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From racial state to racist state? Racism and immigration in twenty first century Ireland 

Ronit Lentin

Introduction: Racism in Ireland, the contradictions
Ireland has been confronted with rapid change in circumstances where it was not used to multiculturalism and immigration and the like… It suddenly found itself sucked into a situation which many did not anticipate until it was upon us…. I believe this country has been remarkably free from racism. We have not had race riots, thank god, and I hope we never will… (Minister for Justice, cited by O’Regan 2003). 

In June 2002 the Irish political parties Fianna Fáil and the Progressive Democrats agreed on a Programme for Government, which epitomises the key contradictions of the Irish debate on racism and immigration. To date, the debate has discussed racism as a societal rather than a state phenomenon (with the exception of Lentin and McVeigh 2006 and Loyal 2003). On the one hand, under the heading “Supporting diversity and tolerance”, the Programme for Government promised to promote greater respect for… the diversity, equality and cultural difference, to uphold the entitlement of all people to equal treatment before the law, to undertake an annual review of the anti-racism campaign in order to identify new avenues to combat racism, and to review the laws on incitement to hatred and ensure that people who incite racial hatred have no place in Irish society. On the other hand, under “Asylum and immigration”, the government partners committed to increase the rate of repatriation of failed asylum applicants… in order to maintain the integrity of the asylum policy, to ensure that new asylum applications are dealt with within six months, to deal quickly with outstanding applications, and to keep under review the number of applications from non-nationals to remain in the State on the basis of parentage of an Irish-born child; finally the programme committed to “initiate all-party discussions on the issue of any constitutional or other measures which might be required” (in relation to residency rights of non-nationals) (Department of the Taoiseach, 2002, emphases added). 

The June 2003 statement, cited above, by Michael McDowell, Ireland’s Minister of Justice, Equality and Law Reform, within whose responsibility lie both immigration control and government-sponsored antiracism initiatives, that Ireland is not a racist society, juxtaposed with the commitment in the Programme for Government to both “diversity, equality and cultural difference” and to an “increase in the rate of repatriation”, summarised what might seem like the contradictions inherent in the debate on racism in Ireland. While racism is vehemently denied, in-migration is conceived as “new” and “sudden”, and the effect of state policies on the lives of racialised populations in Ireland is minimised, the commitment to restrict immigration and increase deportations had never been more explicit. This is in line with what David Theo Goldberg (2002) terms “the culturalist turn” of the past twenty years, according to which denying racism goes hand in hand with state control over incoming and existing populations. 

Echoed by a chorus of media commentators, the Minister’s insistence that only in the 1990s was Ireland transformed from a “nursery of emigrants” to a destination of in-migration, has been refuted by some commentators (e.g., O’Toole 2000; McVeigh and Lentin 2002). Indeed, multi-ethnicity, in-migration and racism are not new phenomena: Ireland has always been multi-ethnic; Travellers, black-Irish people, Jewish people and other immigrants have been part of Irish society for centuries, and in-migration had always co-existed with emigration (as argued, inter alia, by Ward 1999; Tracy 2000). However, together with other socio-economic and political transformations since the mid-1990s, and in particular in the wake of the Good Friday Agreement, recent population transformations have given rise to new articulations of Irishness and to experiences of racism by existing racialised minorities and by new migrant populations. 

This chapter conceptualises racism is “a political system aiming to regulate bodies”,  
 rather than the consequence of individual prejudice, involving state, rather than individual or societal formations. I argue that Ireland has been evolving from being, like other nation-states, a “racial state”, in which “race” and “nation” are defined in terms of each other–evident in the ethnically narrow framing of the Constitution of Ireland (Lentin 1998)–to a racist state, where governmental “biopolitics” and technologies of regulating immigration and asylum dictate the discursive and practical construction of Irishness and of Ireland’s (“new”, but also “old”) racialised populations. Government constructions of immigrants as progressively “bogus”, “illegal”, and “economic” discredit them, and via the media, feed into common sense racisms, which manifest in countless everyday incidents of racial harassment and institutional racial discrimination, leading to increasing numbers of racially motivated attacks and murders.

Racial terminology, intent on categorisation and control, constructs the Irish state’s response to cultural diversity and the ensuing racism in the wake of increasing immigration since the 1990s, in the shape of “intercultural” politics, which construct cultural difference and ethnic minority “communities” as static and already there, ignoring intra-ethnic heterogeneities and contestations such as class, gender, age, disability or sexuality. Racial state thinking in Ireland has spawned various state-generated euphemisms such as “non-nationals” to describe non-EU migrants (replacing the no-longer-acceptable “aliens” coined by the British-inspired 1935 Aliens Act, which has not been taken off the statute books), and “Irish born children” to describe the children citizen of non-EU migrants. State asylum, immigration and integration policies demonstrate Foucault’s theorisation of the modern nation-state as a “state of population”, monitoring and controlling through a series of technologies the nation’s biological life which becomes a problem of sovereign power (Agamben 1998: 10).

At the heart of state anti-racism initiatives, such as the KNOW RACISM National Anti-racism Awareness Programme, lies the Canadian model of multiculturalism and the “politics of recognition” formulated by Taylor with Canada in mind, according to which “our identity is partly shaped by recognition or its absence, often by the misrecognition of others” (Taylor 1994: 75; see Alana Lentin’s chapter in this volume). However, this approach, which highlights racism as arising from “lack of knowledge, fear or insecurity, in its more extreme forms (emerging) as racially motivated abuse, direct discrimination and violence”, 
 erases the link between immigration and racism, and unpoblematically conflates “Irishness” and “whiteness”, translating “cultural diversity” into “Forty shades of Green”. 

In this chapter I examine the seeming contradiction, in contemporary Ireland, between a declared politics of “a caring society” and an increasing tendency to re-define the nation-state’s boundaries by controlling not only in-migration, but also the self-definition of existing ethnic collectives within. I begin by exploring David Theo Goldberg’s positing the Western nation-state as a “racial state”, focusing on the centrality of the law to upholding the racial state. I then discuss Foucault’s concept of “biopolitics” which posits the state as controlling while “caring” for the population. My argument that in the twenty first century, the Irish state can be termed not only “racial” but also “racist” is illustrated by the controversy which surrounded Irish citizen children and its centrality to questions of Irishness and otherness. As I argue elsewhere (Lentin 2003), “non-national” mothers giving birth to future generations of “non-nationals”, became central to understanding state constructions of nation in relation to the children citizen controversy and to the 2004 Citizenship Referendum. If the 1937 Constitution theorised (Irish) “woman” as central to society’s “common good”, in the twenty first century (“non-national”) woman was seen by the state as “flooding” maternity hospitals, and thus threatening the purity of nation and the security of state boundaries (see Lentin and McVeigh 2006). 

Ireland’s newly constructed “race relations” industry which is generating resources and income for a large number of statutory, voluntary and community organisations, is keeping out the racialised whose seriously under-funded organisations are rarely consulted, thus making top down (bio)policy decisions for the racialised, seen as “not yet ready” to speak for themselves (Lentin and McVeigh 2006). Following Roediger’s (2003) and Goldberg’s analyses of “racelessness”, I conclude by proposing that a critical study of “Irishness” should not place white, settled, Christian “Irishness” at the centre, but rather take seriously the insights about Irishness by its racialised “others”.

Ireland as a racial state

David Theo Goldberg posits modern nation-states as racial states, which exclude in order to construct homogeneity–which he sees as “heterogeneity in denial”–while appropriating difference through celebrations of the multicultural. The racial state is a state of power, asserting its control over those within the state and excluding others from outside the state. Through constitutions, border controls, the law, policy making, bureaucracy and governmental technologies such as census categorisations, invented histories and traditions, ceremonies and cultural imaginings, modern states, each in its own way, are defined by their power to exclude (and include) in racially ordered terms, to categorise hierarchically, and to set aside. In the modern state, race and nation are defined in terms of each other to produce a coherent picture of the population in the face of a divisive heterogeneity, which may be defined as standing outside the state, or about the containment of the “other” within. 

Goldberg posits two traditions of thinking about racial states. The first, naturalism, fixes racially conceived “natives” as premodern, naturally incapable of progress. The second tradition, historicism, elevates Europeans over primitive or underdeveloped others as a victory of progress (Goldberg 2002: 43).

Naturalism Irish-style is exemplified in English colonialism, from the seventeenth-century onwards, racialising the Irish, casting them as bestial and incapable of progress. Sinéad Ní Shuinéar (2002) gives several examples of the naturalistic construction of the Irish. Imagining the Irish as homogeneously “wild” and “classless”, English racialisation erased linguistic, religious, class and urban/rural heterogeneities, and Irish history was written in the English language in the service of English policy, by the English Ascendancy. Ní Shuinéar further argues that just as the Irish were naturalised by the English, they are naturalising their own indigenous others: “popular images of Irish Travellers are merely the most extreme manifestation of an ancient Anglo-Saxon tradition of othering the Irish” (177).

The modern state is about keeping racialised others out and about legislating against the so-called “degeneracy” of indigenous minorities (which explains the persistence of antisemitism and anti-nomadism in the European nation-state regime; see Mosse 1978). For the racial naturalist, the racially subjugated are surplus labour, exploited at best, detritus at worst. For the racial historicist, the racially immature are inserted into historical development, though progress is only possible through mimicry of the Eurocentre (Goldberg 2002: 94-6). 

The argument that in-migration and racism are “new” phenomena in Ireland is disputed by Rolston and Shannon (2002), who argue that far from Ireland being a homogeneous society not used to foreigners, especially black people, the “Irish have been encountering people of colour from at least the time of the Vikings” and had “more than enough time to “get used” to black migrants”. The fact that Irish people seem not have got used to the presence of people of colour, according to Rolston and Shannon, is due mainly to uneven power relations and unacknowledged privilege. A historicist interpretation of the positionality of people of colour vis á vis Irish “whiteness” is another possible explanation. Interpreting in-migration and the presence of people of colour as “new” buys into the elevation of Europeans and the respective racialisation of non-Europeans as working towards progress and equality with the Eurocentre.

While the two traditions overlap, historicism has become dominant since the twentieth century (Nazi and South African Apartheid racial naturalism notwithstanding). Understood as the space of white men of property (see Lentin 1998), the modern state’s historicist progressivism aims, through amalgamation and assimilation, to assist its racial others – conceived as not white – to “undo their uncivilised conditions”. But beneath its liberalism, historicism camouflages racism, and is ultimately about the ordering zeal of modernity (Goldberg 2002: 80, 92-3).

Zygmunt Bauman (1991) argues that modernity’s classifying schemas are about imposing order in the face of the unknown, of control in the face of the anarchic, and are central to the experience of racism. Modernity’s struggle to order the world gave rise to chaos and ambivalence; modernity responds to its ambivalence by, on the one hand, repressive state insistence on the naturalist order it imposes through law, policy, classificatory modes and immigration controls; and on the other, by revising the categories through which the racial order claims to be known, through, for example, changing citizenship laws (as demonstrated below), but also through racial management technologies such as education, equal opportunities and access, as I argue in relation to the biopolitics regime regulating in-migrants in the Irish state. 

While the Irish were naturalised by the British, the Irish state, constitutionally conceived as the space of white, settled men of property, historicises its own racial inferiors. This is achieved firstly 
 through governmental technologies of asylum and immigration control, aiming to restore modernity’s order just as all certainties–economic, civil, cultural, sexual–seem to be collapsing; and secondly through biopolitical governmental technologies including regulations governing the lives of migrants, but also equality mechanisms, which reproduce racialised populations as ultimately unequal, since the promise of equality is always conditional. 

Biopolitics: From racial state to racist state

In The History of Sexuality I Michel Foucault (1990) argues that when natural life becomes included in mechanisms of state power, politics turn into biopolitics, the territorial state becomes “state of population”, and the nation’s biological life becomes a problem of sovereign power. Through a series of technologies, bio-power creates “docile bodies”, and the population – its welfare, wealth, longevity and health – becomes, according to Foucault’s “governmentality” theory (1991: 87-104), a subject, but also an object in the hands of government. 

In Society Must Be Defended (2003) Foucault uses the concept of “biopower” to demonstrate how the “ethnicisation” of racism shifts its focus from intra-societal degeneration to the threat posed from the outside. Biopower is addressed to living beings and, more specifically, to their mass, as population. The technology of biopower is directed at all the processes that refer to this mass of humans: birth, death, sickness, health, education, welfare, but also the gathering of information about the lifestyle of the population through demography and statistics. According to Foucault, there is a difference between sovereign power of the old territorial state (“to make die and let live”) and modern biopower (“to make live and let die”). If the old order exerted the right to kill, the new biopower aims to make the care of life the concern of state power, exercised by governmental technologies such as the hospital, the psychiatric clinic, the prison, and, I would add, the refugee hostel and the detention centre.

The modern state, according to Foucault, can scarcely function without becoming involved with racism, which he sees as “the break between what must live and what must die” (2003: 254). Race no longer serves one group against another, but becomes a “tool” of social conservatism and of state racism: a racism that society practices against itself, an internal racism, that of constant purification and social normalisation. In constructing homogeneities, the state therefore is not only denying its internal heterogeneities, it is also a normalising, regulating biopower state. As opposed to scapegoat theories of racism, which argue that under economic and social duress, sub-populations are cordoned off as intruders, blamed and used to deflect anxieties, Foucault’s theory of racism is an expression of an ongoing social war nurtured by biopolitical technologies of purification. Thus racism is internal to the bio-political state. 
Foucault concludes on an ominous note. While the deadly play between a power based on the sovereign right to kill and biopolitical management of life was exemplified at its worst in the Nazi state, it is not housed there alone but appears in all modern states, and racism is intrinsic to the nature of all modern, normalising states and their biological technologies, occurring in varying intensities, ranging from social exclusion to mass murder.
The rest of the chapter links racialising technologies with the forms biopower takes in the contemporary Irish state, which, in doing all it can to maintain its homogeneity by “managing” ethnic diversity, is not merely “racial” in its formation and use of discourses and practices such as the law, but also “racist” in terms of using biopower governmental technologies to control, in particular, though not exclusively, migrant and minority ethnic populations. 

The law in the service of the racial state

There is no two-tier system of Irish citizenship. It is not disputed that every person born on the island of Ireland is entitled to be an Irish citizen; however, while an Irish citizen child has certain rights to remain in Ireland, these are not absolute. In cases where the non-national parents of an Irish born child are found not to have an entitlement to remain in the State, the law recognises their responsibility in certain cases to bring their child out of the State with them (Minister for Justice, Michael McDowell 2003). 

Goldberg posits the law as central to modern state formation and a technology of racial rule, promoting racial categorisation and identification, and shaping national identities through legislating on citizenship rights and immigration controls. While under naturalist regimes the law was a means of legitimising physical violence, with historicism, the law shapes race in legal terms, threading it into the fabric of the social. Since the neutrality of the law is no guarantee of equal treatment, constitutions might be suspended (or not extended) in relation to racially defined populations. 

While “the narrowing of social heterogeneities in the name of racial conception is not something simply or merely ordered by state instrumentalities” (Goldberg 2002: 149), I want to suggest that Irish naturalism regards non-Irish others as inadequate candidates for citizenship defined as “full membership of the community”, employing patently racist legislation to control indigenous and migrant minorities, as I demonstrate in this chapter. 

In 2003 the Irish state was explicitly contesting accepted definitions of populations. One illustration of the use of the law by the racial state is the discriminatory policies towards Irish Travellers. It had taken Travellers a long time to be recognised as an ethnic group, yet on October 15 2003 the Minister for Justice could claim that Travellers “do not constitute a distinct group from the population as a whole in terms of race, colour, descent or national or ethnic origin”, which is why, he argued, rather circularly, “discrimination against Travellers” was inserted as a “separate ground” into the Equal Status Act and the Employment Equality Act – combining a biopolitics of “caring” for Travellers with their discrimination. 
 Further limiting their rights, the 2002 Housing (Miscellaneous Provisions) No. 2 Bill, criminalising Traveller camping on public and private property, gives Gardaí (Irish police) powers to arrest people without warrants, allows property to be confiscated and disposed of and trespassers to be jailed for a month or fined up to €3,000. 
 This despite the fact that commitments to provide adequate accommodation to Travellers made by the government in its Task Force on the Travelling Community  (1995) went largely unfulfilled. 

In July 2002 the government decided to terminate the funding for the Citizen Traveller project. The Minister for Justice stated that the campaign “did not achieve significant success in its main objective–“healing the divide in Irish society that stands between the settled and Traveller communities” 
–thus again avowing “concern” for Traveller welfare. However, the Irish Traveller Movement expressed its disappointment and anger at the suspension of the campaign, due, the ITM claimed, to its decision to run an outdoor poster campaign highlighting the negative implications for Travellers of the “trespass law” and declaring the law “racist” (ITM 2003). 

The decision to end the funding illustrates the contradiction between the racial state’s racially naturalist approach to indigenous minorities and its alleged commitment to anti-racism, based on a Foucauldian “biopolitics”, according to which the role of the state is to “manage” the population. Conversely, Irish historicism seeks to master increasing heterogeneities, which in relation to indigenous minorities translates into assimilationist policies enacted on Travellers by successive governments, but ultimately aiming to segregate them (O’Connell 2002). 

At the same time, the Irish state was employing immigration legislation in order to prevent migrants from gaining equal access to the state. Thus the 1996 Refugee Act, hailed as “progressive” at the time of enactment, because it broadened the Geneva Convention definition of “refugee” to include “membership of a particular social group” extending to membership of a trade union, being either male or female, or having a particular sexual orientation, was superseded by the 1999 Immigration Bill and the 2000 Illegal Immigration (Trafficking) Act, before it was itself amended on 15 September 2003. The amended 2003 Refugee Act focuses on issues of applicants’ credibility, mandates finger printing of all applicants, makes provisions for detention, and disallows applications from countries designated as “safe countries”. In a press release, the Department of Justice, Equality and Law reform (DJELR) combines restrictive measures with “care” for “genuine refugees”, making clear that these amendments “are based on the experience of operating the Refugee Act… in particular in dealing with the high level of unfounded and abusive applications for asylum and the high number of ‘no shows’ at interviews, which are tying up large amounts of resources which could be better used to provide support to genuine refugees”. 
 However, the amended Illegal Immigration (Trafficking) Act, according to the Irish Refugee Council, shifts the focus from identifying persons in need of protection, “towards techniques devised to screen out as many applications as possible”. 
 

The amended Refugee Act and the Immigration Act also enabled increasing deportations. Since 1999, a total of 2,268 deportations have been carried out. Another 611 left the state voluntarily, bringing the total that have left the state (and informed the authorities) to 2,520 since 1999. In addition, 230 Dublin II transfer orders were signed and 65 were carried out (Irish Refugee Council 2005). In 2004 alone a total of 599 deportations were carried out from 2,866 deportation orders signed by the Minister of Justice. Top countries of origin: Romania: 647 orders issued and 250 people deported; Nigeria; 946 orders issued and 77 people deported; China: 166 orders issued and 18 people deported; Moldova; 134 orders issued and 57 deported (Lentin and McVeigh 2006). 
One poignant illustration of the use of the law in controlling the citizenship rights of migrant populations is the relationship between the Irish state and migrant parents of children born in Ireland, who are therefore Irish citizens, as reconfirmed in the amended Article 2 of the Irish Constitution, as part of the 1998 Good Friday Agreement (GFA): 

It is the entitlement and birthright of every person born in the island of Ireland, which includes its islands and seas, to be part of the Irish nation. That is also the entitlement of all persons otherwise qualified in accordance with law to be citizens of Ireland. Furthermore, the Irish nation cherishes its special affinity with people of Irish ancestry living abroad who share its cultural identity and heritage (Constitution of Ireland 1998).

Contemporary debates on immigrants’ citizenship and residency rights obscured the fact that citizenship was constitutionally granted to anyone who was a citizen of the Irish Free State before the 1937 constitution. In addition, the 1956 and 1986 Nationality and Citizenship Act grants citizenship to anyone born in the 32 counties of Ireland, except “children of aliens entitled to diplomatic immunity in the State at the time of birth”. Thus amending the Constitution to grant automatic citizenship to people born in Ireland as part of the GFA was nothing new; what was new was their explicit entitlement to membership of “the nation”. 

The GFA amendment meant, as was ruled in a 1990 Fajujonu Supreme Court case, that migrant parents of children born in Ireland had a claim to remain in Ireland to provide “care and company” to their citizen child. This process of application for permission to remain was overturned in January 2003 when the Supreme Court ruled in the Lobe and Osayande appeal, that “non-national” parents no longer had a strong case to be allowed to remain in Ireland to bring up their child (Maddock and Mallon 2003). The Lobe and Osayande case involved two families of Czech Roma and Nigerian origin respectively against whom deportation orders were made. In both cases, the parents claimed that their decision to remain resident was in their children’s best interest. The Supreme Court, however, privileged the State’s right to deport, and the “integrity of the asylum process” over these citizen children’s rights, although it did not rescind the citizenship right of persons born in the island of Ireland, nor did it have any impact on the decision of whether to recognise an individual as a refugee (CADIC 2003).  

The media debates following the January 2003 Supreme Court ruling exposed two contradictions. One contradiction is between nationality and citizenship. The ius sanguinis-based rights to Irish citizenship allows up to third generation Irish emigrants to claim Irish citizenship, while at the same time, the state is contesting the ius solis citizenship rights accorded to children of migrants by the insertion of Article 2 into the Constitution. According to Siobhán Mullally (2003), reporting migrant numbers “spiralling out of control” feeds into an irrational fear of the “other”, creating a climate of insecurity within which racism and xenophobia flourish. These fears, Mullally stresses, are most evident in the Irish government’s attempt to deny the right of residency to migrant parents of children who have ius solis citizenship rights, by placing a question mark on these citizen’s “absolute” rights of residency (as evident from the above quote by the Minister for Justice). 
 The second contradiction exposed by the Supreme Court decision is between two constitutional entities, “the nation” and “the family”, termed in Article 41.1.1 of the Constitution as “the natural primary and fundamental unit group of Society”. The ruling juxtaposed the “integrity of the asylum process”, interpreted as the right of the Minister for Justice to deport, and the right of the racial state to impose order by controlling the residency rights of migrants living in its jurisdiction, and the constitutional integrity of “the family”, which, however, was never intended to have an exclusive “birth connection with Ireland” (Binchy 2003). 

The court’s ruling in the Lobe and Osayande case (Maddock and Mallon 2003; Coulter 2003) illustrates the centrality of the law as a governmental technology employed by the racial state. Chief Justice Ronan Keane’s judgment upheld the rights of the state by insisting on the “inherent power of Ireland as a sovereign state to expel or deport non-nationals”. Keane gave a socio-political interpretation to his ruling by stressing that while the ruling in the 1990 Fajujonu case was given at a time of low levels of in-migration, “the state could not be expected to disregard the problems which an increased volume of immigration inevitably created”. Arguably upholding “control in the face of the anarchic, of order in the face of disorder” (Goldberg 2002: 94), Keane ruled that the State “was entitled to take the view that the orderly system of dealing with immigration and asylum applications should not be undermined by persons seeking to take advantage” of the system. Justice Susan Denham further argued that “it does not follow from the rights of citizenship and residency of a minor child that the child is entitled to the society, care and company of his parents in Ireland…” If the common good requires it, Denham added, “the Minister has the right to terminate the residence in Ireland of non-national parents of Irish citizens, leading to either the break up of the family or the constructive deportation of the child citizens” (Maddock and Mallon 2003, emphases added). By creating a new category of “constructive deportation”, Denham prioritised the racial state over the individual citizen and her family. According to Mullaly, the ruling proves that “the protection of a child’s claim to reside within a State (is) made dependent on the legal status and behaviour of her or his parents… in place of a concern with the child’s best interests, the State substitutes its own interest in immigration control”.

In the wake of the ruling, on February 19 2003, the Minister of Justice removed the process whereby an immigrant parent could seek permission to remain in Ireland solely on the grounds of having a child citizen. Any applications for leave to remain made exclusively on the basis of being the parent of an Irish citizen that had not been determined by then were not going to be processed any longer; parents would only be entitled to apply for residency after a deportation order had been issued. In the summer of 2003 letters began being issued by the Department of Justice Equality and Law Reform to parents whose residency applications remained pending on 19 February 2003. 

The Citizenship Referendum

On June 11 2004 the government of the Republic of Ireland asked the electorate to vote in a referendum to amend article 9 of the Constitution to remove birth-right citizenship from children born in Ireland who do not have at least one parent who is an Irish citizen or who is entitled to Irish citizenship. The amendment did not include the children of the 1.8 million holders of Irish passports not born in Ireland who have one Irish grandparent and who are therefore entitled to Irish citizenship without having to set foot in Ireland. The government’s argument was couched in “common sense” terms, persuading 79.8 per cent of the electorate to vote in favour of the proposal, aiming to safeguard the “integrity of Irish citizenship”. However, an exit poll conducted by RTÉ, the national broadcaster, found that a significant proportion of those voting “Yes” said they were motivated by “hostility to immigrants” (Love 2004). 

Amongst other things, the Referendum resulted in changes in relation to migrant parents of Irish citizen children. For a period of almost two years, the Minister for Justice declared his unwillingness to reverse his decision or entertain any policy recognising en masse migrant parents of Irish children who had lawfully applied for residency. Not only did the government refuse to grant residency to migrant parents, but among the people deported between 2002 and February 2005 there were at least 20 citizen children. As late as November 2004 the Minister said in reply to a Dáil (parliament) question that any amnesty for parents seeking residency on the basis of having an “Irish-born child” would cause “chaos” (O’Brien 2004).  

However, rhetoric aside, on January 15 2005, six months after the state won the Citizenship Referendum, the decision was reversed and the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform announced the details of the new administrative arrangements for parents of Irish children, born before  January 1 2005, to apply for residency in Ireland. By July 2005 some 18,000 people applied for residency, even though they were made to sign away any rights for family reunification. This volte face had most probably more to do with the huge cost of potential court cases by migrant parents than with humanitarian reasons, though the Minister did not adequately explain this reversal of fortunes (Lentin and McVeigh 2006).

Market-driven migration in the service of the racial state

Cultural diversity has always existed in Ireland. Of late, it has been highlighted due to a significant increase in inward migration in recent years…There are now more black Irish and other EU and non EU citizens living in Ireland, who experience racism on the basis of skin colour and ethnic origin… (KNOW RACISM). 

The above quote from the government-funded National Anti-Racism Awareness Programme upholds diversity as a positive value, occluding the Irish state’s determination to do all it can to restrict immigration. Loyal (2003: 74) argues that the current hegemonic construction of Ireland as an “open, cosmopolitan, multicultural, tourist friendly society”, obscures a “harsh reality of capitalist production, exclusionary nationalism and growing xenophobia in relation to both the state and the general populace”. The economic boom, instead of allaying racist fears, has “consistently treated non-national immigration as a political problem”. However, the capitalist accumulation argument does not fully explain the relationship between the racial state and immigration in an era when “immigration”  has become the new name of “race” (Balibar 1991: 222).

While the absence of an “ethnicity” question in the Irish census of population, makes it impossible to quantify the numbers of “ethnic minorities” residing in Ireland (see King-O’Riain in this volume), the 2002 census of population returned nationality figures, according to which 5.8 per cent of the population are “non-national”. Of the 10.4 per cent born outside the state, a substantial number are returning Irish emigrants: for example in 2002, of 47,500 in-migrants, 18,000 were returning Irish migrants (Mac Éinri 2003: 7). 

According to 2005 Central Statistics Office figures, by April 2005 the number of people who do not describe themselves as “Irish” living in the Republic of Ireland approached 400,000 (or 10 per cent of the population), up from 240,000 in the 2002 census, an increase of 40 per cent. Assuming immigration continues to grow, the CSO predicts the proportion of foreign-born people could increase to 18 per cent, or one million, by 2030. 100,000 people migrated to Ireland between December 2004 and December 2005 from the new EU accession countries, headed by Poland and Lithuania, helping fuel the five per cent increase in the number of people employed over the year, a figure almost unknown in the global economy (O’Brien 2005). In 2005 only 13 per cent of immigrants, or 9,000, came from the “rest of the world”, down from 14,900 the previous year and 17,700 in 2003. This puts paid to the notion that the Republic is “flooded” with illegal immigrants and asylum seekers, whose numbers have gone down from a peak of 11,634 in 2002 to 4,766 in 2004, and 4,323 in 2005, due, primarily, to increasing numbers (over 4,000 per annum in 2004 and 2005) being refused leave to land to present asylum applications (Humphries 2005; Mac Cormaic 2005). 

Decisions in relation to migrant labour are clearly dictated by the state’s market needs, not by the human factor, another obvious illustration of the control exercised by the racial state over its boundaries. In 2000 the Tánaiste (Deputy Prime Minister) Mary Harney that a failure to address Ireland’s labour shortage could undermine its economic growth, since wage rates and the availability of skilled workers were central to the concerns of multinational companies making investment decisions (cited in Loyal 2003: 79-80). She also said that once EU enlargement was put in place, the numbers of non-EU migrant workers would fall, a self fulfilling prediction, confirmed by the large numbers of labour migrants from the EU accession states. The key role of migrant workers in Ireland’s “Celtic Tiger” economy was highlighted in 2004 by predictions that Ireland will need 50,000 immigrants per year over the next five to twelve years, in order to sustain its economic growth (Hughes and Quinn, 2004; McGarry, 2005).

Despite this reliance on migrant labour, various studies (e.g., Conroy and Brennan 2003; Isik et al 2003; MRCI 2004) document their exploitation and the exclusionist and arguably racist policies operating within the Irish state in relation to migrant workers. Isik et al found policies based on collusion between state and business, the “natural result of a neo-liberal and market driven environment”, and argue that “the psycho-babbling concept of multiculturalism being proposed in the Irish context fails to address existing problems and may even be creating problems for the future” as it creates serious moral burdens which would be difficult to justify in the light of the abuse and discrimination migrant workers experience. 

In the spirit of the racial state’s biopower, in 2005 the government established the Irish Naturalisation and Immigration Service (INIS), a “one-stop shop” for immigration, asylum, visas and citizenship services making “key linkages to the work permit system”; according to the Minister for Justice, INIS will provide “a strong foundation for better service provision and the enhancement of enforcement strategies in these areas” (Mac Cormaic 2005, emphases added). 

Furthermore, the fingerprints of biopolitics and the racial state are evident in the recommendations made by some of the studies cited above. Thus Mac Éinri’s study for The Immigrant Council of Ireland epitomises the contradictions inherent in the racial state both “managing” its population and policing those wishing to enter its borders. The ICI’s report starts by stating the state’s market requirements by recognising that migrants are “needed to meet employment shortages in virtually all sectors”, but echoes the state by strongly rejecting unrestricted immigration as “impracticable” (due to EU harmonisation, but also to the need to provide health, transport, housing and education services to a putative “flood” of future labour migrants). While demanding humane, rights-based immigration policy, the ICI calls for “clear integration policies” and “a managed policy” (which, admittedly, includes issues such as family reunification, issuing employment permits directly to migrant workers not their employers, anti-racism measures, the regularisation of undocumented migrants, etc.). The ICI uses the racial state’s language of control in recommending an “integrated” approach, which includes terms such as “regulating” (recruitment agencies), “mandatory licensing” (of language schools), and “mainstreaming” (Mac Éinri 2003b). In a briefing paper on the proposals for an Immigration and Residence Bill, the ICI proposes to balance the government’s proposals on “managing migration to serve the needs and security of the state” with a focus on human rights and entitlements, active integration policies and a recognition of the economic, social and cultural benefits to immigrants. Rather than relax the work permit system, the ICI recommends “greater regulation” of the work permit system while also expressing concern on the government’s reliance on workers from the enlarged EU (ICI 2005). 

Similar language was used by the NCCRI’s advocacy paper on migration in Ireland (NCCRI 2002), even though Piaras Mac Éinri’s contribution to the document cautions against increasing EU harmonisation in this regard. Unless accompanied by a (highly unlikely) guarantee of civil rights, Mac Éinri warns, “the net effect will be to reinforce the creeping marginalisation of immigrants” (Mac Éinri 2002: 51). Likewise, Martin Ruhs’s study for the Trinity College Policy Institute (2005) makes recommendations in the spirit of guarding the state’s (not necessarily migrant workers’) interests. While recommending stricter employment laws and employer sanctions, including a labour inspectorate, Ruhs also recommends tightening the regulations of employing non-EEA students (Ruhs 2004: xv-xvii, emphasis in the original). 
I want to suggest, after Goldberg (2002: 203-5), that the language of harmonisation, integration, management and mainstreaming is part of the construction of homogeneity as “heterogeneity in denial”, but, more crucially, of a multicultural discourse of “racelessness”, denoting a historicist shift from biologically-driven to culturalist conceptions of race. Assuming an ability to solve almost any problem put before them–including immigration–modern states, including Ireland, make claims to “racelessness”, which disavows the everyday racism experienced by racialised populations in the name of a universalist utilitarianism which asserts control over all dimensions of social life. 

Conclusion: Multiculturalism, “integration”, and the promise of “racelessness”
Racism is the exact opposite of the values of respect and welcome and fair play which Ireland is known for… The (KNOW RACISM) National Anti-racism Programme is setting the tone by saying clearly that Ireland wants to be a country free of racism and discrimination against minorities... By saying “no” to racism… we are saying “yes” to an honest discussion about where we are, where we want this country to go… That does not mean adopting an open-door immigration and asylum policy. No country operates such a system and we are not going to do so either (Taoiseach Bertie Ahern, at the launch of the National Anti-Racism Awareness Programme, 25 October 2001, emphasis added). 

Ireland is now and will remain a country with a significant minority born outside Ireland, coming from diverse ethnic and cultural backgrounds. Our task is to integrate these diversities successfully (Minister for Justice, John O’Donoghue, Towards a National Action Plan conference, March 2002).  

Since the mid-1990s, Ireland’s ethnic landscape has changed dramatically. “Multiculturalism”, or its Irish version, “interculturaism”, has become a common linguistic currency, yet the experiences of “the multiculturals” translate into various versions of Afro-Celt fusions, while their everyday, institutional and state racist undertones are disavowed in the name of racelessness, as illustrated by the Taoiseach’s denial of racism, side by side with his rejection of an open-door migration policy, quoted above. 

Integration is unproblematically posited by state agencies implementing interculturalist policies. In a report by the Interdepartmental Working Group on the Integration of Refugees in Ireland (1999) titled Integration: A Two Way Process, “integration” is defined as “ the ability to participate to the extent that a person needs and wishes in all of the major components of society, without having to relinquish his or her own cultural identity”. This definition is founded on a “politics of recognition” type of multiculturalism, eschewing a power analysis and erroneously assuming, as Phil Cohen reminds us, that 

The multicultural illusion is that dominant and subordinate can somehow swap places and learn how the other half lives, whilst leaving the structures of power intact. As if power relations could be magically suspended through the direct exchange of experience, and ideology dissolve into the thin air of face-to-face communication (Cohen 1988: 13).

By stressing integration as a “two way process”, the state puts equal onus on refugees and migrants to play their part, obscuring unequal power relations. This document, like similar documents emanating from state bodies dealing with integrating refugees and migrants, in constructing immigrants and asylum seekers as both “new” and a “problem”, re-conceptualises “the nation” not only as homogeneous, but also as “invaded” by “floods” of refugees, and therefore as arguably “porous” (see King 1999). Irish public and media debates regarding asylum seekers have been couched in a set of euphemisms that not only disavow racism and silence its victims, but also obscure the invisibility of “whiteness”. 
Summarising the shift from naturalism to historicism, Goldberg (2002: 200-238) argues that naturalism’s “violence of an imposed physical repression” gave way to historicism’s “infuriating subtleties of a legally fashioned racial order” where the law is committed to the “formal equality of treating like alike (and by extension the unlike differently)”. Despite the fact that since the 1930s race has been dismissed as a premodern marking, it is central to the modernising state, which seeks, through race, to mediate and manage the tensions between the economy and society, and, significantly, to maintain white privilege and power. If naturalist states are about expulsion and exclusion, historicist states modernise by claiming to educate those regarded as less developed, and seeking to marginalise and manage surplus populations. If naturalist states entail a “state of whiteness” as final solution, aiming for racelessness as racial hygiene, historicist states seek the racelessness of absorption and transmogrification of the racially differentiated into a state of rationality defined by white standards and norms. The contemporary promotion of globalised flows of human, social and financial capital, and the rendering of national borders porous, mean that modernising naturalist racial regimes become segregationist and historicist regimes opt for racelessness as the mark of modernising global commitment, burying their racial articulations beneath vocal dismissals of naturalism as modernising prehistory. 

In Europe the shift to a language of ethnic pluralism and multiculturalism means the relative disappearance of any reference to European colonialism (and in the Irish context the disavowal of Irish involvement in British imperial armies, but also of generations of missionaries arguably engaged in “cultural imperialism”, see Mac Éinri in this volume). The ethnic (re)turn makes it impossible to directly refer to contemporary racism in Europe. While supposedly committed to integration and multiculturalism, in espousing explicit policies against racial discrimination, the multicultural racial state distances itself from the phenomenon:

Everyday racisms in private spheres proliferate behind the veil of their public disavowal in the name of ethnic pluralist and multicultural decency, on one hand, and the substitution of racial reference by the coded terms of policy concerns over immigration, criminalisation, and the integrity of national culture on the other (Goldberg 2020: 218). 

The modern racial state, while promoting racelessness, is always about its own white superiority. While declaring its commitment to equality, care and interculturalism, the Irish version of racelessness, the state seeks to continually redefine the boundaries of belonging in racial ways. Thus the preface to the NCCRI document Towards the Development of a National Action Plan Against Racism by the Minister for Justice declares as a government priority “the tackling of racism for promoting an inclusive society, by defining what integration actually means in practical terms” (NCCRI 2002). Yet the document mentions neither state racism and immigration policies, nor Irish white, Christian, settled privilege.

Elsewhere (2002: 230), I argue that multiculturalism Irish style is built on Westocentric assumptions, which do not deconstruct power relations, disempowering migrant and minority organisations through competition for scarce funding. Deirdre Coghlan (2003) demonstrates the way in which the state racialises and racially excludes refugees by charting the trajectory from the paternalistic approach to programme refugees, conceived as “deserving and rights-bearing” by the Department of Foreign Affairs (DFA), to the restrictive approach to asylum seekers, regarded as “undeserving, fraudulent and criminal” by the DJELR. She further argues that criminalising asylum seekers as un-deserving was enabled by earlier DFA constructions of refugees as deserving and entitled to help under the Geneva Convention, but also by the dialectical self glorification of the Irish as generous donors and helpers. While officially condemning racism, the everyday experience of racism was kept out of the debate, thus privileging the DJELR discourse. Prophetically, as it turned out, Coghlan argued that her analysis demonstrated that the Minister for Justice was intent on silencing all alternative discourses until his plans were in place (Coghlan 2003: 52-3).

Goldberg suggests that the racial status quo, with racial exclusions mostly favouring middle class whites, is maintained by governmentalities of formalising equality. But behind the formalisms of legally mandated equalities, inequalities of race are routinised. Racelessness, be it US colourblindness, Brazilian “racial democracy”, post-Aparheid “non racialism” or European multiculturalism, becomes the public way of “speaking about racial conditions in the face of their… unspeakability… Race supposedly could not even be discussed as a public policy concern save to render its expression off-limits to public political and policy debate” (Goldberg 2002: 221-2). 

After Hesse (1999), I propose substituting Irish interculturalism’s “politics of recognition” with a “politics of interrogation”, which, in the Irish context, entails an interrogation of “the nation” and its heterogeneities, and of the unspeakable privilege of Irish whiteness. Committed to a “politics of heterogeneities”, I posit, after Roediger (2003), nonwhiteness in thinking about race in Ireland, not meant here as an offensive term, but rather as a starting point to interrogating how the nation can become other than white, Christian and settled, by privileging the voices of the racialised and subverting state immigration but also integration policies. 

Furthermore, according to Bhattacharyya et al (2002; and as argued by Lentin and McVeigh 2006), racialisation has to be understood in the context of globalisation, which has transformed our conceptions of race and racism. Global factors impinging on migration are increasingly discussed in relation to the coupling of migration with discourses of “security” and “the war on/of terror”. These developments, in Ireland and elsewhere, confirm the argument of this chapter, which repositions the racial state as central to discussions of racism and immigration in twenty first century Ireland, as well as the broader context of current global developments in which racial states combine in what Agamben (2005) calls “the global civil war”. The contemporary “politics of fear” and the regime of global security dominate the “global migration regime”, governed by neo-liberal states and supported by organisations such as the International Organisation of Migration (IOM). Ultimately,  this regime, designed, inter alia, to construct consensus,  aims to bring to an end the long-term settlement of migrants in Western societies, and casts a long shadow on any discussions of the integration of so-called “new communities” into so-called “host societies” in Ireland as elsewhere.
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� Thanks to Deirdre Coghlan for permission to quote from her MPhil dissertation, and to Elaine Moriarty and Piaras Mac Éinri for their comments on the first draft.


� C.f. Barnor Hesse, personal communication.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.knowracism.ie" ��www.knowracism.ie�. 


� The Minister of Justice announced an anti-racism programme of that name at the launch of the Equality Authority of its 2002 Annual Report, but this programme was not put into operation. The KNOW RACISM campaign was terminated after three years. 


� Though not exclusively: see for example the racialisation of Irish Travellers, conceived as ‘Irish national’ though not always as ‘white’, as argued by Robbie McVeigh, 1996.


� Written answer to Dáil question no. 1235 by Minister of Justice, Equality and Law Reform, Michael McDowell to Sinn Féin Dáil deputy Aengus Ó Snodaigh, September 30, 2003 (emphasis added).


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.iregov.ie/oireachtas/frame.htm" ��www.iregov.ie/oireachtas/frame.htm�, Dáil Debates, Written Answers, Minister for Justice, Equality and Law Reform, to Mr Wall, TD, 15 October 2003.


� On the bill, see Irish Council for Civil Liberties (� HYPERLINK "http://www.iccl.ie/minorities.travellers/02_tresspass" ��www.iccl.ie/minorities.travellers/02_tresspass�) 


� Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform press release: ‘McDowell published report on Citizen traveller Campaign’, (� HYPERLINK "http://www.justice.ie" ��www.justice.ie�), 4 November 2002.


� Press release, September 12, 2003 (DJELR, � HYPERLINK "http://www.justice.ie/802569B20047F907/vweb/pcCAMC5RBJTE" ��www.justice.ie/802569B20047F907/vweb/pcCAMC5RBJTE�). Emphasis added. 


� Irish Refugee Council press release, ‘Amendments to the Immigration Bill 2002’, June 17, 2003 (emphasis added).


� KNOW RACISM Information pack, Dublin: Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform.


� The next largest foreign-born populations come from English speaking countries, particularly England and Wales (182,624), Northern Ireland (49,928), the USA (21,541) and Scotland (15,963). The next largest population groups come from Germany and France. Nigerian-born account for 9,225, with South Africa, Romania, China and Australia each numbering about 6,000.


� In a further twist, in January 2006 an Irish Times/TNS mrbi poll found that 78 per cent of those polled believed that people from central and east European states what joined the EU in 2004 should be required to apply for and receive work permits before coming to Ireland to work (Brennock 2006). While the government declared it was unlikely to impose work permits, given its initial decision to allow free access from the ten new EU countries, this was not ruled out if there was to be an economic down turn, constructing migrant workers as merely servicing the interests of the racial state.


� Nuala Haughey, ‘Taoiseach regards racism as opposite of our values,’ The Irish Times online, 25 October 2001.


� Department of Justice press release, March 28 2002.
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