) surmises in the introductory quotation to this chapter, neutrality, like beauty,

is very much in the eye of the beholder.

In the academic discourse, it will be seen that any definition of neutrality in the
academic discourse is inextricably linked to a worldview, for example, a theoretical
paradigm of the state and international relations. Different theoretical standpoints give
rise to different interpretations of the concept of neutrality. Problems arise,
particularly for a study of public opinion on Irish neutrality, in a situation whereby the
dominant or hegemonic worldview makes a particular definition of neutrality appear
“fixed’, natural and legitimate, which frustrates efforts to problematise the concept and
criticise the discourses in which the concept is situated, and to formulate relevant

hypotheses on the ‘rationality” of public opinion.
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Attention now turns to the literature on neutrality to see how other academics have
defined neutrality and what they might have said about Irish neutrality. The chapter
will take the definitions from over a dozen authors that include a mix of academics
and policy advocates, and examines whether there is a pattern of variables evident in
the definitions of neutrality, whether the perspectivism of the author is acknowledged,
and whether attention to the role of the public is evident in the concept. Reference will
be made to the ontology, epistemology and IR theoretical assumptions associated with
the definitions. The aim of this chapter is to demonstrate the variability in concepts
and to seek to understand this variability through the IR theoretical perspective of the
author. The analysis shows that the lack of acknowledgement of the IR theoretical
perspective, particularly by analysts of Irish neutrality, and the dominance of the
realist approach in the accounts of Irish neutrality fails to capture a sufficiently
pluralist, reflective academic concept with which to compare with public and
government concepts. The realist analytical consensus that neutrality means the
absence of military alliance membership in the Irish neutrality analyses makes it, at
best, more difficult to understand the public concepts of neutrality and at worst, leads
to the dismissal of the public concepts that contain a broader concept that reflects
elements of the active neutrality concept advocated by a social constructivist

approach.

The Irish government definitions will be sourced through the 1996 White Paper on
Foreign Policy and various discourses in print and radio interviews. The Irish public
definitions will be sourced from a data review of opinion polls from 1985 to 2001.
The comparison of Irish public concepts of Irish neutrality with those of the
government and academics will inform conclusions as to the ‘rationality’ of public
opinion on Irish neutrality. The summary of public concepts will also indicate the

relevance of the realist “unneutral” concept of neutrality.

APPROACHES AND DEFINITIONS IN THE COMPARATIVE
INTERNATIONAL LITERATURE

By and large, the literature under review can be characterised as empirical,
comparative case-study analyses. There is little or no substantial theoretical
examination or identification in terms of IR theory approaches whilst many have
assumed a neorealist or realist outlook on neutrality. Several of the comparative
analyses (Karsh, 1988; Salmon, 1989) contain a concept of neutrality formulated for
the purposes of deciding whether states are real or successful neutrals. Notably, there

are some binaries evident in some of the discussions of neutrality, for example,
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idealist and realist, or active and passive, which are useful tools to categorize and

capture the contested and IR theory-embedded nature of the concept.

This section will briefly examine the work of political science academics in Ireland
concerning concepts of neutrality, specifically, that of Patrick Keatinge, (Keatinge,
1973, 1978, 1984). Roisin Doherty, (Doherty, 2002) including a brief synopsis of
Trevor C. Salmon and Bill McSweeney. The latter two academics are only discussed
briefly because the deconstruction in the néxt chapter deals with each of their concepts
of neutrality in more theoretical detail. (The fourth chapter will analyse Irish
neutrality in greater empirical detail, based largely on the historical accounts of Irish
neutrality (Carroll, 1975; Duggan, 1985; Dwyer, 1977; Fisk, 1983). The concern of
this section of the chapter is also to examine what the literature outside Ireland says
about the definition of neutrality. A range of perspectives are covered, in terms of IR
theory realist (Doherty, including Salmon) and non-realist ((including McSweeney)
Goetschel, Kronsell and Svedberg) conceptions, in terms of general ‘textbook’ politics
literatures (Calvocoressi, Vayrynen) and in-depth expert analysis (Jessup and Deak),
and finally, in terms of what comparative analysts have said about the motivations of

Irish neutrality (Andrén, Ogley, Pentilld).

Patrick Keatinge — neoliberal Irish neutrality analysis

Although Keatinge notes that neutrality, like other apparently simple political labels,
bears more than its fair share of different connotations, he states, “the essence of
neutrality is not being involved in wars between other states, a condition which has
strict legal basis in the Fifth and Thirteenth Hague Conventions of 1907 (Keatinge,
1984: 3). Keatinge’s work is important to the question of public attitudes to Irish
neutrality because, although neutrality ‘essentially describes the behaviour of
governments’ (Keatinge, 1984: 6), he suggests that neutrality also exists in the general
discourse as a political value, separate from state policy, derived from two ideological
sources: (1) nationalism, whereby neutrality is a manifestation of separate cultural
identity and independent statehood and (2) European liberalism in the cosmopolitan
tradition — this view posits the futility and immorality of force/harmony of interests of
mankind and argues that alliances increase insecurity. Both types (self-regarding and
universal pacifism), function as justifications for neutrality, and converge in general
public debate. He concludes, ‘given the range of meanings...an examination of the

Irish case...admits no straightforward approach’ (Keatinge, 1984: 7).

Keatinge identifies three distinct stages of Irish neutrality, the first of which is the

existence of neutrality as a fundamental concept and political value before Ireland’s
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independence, and he notes the failed attempts to translate this into policy (Keatinge,
1984: 10). During the pre-independence era, Irish republicans were strongly
associated with advocating neutrality as a political value for a future Irish state.
Keatinge also argues that a national tradition of neutrality was laid down after World
War II: “Although in 1939 de Valera had disclaimed ‘adherence to some kind of
theoretical, abstract idea of neutrality’, by 1945 the basis for a national tradition of
neutrality, both as a value and a policy, had been laid; an orthodoxy, if not a dogma,
had been established” (Keatinge, 1984: 10). And in the third stage, in the context of
European integration, Irish neutrality, he argues, entailed a different experience to that
of other European neutrals, and later, it became a very political issue (Keatinge, 1984:
10). In this respect, he argues, “to the extent that neutrality is in the eye of the

beholder Irish neutrality may be fuzzy indeed” (Keatinge, 1984: 93).

Keatinge appears to be the only significant academic (aside from McSweeney) to
acknowledge levels of analysis beyond the state and he does not appear to sign up to
structural realism’s determinacy of the international system as the major factor driving

neutrality, certainly in the Irish case. He argues,

the continued existence of Ireland’s neutrality, as that of any other country,
depends to a large degree on external factors, such as the general
configuration of power and the credibility which a particular neutrality policy
enjoys in the eyes of the major states. But it cannot be explained wholly in
such a deterministic way, for this is both a freedom of, and necessity for skill
in, diplomatic manoeuvre in the presentation of a credible neutral stance. The
effectiveness of this diplomacy in turn depends largely on the internal
dynamism of neutrality, that is to say on the strength of the popular demand to
be neutral. The external credibility of neutrality is thus linked to internal
legitimacy; the state’s foreign policy ultimately rests on domestic political
values. The credibility of neutrality therefore is a function of the clarity of its
articulation and the extent to which it is supported in party and electoral

politics (Keatinge, 1984: 99).

Keatinge, thus, seriously considers the role of sub-state actors and public opinion in
Irish neutrality, to the extent that he identifies a divergence of public and government
concepts and attitudes towards neutrality and conceives of neutrality as a political
value (Keatinge, 1984: 6-7) (each of which is discussed in detail later). It appears
Keatinge is closest to a neoliberal IR theoretical position in his analysis of Irish

neutrality.
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Trevor C. Salmon — realist Irish neutrality analysis

Salmon draws on the Hague Conventions of 1899 and 1907 and their subsequent
refinements through the Declaration of London in 1909 to argue, “what had emerged
as the essence of neutrality was abstention, the inviolability of neutral territory, and
impartiality. Each of these aspects had associated with it a number of rights and duties
(Salmon, 1989: 11)...including the recognition of neutral status by belligerents, the
disavowal of external help, the freedom of decision and action in the political
economic and military spheres” (Salmon, 1989: 79-80). As will be argued in the next
chapter, Salmon’s concept of neutrality is (neo)realist in terms of the assumptions
underpinning it; he argues it is an inherently passive concept (Salmon, 1989: 26).
Although he discusses the notion of “active and independent foreign policies” of the
three European neutrals (Austria, Sweden and Switzerland) (Salmon, 1989: 50), he
rubbishes the notion of active neutrality (Salmon, 1989: 311). His is a strict legalistic
concept that, unacknowledged in this thesis, all European neutrals had violated in
some way during World War II. The purpose of the analysis is to “prove” Irish
neutrality is a myth, and the concept is employed and interpreted in different ways in

support of that goal.

Roisin Doherty — realist Irish neutrality analysis

From the outset, Doherty does not offer a definition of neutrality: “this study does not
aim to analyse the meaning or relevance of neutrality in the post-Cold War context”
(Doherty, 2002: 3). Neither does the author try to make a concerted academic effort to
define neutrality: “It should be noted that the research does not define neutrality in an
intellectual way...” (Doherty, 2002: 2). Instead she assumes the narrow,
governmental/realist elite definition of ‘non membership of a military alliance’, as
neutrality. As Doherty puts it, “the end of [neutrals’] status would be membership of a
military alliance and the research proceeds from this assumption” (Doherty, 2002: 3).
Notably, the opening remarks made about Irish neutrality state that Ireland is “a
special case”, and that Ireland applies neutrality “in a unique way”, (Doherty, 2002: 8)
echoing the standard Unneutral Ireland discourse that Ireland, with respect to

neutrality, is “sui generis”.

This is a marker for the realist discourse on neutrality that follows, with the same
internal inconsistencies and unsupported statements about Irish neutrality that feature
in the Unneutral Ireland discourse, that are dealt with in great theoretical detail in the
next chapter. They are: (1) distinguishing Irish neutrality from the neutrality of the

other neutral states after World War Two on the basis that Irish neutrality is “not
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required for state security” (Doherty, 2002: 18), with the failure to recognise Irish
neutrality as a set of foreign policy values or foreign policy identity for the state and
the people. (2) The allegations of the dubiousness of Irish neutrality during World
War Two that are not made with respect to other neutral states, despite those latter
states exhibiting the same behaviour. Doherty argues: “Ireland’s neutrality was
extremely benevolent towards the allies to the extent that it is doubtful whether Ireland
should be described as neutral or simply as non belligerent” (Doherty, 2002: 13, 17),
although it is noted in an endnote that Swiss neutrality in World War Two was
“maintained with some difficulty” (Doherty, 2002: 26), and the same is said about
Sweden’s neutrality (Doherty, 2002: 13). Furthermore, it is also recognised that
“other neutrals also co-operated with the belligerents in order to preserve the essence
of their neutrality” (Doherty, 2002: 34), but the argument that “a precedence was set
with regard to the flexibility of Irish neutrality’ (Doherty, 2002: 13) is not applied to
the cases of Swiss or Swedish neutrality. (3) “The lack of a credible defence”
(Doherty, 2002: 18) and (4) allegations of a lack of impartiality in claims that Ireland
voted in the UN “more often than not with the US” (Doherty, 2002: 18), although it is
noted later on that “Ireland’s voting behaviour shows similarity with that of Sweden”,

a “genuine” neutral state in Doherty’s thesis (Doherty, 2002: 47-48).

There are a significant number of other Unneutral/(neo)realist characteristics that are
re-constituted in Doherty’s analysis, such as the characterisation of neutrality’s
“enduring appeal” to “the public imagination™ on the basis of “emotional resonance™;
(Doherty, 2002: 30). The public opinion-Plato’s Cave analogy (Doherty, 2002: 42);
the myth of de Valera’s condolences for Hitler’s death (Doherty, 2002: 40); the claim
that partition was the key reason for Ireland’s refusal to join NATO (Doherty, 2002:
45) and that it had nothing to do with neutrality, (Doherty, 2002: 46), including the
comment on McBride’s attempts to formulate a bilateral defence pact with the US and
the comment by Lemass in a United States newspaper about yielding a technical label
of neutrality (Doherty, 2002: 51) and the empirical tables of comparative “military
strength™ (Doherty, 2002: 38). Finally, there is an interesting pattern of citing “one
commentator’” anonymously in the text (Doherty, 2002: 43) that appears in the

relevant endnote references as Trevor Salmon and the Unneutral Ireland thesis.

Doherty argues that “there is no checklist of measures against which to define
neutrality in peacetime”, (Doherty, 2002: 10). Yet McSweeney offers one in a
monograph Doherty cites in a different context later on. Doherty does acknowledge
there is a “set of norms™ with respect to peacetime neutrality, but argues those norms

are interpreted so differently so as to give rise to different policies of neutrality.
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Although the plan of the book includes a “general discussion on Irish attitudes towards
neutrality from the period before 1939 until 19927, (Doherty, 2002: 6), these attitudes
concern those of Irish elites or government — not those of the Irish public or non-

government organisations that support Irish neutrality.

The author explains that, “Domestic constraints such as public opinion and the impact
of coalition politics or lobby groups will be examined where they are relevant in
chapters 6, 8 and 9 but they are not the focus of the study” (Doherty, 2002: 2). This
focus on the elite level is another feature of the book’s (neo)realist, institutionalist

perspective.

Finally, a core objective of the book is that, “the neutrals will be analysed with respect
to the security architecture and EU integration in order to chart changes in the concept
of neutrality”, (Doherty, 2002) signalling that the subject matter is not neutrality per
se, but rather, it is how neutrality has prevented Ireland from full participation in EU
security structures (a classic elite perspective associated with the classification of Irish
public adherence to neutrality as ‘emotional’). As a result, the monograph does not
contribute towards a survey of definition of neutrality either in the context of public
opinion or in terms other than that of the realist discourse on Irish neutrality; a
discourse that is based on the assumption that neutrality means simply “non-

membership of a military alliance”.

Harto Hakovirta — soft-realist, comparative/internationalist neutrality analysis
For Hakovirta, “neutrality takes its identity mainly from norms...the development of
norms is a major indicator of the viability of neutrality as an institution or foreign-
policy option...without a modest degree of clarity neutrality cannot maintain its
viability for long. Some degree of clarity is necessary for any meaningful assessment
for the neutral states’ policies” (Hakovirta, 1988: 14). Hakovirta has identified the
positivist, essentialist predicament for any empirical investigation, analysis or
evaluation of neutrality, as practiced by states. The approach that conceptual clarity is
the ontological basis of neutrality can be used politically because the corollary of
allegations of the fuzziness of a concept, ‘proven’ or otherwise, is that the neutrality
does not exist. That is why distinguishing Irish neutrality from ‘the norm” of the
neutrality of the other European states is such a successful strategy, in terms of
attempting to achieve the goal of extinguishing Irish neutrality. This is why the
deconstruction and comparative section in the last chapter are so important, as well as
feeding into the evaluation of the hypothesis of the mainstream “unneutral” discourse

that the Irish public hold non-rational attitudes to neutrality.
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In terms of a definition, he suggests, “originally, neutrality meant abstention in the
sense of non-participation in wars waged by other states. This core idea has remained
clear and indisputable...from the eighteenth century onwards the original idea of
neutrality as non-participation in war was gradually complemented by the concept of
impartiality, meaning equal treatment of belligerents” (Hakovirta, 1988: 14-15). The
importance of the role of the ‘domestic aspects’ of neutrality is epistemologically and
methodologically determined and then excluded, in that he claims, “the effort to
maintain the focus on the comparative patterns of neutral foreign policy means that the
domestic aspects receive less attention than their role as explanatory and consequent
factors of individual neutral policies would suggest” (Hakovirta, 1988: 6). Hakovirta
does discuss the basic structure of the international system as determined by power-
centres or poles it contains, (Hakovirta, 1988: 37), and the analysis does largely
remain at the state-level, but the fact that it does mention and import meaning to a
number of elements of the sub-state level of analysis, including the divergence of
public opinion and state policy in Alliance states, the non-legal aspects of neutrality,
the identity of neutral states and the practice of peacetime neutrality, means that
Hakovirta’s analysis of European neutrality appears to be ‘soft-realist’ or liberal

internationalist.

Efraim Karsh — realist comparative/internationalist neutrality analysis

Karsh suggests that most of the literature on the subject of neutrality consists of either
abstract theoretical cases evaluating the correspondence of neutrality to international
co-operation and participation in organisations, or “concrete historical cases”
describing the experience of specific states in a given war (Karsh, 1988: 5). To fill
this vacuum, Karsh concentrates on the political aspects of neutrality in his book.
Karsh aims to determine ‘the spirit of neutrality’, the ‘fundamental principles
underlying the idea of neutrality, the violation of which, either by the neutral state or
the belligerents, is considered a failure of, or conversely, departure from neutral
policy’ (Karsh, 1988: 21). Karsh differentiates between the external violation of
neutrality on the part of a belligerent, and internal violations of neutrality on the part
of the neutral state (Karsh, 1988: 22). The former concerns “any and all steps taken
by the belligerent camps that in some way transfer the war to the territory of the
neutral state (on land, sea or in the air) against its will, constitute violations of the
spirit of neutrality and will be viewed as external violations™ (Karsh, 1988: 22). With
regard to the latter element of neutrality, “the essence of the spirit of neutrality relates
to the principle of impartiality which dictates the behaviour of the neutral state

towards the belligerents....the principle of impartiality does not apply to the

74



ideological sphere of the policy of neutrality, but only to the operational level” (Karsh,

1988: 23).

In terms of a definition, Karsh proposes

the scholar of international relations seeking to understand the essence of
neutrality should go the way of Machiavelli and assess the political value of
the idea. For, ultimately, neutrality is not an abstract philosophical notion.
Rather it is a legal institution that took form over many generations of social
and political activity, and which is linked integrally to the most acute mode of
this activity, war. More precisely, neutrality is nothing but an attempt,
institutionalised in international law, to find a solution to one of the most
fundamental problems of the state: maintaining its independence and

sovereignty in wartime (Karsh, 1988: 5).

In this respect, Karsh follows a genealogical method, although initially he appears to

take an essentialist stab at defining the “hardcore” concept, he latterly appears to

entertain a multi-faceted view of the manifestations of the concept. He argues

(emphasis added),

By focusing on the political aspects of neutrality, this study consciously
avoids an inquiry into the full scope and significance of neutrality as a legal
institution and societal phenomenon. It is, however, believed that through
such a relatively narrow focus one may be able to reach the hard core of
neutrality, and to seek to determine the degree of correlation that exists in
reality between neutrality as an idea, a world view, a legal institution — and the

foreign policy goals that this idea seeks to attain (Karsh, 1988: 5).

Karsh analyses the historical experience of six small neutral states — Sweden,

Switzerland, Finland, Norway, Spain and Ireland — during World War Il, in order to

evaluate the operative components of the policy of neutrality, and the way in which

neutrality aided or hindered the small state in preserving its independence and

sovereignty (Karsh, 1988: 6-7). He states, “four of the six states, Sweden,

Switzerland, Ireland and Spain, successfully maintained their neutrality”— (Karsh,

1988: 7). Seemingly then, Karsh considers Ireland as a neutral, and a successful one at

that.
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Acknowledging the non-realist aspects of neutrality, Karsh posits neutrality as, ‘a
policy which rejects the use of physical force for the advancement of foreign policy
goals’ (Karsh, 1988: 1) and he finds that neutral “states reject the image of neutrality
as immoral; rather they see the aspiration to avoid being dragged into the wars of
others as a natural and logical goal” (Karsh, 1988: 2) — indicating that part of the

definition concerns staying out of wars.

Bill McSweeney — social constructivist analysis of Irish neutrality

McSweeney has written a chapter on “the case for active Irish neutrality”, in which he
identifies the characteristics of active neutrality. Chief among them are primacy of the
United Nations, as “active neutrality represents an ideal of the United Nations, a
foreign policy wholly in line with the aims of the Charter” (McSweeney, 1985: 185).
Active neutrality involves the setting up of nuclear-free zones and tries to prevent the
proliferation of nuclear weapons (McSweeney, 1985: 186). Active neutrality adds to
the fact of being non-nuclear the additional fact of not being part of the confrontation
between superpowers, and, therefore, a potential recipient of their nuclear weapons”
(McSweeney, 1985: 187). Active neutrality demands “working for a UN definition of
neutrality which specifies indicators of active peacemaking involvement and of the
nature of internal military defence which will distinguish active neutrality from the
narrow isolationist policy which is not compatible with the United Nations™ and calls
for “ideally, the reservation of UN peacekeeping to nations which conform to a UN

standard of active neutrality” (McSweeney, 1985: 187).

Active neutrality involves ways “to guarantee its non-aggressive nature for
neighbouring territories” (McSweeney, 1985: 188). This means military capability is
contrived so as to be sufficient to provide for territorial defence. For McSweeney, the
primary objective of territorial defence is to provide a deterrence adequate to the
realistic assessment of external threat and the needs of internal confidence
(McSweeney, 1985: 190). McSweeney argues, “military training should be consistent
with the military goals of active neutrality. Territorial defence requires a different
kind of soldier, with different attitudes and expectations...the creation of new links
with Swiss and Swedish training schools would afford some compensation for
abandoning those informal arrangements with NATO countries which the army is
understandably secretive about today” (McSweeney, 1985: 189). Finally, he surmises
“it would be good to feel that Irish nationalism could serve the needs of active
neutrality, supplying the energy and commitment for territorial defence. Nationalism
is about fighting for one’s country; it resists foreign alliances. But active neutrality is

not about fighting for one’s country except as a last resort and it is primarily about
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foreign alliances and commitments which make the policy work to its benefit”
(McSweeney, 1985: 195-196). As will be discussed in the next chapter, McSweeney
rejects the static, objective idea of neutrality that is pervasive in the literature, and
instead conceives of neutrality as a fluid concept of “active’ neutrality that ‘relates to a
wide range of activities and skills” such as those mentioned above (McSweeney, 1985:

182).

Laurent Goetschel — non-realist, comparative/internationalist neutrality analysis
For Goetschel, “being neutral means not taking part in military conflict” (Goetschel,
1999: 119). Goetschel’s approach to analysing neutrality has shades of critical social
constructivism because he takes a critical view of the recent (post-Cold War) literature
and the negative sentiment underlying attitudes to neutrality into account in his
discussions. He is aware of the dominance of realism and focuses on the role of
identity in the adherence to and practice of neutrality. He notes, it is “striking that
neutrality has almost disappeared as a research object in international relations in this

high time of norms, values and identity” (Goetschel, 1999: 132).

He considers the distinction between neutrality’s ‘normative political core and its legal
dimension’ (Goetschel, 1999: 131). Goetschel argues for the ascendance of an idealist

role conception of neutral states:

[ argue that, due to the evolution of the international system, role conceptions
of neutral states linked to their non-participation in a military conflict
(realistic roles) have lost their significance. However, the same does not
count for the role conceptions of neutral states which reflect an attempt to
transcend traditional war conditions between states (idealistic roles)

(Goetschel, 1999: 121).

In many respects his position is similar to that of McSweeney and others in their
promotion of the concept of active neutrality. Of particular importance to the question
of understanding Irish attitudes to neutrality is the centrality for Goetschel of the role
of identity in the neutrality of post-Cold War Europe; he argues, “the reason the
principle of neutrality continues to exist after the ending of the Cold War is because its
most important function is to provide identity” (Goetschel, 1999: 155). This identity

embodies a range of values that underpins a particular foreign policy agenda.
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Edgar Bonjour — non-realist/theoretically pluralist Swiss neutrality analysis
Edgar Bonjour writes in the Second World War period and, interestingly, appears at
many points to offer an interpretation of neutrality from the point of view of the
people in Switzerland. He defines neutrality somewhat in his discussions of Swiss

neutrality:

In the present grave anxiety for the life and the future of their native country,
the Swiss have the right to regard neutrality in the first place as a mere means
of self-preservation, of the preservation of their political independence and
national character, without being obliged to justify, let alone extenuate, that
axiom by works of philanthropy. In a world which has failed to put super-
national law into action and knows no super-national means of keeping the
law and preserving peace, the Swiss may have no qualms in refusing to wage
war in the interests of a so-called “collective security”. It must, however, be
said at once and most emphatically that neutrality properly understood and
practiced expresses the moral convictions of the Swiss... (Bonjour, 1946:

126).

In some ways then, Bonjour’s analysis echoes some elements of Irish public opinion
of neutrality and the cosmopolitan interpretation alluded to by McSweeney and
Keatinge: he argues the Swiss “still cannot bring themselves to believe that the worth
of a people depends on the number of its guns and soldiers; it depends on the
principles that people embodies and actively practises. In the Confederation, those
principles lie in the domain of universal morality; it is that which gives Swiss
neutrality its nobility and its right to survive” (Bonjour, 1946: 129-130). He considers
that “the idea of Swiss neutrality is actually almost coeval with the idea of a Swiss
nation”, (Bonjour, 1946: 11), and comes closest to a definition in the description of
Swiss neutrality, in that it “did not completely cut Switzerland off from the outside

world, but protected her from military embroilments™ (Bonjour, 1946: 20).

Kronsell and Svedberg — non-realist, Swedish neutrality analysis
Kronsell and Svedberg back up this proposition in their analysis of neutrality as

Swedish identity projected into the world. They argue,

Neutrality and folkhemmet are the two central dimensions of nationalism. A
collective identity was shaped by the neutrality doctrine and the building of
the welfare state... in other words, the political discourse of what constitutes

Sweden, or the representation of Sweden’s self-image, consisted of two,
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separate, albeit interconnected dimensions: an external one and an internal
one. Applying Ole Waever’s words to a Swedish context, the neutrality
doctrine can be seen as “the state’s external projection of itself into the world

(Wever, forthcoming) (Kronsell and Svedberg, 154).

Kronsell and Svedberg confirm Goetschel’s identification of the discourse that “today,
neutrality as a political doctrine has lost much of its long-standing salience. Still the
strong ties between the policy of neutrality and Swedish national identity may explain
why in the debate on Sweden’s future security arrangement, the idea of Sweden as a
neutral power in world affairs still occupies an important position” (Kronsell and

Svedberg, 155).

Kronsell and Svedberg’s explanation of the continuing presence of neutrality in the
Swedish foreign policy discourse has parallels to the situation in Ireland, in which the
strong ties of the values and identity of the Irish people with neutrality are apparent.
These ties will be explored further in the second half of this thesis. The identity
dynamic is supported in hypotheses from the historical analysts of Irish neutrality. For
example, it is argued by Patrick O’Mahony and Gerard Delanty that “neutrality
perfectly served the cultural aspirations of the new state....it was also an opportunity
to re-assert the code of national identity as rejection of the outsider” (O'Mahony and
Delanty, 2001: 155). The historian Nicholas Mansergh surmises, “in the last analysis
Irish neutrality was an expression of national feeling. Unable for so long to decide the
course their country should follow, Irishmen were determined that in these momentous
years their independence of action should be asserted so that all the world might
understand that Ireland’s destiny lay in the hands of her own people” (Mansergh,

1946: 94). Thus, Kronsell and Svedberg’s characterisation of the function of Swedish
neutrality as the external identity of the state for the Swedish people resonates in the
case of Ireland. Whether the identity function of Irish neutrality identified in Irish
historical analyses is also identified in the motivations of Irish neutrality presented in
non-Irish comparative analyses of neutrality is a question considered in the next

section.

Bengt Sundelius — non-realist/theoretically pluralist Finnish neutrality analysis
Sundelius’s analysis touches on norms and considers a less militaristic concept of
neutrality, emphasizing the notion of agency through neutrality in the international
realm and the concept of ‘active’ neutrality. He argues that the Finnish brand of
neutrality/version of the doctrine’, compared to the ‘traditional concept’, “is more

based on diplomatic sensitivities and is less concerned with military strength... the

79



diplomatic component has carried more weight than military strength™ (Sundelius,
1987: 6-7) and as a result he considers, in a sense, the Finnish experience has served to
broaden the concept of neutrality beyond a focus on expected behaviour in an open

great power conflict to also encompass a norm for peace time conditions.

The notion of agency rather than the typical realist connotation of passivity in the
concept of neutrality is acknowledged: “not content merely to adjust their foreign
policies to the international realities, the Nordic neutrals hope to more directly
promote international systemic change...advocates of so-called active neutrality
regard this as a comprehensive security strategy” (Sundelius, 1987: 6). Sundelius also
turns his definitional and analytical attention to Irish neutrality: “the Irish version of
the concept is defined in the context of the overwhelming bilateral relationship with
the great power neighbour, the United Kingdom....it is also intimately linked to the
unsettled question of Northern Ireland...the doctrine has evolved from a matter of
tactics to an element of a national role. The emotional appeal and public support of
this doctrine seem to be at least as solid as in the other four nations surveyed”
(Sundelius, 1987: 8). Do other comparativists regard Northern Ireland and relations

with Britain as the main drivers of Irish neutrality? It appears a majority do.

Nils Andrén, Roderick Ogley, Risto E. J. Pentilld — comparative neutrality
analysis

Nils Andrén states that “Anglo-Irish relations rather than various forms of great power
confrontation are the moving force behind the neutrality of an island country on the
ocean fringe of Europe” (Andrén, 1978: 174). Andrén argues that geostrategic
considerations have shaped Irish neutrality: “the notion of Irish neutrality is both more
comprehensive and more permissive than that of most other neutrals. Virtually
surrounded — and protected - by the Atlantic Alliance, Irish neutrality, on the other
hand, does not need the protection of a credible national defense. Her geostrategic
situation enables her also to abstain from certain credibility promoting measures
regarded as necessary by other neutral democracies” (Andrén, 1978: 174-175). Ogley
also comes from the same standpoint: “after the occupation of Norway, Sweden was
virtually surrounded by Axis powers, as was Switzerland after the fall of France.
Ireland, similarly, was a neutral enclave behind Allied lines” (Ogley, 1970: 129).
Pentilld surmises, “as such, Ireland differs from other neutral countries, whose
neutrality was defined during the Cold War by the division of Europe™ (Penttild, 1999:
173). Similar to Sundelius, he cites the relationship with Britain as the main variable:
“Ireland’s neutrality is best understood with reference to England. Neutrality has

offered the best way of creating a political distance between Ireland and England. The
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roots of Irish neutrality lie in the 1920s’ struggle for independence. At that time
neutrality offered the best way of differentiating Ireland from England. The same
motive of keeping a distance was the main rationale for Irish neutrality during the
Cold War” (Penttild, 1999: 173). The second half of this thesis will examine whether
Northern Ireland and relations with Britain are the main drivers of Irish neutrality for

the public of today.

Philip C. Jessup, Francis Deak — neutrality historians

Raimo Viyrynen and Peter Calvocoressi — foreign policy/IR analysts

In a four volume set on neutrality, Jessup and Deak give reasons why they found it is
not possible to categorically state the year in which the conception of a status of
neutrality become generally recognized. However, they state that “Nys finds the word
used in the sense of non-participation in a war as early as 1378 (Jessup and Deak,
1935: 20). In terms of definitions, in the fourth and final volume of the series on
neutrality, Jessup proclaims, “the primary objective of a neutrality policy should be to
keep out of war” (Jessup and Deak, 1935: 156). This most singular definition of the
purpose and aim of neutrality is echoed by many more academics, such as Viyrynen:
“neutrality is, of course, intended to keep the country that practices it out of war”
(Vadyrynen, 1989: 123) and Calvocoressi: “neutrality was a general declaration of
intent to remain out of any war which might occur” (Calvocoressi, 1996: 172). This
common understanding of neutrality and its primary objective in the international
literature stands in contrast to Salmon’s pronouncements on Irish neutrality, in which
he says, “the Irish objective was simply to avoid participation in the war. That is not
neutrality” (Salmon, 1989: 136). Notably, staying out of war is the most prominent

definition of neutrality in the literature in this survey.

Having established that a majority of academics appear to consider the main definition
of neutrality as staying out of/avoiding wars, it is appropriate to examine whether
public concepts mirror this meaning because a comparative analysis contributes to an
assessment of the ‘rationality’ of public opinion. The metatheory in analyses of
concepts of Irish neutrality held by the public will be considered in Chapter Six, but
first of all, it is worth examining the factors in the mainstream literature that hamper

any approach towards understanding the public’s concepts of Irish neutrality.
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THE POLITICS OF DEFINITIONS OF NEUTRALITY

The role of the public in concepts of neutrality

This thesis argues that the importance of looking at public concepts of neutrality is
linked to Realism’s conception of the role or agency of public opinion in neutrality:
“most theorists...subsume individuals into a nation-state or other organizational
context, such as those decision-making units that play key roles in formulating foreign
policies on behalf of states™ (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, 2001: 29). Nonetheless,
empirical evidence and theoretical analyses indicate that public opinion is a factor in
the realisation and maintenance of neutrality. For example, in Sweden during the
Second World War, FPA analyst Ogley argues “there is no doubt that public opinion
exercised a great and increasing influence on the Government’s foreign policy”
(Ogley, 1970: 166). From a theoretical perspective, POFP analysts Page and Shapiro
argue “public opinion concerning foreign policy has to be taken seriously as an
influence in democratic policy-making” (Page and Shapiro, 1992: 284); indeed, it is
claimed that foreign policies of democracies are more peaceful because public opinion
plays a part in constraining policy makers. It has been tentatively argued using case-
studies that public opinion has an impact on the formulation and operation of foreign
policy (Holsti, 1992: 451-455). Robert Putnam portrayed political leaders as
positioned between two tables of (1) international negotiation and (2) domestic
political forces (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, 2001: 298-299). During the 1990s,
theorists emphasised the requirement for a more careful integration of thinking about

foreign policy-decision making and domestic politics.

In the Irish case, Keatinge recognises that neutrality is constituted by publics within
the state; “at the very least the credibility of neutrality policy is assessed by interested
governments in terms of its domestic support” (Keatinge, 1984: 8). There is empirical
evidence that public attitudes to Irish neutrality influence voting decisions in
referendums on further European Union integration. As we saw earlier, polling data
from the 1990s to date suggests that the threat to Irish neutrality is a motivation behind
a large section of the public’s ‘no’ votes in EU referendums, (Jupp, 2003; Marsh,
1992; Sinnott, Post-Amsterdam Referendum Survey, 1998, 2001). Arguably
demonstrating the salience of neutrality for the public and providing further argument

for the inclusion of the public in assessments of neutrality.

Public opinion needs to be considered as a separate agent from its representative
government because since the end of the Cold War, there is empirical evidence of a

divergence between public and government thinking on neutrality in European states.
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Many governments have indicated a wish to abandon neutrality and in many cases,
militarily align themselves with other states in collective arrangements and
institutions. However, public support for neutrality in European neutral states
continued throughout the 1990s and continues nowadays despite opposition at the elite
level, thereby creating a tension between elites and publics (Dahl, 1997: 2; Huldt et
al., 2000: 3; Silva, 1995: 378). Therefore, aside from the issue of how theoretically
relevant public opinion is in defining and explaining neutrality, it is worth noting the
democratic normative argument (underpinned by the fact that a key characteristic of a
democracy is the continuing responsiveness of government to the preferences of its
citizens, considered political equals) (Dahl, 1971: 1) with respect to the demand for
the inclusion of publics in analyses determining the neutrality of a state, particularly

when governments are failing to reflect public opinion on the matter.

Finally, it is argued that neutrality, conceptualised as a political value, opens up the
possibility of the ownership and constitution of neutrality by individual citizens of a
state, and collectively as ‘publics’; Keatinge makes the argument that neutrality exists
as a political value; used this way, it exists independently of actual state policy, either
for its own sake or in association with other political values. However he is not
particularly positive about this conceptualisation; neutrality denoted as a political
value, leaves it ‘at best, a consideration of fundamental moral issues, and at worst a
rhetorical smokescreen for political opportunism’ (Keatinge, 1984: 6-7). Goetschel
conceives of neutrality as a normative value or belief; he argues, “neutrality’s political
core is an overarching principled belief, consisting of normative ideas that specify
criteria for distinguishing right from wrong or just from unjust” (Goetschel, 1999:
117). But, any conceptualisation of neutrality as a normative value contrasts with
realists contention that politics is not a function of ethical philosophy (Dougherty and
Pfaltzgraff, 2001: 71) because the anarchical international system means that states are
power-seeking and must protect themselves from external threat; values are irrelevant
for those purposes. Realists, theoretically, would not consider a value held by a public
observable or worthy of study. Rather, neutrality measured empirically in terms of
defence expenditure and memberships of international organisations is warranted

knowledge.

Neutrality as a public value

Conceptualising neutrality as a political value also goes against the associated
positivist, behaviourist premise that only tangible realities are measurable and
therefore what matter in the study of political science (Smith, 2001: 243).

Behaviouralists are accused of denigrating values and not recognising the extent to
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which normative concerns are crucial to political acts (Monroe, 2004: 96).
“International theory tells us what possibilities exist for human action and
intervention”; (Smith, 1996: 13); it also tells us what is perceived as legitimate
‘action’ in the operation of neutrality. As discussed earlier, given that individuals are
excluded from the conduct of neutrality under international law, (Bonjour, 1946: 131;
Switzerland, 2000: 12; Thalberg, 1989: 236), conceiving of neutrality as a political
value is arguably the only way publics can operationalise neutrality under the
dominant realist state-centric, state-operated concept, but the question of how
neutrality as a political value is translated into action is hampered precisely due to the
dominance of the realist/behaviouralist-defined concept of neutrality that exists in

international law.

The question of how publics can support neutrality is posed by Comerford; they
include organising demonstrations in the hope of influencing elites at the local and
national level, joining organisations which support neutrality by organising talks and
producing literature, and becoming better informed (Comerford, 1984: 99-100).
Would realists accept these as empirical manifestations of neutrality? Arguably,
empirical manifestations of neutrality have to be connected to core values in order to
be consistent over time during changing circumstances and in different kinds of
conflict. However, the fact that neutrality is attractive as a political value without
corresponding empirical constitution by publics should not mean that neutrality and

public support of it should be denigrated and disregarded as a political reality.

Public attitudes to neutrality are characterised as ‘non attitudes’ and are disregarded if
they take the form of a political value without concrete empirical actions attached to it.
As will be discussed in Chapter Six, Marsh summarises public opinion as attached to
‘a salient political symbol® (Marsh, 1992: 25) without knowing what it is they are
attached to; ‘the rhetoric of neutrality wins much more support than the substance’
(Marsh, 1992: 12). ‘Neutrality thus appears to be a potent political value but one with
a stronger symbolic than empirical content’; (Marsh, 1992: 13); the analysis indicates

a position that the Irish public holds “non-attitudes™ to neutrality.

The relationship between values, interests and identities

Mass publics matter to liberals because they help to formulate the state’s interest
(Mingst, 1999: 162). National interest depends on national identity, which is a
construct in our minds describing and prescribing what we should think, feel, value,
and ultimately how we should behave in group-relevant situations (Dougherty and

Pfaltzgraff, 2001: 95). This identity has an internal (how groups imagine themselves)
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and external dimension and is a function of values. As Poole argues “an identity is a
form of inscription: as such, it embodies a specific evaluative point of view. All
identities involve values and commitment, and the acquisition of identity means

coming to accept these values and commitments™ (Poole, 1999: 46).

The link between values, interests and identity converge in the concept of neutrality
because “neutrality has a role as an identity provider for the population™; (Goetschel,
1999: 121). In the realist framework neutrality is chosen to serve a state’s concept of
national interest, which is a manifestation of national identity in the liberal
perspective, and it represents a political value (Keatinge, 1984: 6) that is held by
publics and is constitutive of identity. Neutrality’s contribution to a nation’s political
identity...builds on neutrality’s political core and not on its legal dimension;
(Goetschel, 1999: 121); this can go some way towards explaining why neutrality is not
generally conceived of as a value and identity-provider for publics, because the
dominant realist analysis of neutrality tends to focus almost exclusively on the legal

dimension.

Some members of the Irish public identify with neutrality as a value, as representing
ideals they believe are worth pursuing (ISPAS 2001/2002). The Irish government
acknowledges that “the majority of the Irish people have always cherished Ireland’s
military neutrality, and recognise the positive values that inspire it, in peace-time as
well as time of war” (Ireland, 1996: 15) and claims that “Ireland’s foreign policy is
about much more than self-interest. For many of us it is a statement of the kind of
people we are” (Ireland, 1996: 7). Thus, the Irish government appears to acknowledge

the link for the Irish public between neutrality and their values and identity.

The positive values that inspire neutrality, that are recognised by the people of Ireland
(Ireland, 1996: 118), are important because the Government maintains “the values that
underlie Ireland’s policy of neutrality have informed almost every aspect of Ireland’s
foreign policy” (Ireland, 1996: 16). For example, “neutrality has provided the basis
for Ireland’s wider efforts to promote international peace and security; (Ireland, 1996:
15); “Ireland’s policy of military neutrality has served Ireland well. Our reputation for
impartiality has enabled us to play a meaningful role in the preservation of peace in
the world.” Neutrality is the lynchpin: “all steps taken by the Government to enhance
our contribution to international security will be carried out within the scope of this
undertaking” (Ireland, 1996: 16). It appears that successive Irish Governments have
claimed to uphold Irish neutrality and the values associated with it due to support from

a majority of Irish people: the interesting question is whether the content of the
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government concept of neutrality is reflected in public concepts of neutrality.
Interests are key in understanding the formulation of the content of the concept of Irish

neutrality.

Interests, neutrality concepts and policy: the EU defence alliance plan

As will be emphasised in the next chapter, logically, policy direction derives from the
meaning of a concept. “Neutrality defines the core elements of foreign policy and
suggests appropriate means to pursue them” (Vayrynen, 1989: 123). Therefore, it is
important to establish what Irish neutrality means to Irish people, and in particular,
whether the content of public concepts coincides with the content of government
concept because it is the government that formulates policy on the basis of the content
of the neutrality concept. However, any analysis of neutrality cannot exist separate
from the political context and time period in which it exists and in particular the
interests of the elites who are charged with delivering policy in the interests of their
citizens and who have the role of putting neutrality into practice. Notably, Irish
neutrality (and the neutrality of other European states) exists in a political situation of

EU elite plans for European integration in defence.

These ambitions have been known within Irish elite circles since the year of Ireland’s
accession to the EEC. Looking at newly released documents for public inspection at
the National Archives Deaglan de Bréadun reports that “neutrality and participation in
European defence was an issue 30 years ago™ (de Bréadun, 2004). In the report, it was
stated that “Jealousy of the EEC’s progress from less successful rivals, inevitable
competition for markets and the natural desire to protect its own interests, must in the
long run, force the Nine to consider some form of mutual defensive measures™ (de
Bréadan, 2004). In the days of “the Twelve”, “Ireland — because of its policy of
neutrality — together with Denmark and Greece...adopted a restrictive interpretation of
the provisions of the (1980) London Report and the (1987) Single European Act by
which the Political and Economic aspects of European security may be dealt with
under political cooperation” (Noél, 1991: 62). The “Second Pillar” of the Treaty on
European Union established European Political Union, which consists of an
intensified intergovernmental co-operation in a Common Foreign and Security Policy,
as well as working together towards a Common European Defence policy based on the
Brussels Treaty Organisation founded in 1948, commonly called the “Western

European Union” (WEU) (Commission, 1995: 54).

These common defence interests have been articulated and supported by a number of

elites in Ireland and in Europe. With respect to the former, Garret FitzGerald, former
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Taoiseach, has stated “At the end of the 1940s I joined with one of my brothers in
initiating and carrying on in the columns of the Irish Independent a correspondence in
which we advocated Irish membership of the North Atlantic Alliance, then in the
process of being established” (FitzGerald, 1995). The party FitzGerald was once
leader of, Fine Gael, has become the first Irish political party to call for the
abandonment of “traditional military neutrality”, saying Ireland should sign up to a
European defence structure and substantially increase its defence spending. Its current
foreign affairs spokesman, Mr. Gay Mitchell, has said neutrality is no longer a viable

position (Brennock, FG calls for State to abandon neutrality, 2003).

With respect to the latter, leaders of larger European states have always pushed for
neutral states to join NATO/WEU and proposed a merger of the two bodies in order to
create a European Union military alliance. For example, in 1995 “Mr. Wolfgang
Schaueble, parliamentary leader of the German Chancellors’ Christian Democrats
(CDU), said the EU would only have a real security policy when it became the
European arm of the western alliance” (Reuter, 1995). Most member-states see the
Western European Union (WEU) becoming the defence arm of the EU (Brennock, EU
'will not force State to abandon neutrality', 1996). Schaueble added that the neutral
countries should be given time to make a gradual transition into EU security structures
(Reuter, 1995) In 1996, the EU’s external affairs Commissioner Mr. Hans van den
Broek told reporters in Dublin that no attempt would be made by the EU to force
Ireland to abandon neutrality — “this debate will not end with 40 countries surrounding
Ireland saying ‘Why don’t you join the WEU?” That’s not the way Europe works™
(Brennock, EU 'will not force State to abandon neutrality', 1996). Van den Broek
said, “we shouldn’t give Irish citizens the feeling that things are being imposed. They
must make their own decision” (Brennock, EU 'will not force State to abandon
neutrality', 1996). Twenty months later, the government pledged that a referendum on
any proposal involving “a mutual defence commitment by Ireland”, perhaps in
anticipation that this decision will need to be made in the near future. The then
Foreign Minister, Mr David Andrews said, “I wish to place on record the
Government’s position that, if the issue of an EU common defence, which would
involve a mutual defence commitment by Ireland, were to arise for decision in the
future it would be put to the Irish people for decision in a referendum” (Brennock,
Goverment gives pledge on defence referendum, 1998). Notably, a referendum on the
issue of Ireland’s membership of an EU military alliance will only arise after the Irish
government has agreed to the creation of an EU military alliance at the European

Council.
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However, the proposals continue to be presented to neutral states in an effort to get
them to abandon neutrality. Even the Swiss, who are not members of the EU, are
continually under pressure to join a defence alliance; “another lesson obvious to the
Swiss is that they have had to live through a long history of pressure from friendly
nations wanting them to join in an alliance and hence abandon neutrality” (Brunner,
1989: 284). In 2003, the Finnish Foreign Minister Mr Erkki Tuomioja objected to the
joint proposals by France, Britain and Germany for “structured co-operation” in EU
security and defence policy, under which a core group of states would be allowed to
co-operate more closely in developing military capabilities. Mr Tuomioja objected to
the EU draft constitution for an enlarged 25-nation union that included a mutual
defence clause, recognising NATO as the foundation of collective defence. He said
that his country would not accept any formula that bound it to a military alliance
(Reuters, 2003). In the end, the Italians proposed a new draft text of the proposed
constitution that included the statement that the mutual defence clause will not affect
“the specific character of the security and defence policy of some member-states”,
(Brennock and Staunton, 2003); although there was no indication that the latter meant

“neutrality”.

Evidently, then, a mutual defence is the determined ambition of many European elites
who expect to see it realised in the near future, despite neutral states opposition; “Mr
Gustaf Hagglund, chairman of the EU Military Committee, confirmed that NATO and
ESPD (European Security and Defence Policy) would merge within a decade™
(Gormley, 2003). With respect to the latest anti-neutrality discourse in Ireland’, a
researcher in an EU-funded think-tank claims that, “framed within the 1999 EU
European Security and Defence Policy and the 2003 European Security Strategy,
Ireland has set about developing a “security community”, (Keane, 2004), whilst a
proponent of Irish neutrality, a former Irish Army commandant, Edward Horgan,
argues in a pro-neutrality discourse that, “we are now being told that Ireland has a role
to play in EU common security strategy. Notice the weasel words “security strategy”
have conveniently replaced “common defence” to get around the new Article 29.4.9”
(Horgan, 2004). Horgan refers to the new article as “the bogus clause inserted in the
[Irish] Constitution in the second Nice referendum to mislead Irish voters that they
were enshrining neutrality in the Constitution” (Horgan, 2004). The new article was
the result of An Taoiseach, Bertie Ahern’s travels around European capitals to garner

support for an EU declaration on Irish neutrality, in order to support his Government’s

? The article can be considered an ‘anti-neutrality’ discourse because, according to the article, “Irish neutrality denotes
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