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Abstract

This thesis explores the limitations of how poéticsubjectivity is conceptualized in
existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &ehdum. By approaching this analysis
through the work of R.B.J. Walker and his notiortlgé constitutive subject of sovereign
politics, what is highlighted is how its existingsst starting point for theorizing political
subjectivity fails to allow for an understandinghadw other types of subjectivity, which
cannot be defined in terms of a sovereign binarghimalso need to be theorized in
respect of the question of migration. The ambigusugectivity of Irish citizen children
born to migrant parents — as those neither ‘inauidé or ‘excluded from’ the state but
in-between both positions — is pointed to in thissis as an example of the type of
complex subjectivity which is denied a place in {haitics’ of the 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum, as currently theorized. Drawing onwloek of Julia Kristeva, the thesis
considers what an alternative framework for expigricitizenship outside of the
dominant framing of sovereign subjectivity, wouldok like. By approaching the
guestion of citizenship from the perspective of Werk, this thesis shows how political
subjectivity can also be understood as embodiexperiences of relative and contingent
spacetime of ‘being’. It uses the metaphor of #at conceptualize these alternative
spatiotemporal experiences. As such the thesigibatds to our understanding of the
politics of dominant ‘critical’ citizenship schokip; the impact of migration on
conceptions of belonging; and to broader theorketitampts to recognize how political
subjectivity is experienced outside of a statistitipal discourse. It concludes that
existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &ehdum is limited by its inability to
theorize political subjectivity outside of a spexi€onception of space as independent of
its physical content and of time as linear and Esgjve.
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Introduction

Gradations of rights between citizens and nonsmitéz..have
emerged in a number of western countries that @antly as a
century ago operated few restrictions on immigratio such a
context citizenship becomes not just a set of sighit also a
mechanism of exclusion. It becomes a mechanism iwt c
stratification; a form of inequality in which grosipf people are
differentiated by the legitimate claims they cankean the
state Fanning and Mutwarasibo'

This thesis is an exploration of existing analysit the 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum, and the assumption underpinning thdy baf analysis that we must
understand the politics of citizenship in the cahte# migration in terms of subjects who
can always be defined vis-a-vis their relationshith the modern territorial state. It is
motivated by the desire to understand the chalkemdgech migration poses to the notion
that we can continue to think about subjectivityprablematically in terms of such an
inclusion/exclusion framework and thus in termsaafubject which is connected to, but
ultimately separate from political community. ltkasinstead whether the emphasis on
mobility and fluidity which migration assumes daest undermine precisely this idea of
subjectivity as sovereign and autonomous in thieitgsance. Given acknowledgement of
the increasingly complex overlapping and fragmentkdms to political subjectivity
which are associated with the intersection of ntigraand citizenship, can we really
continue to make sense of these according to dampwitical horizons associated with
the sovereign state and the ideas of clear cutindigins between national and
international, particularism and universalism, diesand outside which these reproduce?
The aim of this thesis, as such, is to problemdtieereliance in existing interpretations
of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum on thdamobf the individual subject (albeit
often via a very deconstructed understanding) asldlwest unit of analysis who is

understood in terms of their ability to hold riglaigainst the state. The research question

! Fanning, B. and Mutwarasibo, F. (2007) ‘Natioridtsi-Nationals: Immigration, Citizenship and Politic
in the Republic of IrelandEthnic and Racial Studie¥ol. 30, Issue.3p.450



which drives it is: what are the limitations of haxisting analysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum conceptualizes politicaljectivity?

Existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &ehdum is interrogated in this
thesis through the work of R.B.J Walker, in pafacuby considering how state
sovereignty implicates a particularly modern wakobwing and being in relation to the
guestion of citizen-subjectivity. What is emphasdize how this reinforces an assumption
about political life which is associated with a gifie conception of space as independent
of its physical content and of time as linear amdgpessive. Drawing on the work of
Julia Kristeva, the thesis explores what an alteradramework for exploring citizenship
— based on a historicization of subjectivity inateédn to sovereignty — would look like. It
concludes that such an alternative framework walllow us to begin to conceptualize
the possibilities of becoming ‘citizen’ in the cert of migration beyond what is
currently theorized. Instead of being exclusivebneeptualized as extended in time
across the absolute space of modern subjectivigrguie that this would allow us to
consider how becoming citizen might also be bagemhwisruptions and discontinuities,
figuring in indeterminate times and spaces outsiiemodern subjectivity and its
emphasis on autonomy and sovereignty.

Whereas the politics of the 2004 Irish Citizensiieferendum is currently
defined in terms of an ‘opposition’ between critignd non-critical approaches to
citizenship, this thesis is directed at highliggtithe reliance which certain critical
approaches continue to have on modern subjectikityugh appeals to sovereignty. It
emphasizes the need to distinguish instead betvwwentypes of possible ‘critical
attitudes to theorizing the politics of citizenslprelation to the question of migration:
one which works within a modern conception of wpalitical subjectivity can be, and
another which sets out to specifically problematimedern conceptions of time and space

within which it is assumed political subjectivityustbe located.
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In 2004 a referendum was held in the Republic efalid in which the existing

automatic entitlement to birthright citizenship waslished by way of an amendment to



Bunreacht na hEireann (Constitution of Ireland, 7)93 The existing automatic
constitutional entitlement to birthright citizenphinserted in 1998 as Article 2, declared
that it was both the entitlement and birthright“efery person born in the island of
Ireland...to be part of the Irish Nation and toditizens of Ireland? Article 2 had been
the result of a compromise made in 1998 under agyeagotiation (the Good Friday
Agreement) between the Irish and British governmehtere it was agreed that the
existing territorial claim by the Republic to théna@le of the island of Ireland (Article 2
inserted in 1937) would be replaced with a constinial entitlement of all those living
on the island to become Irish citizens, but onlgwti they wish to do so. Prior to 1998,
universal entitlement to birthright citizenship the island of Ireland had been provided
for in statute (from 1937) and preceding that ie founding Freestate Constitution
(1922-1937).

In 2004 an amendment was proposed that would guéifentually via a
residency requirement in law) for the first timeslr citizenship at birth for children born
to non-national parents. A ‘non-national’ is definender the Irish Nationality and
Citizenship Act 2001 as “a person who is not ashirtitizen.® In 2001 the term non-
national replaced the existing references to ‘alemich had been in Irish legislation up
until that point since the Aliens Act 1985The new clause to be inserted in 2004 as

Article 9 read as follows:

2 ‘Republic of Ireland’ and ‘Ireland’ will be usedterchangeably throughout this thesis to denote2éhe
county Irish state. ‘Island of Ireland’, on the etthand, refers both to the 26-county Irish staidthe 6
counties of Northern Ireland which form part of thmited Kingdom (UK). References to ‘the Irish
Government’ should be understood as referringeéogthvernment of the 26-county Republic of Ireland.

% This agreement is also known as ‘The Belfast Agwert’ and ‘The Stormont Agreement’.

* Saorstat Eireann (The Irish Free State) was fodimld922. From 1922 until 1937 automatic entitl@eme
to birthright citizenship on the island of Irelan@s enshrined constitutionally. In 1937 the Iriskd-State
was abolished and a new constitution (BunreachhFiaeann) was passed. From 1937-1998 automatic
entittement to birthright citizenship was enshringd statute until it was enshrined once again
constitutionally in Article 2 of Bunreacht na hEaren under the Good Friday Agreement.

® Irish Nationality and Citizenship Act 2001, Seati?(c)

® Recently the term ‘foreign national’ has been ddticed into draft legislation in the Immigration,
Residence and Protection Bill (IRPB) 2008. Thisrteefers more specifically to non-EEA citizens lagse
who are neither Irish citizen nor automaticallyited to enter and be present in the State under th
European Communities (Free Movement of Persons) 2N&egulations 2006 (S.I. No. 656 of 2006), the
European Communities 5 (Aliens) Regulations 197V, (&. 393 of 1977), or the European Communities
(Right of Residence for Non-Economically Active sars) Regulations 1997 (S.I. No.57 of 1997). The
IRPB 2008 was withdrawn by the Government in Mayl@Mowever and therefore the term ‘foreign
national’ has yet to be enshrined in law through tiew Bill.



Article 9.2.1 Notwithstanding any other provision of this Congton, a person born in
the island of Ireland, which includes its islandsl @aeas, who does not have, at the time
of his or her birth, at least one parent who islrésh citizen or entitled to be an Irish
citizen is not entitled to Irish citizenship or imatality, unless otherwise provided for by
law.

This was eventually passed via referendum on 1& 2004 by a four to one majority.

The 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum is significasthin a global context. At
an international level the referendum can be linkeda larger worldwide trend by
common law countries of revising provisions for caoatic entitlement to birthright
citizenship. It followed the introduction of similaestrictions previously introduced in
the UK (1983), Australia (1986), India (1987) anough Africa (1995), and preceded by
two years the introduction of a similar restrictionNew Zealand (20068)The emphasis
itself on the need for such a change can be shisent@ resonate globally: both in the
context of the remaining common law countries adbtie world which have not yet
made such a change but which have seen calls forost notably, the United States of
America (USAY), as well as within several countries outside ¢bexmon law context
where provisions allowing for automatic birthrigtitizenship have been constructed as a
problem (see, for example the case of the DominRepublic®).

Although exploring the issue from a variety of gmectives (namely,
cosmopolitanism, gender, race, class, and humadntsjigexisting analysis of the 2004
Irish Citizenship Referendum emphasizes the needntterstand this issue first and

foremost in terms of the role of the modern teridostate and how this is understood to

" The following are exact figures for the Referendiectorate: 3,041,688, Turnout: 59.95% (1,823)434
Spoilt Votes: 20,219, Valid Poll: 1,803,215, Yest®@9.17% (1,427,520), No Vote 20.83% (375,695).
McVeigh, R. (2010) ‘United in Whiteness? Irishne&sjropeanness and the Emergence of a “White
Europe” Policy’ In: C. McCall and T.M. Wilson (edEuropeanisation and Hibernicisation: Ireland and
Europe(Amsterdam,/New York: Rodobi), p.272

8 Mancini, J.M. and Finlay, G. (2008) “Citizenshiplatters”: Lessons from the Irish Citizenship
Referendum’ American QuarterlyVol.60, Issue.3, p.578

® Mancini and Finlay note ten amendments which haeen introduced in the USA Congress between
1993 and 2005 which propose to introduce conditites for some immigrants to the existing automati
constitutional birthright citizenship entittemenbshrined in the Fourteenth Amendment. Mancini and
Finlay, *“Citizenship Matters™, pp.578-579; Elsewte Priscilla Huang discusses attempts since 1890 t
lobby members of congress to restrict birthrigttizenship to the children of U.S citizens and legal
permanent residents. She considers the resultilsgriiroduced into Congress in 1993 and 2007 psomp
constitutional repeals in keeping with this. HuaRyg, (2008) ‘Anchor Babies, Over-Breeders, and the
Population Bomb: The Reemergence of Nativism anduRdion Control in Anti-lmmigration Policies’,
Harvard Law and Policy Reviewol.2, Issue.2, p.400

19 acey, M. ‘Dominican crackdown leaves childrenHzitian immigrants in legal limboThe New York
Times 25/05/2008



either accurately control, or unfairly limit migian. Existing analysis of the referendum
argues that “racialized hostility mobilized towarasylum seekers and their Irish born
children” can be traced back to specific state quedi targeted at ‘controlling’
immigration and/or to the Irish statist nationabject more generally* The ‘politics’ of
citizenship is defined in this existing analysisaaslash between inclusive and exclusive
perspectives on political communityWithin this framework, the exclusive perspective
is conceptualized as that which appeals to a pdaticoncept of citizenship by relying
on the primacy of the nation-state as the rightand only realistic) basis for Irish
political community. It promotes an understandifgitzenship as tied to rights, but also
to duties and responsibilities (referred to as femtions’) which individuals have to a
particular state and emphasizes the need to quaiifflement to citizenship accordingly.
In contrast to this, the universal perspectiveaBned in terms of how it undermines the
former — emphasizing how this is based on narrow exclugofeen referred to as
racialized) understandings of Irishness. This pr@®ioa more inclusive notion of
citizenship by appealing to post-national or imational imagery which is not dictated
by a statist monopoly on understandings of modenitigal community and identity.
This thesis will call this opposition into questjonowever, and show how even the
universal perspective is still based on a modeatisstspatio-temporal conception of
citizenship and the citizen-subject.

The decision to focus on the 2004 Irish CitizensRgferendum in this thesis
derives specifically from recognition that this stkig analysis of the Referendum
reinforces dominant trends in international citel@p scholarship regarding the

understanding of a distinction between particubeclesivist and universal inclusivist

M Fanning and Mutwarasibo, ‘Nationals/Non-Nationais442

12 Brandi, S. (2007) ‘Unveiling the Ideological Consttion of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum: A
Critical Discourse Analytical Approach’Translocations: The Irish Migration, Race and Sbcia
Transformation Reviewol. 2, Issue.1, Summer, pp.26-47; Crowley, Uimartin, M. and Kitchin, R.
(2006) “Vote Yes for Common Sense Citizenship”: nhigration and the Paradoxes at the Heart of
Ireland’s “Céad Mile Failte”National Institute for Regional and Spatial Anasy@NIRSA) Working Paper
Series Issue.30, pp.1-35; Fanning and Mutwarasibo, ®f&tis/Non-Nationals’; Lentin, R. (2004) ‘From
Racial State to Racist State: Ireland on the EvihefCitizenship Referendun¥ariant, Issue 20, pp.1-6;
Lentin, R. and McVeigh, R. (200&fter Optimism? Ireland, Racism and Globalisati@iublin: Metro
Eireann Publications); Mancini and Finlay, “Citizehip Matters”



models of citizenship® International scholarship explores changes inzeitship
legislation in terms of how the state constructsugs differently in society according to
degrees of inclusion and exclusi$nAlthough this international scholarship explicitly
advocates a move away from the statist monopolymterstandings about political
community and identity, there is an assumptionefwee that subjectivity must continue
to be discussed irelationto the state, as that which defines the parameteyobfical’
community and identity as against all other typés@mmunity and identity. Despite
concerted attempts to interrogate separately thierroof ‘individuality’ and ‘the state’,
these concepts continue to be taken as analytatagories in their own right by this
international scholarship; the idea of the needdnceive of the relationshipetween
them is maintained. The lowest unit of analysisa&m the notion of the citizen-subject
(albeit often a very deconstructed understandingd ¢ understood in terms of their
ability to hold rights against the state. The result is to leave unproblematiaed
specifically modern account of subjectivity insofes ‘being’ is presumed to hat@ be
autonomous and sovereign in the last instance.nGivat existing analysis of the 2004
Irish Citizenship Referendum reflects this widecegmance about how the politics of
citizenship should be posed in the context of ntigna the 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum analysis is taken as an ideal focusdosidering the limitations of this
dominant critical approach.

This thesis interrogates existing analysis of th@04 Irish Citizenship
Referendum by drawing on the work of R.B.J. Walldrich emphasizes the need to

explore the relationship between politics ancciisstitutivesubject:® What is argued is

13 For a stark illustration of this opposition, sée two chapters written as a debate between plarticu
‘bounded’ and universal ‘cosmopolitan’ citizenship David Miller and Andrew Linklater. Miller, D. &h
Linklater, A. (1999) ‘Part Il: The Debate’ In: K. utchings and R. Dannreuther (edSpsmopolitan
Citizenship (London: MacMillan Press Ltd), pp.35-80

14 Cohen, R. (2006Migration and its Enemies: Global Capital, Migrahibour and the Nation-State
(Hampshire: Ashgate); Goldberg, D.T. (200Re Racial StatéOxford: Blackwell Publishing); Kabeer, N.
(ed.) (2005)Inclusive Citizenship: Meanings and Expressi@iosndon and New York: Zed Books); Lutz,
H. (1997) ‘The Limits of European-ness: ImmigranbMén in Fortress Europd eminist ReviewVol.57,
pp.93-111; Yuval-Davis, N. (1991), ‘The CitizensHijebate, Ethnic Processes and the St&eminist
Review Vol.39, Winter, pp.58-68; Yuval-Davis, N. and Aids, F. (eds) (1989)Voman-Nation-State
(London: Macmillan); Yuval-Davis, N., Kannabiran,. land Vieten, U.M. (eds) (2006)he Situated
Politics of BelongingdLondon: Sage Publications); Yuval Davis, N. andrher, P. (eds) (199%Yomen,
Citizenship and Differenc@g.ondon: Zed Books)

15 Walker, R.B.J. (1999) ‘Citizenship after the Mad&ubject’ In: K. Hutchings and R. Dannreuther Jeds
Cosmopolitan CitizenshifLondon: MacMillan Press Ltd), pp.171-200



that Walker's work presents a very different applodo the question of theorizing
political possibility to that of the ‘particular ks universal’ focus considered in existing
analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendiis is an approach which does not
take for granted, but instead specifically histaes the assumption itself that ‘political’
subjectivity has to be defined vis-a-vis its relationship with tlsub, supra or,
transnational) state and understood as that whedessarily engages ‘in’ politics. It
problematizes this understanding that political jscvity must be conceptualized in
terms of sovereign autonomy in the last instafic&/hat is explored is how Walker’s
work encourages us, through a historicization dfestivity in relation to sovereignty, to
imagine alternative political expression outsidetltd dominant statist narrative ‘time’
and absolute ‘space’ of the subject of modern ipsliturrently taken for granted by
existing analysis of the 2004 lIrish Citizenship &ehdum. It does so by emphasizing
that “the notion of politics as something that ascin a bounded space, in which
peoples, movements, ideas and technologies caoriaited, has come to seem rather
strained.*” Subjectivity theorized in terms (always) of anliépito resist against and/or
transcend the boundaries of the state is showmigthesis to reinforce a particular
assumption about what and where political lifeiZem-subjectivity)can be, which is
associated with an (often neutralized, yet nonetisepersistent) us/them dualism. What
is highlighted is how this existing starting pofot theorizing political subjectivity fails
to allow for an understanding of how other typesubjectivity, which cannot be defined
in terms of this sovereign binary, might also needbe theorized in respect of the
guestion of migration.

The implications of R.B.J. Walker’'s work is that wveeed to be open to the
different ways in which political subjectivity cabe conceptualized beyond that of

modern subjectivity and the idea that autonomougjests necessarily engage ‘in

16 Wwalker, R.B.J. (1995)Inside/Outside: International Relations as Poliicdheory (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press); Walker, ‘Citizenshifeathe Modern Subject’; Walker, R.B.J. (2000) tBo
Globalization and Sovereignty: Re-Imagining theitiall’ In: P. Wapner and L.E.J. Ruiz (ed3)incipled
World Politics: The Challenge of Normative Interioaial Relatiors (Oxford: Rowman and Littlefield
Publications Inc), pp.23-34; Walker, R.B.J. (200Bblis, Cosmopolis, Politics’Alternatives: Global,
Local, Political, Vol.28, Issue.2, pp.267-286; Walker, R.B.J. (20@hvereignties, Exceptions, Worlds’
In: J. Edkins, V. Pin-Fat and M. Shapiro, (ed®)vereign Lives: Power in Global Politigtondon:
Routledge), pp.239-249; Walker, R.B.J. (20A&gr the Globe, Before the Worl@xon: Routledge)
"Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’198



political community. The thesis draws on the wofkloalia Kristeva to consider what an
alternative approach to exploring citizenship whigtbased on such a historicization of
subjectivity in relation to state sovereignty, ntigbok like. There are arguably other
theorists through whom the question of rethinkingojsctivity might be pursued.
However, the strategy offered in this thesis iswaer primarily from the work of Julia
Kristeva because her work best brings togetherisbaes of political subjectivity,
migration, citizenship, temporality and spatialigised by R.B.J. Walker’s critique of
modern subjectivity® The thesis argues that Kristeva’s work providesatiernative
basis for exploring citizenship outside of the nefdt modern subjectivity by
conceptualizing a different way of thinking aboutinlan ‘being’. This is an
understanding of human being which is no longeetasn a metaphysics of presence
vis-a-vis the state but instead on an ontologylofaghity and hybridity. This presents a
different conception of time and space for how fhelitics’ of citizenship couldbe
articulated:® The ambiguous subjectivity of Irish citizen chiédrborn to migrant parents
— as those neither ‘included in" or ‘excluded frottie state, but in-between both
positions — is pointed to in this thesis as an g{arf the type of complex subjectivity
which is denied a place in the politics of the 20€idh Citizenship Referendum as
currently theorized, but which can be theorizedtbhgking about human ‘being’ through
Kristeva’'s work. What is pointed out is that thedeldren experience citizenship in
disjunctive spaces and at particular (mostly in®iaat) moments, and not as
‘individuals’ who either are or are not includedthre state and eventually become full
citizens of the (pre-existing) political community.

Instead of continuing to conceptualize citizen-sahyity as always extended in
time in the absolute space of modern subjectidtyjs done in existing analysis of the

2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum, what is arguedhat there is a need to also think

18 An alternative avenue through which the questibaubjectivity could be pursued is through the work
for example, of Jean Luc Nancy. Séigncy, J.L. (2000Being Singular Pluraltrans. R. D. Richardson
and A. E. O'Byrne), (Stanford, California: Stanfdddiversity Press)

19 Kristeva, J. (1981) ‘Women’s Timeigns (trans. A. Jardine and H. Blake), Vol.7, Issugf,13-35;
Kristeva, J. (1986)The Kristeva Readded. T. Moi), (New York: Columbia University PrésKristeva, J.
(1991) Strangers to Ourselvdfrans. S. Leon Roudiez), (New York: Columbia Unsity Press); Kristeva,
J. (1993)Nations Without Nationalispftrans. S. Leon), (New York: Columbia UniversRyess) Kristeva,

J. (1996)Julia Kristeva Interviewged. R.M. Guberman), (Chichester, West Sussexur@ila University
Press)



about subjectivity as indeterminate in its own tjgiguring as contingent spaces and
fragmented temporalities. The notion of citizenshgp‘trace’ is introduced in the final
chapter of the thesis as a way of reconceptualitiagype of political subjectivity which
is embodied in experiences of relative/continggrdcstime of ‘being’ such as those
experienced by citizen-children born to migrantepds.

This thesis concludes that the limitations of hoxistng analysis of the 2004
Irish Citizenship Referendum conceptualizes pdalltisubjectivity come down to its
inability to theorize political subjectivity outsdof a specific conception of space as
independent of its physical content and of timdimsar and progressive. The original
contribution of this thesis, as such, is to provadeay of recognizing the significance,
yetrethinking the ‘truth’ that the necessary startpmgnt for theorizing the politics of
citizenship is the understanding that citizen-sciisjehold rights against the modern
territorial state (political community). It does By reengaging with the way in which we
have been told the ‘self’ must be conceptualizeteims of absolute spatial and linear
temporal boundaries between inside and outsid&sion and exclusion. It emphasizes
instead the alternative ways in which political jgahivity is being experienced. Doing
so, this thesis needs to be seen as increasimanige of possible political subjectivities
through which citizenship can be theorized in thantext of migration, and not
attempting to simply replace one ontology with eot

This original contribution is provided in four pdipal ways. First, by arguing that
existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &ehdum- which is presented as a
clash between particular and universal conceptwinsitizenship— can be taken as
representative of a more general debate (what kaltimg ‘The Citizenship Debate’)
which reflects important assumptions about whatldigs of citizenship mudbok like. |
discuss how these assumptions can be traced bathetmecessity of the idea of
sovereign autonomous subjectivity. This argumentntsoduced in chapter one and
developed throughout the thesis. Secondly, thaghabrances an alternative Kristevan
understanding of human ‘being’ as based on a mgsigghof process in the context of
citizen-subijectivity. It uses this to develop fieththe implications of R.B.J. Walker’s
work which emphasize the need to think about malitsubjectivity other than as that

which is defined in terms of sovereign presences Khnistevan understanding of human



‘being’ is outlined in chapter one for the firstnié. Chapter two then explores how her
work helps to further undermine the ‘truth’ of afssuthorizing autonomous subject
which opposes itself to the world, as develope@Vialker's work. Her work does so by
building upon the notion of a subject based aroanidck; as that which is ruptured
within itself. The implications of Kristeva’s woror rethinking political subjectivity in
the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum specificadigd then in the context of citizenship
in general, are developed respectively in chaptews and five. Thirdly, the thesis
develops an important empirical contribution to cdssions about the politics of
citizenship in Ireland by demonstrating how citizdnldren born to migrant parents
interrupt these discussions. These children mastohpinterrupt the assumption in these
discussions that questions of belonging in respédtitizen children born to migrant
parents can be explored in the same context aspgheent’'s experiences of belonging.
This is as people who have been excluded from ¢ineirtant community and who are in
need of being brought (back) into this communihstéad, what is shown is that citizen
children, unlike their migrant parents, are not @ynmarginalized subjects who have
been positioned ‘outside’ the dominant politicalnoounity and are in need of
‘inclusion’, but people whose subjectivity is defthin thetensionbetween inclusion and
exclusion, particularism and universalism. Thisubjectivity which is experienced as an
ambiguous (contingent) political effect rather thsovereign one. Fourthly, the thesis
demonstrates how the shift which is made here fpoesuming that political subjectivity
must be theorized in terms of a metaphysics ofgmres to recognizing how it can also be
experienced as a metaphysics of process, can berstoodd as a shift from
conceptualizing citizenship in terms of absolutacgpto (re)conceptualizing it in terms of
contingent trace. The notion of citizenship asc&ais introduced in chapter five as a
way of conceptualizing how space can be undersagoather than infinitely divisible by
lines extended in continuous, progressive time. Mighargued is that this understanding
of citizenship as trace provides an alternativéhedeterminative dominant logic of the
inside/outside, inclusion/exclusion binary so oftdaployed as a starting point for
guestions about the politics of citizenship. It si@®@ by allowing for the possibility that
subjectivity comes into play via processes of défgiation which are irregular,

discontinuous and strange as well as sovereign @tinuous. Conceptualizing
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citizenship as trace undermines the idea thatetiteubjectivity caronly be defined in
terms of a coherent ‘who’. It allows us to move @y the endless discussions about
who is or who is not abusing citizenship, who iswdro is not entitled to citizenship
which take place in the citizenship debate and eotnate instead on the increasingly
momentary fragments of self through which citizepstan operate beyond the idea of a
sovereign marginalized subject that can be poitded

The line of inquiry pursued in this thesis acknadges and aims to build upon,
but differs in several important ways from anotegand of migration scholarship which
has similarly sought to rethink how the configusas of space, power and knowledge
that manifest themselves @itizenship cannot simply be traced back to théonastate as
the basis of ‘politics’. This is scholarship whighhas been argued, could also be used to
rethink existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citiskip Referendurf’ The work of Didier
Bigo on ‘the banopticon' and the work of Jonathaavi¥r Inda on ‘anti-citizens
technologies’ are two examples of this type of $mtship?’ This work provides an
extremely important analytics of government whishno longer based on tracing the
politics of citizenship back to specific regimesdan their governmental institutions.
Instead, it offers a framework for apprehending hoitizenship works through
“ensembles of government as overlapping and ongirdynamic ways* This work,
however, concentrates mostly on analyzing the djpperaand management of ‘illegal’
immigration and the detention of so-called ‘foreagsi. It thus speaks first and foremost
to how distinctions between conceptions of ‘citizand ‘non-citizen’ are constructed.
Doing so, it differs in emphasis from the perspaxtiaken in this thesis, which draws
upon R.B.J. Walker's work. | highlight instead theed to understand how political
subjectivity is internally differentiatedithin the concept of citizesubjectivity”® The

second difference is that the former strand of atign scholarship emphasizes the

% Conlon, D. (2010) ‘Ties that Bind: Governmentalitiie State, and Asylum in Contemporary Ireland’,
Environment and Planning D: Society and Spada. 28, Issue.1, pp.95-111; Maguire, M. and @hssT.
(2009) ‘The New lIrish Question: Citizenship, Motheod and the Politics of Life Itselflrish Journal of
Anthropology Vol.12, Issue.3, p.23

% Bigo, D. (2006) ‘Globalized (In)Security: The Riehnd the Ban-Opticon’ In: D. Bigo and A. Tsoukala
(eds)llliberal Practices of Liberal Regimes: The (In)8ety Games(Paris: L'Harmattan), pp.5-49; Inda,
J.X. (2005)Targeting Immigrants: Government, Technology, atidds (Oxford: Blackwell)

22 Conlon, ‘Ties that bind’, p.106

Z Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’
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governmental mechanisms which enable the regulafigrarticular sections of society
asylum seekers, irregular migrants etc. — havimgadly moved away from theorizing
subjectivity vis-a-vis the state (and thereforenasessarily sovereign). In contrast, R.B.J.
Walker’'s work re-emphasizes the need to underdtamdsubjectivity often continues to
be conceptualized as sovereign even in criticaenship scholarship. Walker's work
highlights the need to understand how attempts lwhét out to challenge assumptions
regarding sovereign political order often reinserthese in the last instance by failing to
problematize modern spatio-temporal understandinfjs‘being’.** Doing so, he
introduces a specific treatment of how sovereigrigtinuesto operate as a strategy of
power and identity despite the growing prevalencaam-sovereign techniques such as

bio and disciplinary power.

Sources

This thesis approaches the 2004 Irish Citizenslef@eiRndum through discourse theory. |
acknowledge that the notion of ‘discourse’ is imggo existing analysis of the 2004
Irish Citizenship Referendum; however, the notidrdiscourse can be used in different
ways. Existing analysis theorizes the 2004 Iristiz€nship Referendum as a series of
(gendered, racial, nationalist etc.) discoursesciwhascribe various meaning to how
individuals are conceptualized as ‘citizen’ or ‘pdtizen’. This thesis, however, takes its
inspiration from Michel Foucault’'s emphasis on tleed to understand discourse as more
than a group of signs which ascribe different megsito (already) existing objects such
as ‘individuals’, but rather “as practices thattsysatically form the objects of which
they speak With this in mind, | approach the 2004 Irish Gétiship Referendum as a
discourse in its own right (‘The Citizenship Debptghich producesas an object the
idea of ‘individual’ subjects. It is important toote that both primary material
(Parliamentary debates; Government publications antbrmation documents;
Government party speeches and press releases;sounittty organization reports and

statements; and media coverage) and secondarwtliter (academic analysis) are

# |bid; Walker,After the Globe
% Foucault, M. (1980Fhe Archaeology of Knowledggérans S. Sheridan), (London: Routledge), p.49
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recognized as being integral in defining how citigleip-subjectivity could be articulated
here. Therefore both forms of source material amesiclered part of the ‘discourse’
which is analyzed in this thesis. The thesis da#saek to emphasize, as such, the need
to introduce or uncover new information about tl®2 Irish Citizenship Referendum,
but considers a different way of approaching emgstiliscussions about citizenship in
respect of this referendum. Where interviews hagenbcarried out, these serve to
increase the depth and breath of these discussions.

Analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenshipf&endum discourse is based in the first
instance on a series of key Oireachtas (ParliantBstlissions. This includes Oireachtas
discussions undertaken in the lead up to proposedusmcement of the referendum on 10
March 2004. Most notably discussions about ‘The igration Bill 2004’ which was
proposed, debated and passed in Seanad Eireargr fumgse) on 30 January and later in
Dail Eireann (lower house) on 4 and 5 Februaryyel as the report and final stages of
‘The Social Welfare (Miscellaneous provisions) Biliscussed in the lower house on 11
March. These debates were chosen for their direldvance to discussions about
migration and citizenship during the immediate lead to proposed referendum
announcemerft Analysis is also based on the entirety of dis@mssin the Oireachtas
during the period March 2004 to May 2004 in whiblke teferendum proposal bill itself,
‘The Twenty-Seventh Amendment to the Referendum BD04’ was presented,
discussed and voted upon. All of the text produiteth the various stages of this bill
debated in Dail Eireann (fromApril to 29 April) and later in Seanad Eireann (from 30
April to 6 May) was examined. These texts have bebpnsen because of their
authoritative status, and the frequency to whidytare referred within the discourse. In
total, the number of pages of key Dail and Seanscldsions (between January and May
2004) which form the basis of the source matemallysed in this thesis is substantial,

being in excess of 957 pages.

% The Immigration Act 2004 was introduced in hasiofving a High Court Judgement on 22 January
which questioned the validity (having deemed untitni®nal) the existing statutory provisions degli
with the control of entry into and stay within ttate of non-nationals (non-Irish citizens); Theci8b
Welfare (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 2004 sigrdfitly introduced new provisions for certain social
welfare payments to be based on a habitual resjdierst (a two year residency requirement) for athn
Irish citizens. It was proposed in March 2004 aequirement’ given the imminent 1 May 2004 date fo
accession of ten new countries into the EuropeaariJn
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Competing positions were recorded at the time ef 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum. These broke down into the Yes sideséthio favour of the proposal) and
the No side (those critical of the proposal) canfpsalysis of these competing positions
is explored in the thesis through key submissiopstie Government, civil society
organizations and Opposition parties in which tbetfined their arguments regarding the
referendum proposal. Arguments in favour of theenefidum were analysed through
three key coalition Government publications whichlioed the need for the referendum
proposdl’ as well as additional documentation which the Gowent placed in the
Oireachtas library outlining correspondence betw&ewernment ministers and health
officials.?® A series of statements made by the Taoiseach éPMinster) and leader of
the majority Government party, Fianna Fail (FFe frédnaiste (Deputy Prime Minster)
and leader of the minority Government party, Preginee Democrats (PD); the Minister
for Justice Equality and Law Reform, Michael McDdhvas well as by several other
ministerial and non-ministerial members of bothtiear also formed part of this source
material. These statements were posted on the HiSitee the Department of the
Taoiseach website and the PD website and were ©hasethe basis that they were
influential statements which outlined important tiiisations for the referendum
proposaf® Arguments that were (mostly) critical of the refiedum proposal were

elsewhere analysed through key submissions maaevibysociety organizations as well

2" Department of Justice, Equality and Law ReformO@(Proposed Citizenship Referendum: Article by
Minister for Justice, Equality and Law Reform Mr.icklael McDowell, T.D., Published in Sunday
Independent on 14 March 200Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reford0@®) Citizenship
Referendum: The Government’'s Proposalgril; Department of Justice, Equality and Lawféten, (2004)
Information Note: Proposal for Constitutional Ameneint and Legislation Concerning the Issue of the
Irish Citizenship of Children of Non-National Paten

% Oireachtas Library (2004Lorrespondence Regarding Use of Irish Maternity pitsds by Non-
Nationals (Dublin: OPUB). This document also contains statié data gathered on maternity service
provision according to nationality for the year9@@o 2002. This document is not available to tbeegal
public. It can nonetheless be obtained through ia@aGhtas member. The condition of doing so, howeve
is that it can not be reproduced in any form; it caly be referred to.

2 Arguments in favour of the referendum were alsalysed through material obtained from the civil
society organization Immigrant Control Platform RIC This material included bi-annual newsletters
(Numbers 6-13 dating from 2000 to 2004) as webwasmissions (dating 2000-2003) to the Department of
Justice from ICP. It was not deemed necessarydretid to refer to these arguments, however. This is
because apart from presenting slightly more opbaoktile anti-immigrant views, they did not differ any
substantial way from (but merely repeated) the ments made by the Government itself in favour ef th
need to amend citizenship legislation. Namely thatas an issue of needing to prevent abuse ofi Iris
citizenship by those wishing to circumvent the gxgimmigration/asylum system.
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as Opposition parties (namely the Green Party amel ltabour Party}® These
submissions speak both to issues leading up toréferendum proposal and the
referendum proposal itself. They include reportsdpced by civil society groups which
initially sought to detail the expected outcomes \eell as reports which later sought to
document the actual outcomes) of the decision toligb automatic entitlement to
birthright citizenship on the island of Irelandatments and reports were chosen here
with the aim of including as many as possible fromil society organizations which
expressed an opinion in respect of the referendura. civil society organizations from
which statements and reports were gathered inodkilga Dada wa Africa (AkiDwA):
The Migrant Woman’s Network; Children’s Rights Allice; Coalition Against the
Deportation of Irish Children (CADIC); Irish HumaRights Commission (IHRC);
Integrating Ireland; Irish Council for Civil Libees (ICCL); Irish Refugee Council; and
National Consultative Committee on Racism and tutkwralism (NCCRI). Not all
organizations had statements which they had issu&004 still available online and
therefore where possible the organizations theraselvere contacted to request these.
Documents available on the internet are indicatethé bibliography as is the material
obtained directly from civil society organizations.

Media coverage of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Rafdum— as that which in
theory was purported to provide coverage of botitfms on the referendum proposal —
formed an important addition to the aforementiosedrces® There was a huge range of
possible media articles to choose from of thosétewriin the months leading up to the

referendum proposal, and in the period between réferendum proposal being

30 As was to be expected, not all of the statementejports issued by these organizations immediately
rejected the referendum proposal. Two notable elesmf documents issued which outlined both sides o
the argument without necessarily advocating a tieje®f the referendum proposal, include IHRC (2004
Observations on the Propos&eferendum on Citizenship and on th& 2Zmendment of the Constitution
Bill 2004, 25 May, pp.1-32; and Irish Refugee Council (2084yland Magazine of the Irish Refugee
Council, Summer, pp.1-23

3L It was important to keep in mind here, howevest tbertain media articles were in fact written by
Government officials who had already indicated rthpgisition as being tied to specifically promotitig
referendum proposal. These included, for exampleDdvell, M. (Minister for Justice, Equality and Law
Reform) ‘Putting a value on citizenship is not st¢iThe Irish Independen09/04/2004; and O'Dea, W.
(Minister of State at the Department of Justiceydliy and Law Reform) ‘Irish citizenship: labougithe
point’, The Sunday Independe®5/04/2004. Similarly, it was important to keepmind that there were
accusations of certain media ‘framing’ of the refetum. This is most notably discussed by Breen, M.,
Haynes, A. and Devereux, E. (2006) ‘Citizens, Laulph and Maternity Tourists: Media Frames in the
Citizenship Referendum’ In; M. P. Corcoran. and Reillon (eds)Uncertain Ireland: A Sociological
Chronicle 2003-2004Dublin: Institute of Public Administration), p8570
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announced and the referendum being held. The naetitdes chosen to eventually act as
source material were those which were referreds$o by other sources, and which were
considered authoritative in the context in whickeythwere used. Given its status as
‘newspaper of public record’ in the Republic ofléied due to its authoritative reputation,
articles from the daily periodicalhe Irish Timesappeared most frequently in this
respect. However, this did not preclude articlesnfrother newspapers also appearing.
Other media articles consulted came frofme Irish IndependeniThe Irish Examiner,
The Sunday Business Podthe Sunday Independeand The Sunday TimesThe
Referendum Commission booklet on the 2004 Irisiz@iiship Referendum also formed
part of the source material consulted here. Thefatilum Commission was specifically
set up to present arguments both for and agaicktreéerendum held in the Irish state. It
therefore represented another source which wasupposed to be either predominantly
in favour, or else critical, of the referendum peal.

Analysis in the thesis of the theoretical basiscafiques of the referendum
proposal drew heavily on academic discussions abeitreferendum published as
articles in scholarly journals, as working pape&rs,chapters in edited collections or as
edited and joint-authored books. The articles, Bpalorking papers and chapters chosen
were those that specifically sought to engage witdrmally interrogating) moves made
by the Government immediately preceding the refdwenproposal in 2004 and/or which
speak specifically to the 2004 Irish CitizenshipféRendum proposal itself. They
therefore range across a diversity of authors aath & publication period from 2003 to
2010. Where relevant, other academic publicatiorsewused to contextualize the
historical contexts identified in these texts (nmeacial, ethnic and gendered) as
underpinning important constructions of the natofélrishness’ in terms of inclusion
and exclusion. The wider relevance of the argumemdsle in these articles, working
papers and books identified as part of the 200#e&iship Referendum was explored
through international citizenship scholarship textisat are widely considered
representative of a critical stanteThese texts were chosen given their authoritative

32 Key texts include Anthias, F. and Yuval-Davis,(993)Racialized Boundaries: Race, Nation, Gender,
Colour and Class and the Anti-Racist Strug@lendon: Routledge); CoheMigration and its Enemigs
Goldberg, The Racial StateLister, R. (1997)Citizenship: Feminist Perspectivdkondon: MacMillan
Press); Yuval-Davis, N. (199Gender and Natior{London: Sage); Yuval-Davis and Anthids/oman-
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status in speaking to the importance of understenthe role which gender, race and
ethnicity play in decisions regarding the managdnoérsolidarity and belonging in the
context of cross-culturalism.

Given the lesser emphasis in available sourcessgiifigations for the referendum
proposal, | decided that there was a need to sopgple my understanding of the
arguments underlying this with some intervieWsThese interviews are listed in
appendix A. Seven semi-structured interviews iraltotere undertaken and all were
conducted in Dublin. Six interviews were conductiete-to-face and one was a
telephone interview. These were elite interviewah@r than a representative sample).
Those selected for interview were selected on #dwasbof their expertise in articulating
core arguments in favour of the referendum propwséhe discussions surrounding the
referendum. Whilst further interviews would haveubdtdessly contributed to even more
depth and perspective, when combined with the iegissource material, seven
interviews was deemed adequate to build up a serfiy detailed and reflective
understanding of these arguments. Given the tindespace limitations of the research,
the law of diminishing returns was applied to th®eiview process. Interviews
themselves were structured around a prepared figjuestions and topics designed
around the specific area of expertise and expegieot the interviewee. These
accordingly varied from interview to interview, buicluded common questions such a
‘What do you think was the significance of the 2@ldzenship Referendum?’ and ‘Why
do you think some people were hostile towards tlopgsal to amend the constitutional
basis for birthright citizenship in Ireland?’ Inte@ws were recorded where the
interviewee consented, and transcripts were prdpfmen these recordings, or from
interview notes where consent was refused. Thesdrgrts were communicated to
interviewees for their comments and clarificatioBghical implications of interviewing
were considered throughout the whole process. Wkrviewees were offered initial
anonymity and the choice to waive this at a latage. All but one interviewee chose to

waive anonymity after the interview.

Nation-State Yuval-Davis et al.,;The Situated Politics of Belonginyuval-Davis and WerbnekVomen,
Citizenship and Difference

3 Important methodological reflections on interviagiwere obtained from Bryman, A. (200$pcial

Research Metho¢dgOxford: Open University Press); and Flick, U0Q®) An Introduction to Qualitative
Research(London; Sage)
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The potential for triangulating interviews with tpemary and secondary source
material gathered elsewhere was vital for the psgpoof building up a sufficient
textually layered account of the various discussigurrounding the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum. The readiness of peoptegpond to requests to provide copies
of old statements, reports and press releasestfisnperiod was truly invaluable, as was
the willingness by others to recall in detail theergts of 2004 and their involvement in

articulating arguments in relation to the 2004 Z&itiship Referendum proposal.

Thesis Structure

The thesis is divided into five chapters. The falsapter sets out an alternative approach
to theorizing political possibility via an engageme&vith R.B.J Walker’s interrogation of
the limits of the modern statist understanding @ftigal subjectivity; the second chapter
accounts for this approach within a wider theoettaontext; whilst chapters three, four
and five focus on how existing analysis of the 20@4h Citizenship Referendum
forecloses the domain of political subjectivityfdre moving to consider how it might be
opened anew.

Chapter one argues that R.B.J. Walker's emphasith@meed to consider the
relationshipbetweerpolitics and subjectivity (rather than the queastid how the subject
necessarily always engages ‘in’ politics) forcesausethink the assumption that existing
analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referenduompletely exhausts all possible
historical and normative judgments as currentlyirsef in terms of a clash between
‘particular’ exclusionary and ‘universal’ inclusiary concepts of political community
and identity** The chapter maps out how existing analysis of20@4 Irish Citizenship
Referendum can instead be reconceptualized asnpiregea spectrum of possible (yet
limited) interpretive choices which are defineddygertain ‘reality’ of what it means to
be a political subject in terms of sovereignty andonomy (as ‘individuals’) in the
context of migration. This is what Walker refersam“the citizenship debaté&® What is

considered is how existing analysis of the 200ghiiCitizenship Referendum takes for

3 Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’
*1bid, pp.172-177
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granted rather than interrogating early-modern t@mrgds which emphasize spatial
differentiations at the expense of hierarchical ewaf allegiance, as the necessary
conditions for the ‘possible’ expression of poklticdentity. What is pointed out is that
the notion of autonomous sovereign beings, whidktex the last instance in relation to
the state andanbe included and excluded, is retained regardlesghether an inclusive
(universal) or an exclusive (particular) model @fzenship is promoted in this existing
analysis. The implication of R.B.J. Walker's work that we need to be open to the
different ways in which political subjectivity cabe conceptualized beyond that of
sovereignty and autonomy, regardless of how haedelare to imagine. The last part of
this chapter therefore draws on the work of Julistéva — as someone who provides a
different understanding of human ‘being’ to a métggics of presence vis-a-vis the state
— in order to consider what an alternative framéwfor exploring citizenship outside of
the need for modern subjectivity would look liki€risteva’s work emphasizes the
manner in which the geographical and the corpotpégence of lived borders (between
national and international, between self and otlear) be shown to meet in images of
foreignness. This understanding of foreignness umighes the notion of unified selfhood
by simultaneously hauntingdentity and difference, inside and outsfeWhat is
discussed is how the new framework proposed ietber based on the rethinking of
human ‘being’ as one of ruptussithin the notion of the sovereign self and within
sovereign ‘selves’ (a metaphysics of process), @o®ed to across sovereign self and
selves (a metaphysics of presence).

Chapter two contextualizes Walker's work within rdmer theoretical field’ It
argues that drawing upon these certain bodies ok \posits another way of thinking
about and understanding citizenship insofar as temtify the notion of autonomous
presence as the basis of a specific type of ‘sayeneolitics’. As opposed to assuming
that individuality (sovereign presence) has an mssean and of itself which merely

(pre)exists the state and whichust be appealed to when exploring the ‘politics’ of

% Kristeva,Strangers to Ourselves

37 Key texts include, Ashley, R.K. and Walker, R.B1990) ‘Reading Dissidence/Writing the Discipline:
Crisis and the Question of Sovereignty in Inteiai Studies’International Studies QuarterySpecial
Issue — Speaking the Language of Exile: Dissidendaternational Studies, Vol.34, Issue.3, pp.386:4
Edkins, J. (1999Poststructuralism and International Relations: Bying the Political Back Ir{London:
Lynne Rienner)pp.1-21; Edkins, J., Persram, N. and Pin-Fat, Us)¢1999)Sovereignty and Subjectivity
(London: Lynne Rienner)
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citizenship, these bodies of work allow us to cdasihow excluded or included selves
can be shown to be producas‘individuals’ vis-a-vis the notion of sovereigntyithin
this context, the chapter considers how Julia Kwvials work presents an alternative form
of human ‘being’ to that of sovereign presencesTfione which builds upon the notion
of a subject which is instead based around a |&okicauldian theory and Freudian
psychoanalysis — the latter upon which Kristevatgkns based — are presented in the
chapter as theoretical frameworks which, when takegether, help us to consider how
the constitution of the subject is inextricablykia with the constitution of a particular
social or symbolic order. It is pointed out thaey allow us to rethink the ‘self’ as
havingto conform to a particular type of sovereign prese(for example, as migrant,
ethnic minority or as racialized other) which enggmgn’ discourse (the symbolic order).
And instead to recognize how sovereign preseneeitba of the ‘individual’ migrant,
ethnic minority, racialized other) is not inevitakiut is producedsa discursive effect. It
is this understanding of how the self is problezetinto ‘being’ in terms of rules and
practices, which is considered in detail in thisamier. This chapter argues that an
interrogation of subjectivitas presence in this manner allows for a reassesshemat
currently counts as ‘political’ possibility in resgt of citizenship by forcing us to revisit
(repoliticize) the boundaries of what we have cotbeknow as the subject and
accordingly what we imaginas possible political subjectivity.

Chapter three turns specifically to the questioh@# the existing analysis of the
2004 Citizenship Referendum, mirroring trends itetinational citizenship scholarship,
can be understood to foreclose the domain of palifpossibility. It argues that this needs
to be understood in terms of how this analysissfad challenge the basis of the
citizenship debate as this has been defined in steoh a particular/universal
(citizenship/humanity) dualism. What is looked at how existing analysis of the
referendum continues to emphasize that the politicstizenship is a trade-off between
these two options. It merely insists that univassalshould be prioritized over that of
particularism, and not visa-versa. It ‘reframe® terms of the existing citizenship debate
rather than challenging these outright. This chambeplores the interdependence,
however, of claims to humanity and the idea of aemsal citizenship with those of

claims about particularism and the idea of boundédenship. It considers how they

20



both worktogetherto define our political horizons. What the chapmerphasizes is that
while existing analysis of the 2004 Irish CitizemstiReferendum provides a way of
rethinking the statist monopoly on understandingsthe@ nature and possibility for
political community — as that which prioritizes iates to citizenship over humanity — it
does not provide a way of rethinking the statiditisal discourse through which political
subjectivity (‘being’) came to be understood in flret place in terms of this sovereign
dualism. It fails to undermine our understandingpolfitical subjectivity as that which is
definedin the last instance always in terms of sovergigtitis is an understanding of
‘being’ that oscillates between, and can therefmdraced back to a located presence in
either, ‘Humanity’ (as universal identity) or ‘@gnship’ (as particular identity). Rather,
this analysis reinforces this idea by emphasizingreed to consider how particularism
and universalism can continue to be reconditedn understanding of subjectivity which
is one and the same time multiple and universallevimdividual and specific. This
chapter argues that this ignores the possibildafgzolitical subjectivity whichexceedhe
discursive space made available by this statisiuatoof ‘political’ necessity.

Chapter four considers how the domain of politipassibility can be opened up
again in respect of how citizen-subjectivity is ceptualized. It argues that this can be
done by rethinking the sovereign time and spaagtiaenship. It takes the subjectivity of
Irish citizen children born to migrant parents, dhdir experiences as political subjects,
as an example of the type of complex citizen-sulyigg which is denied a place in the
existing politics of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Befndum. It points out that these
children are neither entirely ‘inside’ the Iristatd as their citizenship is (only) deferred,
but nor are they ‘outside’ of the Irish state eithe they remain Irish citizens. They are
instead defined in thdension between inclusion and exclusion, particularism and
universalism (the “scar” between ‘Man’ and ‘citiz&). As such, their experiences of
citizenship are temporally interrupted and spatialislocated rather than temporally
progressive and spatially coherent. What is argsi¢loht existing ‘critical’ analysis of the
2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum fails to theorias ambiguous role of Irish citizen
children born to migrant parents in its own righhis is given its need to conceptualize

subjectivity within a sovereign framework in thestlianstance and the understanding

3 Kristeva,Strangers to Ourselvep.98

21



regarding lines of separation between self and dyaelf and other, this ‘particular’
community and that ‘universal’ community, whichgtassumes. While existing analysis
of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum merelgmatits to think ‘different’ times and
spaces of existing statist concepts of politicsydéner — most notably by theorizing this
in terms of the dualisms of Woman and citizen omdn and citizen, in addition to the
dualism of Man and citizen — Julia Kristeva’s woik considered as that which
emphasizes how this dualism (between a particudraauniversal identity) is based on a
specific understanding of time and space which @lap be problematized in its own
right. Through Kristeva’'s work, experiences of lmgimg among migrant youth in
Ireland are recast in the chapter in light of tbegibility that the political subject itself is
fragmented in terms ‘of many different types ofntiogent spaces and fractious
temporalities, rather than only ‘in’ space withdatits. The chapter argues that this is the
difference between simply ‘maintaining’ (as lookadin chapter three) as opposed to
challengingthe existing terms of the citizenship debate.

Chapter five explores the implications of challemgthe citizenship debate in this
manner (as opposed to simply maintaining it), apdning up the question of political
subjectivity beyond temporality contained withinsalute space to that of fractious
spacetime. The notion of ‘trace’ is introduced histchapter to conceptualize the shift
which is made here away from thinking about citst@p in terms of inclusion and
exclusion and therefore in terms of absolute sptcéhinking about citizenship as that
which is also based upon disruptions and discoitiis, figuring in indeterminate and
incalculable times and spaces outside of moderjestiNity and its emphasis on located
presence. The latter forces us to think time amatespifferentlythus redrawing the
conditions of possibilityfor ‘politics’, and not merely to think ‘different’ ties and
spaces of existing statist conceptions of politit$at is explored is how this results in
the need to problematize the notion of a boundary line across which ‘migrant’, ‘non-
national’ etc. simply move between being ‘citizearid being ‘human’, and consider
instead how being ‘citizen’ in the context of migoa is that which is produceth
boundaries aspaces of tension. What is pointed out is thakemiti children born to
migrant parents indicate how the citizen-subje@l$® producethroughsuch processes

of tension — between being ‘migrant’ (human) andndpe'citizen’. Doing so, they
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represent a form of political subjectivity whichastls in stark contrast to that of the
image of the modern subject which is conceptualipedely in terms of how it traverses
such lines.

The thesis conclusion shows the importance ofgmeistng that migration not
only challenges the various ways in which moderhjesti-citizens are included and
excluded from the imagined political community festial, full or denizens). Migration
also challenges the idea of the sovereign autonensabject whacan be included or
excluded from political community, as the only wiywhich ‘being’ citizen can be
imagined or experienced. It demonstrates that iagisanalysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum, and the critical citizepsécholarship that it echoes, is limited
by its inability to consider political subjectivity terms ‘of different times and spaces in
the manner experienced by Irish citizen childremlo migrant parents. This is given its
reliance on statist political imaginary (and therefon absolute space and linear time) in
defining the essence of ‘political’ possibility respect of the question of citizenship in
all instances. By emphasizing the importance cgaisd ‘critical’ response to crisis and
the question of sovereignty which is based on m@mlatizing the notion of ‘boundary’
itself and what we have been told this must beak@rnative understanding of the
possibility of ‘being’ citizen is explored in thibesis in the concept of ‘trace’. This is a
type of citizen-subjectivity which is conceived of terms of encounters and
confrontations in comparison to that of citizenjeghvity conceived of in terms of the
temporal progression within particular co-existsgaces (an us/them dualism). Through
the notion of trace we are left to imagine ‘citigeas a form of subjectivity which can
also manifest as a cluster of time-space coordinatech are constantly changing within
and across what is normally conceptualized as ltselate space and horizontal time of
sovereign political community. As such, this thesisntributes not only to our
understanding of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Refdten and the manner in which
subjectivity was conceptualized here, the impact n@fjration on conceptions of
belonging, and the politics of dominant ‘criticalitizenship scholarship, but finally to
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broader theoretical attempts to recognize how ipalitsubjectivity is also experienced
outside of a statist political discourSe.

This concern with the question of what it is to ‘lo#tizen in the context of
migration is a timely one. It is commonly acceptiedt we now live in a world in which
discussions about belonging and the nature of ipalittcommunity are dictated by
understandings of cultural diversity rather thanltural homogeneity® What is
emphasized is the fact that we live in a globalinextld where millions of people now
have multiple citizenships and many spend timegun more than one country. This is a
world in which, however, it is increasingly undext that “[pJorous boundaries and
multiple identities undermingleas of cultural belonging as a necessary accoimgauh
to political membership™ Yuval-Davis, Kannabiran and Vieten highlight, faxample,
“the...constant expansion of classes that are exdlutie creation of new minorities and
the drastic shrinking of democratic spaces, natipmad internationally.*? Increasingly,
people are asking how political belonging can balized in a way which is more
equitable for all. As Bryan Fanning points out, flBrence is inevitable. However,
belonging can be defined by the necessity of liimgether in a shared space as well as
in terms of cultural particularisnf® Within the context of this discussion, this thesis
considers what a mistake it would be to assumetheless that thenly possible ground
for a different ‘politics’ of citizenship is thathich continues to be based on sovereign
autonomous subjectivity in the last instance. dté& points out how this serves to
ignore citizenship experienced through ambiguoess Icoherent subjectivity which
cannot be tied to a located presence — one eitig@dé’ or ‘outside’ the nation. Whereas

SO many argue that belonging must be based on stadding how subjects hold rights

39 See, for example, Closs Stephens, A. (2010) ‘@ithip without Community: Time, Design and the
City’, Citizenship Studied/0l.14, Issue.l, pp.31-46; Ong, A. (2000) ‘GratdaSovereignty in South-East
Asia’, Theory, Culture and Society/ol.17, Issue.4 pp.55-75; Shapiro, M.J. (2000atidnal Times and
Other Times: Re-Thinking Citizenshigultural Studies Vol.14, Issue.l, pp.79-98; Walker, R.B.J. and
Mendlovitz, S. (eds) (1990Fontending Sovereignties: Redefining Political Camity (London: Lynne
Rienner Publications) — in particular, chapter eiggh Bateson, M.C. (1990) ‘Beyond Sovereignty: An
Emerging Global Civilization’, pp.145-158.

0 Castles, S. and Davidson, A. (2000jtizenship and Migration: Globalization and the Ifios of
Belonging (London: Macmillan Press); Gray, B. (2002) ‘Théshr Diaspora: Globalised Belonging(s)’,
Irish Journal of SociologyVol. 11, Issue.2, pp.123-144; Yuval-Davis et @he Situated Politics of
Belonging

“L Castles and Davidso@jtizenship and Migrationp.viii

2 Yuval-Davis et alThe Situated Politics of Belonging.1

3 Fanning, B. (2009New Guests of the Irish NatigBublin: Irish Academic Press), p.166

24



always in opposition to (i.e. as connected to, bitimately separate from) political
community, what is emphasized in this thesis is ithportance of recognising the
evolution of subjectivity beyond this existing gpatemporal ideal of modernity if we are
to “take into account the full ambivalence of tlomditions of its operation®®

“ Butler, J. (1997)The Psychic Life of Power: Theories in Subject{&tanford, California: Stanford
University Press), p.15
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Chapter 1:
Exploring the Citizenship Debate An interrogation of the relationship
between modern subjectivity and citizenship

Citizenship will continue to name a political piiaet that is

plausibly monopolized by the modern state... [yeglfo names
a site at which our constitutive account of whatase supposed
to be will become less plausible, and where thehliig
problematic character of what we think politicsaisd where it
occurs will become increasingly pronounced....[T]hé&eno

point in pushing at these limits...without also pushiat the

account of modern subjectivity which has been pceduby, and
is productive of, those limit&.B.J. Walker?

Introduction
The 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum has beenritbest as “[tjhe most significant

event in the politics of immigration in the Repuabbf Ireland”?

Reflecting dominant
trends in citizenship scholarship, existing analyi this referendum frames the issue in
terms of two opposing perspectives: one particstiari(exclusive), one universalistic
(inclusive). It posits the question of the ‘polgicof citizenship as a trade-off between
these diverging models. This chapter argues tlatMbrk of R.B.J. Walker provides an
alternative focus through which to explore the 20fgh Citizenship Referendum by
challenging this dualistic framework as the neagsdaasis for discussions about
citizenship. His work does so by problematizing gremise upon which it is based,
which is the taken-for-granted autonomous existesfcpersons (individuals) who are
understood to be connected to, but ultimately sgpdrom, ‘the state’, and by suggesting
instead that we need to consider how political ectijity can be conceptualized in terms
of a constitutivesubject of politic$. | argue that this perspective presents a different
starting point from which to approach the questidrnhow the politics of citizenship

could be articulated to the prevalent form of aeless dialectic of inclusion and

! A version of this chapter has been accepted fbligation (Forthcoming 2011) as ‘Thinking Citizeish
and its Constitutive Subject: Interrogating the 206sh Citizenship Referendum Debate’ Ritizenship
StudiesVol.15, Issue.4

2 Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’198

% Fanning and Mutwarasibo, ‘Nationals/Non-Nationats439

* Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’
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exclusion, particularism and universalism, natieml and post-nationalism currently
determined by the boundaries of the (Irish) state.

As the above quotation indicates, Walker's work bagizes the linkbetween
politics and subjectivity. Doing so, it historiczéhe assumption that citizenship must be
discussed in terms of how individual citizen-subgeare included in, or excluded from,
‘the state’ as that which defines the essence litigso Rather, it emphasizes the need to
reconsider the manner in which subjectivity hasnbéefined in relation to a particular
understanding of ‘politics’, as that which is uniplematically divisible and continuous
and is therefore understood as something wbarhalways necessarily be ‘included’ or
‘excluded’ in this manner. What will be argued Hhist chapter is that this presents a
challenge to the belief that the existing framigh@ 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum
completely exhausts all “understandings of histadritendencies and...judgments of
normative possibilities” as these relate to thestjpa of the politics of citizenshi.
Instead, what will be discussed is how the ‘patticwersus universal’, ‘inclusion versus
exclusion’ lens through which citizenship is cuthgrarticulated here, reflects important
assumptions about what a politics of citizenshipstlook like due to its attachment to a
specifically modern account of autonomous subjégti/ The result is to allow us to
reconceptualize existing analysis of the 2004 IG@#ivenship Referendum as a debate in
and of itself, rather than a series of competingaties. This is a debate which presents a
spectrum of possible (yet limited) interpretive wes which are defined by a particular
‘reality’ of what it means to ‘be’ citizen (a patal subject) in terms of sovereignty and
autonomy.

The chapter proceeds by considering the main argtemehich have been put
forward in favour and against the 2004 CitizensRigferendum. It then explores the
dominant intellectual and theoretical explanatitorghese arguments and discusses why
and how these are normally articulated in termspgosing models of citizenship. The
aim of this first section is to highlight the rei@e ofboth models on the notion of the
individual (albeit often via a very deconstructeaderstanding) as the lowest unit of

analysis who is understood in terms of their aptlit hold rights always against the state.

® Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’] pl
® Ibid
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The second section then considers how this framewgochallenged by the notion of a
constitutive subject of (sovereign) politics as theorized by RB.BWalker. This
specifically problematizes the notion of individiixlas a form of being — not only in its
own right, as has been done already in criticatemship scholarship via gendered and
ethnic understandings of subjectivity — but as thiaich is understood as connected to,
yet ultimately separate from the (Irish) state.

The final section outlines what a reconceptualizedcept of citizenship would
look like. It suggests that the notion of a comsitie subject of citizenship presents us
with a different starting point from which to appah questions regarding the politics of
citizenship in the Republic of Ireland, to that walhiis currently offered. Doing so, it
destabilizes the inevitability of the current frammek. This current framework takes for
granted that we muséad citizenship via an understanding of subjestias autonomous
and separate from the state, and therefore in tefnisclusionary versus exclusionary
models. In contrast to this, Walker's work indicatéhat we need to think about
conceptions of subjectivity outside of individugliulia Kristeva’'s work is introduced to
provide an alternative understanding of politicabjectivity for this framework. She
presents an understanding of subjectivity whichadonger based on a metaphysics of
presence vis-a-vis the state (sovereignty), bua anetaphysics of process via plurality
and hybridity. This is an understanding of humaeinly’ based on rupture rather than
unity. Unlike the existing framework, | emphasizett the aim here is no longer to
attempt to ‘resolve’ the question of citizenshiptlre Republic of Ireland post 2004 via
understandings of a more inclusive Irish statisfqut. Instead the aim of this alternative
framework is that of providing the possibility céaonceiving of subjectivity in terms
other than those (pre)determined by the sovereiganamous boundaries of the Irish
state. These are terms which expressly complexiéy dlean lines which have been
imposed on understandings that the relationshipvdst politics (of citizenship) and
subjectivity must be conceptualized in terms ofnidg (inside) versus difference

(outside).
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The 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum Debate

This section outlines the two sides of the debatstaictured at the time of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum according to existing anslydowever, the point in doing so
here is not to engage in yet another discussioto ashether in 2004 the proposed
amendment to the constitution was based on anegfi#i civic (sovereign) understanding
of citizenship or, alternatively an ethnic (racist)derstanding of citizenship. Rather, as
will become increasingly clear, these positionsartdined in this chapter in such a way
as to provide a basis for exploring throughoutrémainder of the thesis the manner in
which both, as articulated, leave unquestioned democoncept of subjectivity which
sits at the heart of this debate itself. As sutkhould be noted that these positions are
not presented heilia order to be analysed as part of this thesis, as if tipegssented an
infinite array of possible options for interpretatj as this would follow the format taken
in existing analysis of the referendum. Instead,imsystence on outlining the discussions
surrounding the Citizenship Referendum in the mateéow should be seen as part of
the process through which this existing analysigeisonceptualizechere as a very
specific “spectrum of interpretive dispositiohs” what R.B.J. Walker refers to as ‘the
citizenship debate’ — which relied upon a moderncept of subjectivity within which
the ‘reality’ of Irish Citizenship was constructadthe first place in 2004. The outline
given below should therefore be seen as part oatiadysis underlying this thesis which
is based on considering how we can reconceiveeofdferendum as a debate in its own
right rather than as a series of competing debates.is an analysis which is based on
refusing to simply engage in the terms of this efieentioned citizenship debate which
existing analysis reinforces, and which dictated themust choose between the options
of wuniversalism and particularism, inclusion and clegion, nationalism and
postnationalism, identity and difference; or altively, that we must negotiate a middle

ground between them.

" Doty, R.L. (1993) ‘Foreign Policy as Social Comstion: A Post-Positivist Analysis of U.S.
Counterinsurgency Policy in the Philippindsiternational Studies Quarterly/ol.37, Issue.3, p.298
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Sovereign Statehood

On 10March 2004 the Irish Government announced its plaild a referendum on the
right to citizenship on the island of Ireland. idicated that this referendum would be
held at some point in 2004. Approximately one molatier on 8 April, The Twenty-
Seventh Amendment of the Constitution Bill 2004 vimisiated in Dail Eireann. This
proposed that the following additional wording beerted into Article 9 of Bunreacht na
hEireann:

Article 9.2.1 Notwithstanding any other provision of this Congtiin, a person born in
the island of Ireland, which includes its islandsl @eas, who does not have, at the time
of his or her birth, at least one parent who islrésh citizen or entitled to be an Irish

citizen is not entitled to Irish citizenship or imatality, unless otherwise provided for by
law.

Article 9.2.2 This section shall not apply to persons born befloeedate of the enactment
of this section.

Initially an initiative of the Department of JusticEquality and Law Reform (henceforth
‘the Department of Justice’), the referendum prapasas nonetheless backed by the
then FF/PD coalition and presented as a Bill withh Government support. At first the
Government declared that it was undecided as tonwbehold the referendum. It
eventually confirmed, however, that in the eventhod Constitutional Bill being passed
by both Houses of the Oireachtas the proposal owdatherein would be put to the
people of Ireland in a referendum to be held injwoction with European and local
elections on 11 June that same year.

The argument in favour of inserting a qualificatiomo Article 9 in the manner
outlined in the Twenty-Seventh Amendment to the itution Bill was articulated in
several key documents issued by the Departmenisticd in March and April of 200%4.
These highlight the Irish Government’s belief i& sbvereign duty to regulate entry into,
as well as residence within the state, but spedifiadentify several factors impeding
this. They explain that the 2002 Programme for Gawvent had indicated a commitment

to deal with two issues which had been identifisdnapeding the Government’s ability

8 Department of JusticeProposed Citizenship Referendunbepartment of JusticeCitizenship
Referendum: The Government’'s ProposBlspartment of Justicénaformation Note
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to assert its sovereign duty in this regatd.the piece written by the Minister for Justice,
Equality and Law Reform (henceforth ‘the Minister flustice’) he identifies these as the
“apparently strong legal claim on the part of national parents of a child born...[in
Ireland] to remain in the State, based onRbhgijonu case”; and second, the entitlement,
inserted in 1998 under Article 2 of the Constitotiof all those born in Ireland to
become Irish citizen¥. Whereas it is pointed out that the first of thesseies had been
dealt with through the Supreme Court in 2003 in tobe and Osayande case, the
Minister for Justice argues that the latter — whatéewhere the Government points out

was “unique in the European Union and unusual weitte” *

— can only be dealt with
through a referendum which would remove the autmraititiement to citizenship at
birth on Irish soif** According to all three briefing documents this de to be done
urgently in order to put a stop to what had be@amtified as “a high incidence” of non-
national women arriving into Irish maternity hogpsét in late pregnancy, or in the early
stages of labour; a phenomenon which the Governarguied “is directly related to the
fact that Irish law at present gives to the chidi®f said pregnant women] the

entitlement to Irish citizenship and thus to citigkip of the European Unior®.

Fajujonu ruling
The 1990 Fajujonu case referred to a Supreme @alimg involving two undocumented
migrant parents (one of Moroccan nationality and ohNigerian nationality) who were
the parents of Irish citizen children and who sdugh the right to remain in Ireland on
this basis:* Prior to Fajujonu there had been several casetén1980s involving

undocumented migrant males seeking to remain larideon the basis of being married

° The briefing document entitledhformation Note quotes directly from the 2002 Programme for
Government to justify the chosen course of evdhigoints out that this contained a prior commitintn
monitor and eventually when possible, to deal ik situation: “We will keep under review the nusnb
of applications from non-nationals to remain in 8t@ate on the basis of parentage of an Irish-bbitd ¢
and initiate all-part discussions on the issue wfhsconstitutional or other measures which might be
required.” (p.1)

1% Department of Justic®roposed Citizenship Referendupnl

" Department of Justicépformation Notep.4

12 pepartment of Justic®roposed Citizenship Referendum

13 Department of Justic&itizenship Referendum: The Government'’s Propogéls,

4 The Fajujonus were a married couple who had esitbgand in 1981 in breach of immigration law.
They had one child in 1983 and subsequently twihéurchildren. For a more detailed discussion abait
legal issues involved in the Fajujonu case, seanRi. (2004) ‘The Celtic Cubs: The Controversyrove
Birthright Citizenship in Ireland’European Journal of Migration and Lawol.6, pp.173-193
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to Irish citizens and having Irish citizen childremt these had failed.Under Fajujonu
what was emphasized by the Supreme Court howess the length of time which the
parents had been living in Ireland (nine years) #redextent to which the family were
integrated into Irish society as a result of thilse Supreme Court therefore ruled that the
parentsdid have a strong case to remain in Ireland to provadenpany, care and
parentage’ to their citizen child within the staie the basis of a child’s entitlement to
company and protection of their family as set autArticles 41 and 42 of the 1937
Constitution'® As one of the two Judges who delivered the judgenfehich was
endorsed by the three remaining judges) explaih#teaime, their belief was that:

where, as occurs in this case, an alien has inrésatled for an appreciable time in the
State and has become a member of a family uniimilie State containing children who
are citizens . . . there can be no question bdtthuse children, as citizens, have got a
constitutional right to the company, care and paags of their parents within a family
unit . . ._prima facieind subject to the exigencies of the common goadhat is a right
which these citizens [are] entitled to exercisehimithe Statd

Subsequent to the Fajujonu ruling, a precedentsebwhich allowed Irish citizen
children to invoke their right to the care and camp of their parents in the Republic of
Ireland. According to the Government's own figdfesbetween 1999 and 2003
approximately 10,000 non-EEA nationals were granitedright to remain in Ireland on
the basis of being the parents of an Irish citizbitd.*® In 2003 however, a landmark
ruling undermined this precedent. This landmarkngulcame several years after the
Department of Justice readjusted its policy andahemid-way through 2001 to refuse
applications from parents of Irish citizen childierthose cases where it was deemed that

the family had not been spent “an appreciable fenftime” in the staté’ Eventually in

15 See for examplPok Sun Shum. Ireland [1986] ILRM 593 andOshekuw. Ireland [1986] IR 733, 747 as
discussed irRyan, ‘The Celtic Cubs’, p.179. The High Court alsdially ruled against the Fajujonu
family finding that although their daughter hadcertain right to be in Ireland” and “a right to theciety

of her parents”, she did not necessarily haveititd to the society of her parentsireland.

18 Fajujonuv. Minister for Justicd1990] 2 IR

7 Justice Finlay C.J. quoted Fajujonuv. Minister for Justicepp.6-7

18 This particular FF/PD Government had been in effior two terms by this point: initially from 1998
June 2002 and later from June 2002 onwards.

1 O’'Dea, W. (FF) Oireachtas Debates (29 April 200#enty-Seventh Amendment to the Constitution Bill
2004: Report and Final Stage®ail Eireann, p.980. According to Iseult Honohahe figures for
applications for leave to remain on the basis olfrizsh born child for the final two years of therjpal 1999

— 2003 were 3,153 (2001) and 4,027 (2002). HonohdB007) ‘Bounded Citizenship and the Meaning of
Citizenship Laws’ In: L. Cardinal and N. Brown (¢ddanaging Diversity: Practices of Citizenship in
Australia, Canada and IrelanqUniversity of Ottawa Press, 2007), p.85

2 Cullen, P. ‘Expulsion threat to immigrants witiishr children’, The Irish Times01/12/2001
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2003 a test case presented itself in the Lobe asal@hde case. Lobe and Osayande
involved the case of a Czech Roma family (the Lylssd a Nigerian family (the
Osayandes) seeking a similar right to residendeeiand to provide ‘company, care and
parentage’ for their Irish born child as soughttie Fajujonu cas€. This was rejected
however for a series of reasons which the SupremrtCGeventually upheld: these
included what was perceived to be a relatively speriod of time during which the
families had been living in Ireland (the Lobes,enimonths and the Osayandes, seven
months) and the fact that several members of kathlies had applied for asylum in the
United Kingdom (UK) before moving to Ireland and reveherefore in breach of the
Dublin Conventiorf? What was also specifically stressed by the Suprémert judges
was the fact that there had been a sizable increassylum applications in Ireland
during the previous decade (from 424 in 1992 t®34,in 2000, and to 11,503 as of
January 2003} Given that many asylum seekers could be shownat@ feventually
applied for leave to remain on the basis of thesp@age of an Irish citizen child or
sibling, what was implied was that this process wasking to circumvent the asylum
process” As a result, in the Lobe and Osayande case itrulad for the first time since
1990 that a non-national parents’ right to remaitréland to bring up their child needed
to be weighed against the additional importancdefintegrity of the asylum process and

the state’s need to control entry into, as wellesidence within, the state.

%L The Osayandes had one son born in Ireland in Nbeer2001. The Lobes had four children, one of
which was born in Ireland in October 2001.

2 The Dublin Convention is a treaty (signed in Dolduring the 1990 Irish Presidency of the EU, hence
the name) signed by all European Union countriesagmeement that asylum applications must be
considered by the country the applicant first @siin. It entered into force in 1997.

% The first two figures here are cited in CullenxffIsion threat to immigrants’. All three figureseaited

by Judge Keane, C.J. in his delivery of the judgeinme the Lobe and Osayande case on 23 January 2003
Lobe and Osayande v. The Minister for Justice, lityjuand Law Refornj2003] IESC 3

2 \When questioned about the figures for applicatfonseave to remain on the basis of an Irish-bahitd

or sibling, the Minister for Justice, Michael McDellvexplained that “Between the beginning of 1998 a
the end of 2003 some 10,335 European Economic Ar@asationals secured residency in the State®n th
sole basis that they had an Irish born child”, eagiting further that “A total of 2,400, roughly 25%f
these parents never claimed asylum.” McDowell, MF)( Oireachtas Debates., (5 May 2004yenty-
Seventh Amendment of the Constitution Bill 2004n@iitee StageSeanad Eireann, p.801

% |In a semi-ironic twist of fate, the counsel actfog the Fajujonus when they established the premed
which permitted Irish citizen children to invokeethright to the care and company of their parémthe
Republic of Ireland in the Supreme Court thirteeang previously was Michael McDowell. This was the
same Michael McDowell who was the Minister for destin 2003 and who also eventually successfully
challenged this precedent on behalf of the state.
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In its ‘information note’ on the proposed referenguhe Government argued that
it had, as a result of this ruling, been able tgitbéo reassess the situation in which non-
national parents sought to remain in Ireland onlthgis of their Irish-born child. In his
article published initially inThe Sunday Independerthe then Minister for Justice
insisted that this was because “[tlhe Court maeéearcthat the factors to be taken into
account went beyond the location of birth alondae-length of stay of the families and
their circumstances and the general requirementshef common good were also
relevant’?®® The information note goes on to explain that thev&8nment had since
begun to clarify the new position regarding thesmnges. On 17 July 2003 the
Government announced that its strategy for the Inandf claims for leave to remain in
the state on the basis of an Irish born child wed these would no longer warrant a
separate process to other migration/asylum clainsubsequently sent letters to all
persons who had submitted applications under tt@sigusly alternative legal basis for
remaining in the state, explaining to them thateéh&as no longer an ‘Irish born child’
status and that their claims would not be consitlene this basis any long&t.The
Government did not give figures at the time butwas subsequently estimated that
approximately 10,000 applications (made before danR003) for leave to remain on the

basis of an Irish born child or sibling, remainedstanding’®

Article 2 of Bunreacht na hEireann
Having begun to deal with this first issue, the &wownent argued that there was one
more issue to deal with which was impeding itsigbib control entry into and residence
within the state. This was the wording of ArticlePBunreacht na hEireann. Article 2 of
the Constitution was a result of negotiations manheler the Good Friday Peace
Agreement between the Irish and British governmetitsvas agreed here that the
existing territorial claim by the Republic to thehale of the island of Ireland (the
previous Article 2) would be replaced with a congibnal entitlement to all those living

% Department of Justic®roposed Citizenship Referendupnl
2" Department of Justicénformation Note, p.1
% Court Section, ‘10,000 non-nationals could faceattation’, The Irish Times26/08/2005
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on the island to become lIrish citizens, but onlguti they wish to do s&.Under the
Good Friday Agreement, the existing Article 2 waearéefore replaced with the following:

Article 2 It is the entitlement and birthright of every garsborn in the island Ireland,
which includes its islands and seas, to be partheflirish Nation. That is also the
entittement of all persons otherwise qualified st@dance with law to be citizens of
Ireland. Furthermore, the Irish nation cherishassjtecial affinity with people of Irish
ancestry living abroad who share its cultural idtgrand heritagé’

According to the Government, this right to Irishizz#nship at birth had previously only
been provided for in Irish lairish Nationality and Citizenship Act 1956 and 698The
reason this distinction was important, it was exydd, was because this meant that the
Oireachtas had always previously retained the powwetegislate (and therefore to
control) the exact conditions necessary for theustiipn of citizenship on the island.
What it argued was that when citizenship at birttasweventually enshrined
constitutionally under the Good Friday Agreemehis removed the Oireachtas’ power
to legislate in this matter. In outlining its prgads for a citizenship referendum in 2004,
the Government therefore argued that the needhimmréferendum on citizenship was
based on a requirementrstorepower to the Oireachtas:

power, which is in line with the general statemantArticle 9.1.2 of the Constitution,
[and which] has not been available since the inm@on of the present wording of
Article 2 by the Nineteenth Amendment of the Cdnstbn Act, effective from 2

December 1999,

As an explanation for why the constitutional epfitent to citizenship at birth
needed to be changed specifically at that poir2Ge4, the Government pointed to how
much the immigration situation on the island ofdrel had changed since 1998 when the
Good Friday Agreement was negotiated. Having preshoalways been a country of net
emigration, Ireland had become a country of netignation in the twenty-first century.

This phenomenon was due to large numbers of littlens who had left Ireland in the

% The pre-1998 Article 2 inserted in 1937 read d®ves: “The national territory consists of the whol
island of Ireland, its islands and the territosabs.”

% Nineteenth Amendment to the Constitution Act, 19®#te of signature 3 June 1998. This “[a]lloweel th
State to consent to be bound by the British-Irigitee@ment done at Belfast on 10 April 1998 and pledi
that certain further amendments to the Constitutiwtably to Articles 2 and 3, would come into effe
when that agreement entered into forcBunreacht na hEireann: Constitution of Irelan(Dublin:
Government Publications)

31 Department of Justic&itizenship Referendum: The Government's Propoga Article 9.1.2 states
that “The future acquisition and loss of Irish patility and citizenship shall be determined in adaace
with law”. Bunreacht na hEireann
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previous decades (mostly 1980s and 1990s) retumoiigeland once again, as well as
equally large numbers of people coming to live rieldnd for the first timé? It was
however only the latter group which was the foctisamcern in discussions surrounding
the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum. In lightaodustained increase in the numbers of
persons born outside of the island of Ireland tgkipp residence over the previous
decad® the argument made by the Government was thatutfieersal automatic
constitutional entitlement to citizenship at biith Ireland was permitting children of
persons (referred to as ‘non-nationals’) who did have sufficient connection with
Ireland, to acquire significant rights (which theyight otherwise not be entitled to)
simply by virtue of being born in Ireland. This,cacding to the Government, was an
abuse of the system and needed to be rectifiedefexendum so as to remove the
universality of this entitlement from the Constitut They further argued that despite the
change in Government policy since the Lobe and @sdg ruling which effectively
abolished the ‘Irish-born child route’ as a meamsparents to gain residency and remain
in Ireland, the constitutional right to citizenskapbirth agreed to under the Good Friday
agreement was proving to be anduringincentive (described as ‘a loophole’) for non-
national parents to give birth in Ireland. The Goweent insisted that the proposed

referendum was necessary to remove this incefitive.

32 For a breakdown of the difference between thesegmups see University College Cork (UCGish
Return Migrants 1996—2002

33 Between 1999 and 2003 there was an increase iallteation of work permits within the Republic of
Ireland of just over forty thousand. DepartmenEaterprise, Trade and Employmemgtal Work Permits
issued by Year and by category: 1999-208tutistical Tables and Company Listings for tmepoyment
Permits Section. As Piaras MacEinri points outyas never possible to say how many people remained
living in the country beyond several months. Howetlee 2002 Census confirmed an increase in plates
birth outside of Ireland for those living in Ireldnin comparison to the previous decade. Censusr&len
Statistics Office (2003Tensus 2002: Principal Demographic Resi{aiblin: Central Statistics Office),
p.24; MacEinri, P. (2007) ‘Integration Models anbozes’ In: B. Fanning (edlnmigration and Social
Change in the Republic of Irelarflanchester: Manchester University Press), p.214

3 Although a specific residency requirement was patt of the referendum proposal itself, the
Government drafted preliminary legislation at thene time to outline how birthright citizenship wdudde
legislated for if the referendum was to be pasiddcluded a copy of this draft legislation in thecument

it released entitle€itizenship Referendum: The Government’'s Propo3dls outlined that citizenship at
birth for those whose parents were not Irish citiz@or entitled to become so would (only) be aaglir
where their parents had been resident (not incudmstudents or as asylum seekers) in Ireland fotal

of three years out of the previous four prior teithbirth. This draft legislation later became lamv
December 2004 in the form of The Irish Nationaktyd Citizenship Act 2004. It applied to all thoserb
after 1 January 2005.
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As proof of the abuse to which it referred, the &wowvnent pointed first to a high
proportion of asylum seekers arriving pregnantétahd in the preceding few yedrslt
also pointed to a general increase since 1998rthfshio non-nationals in the state and in
recent years to the specific experience at cerfublin maternity hospitals of “a
disproportionate number” of non-national women engsilg unannounced in both late
pregnancy and in the early stages of labour, amledave the country soon after giving
birth.3® The Government insisted that the Masters (Medigdctors) of the three main
maternity hospitals in the capital city Dublin hadme to them indicating serious
concerns: that this practice was both endangetieglives of pregnant women and
presenting a great strain on the existing matersétywices’ Described as ‘citizenship
tourism’ by the Government, it eventually concludleat “[t]he inescapable conclusion is
that non-national parents, whether based in Iretandot, quite reasonably perceive an
advantage by giving birth in Ireland to a child wihereby becomes an Irish, and thus an
EU citizen.®

The rationale behind the proposed citizenship esfdum was accordingly
presented as a “simple” and “sensible” effort t@aldsith this issue by both parties in
government® Both insisted above all on the need to preseree'ititegrity’ of Irish
citizenship arguing that regardless of the actuahlpers, the practice itself of “conferring

Irish citizenship on the future children of thesstranged Irish-born citizens...is an

% According to the Government 58% of asylum seelerived pregnant in 2002 and 2003. O’'Dea, W.
(FF) Oireachtas Debates (29 April 200venty-Seventh AmendmegnB77

% McDowell, M. (PD) Oireachtas Debates (21 April 2)0wenty-Seventh Amendment of the Constitution
Bill 2004: Second StageDail Eireann, p.1189; Department of Justi@itizenship Referendum: The
Government's Proposalp,8

3" Harney, M. (PD) Oireachtas Debates (7 April 200daders Question®ail Eireann, p.819; Donnellan,
E. ‘Rotunda master anxious over late arrivalgie Irish Times23/04/2004; On 21 April the Minister for
Justice argued that “The evidence that we haveiauseproblem in terms of the integrity of our zénship
law is to be found in the fact that huge and unpdeated pressures have emerged in our maternity
hospitals.” He further confirmed that he had “pla¢en the Library of the Oireachtas copies of the
documents relating to my dealings with senior managnt of the maternity hospitals”. McDowell, M.
(PD) Oireachtas Debates (21 April 200Byventy-Seventh Amendmept1193; Minister McDowell did
initially go further and say that the Masters oftillo’'s three maternity hospitals had specificalsked for

a change in citizenship legislation to deal witls oroblem but immediately retracted this statenvemtn
this was categorically denied by the three MastResd, L. ‘Masters deny seeking change of statusamn
nationals’,The Irish Times13/03/2004

3 Department of JusticeProposed Citizenship Referendum1; See Sheahan, F. ‘Revealed proof of
citizenship tourism’,The Irish Examiner27/05/2004 and Sheahan, F. ‘Citizenship toutstanaternity
services',The Irish Examingr28/05/2004

% Progressive Democrats Press Room, ‘McDowell AdsiratsLaunch of PD Citizenship Referendum
Campaign’, 25/05/2004
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unacceptable abuse of our citizenship laws andhditetmines the...value of what it
means to be an Irish citizef® The Tanaiste argued that the simple fact of theenwas
that “our constitutional provisions are being useda way we did not intend The
current situation, she argued, was “not...[one] inclltitizenship is sufficiently valued
and honored*? The largest party in Government (FF) subsequetglynched its
campaign for a Yes vote in the citizenship refetenavith posters which read ‘Vote Yes
to Common Sense Citizenship’. The leader of FF &adiseach put it equally simply
thus:

the constitutional referendum on citizenship hasirgle and straightforward purpose.
There is a loophole in our citizenship law thabfen to abuse. Voting Yes will close that
loophole. Ireland is the only EU country that altoan unrestricted right to citizenship at
birth. The Governments [sic] proposals are to ckahgt®

The deputy Prime Minister insisted that a Yes v@tell June would merely bring Irish
citizenship legislation in line with other Europeaountries by “end[ing] the situation
where people who have no connection with Irelantj anay continue to have no
connection with Ireland, can acquire citizenshiptfeir children™*

In May of 2004 the Irish Government identified whatargued was a further
‘impetus’ for the referendum in a ruling handed ddvy the European Court of Justice’s
Advocate General on the case of baby Catherine @fsrmmontH: Catherine’s mother,
a pregnant Mrs. Chen (a Chinese national) had beento be deported from the UK
when, under advice from her lawyer Mrs. Chen hagvifl to Northern Ireland to give
birth. Upon securing Irish (and therefore Europédémon (EU)) citizenship for her

daughter, Mrs. Chen had eventually been allowedetarn to the UK® The lIrish

“° Hanafin, M. (FF) Oireachtas Debates, (22 April 200wenty-Seventh Amendment of the Constitution
Bill 2004: Second Stage (resumgBjil Eireann, p.88

“1 Brennock, M. ‘Tanaiste staunchly defends citizémgloll plan’, The Irish Times02/04/2004

2 progressive Democrats Press Room, ‘Statement byT&maiste on the Citizenship Referendum’,
21/05/2004

3 Department of the Taoiseach Press Room, ‘Voting Wil mean Ireland will continue to have one oé th
Most Liberal Citizenship Laws in Europe’, 26/05/200

4 Progressive Democrats Press Room, ‘Statement byahaiste’

5 Hennessy, M. ‘McDowell insists his action heads‘tifreat”, The Irish Times19/05/2004

6 The British Home Office initially denied Mrs. Chemd her daughter the right to reside in the UK,
however, this decision was overturned by the Adi®daeneral in May 2004. The Advocate General
decision to allow Mrs. Chen to reside in the UKldaling the birth of her Irish citizen daughter wasde

on the basis that Article 18 of the EC Treaty pdesi for the right of every citizen of the Unionnmve
and reside freely within the territory of the Memb@tates. This judgment was later upheld by the
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Government argued that the judgment by the AdvoGaeeral to allow Mrs. Chen to
reside in the UK following the birth of her Irishtizen daughter — on the basis that
Article 18 of the European Community (EC) Treatg\pdes for the right of every citizen
of the Union to move and reside freely within tlegritory of the Member States —
“highlighted the fact that having an Irish-born Idhis a passport to residency in wider
Europe™®’ It argued that this case signaled even more glehg need for an urgent
change in the nature in which Irish citizenshiplddee acquired to prevent Ireland from
being further used as a backdoor into Eurfipe.

In existing analysis of the 2004 Citizenship Refelem the pro-referendum
stance articulated by the Irish Government has lessociated with the belief that
genuine citizenship must be based in the naticm-sfccording to this reading of the
2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum, the model oizertship invoked here by the Irish
Government is a particular or ‘bounded’ model dizenship. Tracing the idea back to
Rousseau and his “small-is necessary perspectivatiaenship”, David Miller equates
bounded citizenship with the republican understagsiof citizenship as an active idé&4l.
Here a specific political community is constructedund a bounded unit, understood as

a finite single entity which is defined on the Isasf shared characteristits.

Racial Statehood

The proclamation of 1916 promised to ‘cherish dil tbe children of the nation
equally’...yet this has been rendered effectivelyeldss by the Citizenship Referendum
and subsequent legislation. The Irish state was tabbtrip some of its most vulnerable
children of citizenship with the support of 80 peint of the population. This reality is at
the very core of the racism that we confront iff' 2&ntury IrelandRonit Lentin and
Robbie McVeigh™

European Court of Justice in October 200&Kimquian Catherine Zhu, Man Lavette Chen v. Seryaif
State for the Home Departmedtidgment of the Court of 19 October 2004
" Brennock, M. ‘FF says amendment is “sensible” oase to citizenship situationThe Irish Times
24/05/2004 — quoting Mary Coughlan, Minister forci&band Family Affairs
“8 Brennock, ‘FF says amendment is “sensible™
9 Miller, D. (1999) ‘Bounded Citizenship’ In: K. Hehings and R. Dannreuther (edSpsmopolitan
%itizenship(London: MacMillan Press Ltd), p.69

Ibid
*1 Lentin and McVeighAfter Optimism?’ dedication page. The 1916 proclamation — alsamvnas the
‘proclamation of the Irish RepublicFprégra na Poblachtapr the ‘Easter Proclamation’ — was issued by
the Irish Volunteers and the Irish Citizen Armytire course of the Easter Rising in Ireland whicgameon
24 April 1916. On behalf of ‘The Provisional Goverent of the Irish Republic’ it proclaimed Ireland’s
independence from the United Kingdom and the lpisbple’s right to national freedom and sovereignty.
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The argument against the removal of the constitatioentittement to birthright
citizenship in Ireland in 2004 was articulated bgstnof the main Opposition parties in
conjunction with various sections of Irish civilgety. The largest Opposition party at
the time (Fine Gael (FG)) objected to the timinghaf referendum but did not oppose the
basis of the referendum proposal itSélThose who did object to the substance of the
proposal included the Green Party, the Labour P&ityn Féin (SF), the Socialist Party,
ICCL, the Children’s Rights Alliance, Integratingeland, IHRC and NCCR¥ In the
first instance, these bodies pointed out betweemtthat the term itself ‘non-national’
was highly misleading as it lumped together a ramigeategories of persons who could
be living in the state for a variety of differemasons, most of which involved a long-
term commitment to living and working in the stat&hey also challenged the statistical
evidence presented, as well as the ‘fact’ of actlicerrelation between the constitutional
entitlement to birthright citizenship and the aafiwf pregnant women in late stages of
pregnancy or early stages of labour at Dublin nmétehospitals’

One of the main arguments at the timas that the Government could provide no
satisfactory breakdown for the overall numbers othb to non-nationals in order to
confirm that they were in fact ‘disproportionat®’ A damning report by the Children’s
Rights Alliance exploring the Government’s argumignind, on the contrary, that these
numbers were in keeping with increasing volumeswhrd migration to Ireland over the
previous decade and the simple fact that a largeeptage of migrant women were of

childbearing age. This report also significantlyip® out — looking specifically at one

2 Hennessy, M. ‘If June referendum goes ahead, FiGwpport it’, The Irish Times21/04/2004

3 Other organizations which opposed the referenchrtudled the Waterford congress of Trade Unions;
the Dublin Congresses of Trade Unions; the Uniostoidents in Ireland; the National Youth Council of
Ireland; the National Women’s Council of Irelandiet National Traveller Women’s Forum; and the
National Lesbian and Gay Federation. Examples wérs¢ campaigns set up specifically to bring vasiou
organizations together to contest the referendume wieawyers Against the Amendment Campaign’
(whose founders included Ivana Bacik and Profe®¢itiiam Binchy) and ‘Campaign Against the Racist
Referendum’ (CARR)

> NCCRI (2004)The Citizenship Referendum: Issues, ObservatiodsCamcernsAdvocacy Paper No.3,
June, pp.1-17

5 Children’s Rights Alliance (2004)mmigration and Citizenship in Irelan@Dublin: The Children’s
Rights Alliance), pp.1-36; ICCL (2004LCL Briefing on Proposal for a Referendum on @itighip,21
April (Dublin: ICCL), pp.1-17

% Labour Party (2004Fitizenship Referendum June™ Facts? No! Figures? No! Reasons? No! Vote
NO!. Labour Party Campaign Leaflet, May; Green Par60@) 10 good reasons to Vote No in Citizenship
Referendum on June ,18tatement Launched with Green Party Campaign ggpoSe the Citizenship
Referendum, 21 May
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Dublin Maternity Hospital, the Coombe, but implyititat these are consistent statistics
across the other Dublin maternity hospitals — thatas not only non-nationals that had a
tendency to arrive unannounced or in the late stag@regnancy. It indicates rather that
many lIrish citizens did this during the same pergsdthe Government emphasized the
incident of non-national women doing ¥cOverall, the lack of disaggregated statistics in
this area is criticized. This report points out, éxample, that even where it did exist the
statistical data gathered to date in 2004 on bitthson-Irish nationals in Dublin’s
maternity hospitals was not very useful. This isofiar as the term ‘non-national’
included women with British and/or other EU citizsbip as well as those from outside
the European Economic Area (EEA). It therefore wid distinguish between those for
whom citizenship would not be a major pull factorem the increasingly narrowing gap
between national and EU citizenship rights, asrejahose for whom it might & This
report pointed out that those who were non-EEAzeits needed furthermore to be
differentiated in terms of whether they were taistigersons with refugee status (who
therefore have Irish citizenship), or persons whd heen granted a work visa or a work
authorization permit in order to fill a gap in tldour market. It notes that “[wjomen in
each category will have different reasons for th@sence in Ireland at the time of
giving birth” but points out that this is not ackmedged in existing statistics as
maternity hospitals simply do not collect what &erred to as “comprehensive data”
relating to the residency status of moth&rs.

*" Children’s Rights Alliancelmmigration and Citizenship in Irelang.13 These numbers are for the year
2003. The report explains that of the 7,848 womén gave birth at the Coombe during this periodyjpnl
22% of these (1,726) were non-nationals. It theintpaut that of the overall 225 number given famen
presented themselves at the Coombe hospital unanedwand within three weeks of delivery, “nearlif ha
were Irish.”

%8 European Citizenship (the entitlement to all thed® are citizens of a Member State to be citizes
the European Union) was enshrined in the Maastilichaty (Article 17 (1)) in 1992. The argument whic
has been made is therefore that Irish citizenshiprgely irrelevant for the majority of migrantslreland

as approximately 70% hold EU citizenship which athg confers almost equal rights (except voting in
referenda, national elections and entitlement tmessocial welfare benefits) on them. Yasemin Nuhogl
Soysal discusses the importance of recognisinditties of national citizenship in Soysal, Y.N. (199
Limits of Citizenship: Migrants and Postnational iieership in EuropéChicago: University of Chicago
Press)

9 Children’s Rights Alliance,mmigration and Citizenship in Irelandp.12; In their report on the
referendum proposal, the NCCRI called specificidly“guidelines on the way that statistics are ectéd
and used by public services...to ensure that sudtsteta are useih context: NCCRI, The Citizenship
Referendump.10
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In addition to definitional and statsl issues, the idea that the referendum
proposal itself was a ‘simple technical’ adjustmartich would restore power to the
Oireachtas to legislate on citizenship where tlaid heen removed with the insertion of
the amended Article 2 under the Good Friday Agregmeas refuted. Instead what was
argued was that jus soli (birthright citizenshipdiformed the fundamental basis of Irish
citizenship since the foundation of the Irish F8tate in 1922: initially through article 3
of the Constitution of the Irish Free State andedatvithout interruption through
successive legislation (Nationality and CitizensAgi 1935, 1956 and 1986) under the
1937 Constitution Bunreacht na hEireann. Insistivag “jus soli has been the consistent
and defining leitmotif of Irish citizenship law si@ 1922”, what was asserted was that the
proposed referendum would result therefore in @dnmental shift in how the principle of
citizenship was to be regulated in Ireland: froormgebased predominantly on birthright
citizenship (jus soli) to that of citizenship bysgent (jus sanguinéy.It was argued
furthermore that the so-called ‘loophole’ identifiy the Government in Article 2 of the
Irish Constitution was in fact the result of an mwieelming decision by the majority of
the population to support the terms of the GooddyriAgreement. What was denied was
that this attempt to engender a more inclusive ephof Irish citizenship could be
written off so easily® Finally, it was pointed out that despite the iroption by the
Government, there was no imperative for Irelanttdamonize its citizenship legislation

with that of other EU countries.

9 Hogan, G. (2004) ‘Citizenship and the Constitutk§22-To Date’, Paper Given as Part of Conference
Held in Trinity College Dublin Entitledhe Citizenship Referendum: Implications for thex&ibution and
Human Rights22 May, p.6. At the same conference Ashling Reldiyector of ICCL insisted that “The
proposal changes the basis of entitlement to cisiagy from birth in the country to who your pareats.
This would be the first time since the foundatidritee state that Ireland would deny citizenshipbirgh.”
Reidy, A. (2004) ‘The Need for a Referendum Conside Paper Given as Part of Conference Held in
Trinity College Dublin EntitledThe Citizenship Referendum: Implications for then@iution and Human
Rights 22 May 2004, p.5; The IHRC also argued at thes tihat the proposal would result in “a change in
the fundamental law of the State.” IHRGbservations on the Proposed Referendpih

®1 1t is generally accepted that the change to Astizlas a result of the Good Friday Agreement was an
attempt to encourage a pluralistic understandingdeftity on the island of Ireland. See, for exampl
Kiberd, D. (1998) ‘Romantic Ireland is Dead and @&othe English-Speaking Republic as the Crucible of
Modernity’, Lecture given at the College des Irlaisl Paris, April 29. However, for an interestingigue

of this idea see, Finlay, A. (2007) ‘Introductidn® A. Finlay (ed.) Nationalism and Multiculturatis Irish
Identity, Citizenship and the Peace Process (Miinkt& Verlag). Finlay argues that this change nhere
introduced a dual, as opposed to mono, understgrafirdentity. He points out that “in practice thely
choice that seems to matter [subsequently] is Briiesh or Irish, unionist or nationalist.” (p.5)
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Other criticisms which were levellet tae Government were that they had
allowed very little time for consultation and debaf the issues at hand. Instead they
guillotined the referendum proposal bill in the €ichtas and ignored calls for an all-
party committee or hearings on this legislafidExisting provisions in Irish citizenship
legislation which would continue to allow for peepf second and third generation Irish
families to acquire Irish citizenship (often despitaving never set foot on Irish soil),
along with inadequate provisions for affording desicy within the state to those who
were living and working in Ireland for consideralpleriods of time, were also pointed at
to indicate the weakness as well as the incongigtehthe Government’'s argument that
its aim was to maintain the ‘integrity’ of Irishtidenship® Teachta Dala (Member of
Parliament) M. Higgins of the Labour Party perhbpst articulated the opposition stance
to the referendum proposal in this respect:

To summarise the current position: there has beekuropean request [to harmonize
Irish citizenship legislation]; fundamental chantge the Constitution is sought; the
problem has not been quantified and has been @idtoand there has been no
consultatiorf?

Without the statistical evidence deemed necessabatk up the Government’s
arguments regarding ‘citizenship tourism’, seriagusspicions were raised about the
proposal itself> Where statistics did indicate abuses of Irishzeitship it was pointed
out that these were so small that they did not avdra change in the constitution. “We
have been told that the number of people affected42. That does not represent a
crisis...The Government is using it and it is oppoism.”™® What was suggested instead
was that the Government was trying to cover upafteck of funding in hospitals over
the previous decade and that immigrants were uléitpdeing used as scapegoats for
their failures in this regard. The referendum was posited as an attempt by the
Government to shift attention away from their recat the ballot box on 11 June when

%2 Costello, M. (Labour), Oireachtas Debates (29 I0D4), Twenty-Seventh Amendmen982

8 Bacik, I. (2004) ‘Immigration and Citizenship Lawnplications of the Referendum Proposal’ The
Citizenship Referendum: Implications for the Cdnsthn and Human RightéDublin: Trinity College
Dublin School of Law), pp.34-47; Fay, L. ‘Immigrati needs answers, not false piefyie Sunday Times
25/04/2004; Editorial, ‘immigration policy neededhe Sunday Business Pak#/03/2004

% Higgins, M. (Labour) Oireachtas Debates (22 ApfiD4) Twenty-Seventh AmendmemtL2

® Cullen, P. ‘Government accused of misinformatjditie Irish Times24/05/2004

 Gormley, J. (Green) Oireachtas Debates, (22 R004) Twenty-Seventh Amendmen4

70 Snodaigh, A. (SF) Oireachtas Debates, (22 R004)Twenty-Seventh AmendmemB1
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local elections were also to be held, “by chand[itige agenda to issues of race and
ethnicity, and to raise scares that do not exfst.”

It was put forward that the referendum proposal wasattempt to promote “a
racist notion of citizenship and what it means e¢diish by creating a formal category of
second-class citize?®What was argued was that differentiating betwegmtine’ and
‘non-genuine’ citizens should be seen as a praati@xclusion, one of the main results
of which was that “migrant women in Ireland haveetesignified as ‘Other’ and
stereotyped as sexually active child-makers, dedileéy subverting Irish norms of
citizenship and nationality® Basing this argument on the understanding thattést
have become thgated communitiesf the globalised world*! what has been invoked
here is the idea of Ireland as a ‘fortress’ anddtate as that which holds the power to
decide who gets in and who is left out. As Harmmgelaborates, the argument is that
“[w]hat marks the Irish state out, as such, is aragkr its exceptional virtue or piety, but
the powers of exclusion and expulsion which it sekamwith all states receiving
immigrants and asylum seekefé”Mancini and Finlay associate the pro-referendum
stance with a narrow understanding of republicarvgnere the sovereign ‘people’ is
defined as those who founded the republic “makingpossible to redefine ‘the people’
in light of changing circumstance§"Bryan Fanning makes a similar point, identifying
the pro-referendum stance as an essentialist (gwsed to ‘civic’) type of
republicanisnT?

% Boyle, D. (Green) Oireachtas Debates (11 MarchpSacial Welfare (Miscellaneous Provisions) Bill
2004: Report and Final StageBail Eireann, pp.313-314; Former leader of thedwa party (1997-2002)
Ruairi Quinn similarly concluded at committee stafi@roceedings that the referendum was merelyuabo
narrow, racist, opportunistic attempt to garner sortes on 11 June. Sadly, that is the only coriuk
can reach, and it is disgusting.” Quinn, R. (LabdDireachtas Debates (28 April 200B)yventy-seventh
Amendment of the Constitution Bill 2004: Commigésge (resumedpail Eireann, p.774

% Oireachtas Debates (4 February 200inigration Bill 2004 [Seanad]: Second Stage (resdjnDail
Eireann, p.495; Finlay, F. ‘FF’s Lowest tactic ygpreading fear and confusion on immigratioftiglrish
Examiner 01/04/2004

0 Lentin, R. (2004) ‘Strangers and Strollers: Festifiotes on Researching Migrant M/othel&omen’s
Studies International Forunvol.27, Issue.4, p.305

" Lentin and McVeighAfter Optimism?p.22

"2 Harrington, J.A., (2005) ‘Citizenship and the Bidifics of Post-nationalist Irelandfournal of Law and
Society Vol.32, Issue.3, p.441

3 Brook T. (1998) China Men United States v. Wong Kim Arland the Question of Citizenship’,
American Quarterhp0.4, December, p.705 quoted in Mancini and Finf&Gitizenship Matters™, p.581

" FanningNew Guestsp.6
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Ronit Lentin explains that to refer to ‘racializeslclusions’ in this context is to
emphasize the “new ethnicized spaces’ in what $ibkdls “Ireland’s geographies of
exclusion””® Here, racism is no longer understood as individuajudice but as “a
system of subordination [which...] makes and keepsplee different, separate and

"’® The suggested alternative is a post-racial cifkgnmodel which promotes

unequal
“less restrictive understanding of Irish citizenshaind belonging” by encouraging “an
interrogation of how the Irish nation can becoméeotthan white (Christian and
settled).”® Crowley, Gilmartin and Kitchin among others havegued that this
specifically involves an exploration of the idea afdecidedly heterogeneous Irish
society. They point out that Irish society has alsvdbeen multi-ethnic (comprising
Travellers, Black Irish, Jewish among other migsantlespite the myth of the
monocultural Gaef?

The point is then that in contrast to an exclusivedel of bounded citizenship
based on national ideals of citizenship proposedhbyGovernment, those who oppose
the 2004 Citizenship Referendum proposal are utatetg€o have put forward a inclusive
model of citizenship which promotes universal ideaégarding the possibilities for
rethinking citizenship outside of existing narrowatst parameters. As Kimberly
Hutchings points out, normally the distinction beem the particular exclusivist and
universal inclusivist models of citizenship, ane theories on which they draw, is seen
to revolve around the manner in which one modes saerality and politics as only
reconcilable within the nation-state, whereas ttieeoargues that these can be bridged
outside the nation-state as W&llIn this regard it is widely accepted that they are
opposing perspectives. However, my argument istthatopposition can be called into
guestion by looking specifically at the ideal obgctivity as autonomous and sovereign
in the last instance, which underpins both theseéeisoin their analysis of the 2004

> Sibley, D. (1995) ‘Geographies of Exclusion: Sogiaend Difference in the West', cited in Lentin, R.
(2001) ‘Responding to Racialisation of Irishnesssavowed Multiculturalism and its Discontents’,
Sociological Research Onlingol.5, Issue.4, p.1

 Lentin and McVeighAfter Optimism?’ p.24

" Brandi, ‘Unveiling the Ideological Constructiorp,43; Crowley et al., “Vote Yes for Common Sense
Citizenship™, p.22

8 entin, ‘From Racial State to Racist State’, p.1-6

" Crowley et al., “Vote Yes for Common Sense Citigkip™, pp.1-35

8 Hutchings, K. (1999) ‘Political Theory and Cosmb@m Citizenship’ In K. Hutchings and R.
Dannreuther (edsJosmopolitan Citizenshiondon: Macmillan Press), pp.3-32
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Citizenship Referendum. | use the word ‘ideal’ htweemphasize that as well as an
attempt to capture how citizenship does work, ther@also a normative assumption

common to both models regarding how citizenshiystwork.

Sovereign Foundations: The Theoretical Underpinniagof Existing Analysis of the
2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum

Prior to 2004, the question of Irish citizenshipdHaeen defined comprehensively by
critical scholars in terms of the issue of the egmn of women, Travellers, Jews and
African females from the lIrish statist project asbedied in the 1937 ConstitutiSh.
What was emphasized in this work was the existaic&@ particular construction of
...the very substance of what it meant to be Irish’white, male and settled, and the
corresponding exclusion of certain groups of peap® are constructed as ‘Othé&f'.
The 2004 Citizenship Referendum has been integhi@tean extension of this process of
Othering and there has been a correspondingly hemphasis in analysis of it on the
role which gender, race, class, ethnicity and iogplplay in this process. Some authors
writing here have focused on the dominance of dnthese factor&® whereas others
have looked at the dominance of particular comimnatof these factof.Such analysis
reflects dominant trends in international citizapskcholarship.This is insofar as it

echoes existing work in this area similarly conegrwith the issue of immigration which

8 Fanning, B. (2002Racism and Social Change in the Republic of Irel@d@nchester: Manchester
University Press); Gray, B. (1996) ‘Irishness — folial and Gendered Identitydtish Studies Review
Vol.4, Issue.16, pp.24-30; Lentin, R. (1998) “hisess”, the 1937 Constitution and Citizenship: adge
and Ethnicity View’, Irish Journal of Sociology Vol.8, Issue.l, pp.5-24; Lentin, R. (1999)
‘Constitutionally Excluded: Citizenship and (Someésh Women’ In: Yuval Davis and Werbner, (eds)
Women, Citizenship and Differencpp.130-144; Luibhéid, E. (2003) ‘Globalization darsexuality:
Redrawing Racial and National Boundaries througbcbirses of Childbearing’ In: R. Lentin and E.
Luibhéid, (eds)Women’s Movement: Migrant Women Transforming IrélgBublin: Trinity College
Dublin), pp.74-84; McVeigh, R. (1992) ‘The Speditjcof Irish Racism’,Race and Class/ol.33, Issue.4,
pp.31-45; Meaney, G. (1998ex and Nation: Women in Irish Culture and poli{iosiblin: Attic Press)

% Meaney Sex and Natiorp.233

8 0On the role of gender in the 2004 Irish CitizepsRieferendum, see Garner, S. (2007) ‘Babies, Bodies
and Entitlement: Gendered Aspects of Access ta&ithip in the Republic of IrelandParliamentary
Affairs, Vol.60, Issue.3, pp.437-452; On the role of idgyl see Brandi, ‘Unveiling the Ideological
Construction’

8 For a discussion on the intersections of racegamdier in the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum see
Lentin, ‘Strangers and strollers’; Lentin, ‘From dia State to Racist State’; Lentin, R. (2007) lred:
Racial State and Crisis RacisrEthnic and Racial Studie¥/0l.30, Issue.4, pp.610-627 as well as Lentin
and McVeighAfter Optimism?For a discussion about the intersection of claskrace in the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum see Harrington, ‘Citizensdmg the Biopolitics’
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takes as its starting point how individuals andugiothereof are positioned vis-a-vis the
state; the emphasis being on how the state comstgroups differently in society
according to degrees of inclusion and excluéfoAs Yuval-Davis and Anthias point out
in their seminal bookVomen-Nation-Statevhat has occurred here is a movement away
from focusing on the way the state acts upon indiais to that of attempting to
understand how “the state itself forms the politimaject” 2

The title of Eleonore Kofman’s paper ‘Citizenshgr Some but Not for Others:
Spaces of Citizenship in Contemporary Europe’ iatis here how the aim has been to
challenge the assumed natural boundaries of the biaunderlining their fluidity in
relation to how individuals are positioned as ileld and excluded in different ways and
according to different discours&sTo this extent T.H. Marshall's famous definitiof o
citizenship (as “full membership of a communf)”has been problematized in how it
implies that citizenship entails full membership af established or a static political
community®® What has been highlighted is the need to inteteogaw the parameters of
a particular society become fixed, as opposed teelpeassuming that they reflect the
pre-existing ‘reality’ of a particular cohesive comnity. The notion of an uneven
struggle through which the terms of membership obammunity are ultimately realized
is paramount in this literatur8. The emphasis on ‘Fortress Europe’ is particularly
instructive here as that which emphasizes the sk@unature of what Lutz calls
‘European-ness’— The result is the opposition of two generalizeddgis of citizenship —
the exclusive and the inclusive. As Kabeer explaihés is because the notion of
inclusive citizenship stands opposed here to “taadpoint of the excludet® the latter

identified with narrow conceptions of ‘European-siaa contrast to the former which is

8 Goldberg, The Racial StateYuval-Davis and Anthiasy\Woman-Nation-StateYuval-Davis et al.The
Situated Politics of Belonginguval Davis and Werbne¥Women, Citizenship and Difference

8 Anthias, F. and Yuval-Davis, N. (1989) ‘Introdwrti In: Yuval-Davis and Anthias\Woman-Nation-
State p.6

87 Kofman, E. (1995) ‘Citizenship for Some but Not @thers: Spaces of Citizenship in Contemporary
Europe’,Political GeographyVol.14, Issue.2, pp.121-137

8 Marshall, T.H (1992) ‘Part I: Citizenship and SaciClass’ In: T.H. Marshall and T. Bottomore
Citizenship and Social ClagRluto Press: London), p.6

8 yuval-Davis, ‘The Citizenship Debate’, p.59; Ardhiand Yuval-Davis, ‘Introduction’, p.30

% Anthias and Yuval-DavisRacialized Boundaries

L Lutz, ‘The Limits of European-ness’

92 Kabeer, N. (2005) ‘Introduction: The Search fotlisive Citizenship’ In: Kabeerinclusive Citizenship
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associated with the possibility of “a non-sexisthfracist, non-westocentric theory of
multilayered dialogical citizenship™

Within this literature, the importance of ‘the gtatn defining citizenship has
been challenged and the question of citizenshipbleas explored from sub (local) and
supra (global) level perspectives as well as frbenrtational level? There has also been
enormous importance placed on deconstructing th®matself of ‘individuality’ as
referring to gender or ethnic neutral, bounded andttached subjects who willingly
engage in the social contrdtt.This notwithstanding, there remains, however, an
understanding within this literature that the stéde a sub category thereof) and the
(deconstructed) individual are still analytical egaries in their own right. Yuval-Davis
and Werbner perhaps best capture this in theiodoirtion toThe Situated Politics of
Belonging Here they explain that the T.H. Marshall underdiag of citizenship as
embodying three layers (the civil, political andtisd) permits an expansion of the notion
of citizenship beyond “the right to carry a passpand as such as always (and only)
related to the nation-state, to that of “membershipll kinds of polities from local to
global in which people participate in multi-layeredays”®® At the same time they
equally insist, however, on the necessity of cantig to maintain an understanding of
the difference between realms of cultural and eoovopas against ‘political’, inclusion
and exclusion in relation to this membership; th#el which we are told is always
determined by the boundaries of the subnationéipmel or supra nationatate®

What this indicates is that the emphasis on suipmalt(local) and supra-national
(global) perspectives of citizenship on one hand d&me deconstructed notion of
individuality on the other, does not undermine aderstanding of the inter-connected,
but ultimately autonomous, relationshigetweenthe statist realm where politics is
understood to be taking place and people’s intemnacin’ the statist realm (political

community). This is to point out that despite mayvimway from understanding

% Yuval-Davis, N. and Werbner, P. (1999) ‘Prefaae’ Yuval-Davis and WerbnekVomen, Citizenship
and Differencep.xi

% See in particular Kabednclusive Citizenshipand Yuval-Davis et alThe Situated Politics of Belonging
% See, for example, Goldberfhe Racial State.ister, Citizenship: Feminist Perspectives

% Yuval-Davis, N. and Werbner, P. (1999) ‘Introdocti Women and the New Discourse of Citizenship’
In: Yuval-Davis and WerbnekVomen, Citizenship and Differenqe2; Marshall, ‘Part I: Citizenship and
Social Class’, pp.8-17

" Yuval-Davis and Werbner, ‘Introduction: Women ahd New Discourse’, p.2
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citizenship as something which is exclusively “bestd by the staté®, and towards an
understanding of it as something which is constaidh terms of other realms, there
remains an emphasis in this literature on the needways focus in the last instance on
how citizenship (and hence the citizen-subjectyleined vis-a-vis the state (political
realm) as that which delineat® boundaries of these other realms. The resthaisthe
notion of autonomous sovereign beings, which @rishe last instance in relation to the
state andcanbe included and excluded, is retained regardlesghether an inclusive or
an exclusive model of citizenship is promoted.

Emphasizing the inclusive/exclusive citizenship nfeavork within which
dominant international citizenship studies literatwperates is not an attempt here to
ignore how the positions within this framework @dso be broken down along the lines
of liberal, communitarian, radical (new social mment and feminist) and cosmopolitan
theories’® Similarly, it is not to ignore Robin Cohen’s commt regarding a notable
effort elsewhere within this literature to also swmer a compromise to the exclusionary
focused racial theories of the state in more ineélg focused cosmopolitan
alternatives® It is rather to draw attention to the manner iriclitthe framework within
which all these theories operate is one which setlaon the overall assumption of the
need to consider how membership of a fluid, unaensimanitycan be reconciled with
membership of a particular and bounded community.

For example, in existing analysis of the 2004 @itghip Referendum people
were only able to vote Yes or No to the proposdl s can be seen to have encouraged
extremes of opinion. What then of the self-profdss®re nuanced options which have
been also offered in existing analysis of this ¢vdvlany people have argued that these
break with the ‘inclusive versus exclusive’ citiséip framework insofar as they attempt
to provide a model of citizenship which isambination ofthe two; a middle ground if
you will. Bryan Fanning in particular argues, faiaenple, that concentrating on racism as
the only underlying factor of the 2004 CitizensRipferendum as some people have done
— by arguing that Ireland, previously a racial statirned upon the passing of the 2004

% Gaventa, J. (2005) ‘Foreword’ In: Kabebrglusive Citizenshipp.xii

% On this see, for example, Delanty, G. (20@izenship in a Global Age: Society, Culture, Fo$
(Buckingham: Open University Press)

1% Cohen, R. (2006) ‘Chapter 4: Constructing the #li8even Theories of Social Exclusion’ In: Cohen
Migration and its Enemie$.89-109
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Citizenship Referendum into a ‘racist’ stite- is too simplisti¢®? He and others have
instead suggested that the referendum might berbetiderstood in terms of the role
which nationalism has played as a concept whichosnd up with processes bbth
exclusion and inclusiotf® Elsewhere Iseult Honohan has attempted to consider
bounded citizenship need not necessarily embodpmobf exclusion and particularism
but, in and of itself “may be conceived of in walat are more inclusive and open to
diversity”.'** She does so by outlining “a civic conception [ofibded citizenship] that,
while still particular, entails criteria that aresk exclusive and less demanding of
homogeneity than other conceptions of membersfifoHonohan looks here at the
implications of shifting the emphasis within thencept of bounded citizenship from
strict regulation (as was focused on in the 20G#€nship Referendum proposal) to that
of ‘closure’ which is based also on inclusion. Sheygests that this allows for more
nuanced distinctions between conceptions of cihgnthan those which are embodied
in the civic versus ethnic dichotomy normally takengranted here.

| would point out, however, that despite movingniremphasizing exclusive and
inclusive models of citizenship as opposites, & tf exploring how these models can be
interwoven within certain concepts, the framewotkch is presented here by those such
as Cohen and Fanning or Honohan gtitsents the politics of citizenship as that which
must be defined in terms of the relationship betwaetonomous persons, or groups of
autonomous persons (the universal), and the dtatep@rticular). | therefore argue here

that these more ‘reasonable’ options are not meaeanable in terms of an infinite range

191 This argument rests on the idea that the 2004 Eisizenship Referendum represents a shift froen th
Irish state using policies and practices to difféieee in terms of racial differences to that oingsthese
racial differences to specifically justify the dignination of particular groups. For an articulatiof this
argument, see, Lentin, ‘From racial state to raatiste’; and Lentin and McVeiglfter Optimism?For an
application of this argument see, Christie, A. @00-rom Racial to Racist State: Questions for 8bci
Professionals Working with Asylum Seekerkish Journal of Applied Social StudiesVinter, Vol.7,
Issue.2, pp.35-51; and Garner, ‘Babies, Bodies Emtitlement’. It is applied here by Garner to askss
extent than Christie.

192 Fanning, B. (2007) ‘Against the “Racial StateStudies: An Irish Quarterly Reviewol.96, Issue.381,
pp.1-8; FanningNew Guests

193 Fanning, B. and Munck, R. (2007) ‘Migration, Rawisand Integration: Beyond Vision vs.
Pragmatism?’,Translocations: The Irish Migration, Race and Séclaansformation ReviewVol.2,
Issue.l, pp.1-11; Fanning and Mutwarasibo, ‘Nat®/ion-Nationals’; Tormey, A. (2007) “Everyone
With Eyes Can See the Problem” Moral Citizens dimel Space of Irish Nationhoodinternational
Migration, Vol.45, Issue.3, pp.69-98

1% Honohan, ‘Bounded Citizenship’, p.70
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of possibilities. They need to be understood imterof how they are simply more
reasonable in light of thexisting options outlined in the aforementioned trade-off
between exclusion and inclusion, particularism aniyersalism that created the ‘reality’
that gave rise to a range of limitpdssibilities through which the politics of citizdnp
could be debated in the first place.

To conclude, the point being made in the first isecof this chapter is that
existing analysis of the 2004 Citizenship Referendmirrors dominant trends in
international critical citizenship scholarshipdties so by always positing the question of
the politics of citizenship in terms of the relatship between subjectivity and the state
via an emphasis on inclusion and exclusion in tiadiss project. It accordingly both
reflects and reinforces a certain ideal that theratter and location of modern political
identity must be located in the claims of stateeseignty°® This places an emphasis on
the institution of the state and divides respomsiseither those that justify, or those that
critique the patterns of exclusion which can beddathrough it. Despite a differing of
opinion regarding the degree of inclusive-nessxatusive-ness of the 2004 Citizenship
Referendum, the point is that the lowest unit ddilgsis always remains the individual
(albeit a thoroughly deconstructed notion) who nslerstood in terms of their ability to

hold rightsagainstthe state.

Challenging the Citizenship Debate

| will now consider how R.B.J. Walker’s notion dfet constitutive subject of citizenship
poses a challenge to the existing analysis of @@ Zitizenship Referendum. As | will
discuss, his work specifically questions the emghesthis type of analysis (which is
then used as a departure point to plot all subsgdragectories) on the notion of the state
(or sub category thereof) and (deconstructed) iddal, as analytical categories in their
own right. Walker highlights the manner in whicte trelationship between citizenship
and the modern sovereign territorial state is dohtzlly specific resolution of the

guestion of politics (via diversity and unity) whi¢s extremely significant but not ‘true’

106 Walker,Inside/Outsidep.12
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(timeless) beyond its ability to facilitate a modlexxpression of political identity. The
result is to force us to think about dominant caiseof citizenship as being tied to a
particular concept of subjectivity, as opposedllovang us to presume that subjectivity
has always been theorized via a framework throulgiclwa (subjective) self is theorized
as sometimes included, sometimes excluded, (aed bftith) from the (natural) world of
states and societies. | thus argue that anotherofvihyinking about the 2004 Citizenship
Referendum is possible (albeit extremely diffidgltimagine) insofar as this presents us
with an alternative starting point to conceptualgzihe ‘politics’ of citizenship beyond

how this is defined vis-a-vis the state.

Theorizing Modern Subjectivity

Unlike existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizais Referendum and that of critical
citizenship scholarship more generally in which émephasis is on how individuals and
groups of individuals are positioned vis-a-vis #tate, R.B.J. Walker identifies a need to
think about subjectivity in terms of how it is endoed in a historically prior resolution
of particularism and universalism which is concatgd in the notion of statehood
itself1°” He does so by pointing to how, with the collap§¢he authority structures of
Christendom and the Roman Empire, there was a fsbift a pre-modern to a modern
framing of the problem of sovereignty. This washdtsn claims about what and where
political life could be. Walker’s point is that tieeis a need to consider the difference in
how politics was based in medieval Europe on aniexged system of rule — as Camilleri
discusses, this was a system of “overlapping l@gland allegiances, geographically
interwoven jurisdictions and enclaves” (for exampiay-states, principalities, trading
cities, small kingdoms, and ecclesiastical estdf&syhis only subsequently, with the
collapse of Christendom and the secularizationfefih general, came to be organized
around a more centralized system of rule via mdnesc(through the employment of
civil servants, the collection of taxes and dispgios of justice and the hiring of armies
of mercenary troops) which resulted in an eventlaér-cutdistinction between the

197 walker, ‘Both Globalization and Sovereignty’; Walk ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’, pp.171-
191; Walker, ‘Polis, Cosmopolis, Politics’

198 camilleri, J.A. (1990) ‘Rethinking Sovereignty @ Shrinking, Fragmented World’ In: Walker and
Mendlovitz, Contending Sovereigntigg.13. Camilleri points out that “[b]y the endtbe fifteenth century,
Europe comprised some five hundred more or lesspiaadent political units” (p.14)
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domestic and external spheres of organizationti€alliunits were not conceptualized in
the former as self-contained (autonomous) partshvoould come together with other
such parts outside to make up a more universal eyholt as part®f a universal
(transcendental) whole which had been fragmentad frithin.

Although territorially segmented, the constituenttsi of the cosmopolitan order did not
manifest the characteristics of possessivenesseantlisiveness associated with the
modern concept of sovereignty. They saw themsehgesmunicipal embodiments of a
universal wholé®

The major difference here, as identified by Walked as further discussed in
detail by Bartelson inmrhe Genealogy of Sovereigntg the manner in which political
entities were not conceptualized in medieval sgastfully individuated units but as part
(instances) of a pre-existent universal. To “dgtiish what wasvithin states and what
wasbetweenstates was not fully possible, either in theoryinopractice.**° Rather, the
notion of ‘an outside’ as that which could be dealifferentiated from ‘an inside’ in
space and time is something which came about ishifefrom medieval hierarchies to
modern claims to state sovereightyBartelson refers to the process which took place
here as that of “inventing outsides”:

[T]he state was no longer derived from the divineigained harmony of the universal
whole; it was no longer explained as a partial whelhich was derived from, and
preserved by, the existence of the gredtevas simply explained by itsélf

With this in mind, Walker’'s argument is that at sopoint between Machiavelli
and Hobbes — who he argues can be read as tworautho most infamously attempted
to respond to the new conditions of early-moderrrope®® — “the political and

communal creatures envisaged in Aristotelian trawalf’ gave way to an “unstable

199 camilleri, ‘Rethinking Sovereignty’, p.13

10 Bartelson, J. (1995 Genealogy of Sovereigni@ambridge: Cambridge University Press), p.88

M1 For a detailed discussion regarding the varioagest of the shift from the middle ages to the atass
age and finally to the modern age through whichtsimes’ were invented, see BartelsénGenealogy of
Sovereignty

M2 Gierke, O. (1957Natural Law and the Theory of Society 1500-188éns. E. Barker), (Boston: Beacon
Press) p.40 quoted in BartelsénGenealogy of Sovereignty.90 (emphasis added by Bartelson)

1131t should be noted that Walker’s work is basedaaeading here of Machiavelli and Hoblzegminstthe
grain of dominant interpretations (in particularthim international relations theory) which posieske
authors as confirming the interpretation of histasy‘a long march to modernity’. Walker argueséast
that both these authors can be read as writingeity ¥pecific contexts in response to the then new
articulations of a general theory of the state ahd states system. Walker writes of Machiavebi; f
example, that “He is more usefully approached a®xplorer, an interrogator, as someone who poses
guestions about what politics can be under newoticgt and structural conditions”. Walker,
Inside/Outsidep.37
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modern insistence on a world of free and equal esti$j*** No longer political or
communal as they had been under theological atghdhis was the moment at which
people became divisibligEom ‘politics’ and from each other. It was the memh when
people became recognized for the first tiaseindividuals’, as the authority of God was
replaced by the authority of ‘Mah*® In Citizenship after the Modern Subjetvalker
specifically explores how, as a result of the redging of lines in early-modern Europe
our understanding of citizenship shifted at thi;mpdrom being based in a theologically
legitimizing feudal status, defined in terms of tbatus of others above and below
(hierarchical exclusion), to that of a self-legitsng status, defined in terms of
membership of a territorial community (spatial emtbn). Most importantly, Walker
points out that in the shift from medieval hieraeshto modern autonomies, a particular
understanding of subjectivity — as citizen-subjedto is “at once multiple, specific,
individual, and (at least potentially) universalnian, rational” — also became crucial to
our understanding of how our political options skobe resolved*® Walker does not
deny therefore that states systems have existedriaus guises throughout history. He
does, however, insist that the modern claim testatereignty as that which is based on
the “decisivedemarcation between insides and outsides, betagémand other, identity
and difference, community and anarchy that is ¢tutiste of our modern understanding
of political space”, needs to be understood as rg gpecific historical achievement
which is constitutive of modern subjectivity andraonception of the possibilities of
what it is to be a ‘citizen*!’

Having drawn our attention to the “assumptions alblo@ past, present and future

of what we call politics™®

, Walker is at pains to stress that despite thstohcal nature,

we now take for granted as if they had always bieis “[tlhe lines that are drawn
through early-modern Europe...designated to guarasgparation: of a (subjective) self
from the (objective, natural) world*® Walker does not deny that there are concerted

resistances to this dominant framing. However, tgues that these too attest to the

4 \walker, ‘Polis, Cosmopolis, Politics’, p.269

15 bid, p.275

18 \walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’] 96

7 walker, Inside/Outsidep.174 (emphasis added)

18 \walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’] p4

19 Walker, ‘Polis, Cosmopolis, Politics’, p.179; Watk R.B.J. (1995) ‘Sovereign Identities and the
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difficulty of engaging in discussions about citizbip on any other terms than through
the understanding that it is possible to distinguise inside from the outside, the
particular from the universal and therefore via gjuestion of the state and the notion of
autonomousubjectivity as tied to the stat®. The problem, as Walker points out, is that
most of the alternatives offered — whether thesehasize a specific theory of
postnationalism such as cosmopolitanism, or mepglymote greater inclusion via
challenges to statist conceptions of political camity — are themselves already
assumed in the prior formulation of the problemoas of particularism and exclusion
defined according to the state as analytical cateiyoits own rightin the first placé®
The implication here is that the state has becootd the problem and the solution
regarding questions about the possibilities foitjal life, and that this framing makes
the question of citizenship itself when referredlbto these statist terms, a “crucial but
irresolvable problem*?? As Vaughan-Williams points out, this is becausks ithe state
which defines the boundaries of exclusion whichthes used to (re)define who needs to
be ‘included’ in the state; “it is precisely that& that produces the foreigner, immigrant,
exiled, deported or state-less person in need edtgr levels of universal hospitality in
the first place™*

In an attempt to separate out understandings of pldical life is supposed to
be from understandings of how the modern territagiate has become inherent in the
natural resolution of this question, Walker suggeshat citizenship should be
(re)conceived: not only in relation to where wevdthe boundaries of the state or those
of the individual, but also in relation to how weaké for granted the sovereign
autonomous ‘we’ which supposedly exists separat@a the boundaries of the state in the
first place. He asks us, in other words, to thifdowt citizenship as being tied to a
particular notion of subjectivity rather than assuwgnthat subjectivity is naturally
autonomous and sovereign. As will be discussed reatgr detail in chapter two,
Walker’s notion of a constitutive subject of palgi (which he refers to as the modern
subject) builds on the Foucauldian idea that thera specific “kind of individuality

120\valker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’] p1

12L\yalker, ‘Polis, Cosmopolis, Politics’
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123 yyaughan-Williams, N. (2007) ‘Beyond a Cosmopolitdeal: the Politics of Singularitylnternational
Politics, Vol.44, Issue.l, p.115

55



which has been imposed on us for several centutiédValker specifically links this
idea to our current understanding of politics asated in claims to state sovereignty and
our understandings of time (as linear and progve¥sind space (as absolute and infinite)
associated therewith?

There is, however, little evidence that the underding of the sovereign
autonomous ‘we’ which supposedly exists separata fthe boundaries of the state — to
which Walker draws our attention — has been angtmore than merely assumed in
existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &ehdum. In this analysis, the
boundaries of the Irish state have been deconstiubbth by the interrogation which has
taken place of the notion of ‘Irishness’ as a hgemmus or coherent categtiyand of
the underlying foundational category upon whichshHness’ is based which is Irish
republicanism?’ Similarly the notion of a gender or ethnic neutsallf has been
thoroughly challenged in these accounts. HoweVeatet is a relatively unproblematic
retention in these existing accounts in the lastaince of a claim to the original dualism
of modern subjectivity which Walker identifies —tWween ‘citizen’ (as particular identity
defined in terms of the Irish state) and ‘Man’ (asversal identity defined in terms of
humanity)*?® This is despite the challenge which the preseriddelrish citizen/non-
citizen child of non-national parents poses to thislism. | am referring here to the
challenge posed by the exceptional status of citcteldren born to undocumented
migrant parents on the island of Ireland who hadvad] an unqualified right to Irish
citizenship but whose right, as a result of theufeaju ruling in 1990, to live in Ireland
has been suspended (as opposed to being revokeppraily by a need to secure the
‘care and company’ of their parents in the firdtance. These children are rwttirely

‘inside’ the Irish state and therefore part of gisesent national narrative as their

124 Foucault, M. (1982) ‘Afterword: The Subject andwew In: H. Dreyfus and P. Rabinowichel
Foucault: Beyond Structuralism and Hermeuii§sissex: Harvester Press), p.216

125 \Walker, Inside/Outsidep.12

126 Crowley et al., “Vote Yes for Common Sense Citighip™; Lentin, ‘From Racial State to Racist State
127 Fanning, B. (2009) ‘The Once and Future NationteStin: New Guestspp.157-180; Harrington,,
‘Citizenship and the Biopolitics’

128 As will be discussed in chapters three and fourthi$ thesis, both gendered and human rights
explorations of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Refenemdhave been undertaken. This has resulted in a
renewed focus on this relationship in terms okeiti(ship) and ‘Woman’ or ‘Human’ (rather than ‘Man’
However, the dualism girecise particularity and more general universakgmch Walker associates with
modern subjectivity has been retained.
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citizenship is deferred momentarily, but nor areythoutside’ of the lIrish state and
therefore only potentially part of its future natéd narrative either as they remain Irish
citizens in law. These lIrish citizen children ofgmants are in the unusual position of
being people who can only be conceived of as pelefather than definite) abusers of
Irish citizenship therefore; people whould be deported but not necessarily so. This
challenge forms “a conceptual, empirical and phajdiceach in the relationship between
‘human’ and ‘citizens’, between past and presestduse both possibilities are deferred
here, if only momentarily?® Yet, this is ignored in existing analysis of theferendum
which focuses instead on the marginalized and siahary status of the migrant parents
of these children. This is arguably because thisgomakes sense’ according to existing
understanding of where we assume ‘political’ sulyéy lies — as either particular (state
citizenship) and therefore located in the presentalternatively as universal (a form of

humanity) and therefore located in the future.

Problematizing Modern Subjectivity

References by Walker to a specifically modern antai subjectivity which is tied to
our understanding of what politics is and must da be read as shifting the focus in
debates on citizenship with regard to how subjégtile conceptualized. Instead of an
emphasis on coherent categories of subject suchorsgner’, ‘Black’, ‘immigrant’,
‘African woman’ as in the existing analysis of tB804 Citizenship Referendum, the
assumptions underlying the coherency of these stilijges are questioned. This is done
via an exploration of the appeals themselves ter®gn and autonomous subjectivity
(as that whichcan always be included or excluded), upon which a (@mognotion of
subjectivity is based. The word coherency is use@ ho capture a dependency on “the
lines of analysis that we rely on ‘to make sensé’ cwur established political
categories™* The alternative proposed is not ‘incoherency’, tather ‘making strange’

the lines which we have come to take so much fa@ntgd, which tell us “how

129 Nyers, P. (1999) ‘Emergency or Emerging IdentRi&efugees and Transformations in World Order’,
Millennium: Journal of International Studig¥ol. 28, Issue.l, p.22
130wWalker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’1938
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universality and diversitynustbe related™>*

As opposed to starting with a framework
wherein lines are (always already) drawn betweé¢subjective) self and an (objective)
world of states, as is done in existing analysigh&# 2004 Citizenship Referendum,
Walker intimates at a different framework here whistarts from the question
specifically of how understandings of being havertrequiredin the last instance to be
articulated in terms of a coherent unified entéydcated presence) which can be pointed
to as ‘included’ or ‘excluded’, as supposedly ‘abngslrish citizenship or as supposedly
‘not abusing’ Irish citizenship. As Edkins and Fat discuss in detail elsewhere, this is
to ask us to consider how a particular symbolisacial order is facilitatethrough an
inscription of sovereign subjectivity as that whigdéfines ‘reality’ in terms of modern
politics, as opposed to presuming that modernipslia sovereign political order and a
sovereign autonomous subject) is the only posgibléical reality’*? Walker's work
essentially calls for a historicizing of the basjswhich the question of ‘being’ has been
posed specifically in terms of, and by way of, atipalar framing of subjectivity
(Irishness)yia sovereignty (the Irish statist project). To respom this call therefore is to
take a new starting point for analysis of the 2@dzenship Referendum. It is to start
specifically with the interruptionmito assumptions that the modern state is the pyima
site of legitimate sovereign authority and ask hbese interruptionsannot rather than
how they can, be subsumed (by redrawing its boueslarinto this dominant
understanding of political community.

Existing analysis of the 2004 Citizenship Referandakes as its natural starting
point for questions about citizenship an inclusxelusive framework. It then considers
on the basis of this the relation between undedstgs of ‘abuse’ (of Irish citizenship)
and those of exclusion (from the Irish statist pot). This (re)produces a modern account

of subjectivity as coterminous with the boundardéghe statist project insofar as the

131 Walker, ‘Polis, Cosmopolis, Politics’, p.283; Baitlargues that this type of approach is in oppmsitd
the approach taken by “those who believe that we lacertain responsibility to write [and presumyabl
think] not only in an accessible way, but withire tterms of already accepted grammar.” She goe® on
explain, “It's not that I'm in favour of difficultyfor difficulty’s sake; it's that | think there ia lot in
ordinary language and in received grammar thattcains our thinking — indeed, about what a person i
what a subject is, what gender is, what sexuadityvhat politics can be.” Butler, J. (2004) ‘Charngthe
Subject: Judith Butler's Politics of Radical Resfgation’ In: S. Salih and J. ButleThe Judith Butler
Reader(Oxford: Blackwell Publishing), pp.327-328

132 Edkins, J. and Pin-Fat, V. (1999) ‘The Subjecttlé Political’ In: Edkins et al.Sovereignty and
Subijectivity pp.1-18
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notion itself of abuse is correlated with ‘beingitside the state (difference) and the
notion of non-abuse is correlated with ‘being’idesthe Irish state (identity). The point
is that positing the politics of citizenship in 20 this way merely reinforces the statist
monopoly on understandings of political communitythe final instance. It does so by
(re)affirming the binary nature of the issue: eitheople are inside the state because they
are not considered to be abusing Irish citizenshipputside the state because they are
considered to be abusing Irish citizenship. It tliefines the solution — when certain
people are found to be outside the state — as wigehe scope of the statist project to
prevent further such accusations of abuse, thu$irnimg the state as the legitimate
sovereign authority. This results in closing dowry golitical possibility which is not
defined in terms of a subjectivity which is dividedo permutations of identity (inside)
versus difference (outside). It is, as Jabri pomts, “a politics which results in the
exclusion of that which defies easy categorizatidi There is no room for ambiguous
in-between spaces because any challenge to thst stetnopoly on understandings of
political community which is opened up, for examgdg the transient position which the
Irish citizen child of non-nationals born in Irethimccupy, is immediately closed down
by ‘making sense’ of it according to existing pchtl categorizations — in this case their
parent’'s marginal status as non-lrish citizens. aks alternative to this, what | am
focusing on is the transient position which theldren of non-nationals born in Ireland
occupy as potential abusers of Irish citizenshgspite being Irish citizen3his enables
an exploration of the possibilities opened up bis tambivalent positioning via its
challenge to existing understandings regardingothendaries of political authority, and a
refusal to merely fit this ambivalence back inte thominant statist framework which
clearly delineates between ‘us’ and ‘them’, theclided’ and the ‘excluded’, ‘old’ and

‘new’ citizens.

133 Jabri, V. (2001) ‘Book Review: J. Edkins, N. Parar and V. Pin-Fat (eds) “Sovereignty and
Subjectivity”, International Affairs Vol.77, Issue.1, p.172
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Citizenship ‘After’ the Modern Subject

In existing analysis of the 2004 Citizenship Refieiem the emphasis on “privileging the
voices of the racialised® reveals that there is an assumption that ‘theg’ lva brought
‘inside’ relations of power to counteract exclusiederstandings of community with
more inclusive ones. This takes for granted a @iy, a tangible inside which opposes
itself to a tangible outside (if only in the lassiance). It assumes a resolvability within
spatially defined communities along the lines ohdgr, race, ethnicity and culture. In
other words, although the boundaries of this comtyyanderstandings of ‘where’ the
lines of the (Irish) state should be drawn) ardamger being taken for granted in critical
explorations of the referendum, the Ilocation of demm) political identity
(understandings dfow it is necessary to think about borders as absaclpéee between
inclusion and exclusion) is still bound to the imgtton of sovereign subjectivity. This is
to point out that subjectivity is understood ast twhaich can be defined in space and
across time in the same way as the modern staflisicpl community is defined.

Yet, citizenship is a site which marks the hightplgematic nature of what and
where politics occurs — as the debate about Irishea children born to non-national
parents makes clear. Citizenship asks difficult sjop@es about who and how we
understand ourselves to be and confirms that taeiidg of these lines is always much
more complex than the eventual borders which emeesjeeen ‘us’ and ‘them’ and
between ‘racialized’ and ‘non-racialized’, wouldggest. Irish citizen children born to
non-national parents straddle several positionorate. They do so as agents and
therefore as subjects. Their subjectivity cannotdbéned in terms of singular agency
because they are both agents as Irish citizensb&lumg and also deprived of agency as
people who can be deported because they do natdgelo

To consider Walker’'s work, | propose, is thereftweconsider more generally
how to interrogate “the image of clean lines...whzkvails as a regulative ambition of
modern political life.**®> Edkins and Pin-Fat identify an important differeria recent
attempts to retheorize the political through thetiomo of ‘subjectivity’ which is

134 entin, ‘From Racial State to Racist State’, p.6

135 Walker, R.B.J. (2005) ‘The Doubled Outsides of khedern International’, Revised Version of Lecture
Given at the Fifth International Conference on D$ity in Organizations, Communities and Nations,
Central Institute of Ethnic Administrators, Beijinghina, 30 June — 3 July, p.1
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instructive here in considering what is at stak&Malker's work. This is the difference
which they identify between attempts which havenbesade to simply question the
notion of the subject as the authentic source tbma®f meaning, and attempts which
have been made teconceptualizéhe subject by thinking of it in a new displacedder
centred position. Edkins and Pin-Fat point out thahe latter attempts, the emphasis is
on a subject without anfyxed, essential or permanent identity. Here, thijexct is left
“not only fragmented but irretrievably split” anddalls the idea itself of sovereignty and
its linearities (the self versus the other, insidesus outside) into questidif. The result

is an emphasis on the possibility of a politicsdaaspon the ambivalence of subjectivity
as an accumulation of encounters and synthesishwéaonot be defined in terms of
particular groupings or levels of inclusion and legon in an overarching sovereign

statist project.

The Politics of Sovereign Statehood

In response to the 2004 Citizenship Referendumgsa@apwhich identified certain people
as abusing lIrish citizenship, a call was made fmwssibilities for other, less restrictive
understandings of citizenship and belongifij"This was a call to conceptually enlarge
the boundaries of the imagined Irish community gthentitled to citizenship). The aim
here was defined as that of a “challenge [to] esHesing views of immigrants and
Irishness” in order to point to how those excludmoh also be seen as increasingly
intertwined within the Irish statist projett The starting point for doing this, as already
discussed, has been via an exploration specificallythe statist monopoly on
understandings of political community with a viewvdeconstructing this. The problem
having been thus defined in terms of the questiocoaceptions of abuse of citizenship
by those located outside the Irish state, the molus understood in terms of an emphasis
on a more cosmopolitan Irish community whose exgstharrow (white, settled and
Catholic) boundaries have been broadened. As Bfgaiming’s boolNew Guests of the

Irish Nation discusses, the aim is to replace, via “adaptiviionabuilding”, the ‘old’

136 Edkins and Pin-Fat, ‘The Subject of the Political'l

137 Crowley et al., “Vote Yes for Common Sense Citighip”™, p.22

138 Crowley et al., “Vote Yes for Common Sense Citighip”, p.21; Fanning and Mutwarasibo,
‘Nationals/Non-Nationals’; Fanningyew Guestsk.entin, ‘Ireland: Racial State and Crisis Racism’
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understanding of two separate communities (Iristh gurests) with an understanding of a
‘new’ large community which has a broader rangileftifications**

What this indicates is that while existing analysit the 2004 Citizenship
Referendum allows for a conception of the polinéscitizenship in terms of fluid and
overlapping identities, it does so only insofartlasse can be theorized in relation to the
sovereign autonomous boundaries of political conmtimsmwhich are enabled by the
state. Despite constant deconstruction of undeistiga of ‘them’ as outsiders and ‘us’
as insiders, identity (Irishness) has continuedbéo conceptualized as ontologically
againstdifference (newness) in terms of how they are itwerlinked yet separate unitary
entities. These are the categories which are “datise of our modern understanding of
political space° The question of the political possibility of ciéizship in the Republic
of Ireland continues to be understood in relatmthe Irish statist project by emphasizing
the solution as a more broadened conception withenof what it means to be Irish. We
are told how those who have been excluded fromiribk statist project can now be
included and how this is to be realized. Yet, theselittle room to explore the
implications of how our desire to ‘include’ in theational narrative — to think of
subjectivity in terms of sovereign autonomous egiexisting in linear progressive time
— presupposes that ‘exclusion’” must be defined raoeg to these spatial and temporal
understandings associated with the state. Them® isonceptual space to question the
basis of the assumption that the Irish state isgdvthe proper legitimate authority in this

regard.

Political (Im)possibilities

Walker’'s work destabilizes the truth that we muadiet state sovereignty as the necessary
starting point for thinking about political subjaaty. It indicates instead that we need to
think about the possibility that political subjetty also operates outside of a sovereign
framework.Moving deliberately away from defining the posstlilof politics in terms
first and foremost of the state is to refuse a fipatlty modern form of understanding

139 Fanning, B. (2009) ‘The New Irish’ IlNew Guestspp.145-156
140Walker, Inside/Outsidep.174
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ourselves of ‘being’ associated with the metaptysit presenc&™ In the case of the
2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum, this is to reftise existing positioning of ‘being’ in
terms of immigrant versus Irish, them versus ugséhinside understandings of
citizenship versus those outside understandingscitifenship, just because these
groupings make sense according to establishedigablitategories. Instead of taking
these boundaries as a starting point to try to kstaled how conceptions of subjectivity
remain embedded in statist understandings of palitommunity, the autonomy of these
categories and the manner in which they derive theaning from the state as analytical
category du jour becomes that which needs to biaieraul.

| argue that an alternative to the dominant sogar&aming of subjectivity can
be found in the work of Julia Kristeva. 8trangers to Ourselvdsristeva considers the
lived political experience of groups classified ‘asigrants’ and ‘asylum seeker”
What Kristeva emphasizes is how the geographicdlthe corporal experience of lived
borders (between national and international, betvesdf and other) meet in these images
of foreignness. Using Freud’s explorations of theanscious, as that which divides and
(re)divides the internal self, to further explorewhborders act as symbolic as well as
physical signifiers of difference, Kristeva thennsmers how ‘foreignness’ can be
theorized as “a symptom” which undermines the moiiself of unified selfhood by
hauntingbothidentity and difference, inside and outstéln doing so, Kristeva rethinks
the human condition as one of ruptwighin the notion of the (coherent) self and within
(coherent) ‘selves’, as opposed to across them. gdiet is that instead of merely
guestioning the identity/difference, inside/outsid@mework within which conceptions
of what it is to ‘be’ a subject are framed by thatist political discourse — this idea of the
space of borderline as coterminous with the stafeisteva indicates at how ‘being’ can
be reconceptualized as “a strange land of bordaisotherness ceaselessly constructed

and deconstructed™ What we are left with then, as Jabri points aaign “ever-shifting

11 Dillon, M. (1999) ‘The Sovereign and the Stranger’ Edkins et al.Sovereignty and Subjectivjty
pp.117- 140

142 Kristeva,Strangers To Ourselves

143 |bid, p.103

144 |bid, p.191
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location of the borderline that...is no longer at gieg@graphic boundaries of the state [nor
at the physical boundaries of the subject] but jgees society [and ‘self] withim-*°

Unlike existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizhips Referendum, Kristeva’'s
work cannot be read as an attempt to think howactfired’ subject and their various
parts can be (re)conceived of in sovereign cohetenmis as ‘hyphenated-Irish’ or as
‘new guest of the nation’. Rather, she provideg-aeading of the ontological status of
subjectivity itself — in terms of rupture rathemathunity. In Kristeva's work the lines
between foreigner and native, identity and diffeeenus and them, blur. Not only
because they are more difficult to identify but dngxe in concentrating on how

“foreignness...creeps into the tranquility of reasself’*4°

, the metaphysics of presence
that sovereignty brings which is required to spélagse lines, is displaced by “an
ontological rift that an absence of any sovereigntggests™*’ This is to leave the reader
with an alterative understanding of ‘being’ as dedl in its reliance on the notion of
selves which implicates oppositional othernes$ierathan an understanding of ‘being’ as
divided in terms of ‘the self whichcan oppose otherness. The only way of
conceptualizing human ‘being’ is no longer throwgmetaphysics of presence vis-a-vis
the state (sovereignty) — “substance ontold§y= but also through a metaphysics of
process (an ontology of plurality and hybridity)hi§ understanding presents a very
different conception of how the ‘politics’ of ciBmship might be posed to what is
currently presented in existing analysis of the20&h Citizenship Referendum

As Vicki Squire points out, a refusal to engageamanalytical framework that
automatically supposes the logic of an inside/det&inary in relation to the question of
citizenship, is not to ignore moments when thisetgb logic does come into play. It is
rather to avoid “automatically presume[ing] suchogic to be manifest’” and instead
allow for the possibility that marginality can beonceived of via processes of

differentiation which are “irregular, abnormal, asige” as well as sovereign and

145 Jabri, V. (2009) ‘Julia Kristeva’ In: J. EdkinsdaiN. Vaughan-Williams (edsfritical Theorists and
International RelationgLondon: Routledge), pp.227

146 Kristeva,Strangers To Ourselvep.170

147 Edkins and Pin-Fat, ‘The Subject of the Political’l5

148 McAfee, N. (2004)lulia Kristeva(Oxon: Routledge), p.87
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autonomous?® Thinking in terms of the strategy offered in therkof Julia Kristeva is
not to ignore, therefore, the exclusion which ifirgel in statist terms but to provide an
alternative to the constant renegotiation of thegaries of ‘them’ and ‘us’ according to
this inside/outside binary logic where the focugaisvays) on that of replacing ‘excluded
immigrant’ and ‘included Irish’ with other cohereahd self-contained understandings
such as ‘host’ and ‘newcomer’ or ‘old’ and ‘newisln. This allows for the possibility of
a politics of citizenship that specifically recopes the incompleteness of the subject and
its fragmented beinfgeforelines are drawn along hierarchies of class, statsal order
and territorial place and it can be authoritativelgclared that ‘you’ have been
constructechs belonging there, ‘we’ have been constructedebmnbing here. This is to
move away from the question of what ‘makes sensé¢baethink citizenship without the
modern subject is precisely not to make sense enntirmal way. It is rather to think
contemporary politics in terms of how we might “egd the discursive space made
available by an apparent binary but in effect miljuaonstitutive choice between
state/nation/republic and some half-rememberedftrjotten cosmopolis*>°

The alternative lines of analysis advocated by \&fatkerefore do not provide a
new ‘solution’ to the politics of citizenship ingRepublic of Ireland in 2004 and since,
nor elsewhere. What they do offer, however, is @@ starting point for approaching
the question of how the ‘politics’ of citizenshipudd be articulated in such a situation.
This is one which tries not to fix possible respEmaccording to the lines inscribed by
modern subijectivities, but which actively encousagagagement with the patterns of
continuity and diversity that eschew the clearaclénes which tell us who we are and,

where the (legitimate) boundaries of political coomity (must) lie.

Conclusion
This chapter has looked at how, in keeping withatgumption that the state is the site of
proper authority, existing analysis of the 2004izéiiship Referendum makes sense of

the precarious positioning of children born to m@tional parents in Ireland as Irish/non-

149 Squire, V. (2009) ‘On Marginality’ENACT Enacting European Citizenship Project, Wosaklage 3.
Enacting Mobility: A More Democratic European citisship?
0wWalker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’1938
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Irish citizens, in terms of their degree of inctusiand exclusion from the Irish statist
project. In contrast to this singular focus, thipter has sought to consider how moves
could be made to explore instead the precariousnoédhis subjectivity outside of
established understandings of where the boundafiegizenship normally lie. This has
been done by introducing R.B.J. Walker's notion tbe constitutive subject of
citizenship, as that which interrupts the existitifzenship debate as based around
guestions of inclusion and exclusion ‘in’ the stproject by contesting the assumption
that subjectivityhas to be defined vis-a-vis its relationship with tht@ate. His work
allows us to consider instead the assumptions deggaautonomy and sovereignty which
this assumes and (re)produces. In so doing, thégpteh has sought to rethink our
understanding of the existing analysis of the 2D Citizenship Referendum. Instead
of presenting an infinite range of options accogdito which citizenship can be
understood (a series of competing debates abomemrship), this is reconceptualized as
presenting a spectrum of interpretive dispositionishin which a certain ‘reality’
regarding citizenship has been constructed in arauna the image of modern
subjectivity (a general citizenship debate madefugarious positions).

Sara Salih argues that “making the ordinary woeens strange (rather than
unintelligible) constitutes a move towards a morapacious understanding of
otherness** Our task, however, she explains, is not to emateipurselves from
existing understandings of who we are but rathéiréplay and recite them in order to

reveal thel[ir] instabilitfies]™>?

Walker's work as applied here should not therefoee
taken to imply that we can move ‘beyond’ the statw, beyond a modern conception of
subjectivity as sovereign and autonomous. As Fdupainted out, “the political, ethical,
social, philosophical problem of our days” is notliberate ourselves from the state but
from “the type of individualization which is linket the state®®® What is proposed is
rather the refusalof a certain kind of subjectivity which has monapetl our
understanding of ourselves beings which exist vis-a-vis our relationshiphvihe state,

as the only kind of subjectivity. What has been kagized is our need to consider how

151 galih, S. (2004) ‘Introduction to “Changing the bfact: Judith Butler's Politics of Radical
Resignification™ In: S. Salih and Butlefhe Judith Butler Read¢Oxford: Blackwell Publishing), p.326
152 i

Ibid
153 Foucault, ‘Afterword: The Subject and Power’, 21
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ordinary concepts such as ‘foreignness’ do not aryfirm existing assumptions
regarding marginalization but can be repeated ampdayed to reveal instabilities in
existing understandings about where ‘the margins’lacated, how they are negotiated
and what they imply.

Imagining a politics “beyond the horizons of a seign space” where the
completeness of the subject is constantly reaffitni® no easy task? Yet, it is evident
that attempts are already being made to engagethghpossibility in the context of the
guestion of citizenship and belonging on the islahdreland. Calls have, for example,
been made for a counter history of the story ofairé and its multiple peoples and
diasporas, which moves away from the tribal nareatif a core nation of ‘old’ Celtic and
successive invasions of ‘new’ Iridf This is to call for imaginations of political
horizons which take account of, rather than neawathe multiple and overlapping
encounters and syntheses which result from unewenbinations and ambiguous
margins. The next chapter of this thesis consitleiss question further. In particular it
looks at how Walker’'s work, and that of other thstsrwhich share a concern regarding
the limits of sovereignty, permit us to begin tcagme these alternative political horizons
“that ask after the silences, the margins, theusdedd” rather than the sovereign and the

coherent>®

34 \Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’1 p5

155 MacEinri, P. (2009) ‘If | Wanted to Go There | wdn't Start from Here: Re-imagining a Multi-Ethnic
Nation’ In: D. Ging, M. Cronin and P. Kirby (ed§jansforming Ireland: Challenges, Critiques, Resmag
(Manchester: Manchester University Press), pp.38-51

%6 Masters, C. (2009) ‘Judith Butler’ In: J. Edkimsd N. Vaughan-Williams (ed€)ritical Theorists and
International RelationgLondon: Routledge), p.124
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Chapter 2
Beyond Sovereign Politics:
An alternative perspective on the construction of itizen-subjectivity

[R]ather than asking ourselves what the sovereapkd like
from on high, we should be trying to discover howltiple
bodies, forces, energies, matters, desires, theugit so on are
gradually, progressively, actually and materialbnstituted as
subjects, or as the subjebtichel Foucault *

Introduction

In chapter one | argued via engagement with R.¥/dlker's work that the notion of
‘sovereignty’ (as that which pertains to understagsl about what and where politics can
be) has come to implicate a particular way of kmawvand being. This is a way of
knowing which became associated with the staterty-enodern Europe as well as with
an understanding regarding ttype of subject(-citizen) which can be traced to theesta
one which can clearly be distinguished from thasdgotve’ (popes, emperors) and from
those ‘outside’ (aliens and barbariahsfhe aim of this chapter is to consider how
exactly Walker's work and that of certain otherdhsts (including Richard K. Ashley,
Judith Butler, David Campbell, Barbara Cruikshamnny Edkins, Roxanne Lynn Doty
and Veronique Pin-Fat) helps us to imagine alteradbrms of political expression to
that of modern subjectivity by attending to theitations of subjectivity as defined in
terms of the individual subject-citizen which exgistis-a-vis the state as sovereign
presence. | argue that drawing upon these workgspanother way of thinking about
and understanding citizenship. They allow us tosaer how excluded or included
selves can be shown to be produesdndividuals’ vis-a-vis the notion of sovereignty,
as opposed to assuming that individuality (soverg@igtonomy) has an essence in and of
itself which merely (pre)exists the state and whahstbe appealed to when exploring
the ‘politics’ of citizenship. The chapter consisldrow Julia Kristeva's work — which

presents a distinctly non-modern theory of the sgifovides a way of undermining the

! Foucault, M. (2004B0ciety Must be Defendedectures at the Collége de France 1975-@t6ans. D.
Macey), (London: Penguin Books), p.28
2 Walker, Inside/Outsidep.179
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truth of a subject based around sovereign presexscealled for here. Her work does so
by building on the idea of the psychoanalyticaljsabwhich, on the contrary, is based
around rupture (the impossible subject). Kristédweotizes this subject in terms of how it
is constructed by virtuef exile, separation and foreignness as that wischlways
alreadywithin the subject, as opposed to that which it is defiagainst (its constitutive
outside).

Analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referenduas fiocused (and continues to
focus) on the question of how notions of ‘them’ dad' are constructed by culturally
circumscribing located embodied selves in termsaoé, gender, class etc. In his analysis
of the 2004 Citizenship Referendum Anwen Tormeygfcample, describes how

the notion of immorality is laminated upon blackdis — specifically black pregnant
women — and...the presence of black migrant workefagees and asylees consequently
comes to be experienced in Irish national spacegaasgressive, their political subject
hood constrained by the supposedly legible abjiggtf their bodies
Elsewhere Ronit Lentin similarly emphasizes the ongnce of understanding the
decision undertaken in the Lobe and Osayande oa¥&nuary 2003 as that which led up
to the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum, in teohBow

contemporary political and media accounts of ‘flsodf actual black babies have
arguably been used by the state and its agentntiton Irish people in preparation for
the reversal of the right of ‘non-nationals’ to @min Ireland...[even though] they are
parents [of Irish citizen childref].

A way of characterizing this type of approach isrefation to how it emphasizes
processes of social construction by way of a dititn between social subjectification
(meaning) and material objectification (substariclhis is to point out that it

concentrates on the ways in which ‘citizens’ am@ssified (socially constructed) on the
basis of understandings which are gathered byimsgrparticular meanings on bodies
in terms of notions of inclusion and exclusion. éléne object of investigation and the
basis for theoretical analysis is the embodiedviddal whose presence is taken for

granted. The name sometimes given to this typepifaach is ‘social constructivism’ or

% Tormey, “Everyone with Eyes’, p.69

* Lentin, R. (2003) ‘Pregnant Silence (En)genderirgjand’s Asylum Space’Patterns of Prejudice
Vol.37, Issue.3 p.312; See also Breen et al. ‘@itiz Loopholes and Maternity Tourists’

® This is a distinction which is discussed at lengthButler, J. (1993)Bodies that Matter: On the
Discursive Limits of Seft.ondon: Routledge)
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‘soft constructivism® This chapter will discuss how the work of R.B.JaMér and
others stands as an alternative to this approasbfan as it emphasizes the need to
explain the way in which excluded or included sshage produceds ‘individuals’ in
terms of the notion of sovereignty (understoodoastied presence), rather than assuming
that sovereign selves always already exist vissethwe state and can necessarily be taken
as a starting point in respect of the questionaditipal subjectivity more generally.

It is important to note that the bodies of work sidered in this chapter are not
taken — neither here nor elsewhere — to represantf@ng theory in and of themselves.
This is not least because it is recognized that H#re works which span (as opposed to
converging upon) a range of subject areas withowbal politics (including, but not
limited to gender, security, famine, migration ademocracy). They embody vastly
different concerns and draw on a multitude of apphes, not least deconstruction,
psychoanalysis and genealogy. Rather, what thistehaims to do is to consider how a
common concern regarding the need to problematieendtion of the sovereign subject
as a necessary starting point for understandinkfigs) across these certain works allows
us to draw from them an alternative perspective tb@ construction of citizen-
subjectivity.

The first part of the chapter explores how thidestyf thinking centres upon a
different articulation to that of modernity in resp of how subjectivity and power are
conceptualized. This can be traced back to MicloeicBult’'s work. Foucault calls for a
political philosophy which is not “erected arouie fproblem okovereignty, or therefore
around the problems of law and prohibitibnbut instead around the ‘orders of

problematizations’ through which “being offers Ifs® be, necessarily thought’His

® The idea of social constructivism as a cohereptaach in itself is not uncontroversial: see, feample,
Fierke, K.M. and Jorgensen, K.E. (eds) (20Gbnstructing International Relations: The Next Gatien
(Armonk, New York: M.E. Sharpe). For a discussidooat the limitations of social constructivism,
however, in comparison to the alternative approagplored here, see Persram, N. (1999) ‘Coda:
Sovereignty, Subjectivity, Strategy’ In: Edkins a@t, Sovereignty and Subjectivjitpp.163-175; Ronan
Palan differentiates between ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ domstivism. He identifies the latter as associavdgth
psychoanalysis and that of displaying “a distiedry of the Self”Palan, R. (2000) ‘A World of their
Making: An Evaluation of the Constructivist Critigun International RelationsReview of International
Studies 26, p.585

" Foucault, M. (1980) ‘Truth and Power’ IRower/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other ikgyst
1972-1977 (ed. C. Gordon), (New York: Pantheon Books), f.12

8 Foucault, M. (1986The Use of Pleasure: The History of Sexuality, ¥dtrans. R. Hurley), (Suffolk:
Viking), p.11. Foucault argues here more specifictthat his work was “a matter of analyzing, not
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work is used to consider three very important tegoal concepts which underpin this
thesis: these are the notion of a de-centered &yije idea of discourse as practice, and
the importance of understanding power as productvieat is stressed is the manner in
which this thesis attempts to rethink the soveréggif’ as a discursive effect in the
discussions surrounding the 2004 Irish Citizenghgierendum. This is contrasted with
the emphasis in existing analysis of 2004 Citizgngteferendum on the need to think
the sovereign self as located presence which iglgnée)constructed ‘in’ discourse.

The second part of the chapter discusses in db@inanner in which this thesis
attempts to rethink the problematic of subjectiasythat which presents itself in the form
of a particular problem to which ‘we’ seek solutorather than as something which
exists ‘out there’ as sovereign presence. In sgakiese solutions we construct ourselves
and other ‘subjects of knowledge’ as discursive&f. It contrasts this with the reliance
in existing analysis of 2004 Citizenship Referendoman understanding of the non-
discursive (or extra-discursive) historical andiabpractice of self as presence. The final
section of the chapter looks at the implicationsimtérrogating citizen-subjectivity as
sovereign presence in this manner. It argues thatallows us to re-emphasize ‘the
political’ (the moment of contestation) by forcings to revisit (repoliticize) the
boundaries of what we have come to know as ‘thea®dl accordingly what we imagine

political subjectivitycanbe.

Interrogating Sovereign Politics

The gquestion of sovereignty (as that which defimbsit politics can be) and what we
meanby ‘sovereignty’ as the basis for politics, is oneathis increasingly problematized
by those aware of the complexity of histories amel variety of competing authorities.
While the simple fact of state sovereignty is fts#dten problematized however, state

sovereignty tends to remain the starting point tiegless for interrogating alternatives to,

behaviours or ideas, nor societies and their ‘idgiels,” but theproblematizationghrough which being
offers itself to be, necessarily, thought- and ghecticeson the basis of which these problematizations are
formed.” (p.11); See also Foucault, M. (2000) ‘Pailes, Politics and Problematizations’ I&thics:
Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984l. 1, (ed. P. Rabinow, trans R. Hurley et él)Jpndon: Penguin
Books) pp.111-120
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as well as the basis of modern politics. This sofar as use of the word ‘sovereignty’ is
assumed to refer to power or authority and theeeforindicate an attribute of the state.
What tends to be focused upon from this perspecdtivieow the particularity of state

sovereignty as the basis of politics needs to lsisted’ or ‘transcended’ by more
universal concepts of political community and idigntThe emphasis therefore remains
here on the simultaneity of political subjectivias both particularistic as well as
(potentially) universalistic in its aspirations gmakssibilities.

For others, however, it is precisely this suppasiedousness of the idea of state
sovereignty and the binary nature of political sehyity as always already (and only)
informed in terms of dualistic claims about humgraind precise particularity which
requires further interrogatiohwhat is focused on here is the difficulty whiclpagpls to
state sovereignty (even as that which must betees@ transcended) have in accounting
for the complexities and the fluidities of non-gatized productions of power.
Phenomena such as the internationalization of eun@noactivity, technological
virtualization, the globalization of social justioovements, and the diversity of flows of
people across the world are understood hereamradicting and undermining our
understanding of ‘politics’ as associateih the state, rather than simply transcending or
working against state sovereignty as the basisobfigs.*° What is emphasized is how
the (by now, almost clichéd references to) temparal spatial convergence in many
aspects of modern day life — these include transmaitcapital or diasporic flows that so
confuse sharp distinctions between what is presuimédxe here and there, us and them,

past and present — contradict the notion of sedmsigble and fixed foundations (the

° Ashley, R.K. (1988) ‘Untying the Sovereign Stafe:Double Reading of the Anarchy Problematic’,
Millennium: Journal of International Studie¥ol.17, Issue.2, pp.227-262; Ashley, R.K. (198%ing on
Borderlines: Man, Poststructuralism and War' In: Der Derian and M.J Shapiro (eds)
International/Intertextual Relations: Postmodern adimgs of World Politics(New York: Lexington
Books), pp.264-265; BartelsonA Genealogy of SovereigntyCampbell, D. (1998) National
Deconstruction: Violence, Identity and Justice iosBia (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press);
Edkins et al. Sovereignty and Subjectivitghaw, K. (2008)ndigeneity and Political Theory: Sovereignty
and the Limits of the PoliticglWiltshire: Routledge); Walker, R.B.J. (1992) ‘G@em and Critique in the
Theory of International Relations’ In: V.S. Peters(ed.) Gendered States: Feminist (Re)visions of
International Relations TheoryBoulder and London: Lynne Rienner Publishers),1p®-202; Walker,
Inside/Outside

10 camilleri, ‘Rethinking Sovereignty’; Doty, R.L. 996) ‘The Double Writing of Statecraft: Exploring
State Responses to lllegal Immigratiofilternatives: Global, Local, Politicalol.21, Issue.2, pp.171-189
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idea of its presence as givénimplied in the limited spatial and temporal distinations
which are authorized by state sovereignty. Whaniphasized is how these undermine
further the assumption itself that we must takes thresence juxtaposed with more
(equally stable and fixed) universal accounts ahcwnity and identity, as the ground of
all ‘politics’.

The response of these scholars has been to inkterdigerefore the meaning of
‘sovereignty’ (understandings of what politics cha) astied to statehood and the
emphasis here on infinite divisibility in space @3 continuous time. They have sought
to understand how the state, rather than simplygottie locus of power, is also first and
foremost an effect in and of itself of certain tiglas of power which specifically assume,
yet are required to reproduce on an ongoing bagmsrticular spatial and temporal basis
for political possibility. This is a particular gg&temporal basis understood in terms of
absolute spaces of politics inside (where powehaity, history and legitimacy reside)
which are distinct from those of anarchy outsidéndre power, authority, history and
legitimacy are absentf. This is what Walker calls “the articulation of ijiial
space/time™® Karena Shaw refers to it as “the architectureuhowhich discourses and
practices of sovereignty constitute political pbaii.” ** Walker therefore insists that we
recognize how “the principle of state sovereigndy only suggests how it is necessary to
defend the borders, but also how it is necessaryhittk about borders, about the
delineation of political possibility in both spaard time.* Doing so he and others draw
attention to how political ‘borders’ and ‘limitsave been constructed along a scale from
the bounded system of sovereign states througlodbeded sovereigto the bounded
individual *®

Roxanne Lynn Doty has coined the term ‘statecraf6rder to attempt to capture
the practices identified here that produce seemisthble and fixed spatio-temporal

foundations along a scale from ‘the West’ to ‘Natito that of ‘Citizen’. | suggest that

1 Ashley, ‘Untying the Sovereign State’

12 |bid; Ashley and Walker, ‘Reading Dissidence/Whifithe Discipline’; Walkerinside/Outside

13 walker, R.B.J. (1991) ‘State Sovereignty and théicAlation of Political Space/TimeMillennium:
Journal of International Studie¥/0l.20, Issue.3, pp.445-461

% Shaw, K. (2002) ‘Feminist Futures: Contesting Braditical’ In: R. Falk, L.E.J. Ruiz and R.B.J. Wat
(eds)Reframing the International: Law, Culture, Politildew York: Routledge), p.243

5 Walker, ‘State Sovereignty and the Articulation457

18 Edkins et al.Sovereignty and Subjectivitwalker, After the Globep.98
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her work presents a very useful way of thinking wbihe alternative to continuing to
examine anomalies and deviations which supposedist efrom some fixed
understanding o$overeignty as located present&his is because her use of the notion
of statecraft serves to reinscribe normalized agpta state sovereignty as an active
process tdix meaning and authority, as opposed to a coheresepce whose meaning
or authority has already been fixed. The resuth& state sovereignty is retheorized as
an ongoing contingent effect rather than as a tbingbject which can be pointed to as
complete and which opposes ‘anarchy’ (understodtiats‘problematic domain yet to be
brought under the controlling influence of a soigmeentre®).

Doty explores the notion of statecraft vis-a-viatst responses to illegal
immigration. She argues that the state produce# s a territorial entity with fixed
boundaries through the practices of maintaining seclring its boundaries rather than
by virtue of said fixed boundaries. She demonsirateés by exploring how these
boundaries are constantly being renegotiated imdeof how people pass between
‘illegal’ (outside) and ‘legal’ (inside) statwsithin domestic spaces rather than how they
unproblematically pass between domestic and intiermes spaces’ However, she
argues that this process is difficult to see — emidn how most attention in respect of
illegal immigration continues to remain on the oatof the physical border between the
domestic (inside) and the international (outsidg)ven that international theory is based
upon the assumption of the prior existence of tiaéesas a fixed spatial entity within
which time unfolds. She argues that this assumpti@sks how state practices only
retrospectivelyreproduce the existence of the fixed boundaridscfware subsequently
seen to have been ‘transgressed’ by the migrartt)eastarting point for (as opposed to
the result of) the notion of ‘the sovereign statEssentially her argument is that the state
assumes itself as an entity with fixed territobaundaries and with a historical narrative
into existence but that this goes unquestionedtdilee manner in which the spatial and

temporal imaginary which undergirds conventionatlenstandings of the state — the

" Doty, ‘The Double Writing of Statecraft’; Doty, R.(1996) ‘Sovereignty and the Nation: Constructing
the Boundaries of National Identity’ In: T.J. Bisgker and C. Weber (edState Sovereignty as Social
Construct(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), pp.124-28

18 Ashley, ‘Untying the Sovereign State’, p.230

9 Doty points out here that “more than half of thlegal immigrants in the United States are ‘visa
overstays’ (i.e., people who entered legally orristustudent, or business visas, but who havedaib
return home).” Doty, ‘The Double Writing of Stataftt, p.181
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notion of containers of domestic society which banclearly distinguished from a realm
of anarchy outside — also undergirds internatigowditical theory more generally: “The
ontological commitment to the state ensures thatstiarting point is the existence of
boundaries that are then transgressed, rather themlways-in-process practices that
effect the construction of contingent, and newvealfi fixed, boundaries®

What Doty’s work emphasizes here therefore is ast fhe need to problematize
the notion of the sovereign state as a type otipalicommunity which could be replaced
by another type of political community, but the on@ance of considering how
sovereignty, as Walker points out, in the firstcgl@acts as “an expression of claims about
temporality and history enabling constitutive disgnation between those who belong
...and those who do nof*. For Doty, “[t|he power of the nation-state deriiesm the
presumption of a pure authorizing presence, a cethi@ is itself in no need of
explanation™® With this in mind Jenny Edkins has notably argfmdgreater awareness
of how the notion of ‘political community’ itselfas been formulated. She points out that
it implies a distinction from other types of comnityrand retains the notion of ‘politics’
as a subsystem which is always engaged ‘in’ by smemend can therefore continue to
be differentiated from an ‘outsid& Her suggestion is that we need to begin to reaegni
the manner in which understandings of ‘politics’ Western society have become
monopolizedoy ‘sovereignty’ (coining the term “sovereign polgicinspiring the title of
this chapter) as that which, since early-moderrogey is indelibly tied to the notion of
divisibility in space and continuity in tinfé. What we in Western modernity call
‘politics’, Edkins points out, “entails a sovereigwolitical order and a sovereign,
autonomous subject” which we continue to take fanged®

The result is that concepts which define the teahsnembership of political
communities in terms of political possibility sucls that of ‘democracy’,
‘cosmopolitanism’ or ‘citizenship’ — which are noaity discussed in terms of how they

exist in and of themselves in relation to the statge retheorized from this perspective;

2 Doty, ‘The Double Writing of Statecraft’, p.176
ZLWalker, After the Globe,p.99
22 Doty, ‘The Double Writing of Statecraft’, p.184
% Edkins,Poststructuralism and International Relatioms139
24 1.

Ibid, p.6
% |bid
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they are retheorized in terms of how they alsowetheir meaningrom the spatio-
temporal coordinates of the state and more spallifidrom how the notion of state
sovereignty reproduces an image of the subject defnocracy, cosmopolitanism and
citizenship as that which always holds rights agfathe state and thereby is separable
‘from’ politics in the first place. What is furthmore focused on from this perspective is
how the idea of ‘political possibility’ as defined terms of this modern subject capable
of moving between different types of ‘politics’ ¢in, for example, repressive towards
more emancipatory types), which is conceptualizedi¢al with existing problems of
state sovereignty, does not challenge claims tte stavereignty but is based on
reproducing the sharp, coherent spatio-temporaindigon between subject and world,
knower and known; the dualisms through which thecfices of state sovereignty were
produced in the first plac®.Rethinking the limits of sovereignty, as suchséen as
rethinking the limits of ‘politics’ and what thisan be®’ Instead of seeking to retheorize
political subjectivity on the one hand and/or tbétthe possibilities for social political
order, on the other, the emphasis from this petsecs on how neither is prior to the
other. Rather, what is explored is how “the consth of the subject [‘being’] entails,
and is inextricably linked with the constitution afparticular social or symbolic order
[‘being in common’]"?®

Edkins has suggested that Michel Foucault's wodvigles one of the best ways
of coming to grips with the theoretical terrain smwered here. She has suggested that this
is because this line of thinking can be traced kacthe inter-relation of two concepts
indebted to his work: a de-centred subject andtamative view of powef’ This should
not be taken to mean that this critical attitudémsted to the work of Michel Foucault.
Rather, as R.B.J. Walker explained in respect efdwn engagement with searching
critiques of claims to autonomous subjectivity:

Here my main inspiration comes from Michel Foucahilit only because | have found
him to be a particularly challenging and sensitamry into ways of thinking about

% |bid, p.6; Shaw, K. (2002) ‘Feminist Futures’; \Wal, After the Globe

2" Edkins and Pin-Fat, ‘The Subject of the PoliticalValker, ‘Both Globalization and Sovereignty’;
Walker, ‘Sovereignties, Exceptions, Worlds’

2 Edkins,Poststructuralism and International Relatioms6

®Edkins, J. (2006) ‘Encyclopedia Entry for Poststmualism’, M. Griffiths (ed.) Encyclopedia of
International Relations and Global Politi¢kondon: Routledge) pp.681-682
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language, identity and power that seem to me tondispensible for thinking about
politics in the late twentieth centut.

The next two sub-sections explore the notion oé&ehtered subject and the alternative
concept of power found in Michel Foucault's workhish underlie this alternative

theoretical terrain.

The De-centred Subject

The dethroning of “the heroic figure of reasoningmmwho is himself the origin of
language, the maker of history and the source @nng in the world” is one which has
taken place in various stag&d.will begin here by outlining some of the mostpiontant
stages in this process before then exploring haagehcame together in the work of

Michel Foucault.

From sociological subject to postmodern subject
Stuart Hall identifies two stages in the procesemhy the Cartesian subject which
formed the basis for Enlightenment epistemology whdse articulation was based on a
distinction between certainly and doubt and betwéenh and illusion, was ‘de-
centred? The first stage of this process was the move fEatightenment subject to
sociological subject. The Enlightenment subject wasnified individual with a centre
and inner core from the moment of birth which wasnt understood to develop as the
individual grows. It is this inner core which furated as the source of the subject’s
identity. In comparison to this, the sociologicabgect appeared as the embodiment of an
interactive conception of identity and self. As Haxkplains, however, the sociological
subject still had “an inner core or essence thtteseal me” which was merely modified
though “dialogue with the cultural worlds outsidedahe identities which they offer®.
His point is that the distinction between society @he individual, inside and outside —
also known as ‘Descartes’ dualism’ — upon whichdhginal Enlightenment subject was

based did not ultimately become displaced or deredrbut still held true in relation to

30 Walker, Inside/Outsidep.23

3L Ashley, ‘Living on Borderlines, p.264

32 Hall, S. (1992) ‘The Question of Cultural Identity: S. Hall, D. Held and T. McGrew (edS)odernity
and Its FuturegCambridge: Open University Press), pp.274-323

3 |bid, p.275
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the sociological subject as it did for the Enligitteent subject. The second stage which
Hall identifies of this de-centring process is theve from sociological subject to the
postmodern subject which he explains is a subjgtttout fixed, essential or permanent
identity. Hall argues that it is this move to thespmodern subject which has seen the
“final de-centring of the Cartesian subjett”’Hall attributes this second stage to five
major theoretical moves which he associates with wlorks of Karl Marx, Sigmund
Freud, Ferdinand de Saussure, Feminism and fiMitizel Foucault®

According to Hall, Marx was among the first to gatward a theoretical anti-
humanism as an alternative way of thinking to tifdsome notion of a universal essence
of Man lodged in each individual subjec®.In declaring as he did during the nineteenth
century to the effect that ‘men [sic] make histdsyt only on the basis of the conditions
which are not of their own making’, Hall notes th&arl Marx displaced an abstract
notion of Man®’ He questioned the notion of individual agency asoasciousness
independent of social structures by putting soc&lhtions (modes of production,
exploitation of labour power etc.) at the centrehaf theoretical system. Hall quotes
Althusser as saying that “[h]e [Marx] drove thelpkophical category of the subject, of
empiricism, of the ideal essence from all the dav®a which they had been suprenie.”

An equally important stage which Hall identifiestiis de-centring process was
Freud’s discovery of the unconscious. This, he @&rgl saw Freud put into doubt the
idea of thought as characteristically rational awodessible. This is because Freudian
philosophy saw consciousness as a particular agpéee mind and not its most general
feature. This effectively destabilized the basis @artesian philosophy which took for

granted that consciousness was primarbhe importance of this moment is something |

3 bid, p.285

% |bid

% |bid, p.286

3" paraphrasing by Hall, ‘The Question of Culturadridty’, p.285; The original quotation by Karl Mai
as follows: “Men make their own history, but they dot make it just as they please; they do not nitake
under circumstances chosen by themselves, but uridarmstances directly encountered, given and
transmitted from the past.” Marx, K. (1963he 18 Brumaire of Louis BonapartdNew York:
International Publishers), p.7

3 Althusser, L. (1966For Marx, (London: Verso) quoted in Hall, ‘The Question ®fltural Identity’,
p.286

%9 Hall, ‘The Question of Cultural Identity’, p.288
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will come back to later in this chapter when | ddes the work of Jacques Lacan and
Julia Kristeva.

Another stage which Hall considers is the questionby feminism of the
traditional distinction between ‘man’ and ‘womanhda later ‘public’ and ‘private’,
‘inside’ and ‘outside’. Feminism started out as avement directed at querying the
social position of women. It later, however, moved to challenging outright the
dominance of one form of subjectivity as a posittdmeutral universality; in particular
“the disembodied, sexless, and gender-blind cheraaft the Cartesian subje¢f"The
notion of ‘Mankind’ was replaced, in other wordsitiwthe notion of sexual difference
with the result that “it exposed, as a politicati@wocial question, the issue of how we are
formed and produced as gendered subjéits”.

One of the final theoretical moves which contrildute the de-centring of the
Cartesian subject is to be found, we are told by, Ha de Saussure’s workThis
emphasized languages as systems of cultural meamnithghot as neutral tools used by
subjects to invoke pre-existing thoughts or to ngme-existing objects. de Saussure
queried the assumption that the subject speaksidaeg This was contrary to the image
of the controlling will of the subject. By focusingn the cultural nature of language
systems, de Saussure questioned the supposed|natkrdetween signifier (sound
image) and signified (concept) and the accepteenstahding of the process of naming
as that in which the subject points to an objectd aames it by merely invoking a
‘ready-made’ ide&’ For de Saussure the link between signified andifiég was an
arbitrary one which was based on a contingent, pgosed to a stable cultural
designation. According to Hall, this emphasis amgliistic patterns as rule-governed
systems which eluded individual and collective vatintributed, in the same way as
Freud’s theorizations about the unconsciousneg$ietdurther undermining of Cartesian

philosophy which was until then based upon feeurefoundations of the rational,

“0 Edkins,Poststructuralism and International Relatioms30

*L Hall, “The Question of Cultural Identity’, p.290

2 de Saussure, F. (1966)pourse in General Linguisticéed. Charles Bally et al), (trans. W. Baskin)
(London: McGraw-Hill paperbacks)
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conscious subject at the core of knowledge: summpeth Descartes well-known phrase
‘Cogito, ergo sum*?

The work of Ferdinand de Saussure is often seéave produced two traditions
of analysis: structuralism and poststructuralistnu@uralism was seen as an attempt to
replace meaning and the subject with “objectiveslavhich govern all human activity”;
to replace ‘Man’ as a meaning-giving subject withmeaning-given humanif{/. In
contrast to this, the approach referred to as astturalism’ is defined by its rejection
of the humanist notion of the subject as substamckits affirmation of it as position.
Gadet calls this “the abandonment of transcendesudjectification™ It is often
suggested that the work of Michel Foucault has estras the basis for the style of
thinking which is associated with the latter tramhtof analysis. Yet this should not be
taken to mean that the work of Michel Foucault basn interpreted in only one way. On
the contrary, there are many ways in which Michalidault's work has been interpreted
and only some of these interpretations have canto the latter tradition of analysis.
The origins of this approach, however, can be wtded in relation specifically to the
distinction which Foucault draws between a traduio'history of ideas’ which is based
on a theory of the subject which engages in dismuand his ‘theory of knowledge’
which focuses on how questions of power and knogdedare implicated in
understandings of how the subject is produasa@ discursive practice. As | will now
discuss, the important distinction here is that [dieer refuses to privilege any centre

including the idea of presence itself.

Discourse as practice: from ‘the subject’ to retats of power
Dreyfus and Rabinow have argued that the strudstiralternative to objective causal
laws, subjective rules and the horizon of meanihgfactices was “to claim a formal

146

level of explanation which is not physical and mdentional”.™ They insist, however,

that Foucault rejectedll levels of formal explanation and as such he eaiytuejected

“3Hall, ‘The Question of Cultural Identity’, p.286

*4 Dreyfus, H. and Rabinow, P. (198®lchel Foucault Beyond Structuralism and Hermeuti&ussex:
Harvester Press), p.xv

5 Gadet, F. (1989%aussure and Contemporary Cultuteans. G. Eliot), (London: Hutchinson Radius,
1989) pp.154-155 quoted in Edkimyststructuralism and International Relatioms25

“® Dreyfus and Rabinowlichel Foucault Beyond Structuralispp. 82
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structuralisnt’’ Foucault explained in the Archaeology of Knowledlgat he wanted “to
operate a decentring that leaves no privilege tocamtre.”® He argued that traditional
historical methods promoted an overall patternisbony which could be traced back to
an original centre at some point or other by pogii founding human subject that serves
as the origin of history and as that which guarmstits continuity and identit§y. He
strove, as such, to emphasize that “[h]istory duesssimply analyze or interpret forces: it
modifies them.?® The rules of history for Foucault were therefoat rules of universal
reason but rules which are “empty in themselveslent and unfinalized; they are
impersonal and can be bent to any purpdS&ducault claimed that ‘Man’ was the hinge
which connected different ways of thinking in thedern period insofar as it was “that
transcendental reflection with which philosophycsirKant has identified itself; which
concerns the theme of the origin, that promise h&f teturn...that orders all these
questions around the question of man’s befigPollowing Nietzsche’s challenge to the
pursuit of origin, Foucault rejected this imagevdiat he called “a primordial truth”
which he saw as necessitating “the removal of ewveagk to ultimately disclose an
original identity.®® And, as an alternative to the traditional ‘histofyideas’ which was
based on the idea of an immediately available afeeertainty in the form of ‘Man’,
Foucault developed ‘a theory of knowledge’ whiclkarporated a set of philosophical
reflections on questions of truth, method and kealge>*

The point is that Foucault's alternative approachhistory was based on more
than a simple critique of the human subject. lbimporated more importantly a refusal to
extend what he saw as “faith in metaphysisThis referred to faith in all immediately
available areas of ontological certainty and nolty dhose areas which were directly
associated with a humanist discourse. Foucault peascularly interested in how the

body had become the basis for self-recognitionxpeeence. He wished to understand

“" |bid, pp.82-103

“8 Foucault,The Archaeology of Knowledge.226

9 Howarth, D. (2000piscourse(Philadelphia: Open University Press), p.51

* FoucaultSociety Must be Defendgui171

! Foucault, M. (1984) ‘Nietzsche, Genealogy, Histohy. The Foucault Readefed. P. Rabinow),
(Harmondsworth: Penguim).85-86

*2 Foucault,The Archaeology of Knowledge.225

%3 Foucault, ‘Nietzsche, Genealogy, History’, p.78

** Howarth,Discourse p. 51

% Foucault, ‘Nietzsche, Genealogy, History’, p.78
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how and, by way of what technologies of power, bloely had become “the inscribed
surface of events (traced by language and dissdlyedeas), the locus of a disassociated
self (adopting the illusion of a substantial uriity) He instead built his approach, which
he called ‘genealogy’, around the belief that “phjag in man — not even his body — is
sufficiently stable to serve as the basis for sstbgnition or for his understanding other
men.”®’ To this extent it is important to note that Foutattheory of knowledge was
anti-foundationalist and anti-essentialist insoéar it denied ‘Man’ his position at the
centre of history. It was also, however, anti-tedgaal in that it rejected the traditional
obsession with “the anticipatory power of meanifigg. the search for the meaning of
events) and instead sought to emphasize “the hazsrglay of dominations® It
replaced the traditional search for the meaningwants in terms of a linear cause and
effect relationship with an appreciation of the mewar of interpretations which
ultimately undermines the supposed ‘natural’ dicetof such a relationship. Instead of
the history of subjects which unfolds via the mindgreat thinkers, the anti-teleological
history which Foucault sought to record is thedrgtof morals, ideals and metaphysical
concepts as they emerge on the stage of histopaatess in terms of discursive
regularities. This results ina record of the history of themes through which Aom
being(s) are definedssubjects in terms of “objects, rules of action amsbles of relation
to oneself” and, not a history since the beginmafigime of the trajectory of persons
understood as individuals with pre-existing rigatsl capabilities? It is a history of the
present and therefore of how ‘we’ have come to tstdad ourselves as individual-
subjects with rights and capabilities, instead afstory which traces a line from the past
to the present on the basis of, and therefore gakim granted, these processes of
subjectification.

Foucault conceived of the notion of ‘problemaiizatto describe the alternative
understanding of knowledge which he sought to thice through the work of
genealogy. This knowledge was not about freedonatipg in opposition to power (as
that which is repressive) but about how claimgeedom’ can be understood to operate
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from within particular power relations. What Foucaultswiaterested in here was how
particular subjects become recognized as ‘freea®rother than free (for example as
enslaved or oppressed) through particular meanystems. His is a method of inquiry
which is “not tied to the constitution and affirnoat of a free subject” who is presumed
to negotiate language and its meaning systemsftinereut to the need to understand
how the subject is create¢drough general meaning systems themselves. This refers to
the collection of narratives, statements, groups imiages, actions, modes of
representation through which the world is knownatMBoucault called ‘discours& The
notion of ‘discourse’ in the work of Michel Foucau$ associated with the idea that
meaning is constructed through language. As discudsy Stuart Hall, what is
emphasized here is the difference between thigtemdssumption that language reflects
a meaning which already exists in a world of olsiegeoples and everftsAs Hall
further notes, Foucault's work has resulted in &t sh attention from discourse as
language and the associated notions of speech atidgwto ‘discourse’ as a more
general system of representation which includegsruand practice¥. It is this
understanding of how the self is problematizei ‘being’ in terms of these rules and
practices which is emphasized in this chapter arttis thesis more generally.

Foucault argued that the Enlightenment had forredlaertain problematizations
which defined objects in terms of rules of actionbjects and modes of relation to
oneself® He saw the notion of ‘orders of problematizatias’ a way of thinking about
how human beings are made subjects — made to wad@rshemselves in certain
particular ways, most notably as free and sovereigs a product of the Enlightenment.
Instead of the search for origins by way of a gahé&nowledge detached from its
empirical roots, this was to focus on “the prodagsvhich we construct origins and give
meaning to our past” in terms of struggles in iefato particular types of knowled§é.
Foucault sought iThe History of Sexualitip demonstrate, for example, how ‘sexuality’

was constituted historically as a product of théightenment by way of the discourses
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through which it was made problematic. Foucaultiraef discursive practices as
“characterized by the demarcation of a field ofealtg, by definition of a legitimate
perspective for a subject of knowledge, [and] by #etting of norms for elaborating
concepts and theorie&®.He argued that ‘knowledge’ (in particular, knowgedof the
self) could be traced back to the different dismrpractices that frame and formulate
this knowledge within them. The struggles which éault chose to explore in this
respect were madness, illness, death and crimet iMdse had in common was that they
were based on specific rationalizations of indialization. Foucault was interested in
how we come to understand ourselasgas a mad, sane, insane, sexual etc.) individuals,
as opposed to presuming it had always beenltsavas through the concept of
problematizations that Foucault was able to mowanfrthe emphasis which was
traditionally placed on ‘experiences’ to explorattiof practicesas the games of truth
through which people “were led to focus their aitam on themselves” in terms of
sovereignty and therefore in terms of the notiofreédom (autonomy) or lack there8f.

To take this point of view in relation to citizemghis to reject the idea that
citizenship simply positions pre-existing subjeass either ‘inside’ or ‘outside’ the law
and thus that a citizen ‘is’ something in and afelt. It is to consider instead how
discourses of citizenship construct a particularomoof what it means to ‘be’ a subject in
terms of certain specific assumptions regardingstifgposed natural state of individual
autonomy. This is to look at how certain interptietas have dictated a ‘truth’, insofar as
it is something which can be pointed to, of whahé&ans to be a subject in respect of the
2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum. In doing soe ‘Bubject’ as a sovereign entity is not
taken as the natural unit of analysis or startingtas it is in existing analysis of the
2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum. Instead the amsh is entirely on power
relationships and the process through which subjast manufactured as an effect of
particular “relations of subjugation” or a ‘will fmowledge™®’ For,

rather than starting with the subject (or evenettls) the elements that exist prior to the
relationship and that can be localized, we begith Wie power relationship itself, with
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the actual or effective relationship of dominataond see how the relationship determines
the elements to which it is appligg

Starting with the notion of power relatiomssteadof ‘the subject’ and therefore
with the notion of fragmented, decentralized (dispd) subjectivity is very different to
starting with an appreciation of power relationscomjunction withthe notion of the
subject as a particular source of power — as has bene in the 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum. The difference is that the latter prisseéhe subject as potentially
fragmented but nonetheless retains the notion obherent subject (located presence)
which can be pointed to in the last instance asctinued potential holder of a
diversity of identities or subject positions. Udikhe former, this retains the idea of an
essential core of person-hood (often more subfllacing that of an overarching notion
of humanity) which is pre-existing and which isrhsocialized into a particular cultural
setting®® What is (re)produced in existing analysis of th@042 Irish Citizenship
Referendum is the notion of an alternative sourtgawer to that of the statdut
nonetheless an alternative “sovereign vantage goonmt which the history of political
philosophy can [continue to] be reconstructé’Ronen Palan refers to this type of
argument as “symbolic interactionism” and arguest thithough it aims to locate the
‘self’ discursively by “reject[ing] the image of @assive structurally determined subject
of structuralism and view[ing] people as constantipdergoing changes during
interaction”, it does not ultimately disturb thetiom of the ‘self’ as a foundational
entity.”*

Yet it is precisely the authority of this foundat& unity of modernity (the notion
of a self-authorizing autonomous subject which @gsoitself to the world) which is of
concern to those theorists who seek to interrogjaenotion of ‘sovereignty’ and the
“synthetic oppositions (subject-object, self-othesjde-outside)” which this authoriz&s.
| have suggested (in chapter one) that modern stiNajg can be rethought through the
work of Julia Kristeva as someone who engages aitlistinctly non-modern theory of
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the self based on the work of Sigmund Freud. Thenmaain which Kristeva has
retheorized the conception of a unified modernescttjp favour of a subject-in-process is
by introducing the Freudian register of psychicrespntation on top of the level of
conscious representation. As mentioned above, Freligtovery of the unconscious was
an integral moment in de-centring the Cartesianestblt undermined the previous
privilege granted to consciousness and the ne#rtk the subject always in reference to
presence. His work left behind an understandingubjectivity which was not dominated
by consciousness but which recognized consciousness an aspect of the
unconsciousness. As Freud himself explained, asuptd this new understanding “[t]he
unconsciousness is the larger sphere, which inslwdtnin it the smaller sphere of the
consciousness” and not the other way aro(ird.reversal of the Cartesian subject which
is based upon consciousness and the notion of mesand wholeness, Freud's
understanding of the subject is based upon themati absence and lack. The subject at
the core of this line of thinking is one which istronly de-centred therefore but which
needs to be understood as that which has also leetthmimpossible subject”.

Within the field of psychoanalysis, Jacques Lacas Imost notably further
developed the Freudian concept of a subject asedaly a lack® Lacan’s work has
been very influential in Kristeva’s own thinkingdathe shift in her work from exploring
subjectivity through a purely linguistic or sem@focus to exploring it through a more
psychologically orientated focu8.As noted by Edkins and Pin-Fat, Lacan’'s work
develops the notion of the impossible subject whidhgs sovereignty (the idea of core

or essential subjectivity) into question by emphiagg how the self is always
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retrospectively produced through its surroundingaar symbolic order. This social or
symbolic order is posited in advance by assumidréady exists (at which point we are
constituted as subjects) and therefore subjectitigif “only everwill have beeh’’
Edkins and Pin-Fat point out that

from a Lacanian perspective, the human subject is condéro endlessly searching for
an imaginary wholeness or unity that it will newattain. This search can be traced to the
imaginary relationship between the individual arsdsurroundings, which is inaugurated
in the mirror stage when the (mis)recognition & #elf as autonomous agent occfirs.

The impossibility of the subject here refers to ¢ége’s (the organized part of the
psyche) illusionary mastery of its environment ahd unorganized elements of the
unconscious (the idf. The result is an understanding of the basis ofdrusubjectivity
as an endless search for foundations (the ideathleasubject is alienated in its very
being) rather than as a discovery of foundatiohs (tlea that the subject is eventually
alienated from something else or from its&ffl.acan’s work opened up an important line
of inquiry for distinguishing our understanding ‘tfe subject’ from that of a phase of
subjectivity which is the formation of the sel$ ‘I’ (ego) through the mirror stage. And,
for exploring the subsequent process — which beggim the imaginary relationship
between the subject and its surroundings inaugiii@téhe mirror state — through which
the subject is later endowed with coherency as namous agent
(albeit one which is based on a similar procesmigirecognition) within the social or
symbolic ordef’ Here, the subject is constituted by becoming thlich occupies a
certain place as citizen, as intellectual, as cowsuetc. inthe social order through the
process of interpellation or hailing: “What is cialc..here is that subjectivity and the
social order are constituted together, the sociderobeing the frame within which
subjectivities are placed®

I will now discuss how a Foucauldian conceptionpofver has been integral in
allowing us to move in this manner beyond simplgbpematizing the ‘self’ as having to

conform to a particular type of sovereign presefase ‘national born’ or ‘non-national
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born’) ‘in’ discourse (the symbolic order), to that actually rethinkingthe sovereign
presence of self (the coherenta$ a discursive effect. | will then come back to the
manner in which Julia Kristeva’s work has built this idea of the impossible subject
which is created through discourse, in the finatisa of this chapter.

An Alternative Concept of Power

Foucault saw sovereign power as an expressioneofasisociation of the king “as the
centre of the entire juridical edifice” which dedmright “in terms of a legitimacy which
has to be established” from above (by the sovey&fgme argued that “in our
society...[the] relationship among power, right, andh is organized in a very particular
way” whereby the multiple relations of power whickraverse, characterize and
constitute the social body [are]...indissociable frardiscourse of truth® For Foucault
the importance of this truth/power axis is paramaas it emphasizes how in Western
societies from the Middle Ages onwards, the thewfryight (the need to replace the
element of domination in power) is organized arotimel problem of sovereignty (the
legitimate rights of the sovereign and the legdigaltion to obey) in order to be trie.
For Foucault, this theory of power as sovereign g of power as repressive cannot,
however, take account of new forms of power whi@renntroduced in the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries. Pointing out that the tyges of power relations which he
explores (namely, disciplinary, and bio power) ia@mpatible with sovereign power, he
insists nonetheless that they are not mutuabglusive. Rather, that they work at
different levels in society with sovereign powese Explains that on one hand you have
“a legislation, a discourse, and an organizatiompuablic right articulated around the
principle of the sovereignty of the social body atiee delegation of individual
sovereignty to the state”, on the other “a tightl g@f disciplinary coercions that actually
guarantees the cohesion of that social bdfind finally the regularization of “the

population as a political problem, as a problent that once scientific and political, as a
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biological problem and as power’s problefi"The problem with using the principle of
sovereignty to understand these latter newer faihnp@wer according to Foucault is that
a theory of power as sovereign always tries tobéista“the subject-to-subject cycle” and
in doing so assumes the notion of individualitysibjectivity rather than interrogating
it.% It assumes that power in the ‘political’ sense oaly function through a centralizing
force (a “unity of power”) in the face of a monarahthe form of state; or at minimum
that of an individuaf® A theory of sovereignty always already privilegesentre from
whence political power must be established in otdefunction before finally locating
the legitimacy of this power in law, thus ignorihgw new forms of power work through
decentralized means.

What Foucault’s work indicates here is the neethiok in terms of how power
works other than simply as top-down but also asobowp and sideways, as well as in
many other directions. Foucault refers to this the ‘multiplicity of power relations®
Yet, as discussed in the first chapter of thisithes existing analysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum and the dominant trendsiiical citizenship scholarship which
they echo, the emphasis remains in the last ingtandnstitutions which are assumed to
be holdersof power, namely ‘the state’ and/or sub or supsedist institutions. Power
continues to be presented as top-down in thesauats;oconceived of “as an imaginary
entity or force that has an independent but intalegbeing, [which]...can be collected,
gathered and harnessed to the will of a preexististitution or collectivity”®* Because
the questions being asked by existing analysi©i®f2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum
relate to the significance of institutions (mostaidy, the Irish state and the EU) in their
ability to ‘include’ and ‘exclude’ groups from sety, this places an emphasis on
defining citizenship in terms of an understandirfgpower which is centralized and
imposed upon individuals, with very little appreciation of howower also operates

throughthe manner in which “certain bodies, certain gestucertain discourses, certain
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desires, come to be identified and constituasdndividuals” or groups theredf. To
guote Nalini Persram, there has been “little fundatal questioning of...the means by
which the semblance of sovereignty is made persefa$i Existing analysis of the 2004
Irish Citizenship Referendum leaves us with an wtdading of sovereignty associated
with ‘the state’ on one hand, or with ‘individualsh the other. These are our starting
points. There is no question of how we have comerésume that these are distinct
entities from which power emanates in the firstcplaor of the potential need to rethink
this truth.

As Judith Butler has demonstrated, although thasett be a subject for power to
act, this does not automatically make the subfeetorigin of powef* What is therefore
missing in existing analysis of the 2004 Irish g@¢tiship Referendum is an exploration of
the question as to how ‘they’ (individuals and grewf individuals) havalready been
constructed and sustained in the last instance adherent unified entity which can be
pointed to or counted. Following the Foucauldianaaption of power, this is to think of
power in a decentralized fashion. It is to shifteation away from institutions and
embodiment and the patterns of exclusion whichlmnecessarily traced through these,
towards focusing on “the prior question of the feraf power relation” which give rise to
and sustain particular institutions and specifibjsctivities in the first place It is to
consider how “[t]he individual...is not the vis-a-vig power...[but] one of its prime
effects.®®

According to this line of reasoning, the ‘individuand the knowledge that may
be gained of him or her are no longer presumed doséparate from his or her
surroundings as power is no longer in need of drakred sovereign source which is
located presence. Instead, through this decergthipower matrix everything becomes
part of how meaning is produced ‘discourse’. Discourse becomes the medium through
which ‘reality’ is conceptualized in terms of ma#greffects, as opposed to that which

merely gives (existing) material presence (suchnds/iduality) meaning in a reality
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which exists separate from its conceptualizatiohe Thext section of this chapter
discusses in detail how this thesis attempts toimktthe ‘self’ asa discursive effect in
the discussions surrounding the 2004 Irish Citihgn&eferendum. What is emphasized
here is the need to rethink citizenship, not as etbmg that exists ‘out there’,
independent of thinking which is then constructe@uigh discourse, but to consider how
it presents itself in the form of a particular perh to which ‘we’ seek solutions. It is in
seeking these solutions that we construct ourselmdsother ‘subjects of knowledge’ as
discursive effects’

For David Campbell, problematizing can be undedt@as a deconstructive
method which provides a basis for “putting ‘outjoint’ the authority of the ‘s It
does so by demonstrating how “different solutiomsatproblem have been constructed
and made possible by the way the problem is pas#ukifirst place’and not by virtue of
particular individual's action¥’ Instead of an understanding of the world in terraro
independent realm of ‘problems’ and ‘solutions’ aihi'we’ (as individuals) encounter,
the point is that we begin to see how our undedstgnof ourselves as individuals who
respond to problems, is implicated in the processvhich we problematize ourselves
into being as sovereign autonomous selves wdnorespond to problems in the first
place. This focus on the problematic of subjectia$ a discursive effect is contrasted in
the next section with the reliance in existing sis of 2004 Citizenship Referendum on
an understanding of the non-discursive (or extsadisive) historical and social practice

of self as presence.

Discourse Scholarship Beyond Sovereign Politics

Subjects of a discourse should not be confusedindlifriduals. An individual may have
multiple subjectivities. Similarly, there may be Itiple physical individuals that
constitute a single subje®oxanne Lynn Doty®
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Inquiring into the constitution of subjectivity hassulted, as | have discussed, in the
dissolution of the traditional distinction betwewhat one says (language) and what one
does (culture). This distinction is instead colkgbgvithin the notion of ‘discourse’ or,
more accurately ‘discursive practices’. There amgious uses of the concept of
‘discourse’ within the social sciences, howevelsItherefore necessary to explore how
the style of thinking looked at in this chapterfeli§ from the existing available
constructivist approach presented in the 2004 IGsfzenship Referendum. What is
emphasized is the difference between ‘discoursaryhas pursued in this thesis and that
of ‘discourse analysis’ or ‘critical discourse aysa$’ pursued in existing analysis of the
2004 Irish Citizenship Referendutft.

What the previous section of this chapter explovesks the importance of
recognising how power is envisaged following Fouicas that which need not always be
centralizedn a sovereign presence (such as a state or indlyituarder to exist but can
work outside of the notion of presence itself. Aglith Butler explains in her own
attempts to rethink gender outside of presenchhiffking the body as constructed” from
this perspective “demands a rethinking of the meguif construction itself*®? This is
because it is not only a question of asking whatthe constraints on how intelligible
bodies are produced — as ‘nationals’ (citizens) anthon-nationals’ (non-citizens) — but
it involves also asking what the constraints are@omain of unthinkablenintelligible
bodies “that haunt the former domain as the speddtiégs own impossibility, the very
limit to intelligibility, its constitutive outside®*®® This is not to oppose limits and
possibilities, or the intelligible and the uninigible. For as Butler herself points out
here, all oppositions are themselves part of theado of intelligibility. Rather, what is
emphasized is the need from this perspective tosiden how presence as the
embodiment of centralized power relation defibesh our possibilities (what makes us
intellible) as well as the limits of our possikb@$ (the points at which we are no longer

intelligible), as (citizen)subjects.
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Locating the Self Discursively
Louise Phillips and Marianne W. Jgrgensen pointtbat discourse scholarship spans a
large range of techniques for exploring discurgomenations. It ranges from that which
emphasizes a very narrow understanding of the q@bnog ‘text’ as primarily the
written/spoken word (speeches, interviews, mediants etc.), thus maintaining a strong
emphasis on distinguishing the material naturénefrton-textual world. To, on the other
hand, scholarship which emphasizes a very broadratahding of the concept of ‘text’,
thus highlighting the need to understand the isjeetidence of the discursive and the
material®® This is often following Derrida’s assertion “il ywa pas de hors-texte”
(literally, ‘there is no outside to the text¥’ In the latter understanding, discourse itself is
material. What this indicates is that discourseokuiship can go beyond merely
problematizing the self (sovereign presence) ‘istdurse — for example, problematizing
the idea that individuals need to be recognizedhaging an essential identity as
‘national’ or ‘non-national’ etc — to that of alsattempting to rethink the ‘self’ (a
coherent 1) in its entiretas a discursive effect. In doing so, it questions tloéion of
individuality and the ideaf presence and sovereign voice more generally. pidiet,
however, is that not all discourse scholarship dbiss

This is confirmed by Roxanne Lynn Doty who pointg that not all discourse
scholarship by any means “fundamentally challertbesconcept of a unitary, pre-given
subject”!® This is despite the fact that most discourse schbip does employ an
understanding of language as productive, thus esigihg more critically self-aware
‘how-possible’ questions which ask how certain pcas become socially constructed,
rather than ‘why’ questions which presuppose a eaofypossible or plausible option
which have already been constructed. Doty pointdhat this reluctance to challenge the
concept of a unitary, pre-given subject has “im@atrtimplications for the way that
language enters into analysis” insofar as instdagixamining what linguistic practices
do, the focus remains that of seeking fevealwhat linguistic practices tell us about the
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beliefs and understandings of decision mak&fsExisting analysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum, for example, emphasizesntipertance of looking at how the
roles of ‘migrant mother’ and ‘non-national borrmrcbe traced to processes of exclusion.
This line of inquiry is a recognized area of fodasinternational critical citizenship
scholarship® It is highly reflective and appreciative of thegartance of the productive
power of language. However echoing Doty, as Magaimd Cassidy point out, it also
reduces the role of critical theory to that of ‘wesking’ migration policy as different
types of statist and/or nationally circumscribethfs of racism or prejudicé?

What this indicates is the need to consider thegingrdegrees of assumption
about what exists ‘out there’ prior to or outsidestructures of meaning within and
across the broader field of discourse scholarships the assumptions regarding
subjectivity that are being explored in the diseuss surrounding the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum in this thesis. This is iidep to ask what they tell us about the
limitations of how being ‘citizen’ in the context of migratios conceptualized. For
example, within existing theorizations of citizeipslthere have been many attempts to
interrogate the notion that ‘Irishness’ acts astable identity upon which to base a
meaning-giving transcendental subject position sagltitizenship in terms of ethnicity
or gender®® These in turn have been drawn on in existing amlgf the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum to interrogate the notiorthef coherent ‘Irish’ citizen and to
emphasize how certain people (namely migrant woamehtheir children but also ethnic
minorities more generally) fall outside of this. eltiocus here is on how individuals
experience processes of classification. This isucad by Bryan Fanning who argues “In
Ireland, both citizen and non-citizen black anchetiminorities live outside the dominant
imagined community**! This statement reflects the importance which Y«Ravis et al

place on identity (“the ways in which people defieemselves and each other”) in

197 |bid, p.305
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constructing contemporary politics of belongiigThis is still, however, to understand
subjectivity as clearly delineated presence in tand space — this is in terms of a self
which can be classified in terms of lines and boundariesweeh national and
international, them and us, identity and differend@é&e point is not to deny the
sophistication of such theorizations nor their cbwition to knowledge in this area, but
to point out that they are based on a theory of ggowhich is sovereign in the last
instance insofar as it takes for granted that @gn centre is essential for questions of
subjectivity. Such theories work on the basis tia notion of a coherent self is the
necessarily ‘natural’, distinctive and unquestiofegest unit of analysis.

What this demonstrates is that existing analysighef 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum and the critical citizenship scholarshipich it draws upon positively
affirms an understanding of non-discursive (or &xtiscursive) historical and social
practices of self. This is a notion of power asduiive yet alsas ‘produced®*® In
comparison to the discourse theory approach adeddatthis thesis, the philosophical
foundations of the critical discursive approach ckhithey apply are based on
acknowledging the performative nature of power dwolythe extent that it is presumed
(pre-given) subjects are objectified by it. Thigdgetain the idea of a certain core which
transcends the social spectrum. It could be argjugida style of thinking has developed
here which does not reject Foucault’s view of poagmproductive but nor does it reject
the old sovereign theory of power as repressiveeeitRather both are incorporated
together.

Phillips and Jgrgensen argue that an understarafiignguage as that which
simultaneously enslaves and empowers people hasstleties of critical discourse
analysis to attach great importance to patternslavhinance, whereby one group is
subordinated to anoth&f The emphasis of these studies is defined in tesmthe
‘material’ implications (objectifications) — for arple, lack of resources or access to
resources such as rights — which manifest themsedge ‘experience’ in relation to
different types of social subjectification. Criticdiscourse analysis and other theories

12 yyval-Davis, N., Kannabiran, K. and Vieten, U.M2006), ‘Situating Contemporary Politics of
Belonging’ In: Yuval-Davis, Kannabiran and Vietdre Situated Politics of Belonging.2
113 phillips and Jgrgensebjscourse Analysjg.17
114 yp:
Ibid
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like it portray power (not unproblematically, butnmetheless) as antithetical to freedom,
subjectivity and resistance by presenting the ttlah discourse can serve “to expose the
way language and meaning are used by the poweofutieceive or oppress the
dominated™'® This invokes a sovereign theory of power to theeeixthat it takes for
granted that power is localized in terms of oneugror another. While the notion of a
sovereign subject as foundational in itself (asdéetral source of power) is ‘deferred’
here, it is not ultimately ‘displaced’ as certaissamptions reinscribe it in the last
instance. Foucault called this the “the re-appmsloa through the manifest meaning of
discourse of another meaning at once secondarypantry, that is, more hidden but
also fundamental*'® More recently Stuart Hall has similarly highligtit¢he need for
vigilance in understanding how some forms of caitinquiry can unwittingly mirror the
non-critical arguments which they oppose when tdeynot ultimately undermine but
instead confirm the need to always search for @igowith foundations (a sovereign
politics).**

The point is thatthe notion of a (stable) ‘self’ which is central Western
Enlightenment thought has not been uniformly cimgiésl. It has, on the contrary, been
challenged to varying degrees: from those who sawply questioned the notion of ‘the
subject’ as the authentic source of action of nmgnto those who have actually
reconceptualized ‘the subject’ by thinking of it @ new displaced or de-centred
position!*® This is arguably because despite all the talkasitpodern subjectivity, the
idea of a de-centred subject is not an easy owgerioeptualize, nor an easy one to work
with. We can each see the physical space and iest@ontinuity which we occupy as

individuals. Such individuality is ‘the truth’ thogh which we have come to know

15 Howarth,Discourse p.83

18 Foucault, M. (2004)The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Humaier®es (trans. A.M.
Sheridan), (London: Routledge).407

M7 Hall, S. (1997) ‘Race: The Floating Signifier’, dtare Delivered at Goldsmiths College, London
(London: Video Media Education Foundation)

18 For two authors that make this specific point Be#er, Bodies that Matterand Hall, S. (1996) ‘New
Ethnicities’ In: D. Morley and K.H. Chen (ed§tuart Hall: Critical Dialogues in Cultural Studies
(London: Routledge), pp.441-449. Here and elsewBénart Hall points to the importance of recogrgsin
that, despite having developed a sustained critifw®herent individualism of the Cartesian subjebich
has resulted in the transformation of conceptidrsowereignty and subjectivity, the relation betwéleese
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ourselvesindeed, some people fear that a coherent selfegu@rement for the notion of
subjectivity itself. However, as Sara Mills explirseeking to destabilize the self is not
the same as dispensing with the notion of the stibjastead, theorists such as Judith
Butler and Stuart Hall have been quick to pointtbat a de-centred self is still a subject.
Destabilizing the self, Mills points out, is ratherproblematize the notion of the self as
foundational and explore how it can be understa®dhe result of “a fragmented and
unstable amalgam of the unconscious and the carscwhich is produced through
discoursé® With this in mind | will now discuss how the natioof ‘orders of
problematization’ can help us to shift from the stixig focus in the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum on the domestic relationprefgiven subjects which engage

in’ discourse(s), to that of the problematic obgctivity itself?°

Problematization as a Guiding Method of Inquiry
In focusing on how the body has been acted updneirspread and localization of power,
Foucault has turned the self into “a terrain ofiml action”*** This has meant that the
notion of “acting upon the self” is no longer simptxplainable as a quest for self
discovery. It becomes instead, as Barbara Cruilkksisgmewdly notes, “a manner of
acting politically” which involves choosing betwegsiinite interpretation$? According
to this line of reasoning, the idea of the subjest individual becomes *“an
accomplishment regulated and produced in advatfédhdividuality can therefore no
longer be merely assumed to make sense but mesipba@ned in and of itself.

In her book entitledThe Will to Empower: Democratic Citizens and Other
Subjects Cruikshank interrogates the assumption that ititreen/subject dualism posits a
self-evident state of subjection against autononagesncy. She explains:

[wlhen we say today that someone is subject, asgeig, independent or apathetic, we
are measuring that person against a normative idkealitizenship. As a result the

19Mills, S. (1997)Discourse: the New Critical IdiorfLondon: Routledge), p.103
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1221hid, p.6
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discourses of demaocratic citizenship tend to faselthe ways in which it is possible to
be a citizert?*

She therefore considers how democracy might beetoed of differently: something
which requires “a new kind of subject rather thaoran of government that liberates the
subject from under the sovereigif®. Following Foucault’s call “not [to] look for the
headquarters that presides over its [power’s] mality” Cruikshank refrains from asking
‘who has the power?’ in relation to citizenship aodking at the typical questions
regarding the types of people we understand asgbempowered and those we
understand as being disempowel&dnstead, she attempts to understand what Foucault
meant when he spoke of “the material agency ofugatjon™?’ by considering how
power simultaneously“subjects and makes subject {6 She puts the notion of
‘democratic citizenship’ itself, as that which igpposed by definition to equate with
various degrees of freedom from power by ‘indivigyainder scrutiny.

What Cruikshank essentially does is sttow how different solutions to
citizenship have been constituted and made poslkibtbe way in which the ‘problem’
of democracy itself has been posed in the firstglathat is to say, in terms of the need
for freedom. Doing so, she rethinks the ontologicatpneptions surrounding the history
of citizenship and the object of inquiry — ‘the io8n’ — by emphasizing the
representational processes of these claims togbe@inthe first place. The result is that
she reestablishes the ‘politics’ of the initial adéself of citizenship as (inevitably)
democratic by exploring the games of truth througthich the notion of ‘the citizenas
empowered began to make sense in and of itselfs TiCruikshank’s ‘order of
problematization’. Cruikshank is able in this manteconsider how it is that power is
exercised through a series of aims and objectivésout necessarily locating this power
in the choice or decision of an individual subjéotated presence). What Cruikshank
shows is that the notion of problematization maitgsossible to think of how power
relations operate in terms of problems and solstimther than by way of pre-given
subjects. This ties Cruikshank’s work to that ohkey, Walker, Campbell, Doty, Edkins
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and Pin-Fat given how subjectivity itself (as opgabsnerely to identity) is theorized here
as theeffectof, rather than the cause of, how these problemdssalutions are articulated.

The analysis offered in this thesiogeeds upon a similar premise that
problematizations occur along and through a cootimwf political spaces “through
which being offers itself to be, necessarily, thHatidg®® It acknowledges, as David
Campbell points out, that some problematizations @wore powerfully and deeply
entrenched than others, but starts from the prenosetheless that “no one escapes the
discursive realm of a problematization to find tlsetwes in an extra-discursive realm of
pregiven problems and ready-made solutidi®This represents an alternative way of
looking at the 2004 Citizenship Referendum to hokas thus far been presented. This is
because instead of concentrating on ‘who’ was ohefuand ‘who’ was excluded from
legal definitions and social understandings oteittiship, it emphasizes a particular order
by which ‘a truth’ emerged in the first place abeuitat it means to ‘be’ citizen in this
instance as that which could be articulated andtpdito in terms of presence and thus
vis-a-vis sovereignty. As outlined in chapter otiés is essentially a truth which focuses
on the role of the state in regulating citizenshija the need to define whether this is a
legitimate role (a product of the right and dutystédites to regulate their borders) or an
illegitimate role (an abuse of power by states améttempt to discriminate by excluding
certain people from the statist political commupitwhat is being looked at is how
citizenship has been constructed as a probdérand/or for state sovereignty in the
discussions surrounding the 2004 Citizenship Rathre.

Approaching the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendurs an order of
problematization can be understood as an attentpgamuch to resolve the question of
citizenship in order to put an end to it. Instetas ian attempt to try to understand how a
particular understanding of ‘politics’ dictated hdeitizen’ came to be indentified in the
context of migration in the Republic of Ireland2604, as well as the links between this
referendum and more general understandings reggtiotknmeaning of what it is to ‘be’ a
citizen-subject. This is to explore, challenge guoéstion rather than merely assume the

129 Foucault,The Use of Pleasure.11
130 campbell National Deconstructionp.xi

99



solutions (commonsense or racism) which came tsbigned to the particular ‘problem’
of migration in the context of citizenship in Irethand further afield.

Existing analysis of the 2004 Citizenship Referendtames the issue in terms of
two debates: one dominant, the other dominatedci@mlin terms of being concerned
with trying to catalogue and specify the ‘real’ seas for the referendum, we are told by
this analysis that we must negotiate between tvppasedly opposing argumerits.On
the one hand, the argument that the referendumragally motivated as it involved a
move from territorial to ethnic citizenship. And the other hand, the argument that the
referendum involved a mere technical change netmlesturn power to the Executive in
the area of Citizenship after it had mistakenlyrbtsken away under the Good Friday
Agreement.Existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &ehdum treats these
arguments as two different strategies which oppessh other. If, however, we are to
think about experience as “the correlation of a domof knowledge...a type of
normativity and a mode of relation to the sEff’ the notion of orders of
problematization provides a way of imagining howadlection of ‘discursive elements’
which appear to oppose each other might also barshio share a common way of
knowing and acting in relation to a ‘truth’. In ethwords, we can begin to consider how
two supposedly opposing debates might be showhamesa common strategy (by way of
a common truth) about ‘citizenship’, forming onengeal citizenship debate. This is
because instead of the notion of a discourse ofepam one side and opposite it a
discourse that runs counter to it, we begin “tooreeive of discourses as tactical
elements or blocks operating in the field of forelations”'** To consider by way of the
notion of problematization, how the 2004 CitizepsRieferendum might be conceived of
as a discourse in its own right, is an attemptudting it back within a general economy
of discourses on citizenship so as to highlight froparticular “order of representation”
was enabled because it elevated a certain typeddratandings to that of the ‘legitimate’
medium for debating citizenship issu8slt is to consider “the very historicity of forms
of experience” as citizen-subject in this instaacd the question of how these came to
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situate themselves in thought vis-a-vis the notdriindividuality’, as opposed to by

virtue of this fact:>®

Re-establishing the Politics of Subjectivity

It is not enough to say that the subject is in@yiaengaged in a political field; that
phenomenological phrasing misses the point thatsthi@iect is an accomplishment
regulated and produced in advance. And as suahllisdolitical; indeed perhapsiost
political at the point in which it is claimed to peior to politics itself Judith Butler **

Instead of simply presuming that the politics dfzeinship in 2004 must be located in
respect of questions regarding an individual's asde the sovereign state, what has been
suggested in this chapter following Walker and ghe that the invocation of the notion
of a sovereign present subject which exists vissahe state is also an important political
aspect in its own right. What | want to consider tms final section is how an
interrogation of subjectivity as sovereign preseinceespect of citizenship in this regard
allows for a reassessment of what currently coaatpolitics and political possibility in

the context of migration.

From Sovereign Politics to ‘The Political’

R.B.J. Walker argues that the appearanceepfaration in modern liberal democratic
traditions between claims about state sovereigmg &he production of modern
subjectivities within or outside states “merelyaets the conditions under which the
world of modern sovereignties and subjectivitiekilmerties, securities, developments
and authorities/authorizations has been a worlchatfual production.**” Given that this
separation between political community and subyégt{and the manner in which this is
constantly renegotiated) forms the basis of whatinderstoodas politics in Western
society, this has resulted in a call for the momehtthe political’ (the moment of
contestation regarding what gets to count as jpeljtto be brought “back in**® The

distinction which is drawn here between ‘politicahd ‘the political’ is one which
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attempts to capture how our understanding of whanhts as politics is both narrow and
broad in focus. It is narrow in focus because @anadhe hand it invokes a clearly defined
sphere of social life (politics) which involves athte related activities at a national level
(elections, parliamentary debates, political astivi day-to-day activities of elected and
government officials etc.) as well as at an inteéomal level (participation in the United

Nations, diplomacy and war etc.). It is also braadocus, however, insofar as it refers
moreover to the processes of contestation (thdigal)i by which all these things are

constituted as ‘politics’ in the first place.

This emphasis on the contested and thus ‘the gallithature of what gets to
count as ‘politics’ is often attributed to the sess of feminism during the 1970s and
1980s in its insistence that “the personal is fmalit."*® This slogan emphasized the
importance of the notion of politics to understangdhow relations of power result in
certain activities — the feminization of domestiddur for example — being taken for
granted. It highlighted the importance of the pssceatself by which activities and
identities do or do not get to be included in ‘po#’ in the first place. Following this line
of analysis what we can begin to see is a shifthenfocus from questions of politics
which are defined in terms of an already designatexh of legitimate identities and
subjectivities who engage ‘in’ politics, to quesisoof ‘the political’ which is the question
of how we have come to understand the relationatpveen subjectivity and politics as
one which is based on inclusion and exclusion énfifst place. The political is no longer
limited here simply to “grand moments of openneasdexidability that arise in between
established social systemé®.Rather, what we are presented with is an explosidhe
idea itself of a unique space of the political aiaissolution of the distinction between
the public and the private in general, as well asamnspecifically in relation to the
question of ‘being™** Our understanding of ‘the political’ has been caled, in other
words, in “the very soul of subjectivity*?

In the case of the 2004 Citizenship Referendumsee that the emphasis in

existing analysis is on how citizenship providespace for some children (whose parents
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are ‘Irish nationals’) while excluding others (wleoparents are ‘non-Irish nationals’).
The assumption is that everyone can become a€nitizut that only some are sanctioned
to do so on the basis of how they have been clifwiscumscribed as one or the other.
Existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &ehdum emphasizes that certain
children are prioritized over others and then drawsral implications from these
experiences. In one respect this type of analgsimportant insofar as it is predicated on
making visible certain experiences of inclusion (asversalism) and exclusion (as
particularism) in order to expose the existenceepfessive mechanisms through which
the boundaries of political community are concejited. It fails in an equally important
respect however, given that it does not historit¢ize notion of a coherent present self
which has become articulated in terms of an inolW@xclusion framework in the first
place. In other words, despite highlighting the powelations embedded in dominant
conceptions of citizenship, it ignores the condiioof possibility for the particular
representations of power upon which a certain tfp@utonomous and self-authorizing)
subject is legitimized in the first plat®€ Instead, it presumes that the basis of all
political possibilitymustbe based on a decisive distinction in the lagbimse between
identity (inside) and difference (outside). Doirgg & specifically ignores, however, how
the question of citizenship in respect of migratisran area in which the idea itself of
distinguishing between inside and outside, idergitg difference, domestic and external
spheres of organization is increasingly difficiljot almost impossible, to maintain.
Having established that the question of what getotnt as political subjectivity
(the political) in respect of the 2004 Irish Citiship Referendum in the context of
migration has been hitherto subordinated to prissuaptions about the nature of
‘politics’ as that which must always be based oe fecure foundations of coherent
presence, what is being argued is that there isea o re-establish the political (the
moment of contestation) in respect of our undedstan of citizen-subjectivity in this
context. The manner in which it is suggested th& be done in this thesis is by
revisiting the question of how we have come to knbevself as ‘subject’ via a particular
understandings of time and space associated watmation of the state as the basis of

political organization. This is to ask how it be@ameaningful to begin with to think of
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‘being’ as inclusionable or exclusionable from politics analifical community in the
context of citizenship in 2004 by attending to “thistorical processes that, through
discourse, position subjects and produce their rexpees” in terms of the idea of a
coherent | as divisible in space and continuougnie.** It is to ask specifically how the
notion of presence itself functions as a foundatromespect of citizenship upon which
subsequent ontological settlements are then bdestkad of taking for granted that
being or not being citizen simply makes sensenmseof spaces of self and selves which
are clearly delineated from spaces of (antagonistiteutralized) other and others which
are underwritten by historical narratives of hene aow, us and them, what is focused
upon is the question of the spatial and temporatltimns of possibility through which a
specific understanding of ‘being’ has come to bdeanstood in the dominant political
imagination. This is so as to lay the foundatioos dxploring the types of alternative
spatio-temporal conditions of possibility which leavecomeunintelligible in respect of
the question of citizen-subjectivity — most notatilg ambiguous subjectivity of citizen-
children born to migrant parents which will be eoqeld in chapters four and five of this
thesis — and how these indicate new political polses beyond what is currently

envisaged in terms of sovereignty.

Repoliticising Subjectivity

In chapter one | argued that Julia Kristeva’'s wookild help us consider how we might
begin to engage with normally unintelligible spatmnporal understandings of ‘being’.
This is on the basis that her work presents amnalteee way of understanding human
being which is no longer a metaphysics of preserg@-vis the state (sovereignty) but a
metaphysics of process: ‘being’ that is a productd displacement and dispersal rather
than substance. As has been noted, Freudian idgmssehoanalytical explorations of the
various levels of the subject (of which the selfcaderent | is only one) have been
integral to the notion of the ‘impossible subjea$ a subject based around a lack. This
idea of the subject which eschews foundations istrak in turn to the attempts

considered in this chapter to interrogate sovetgignd the notion of core or essential
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subjectivity which is foundational in itself. Kresta’s work brings an interesting twist to
this idea and to the field of psychoanalysis moemegally. This is one which is

particularly relevant in the context of migratiagiyen that running through her work is
an emphasis on how subjectivity is constructed byue of exile, separation and

foreignness as that which is always alreadtyin the subjectas opposed to against it, as
that which is its constitutive outside.

Building on the work of Lacan, Julia Kristeva’s Wwaran be seen to have further
collapsed the distinction between public (self de$i and private (other outside) as
understood in modern society. This is done by Bking who the strangeo the self is.
This stranger is conceived of in various ways invaerk: as migrant, as inner child, or as
the effects of meaning which are not reducible @aogbage and communication (the
semiotic)** In all cases, the effect is to problematize themab association of ‘politics’
with the public and the assumption that this isasaiple from the self which is privat®&.
She shows how the external, the public and thatutisnal domain should not be
conceived of as separate from the ‘intimate’ buthas which emerges “in the field of the
‘intimate™.**’ In respect more specifically of questions of comityy Kristeva shows
this by considering how foreignness defines they veossibility for the distinction
between ‘Man’ (or ‘woman’) and ‘citizen’ at the sartime as it is juxtaposed to bdff.
The result is an alternative notion of ‘self’ adiacursive effect which is based around a
lack of secure foundations gither ‘Wo/Man’ or ‘citizen’, as opposed to that which is
based arounthe sovereign presence of both ‘Wo/Man’ and ‘citizertiieh already exists

in discourse.

145 Kristeva distinguishes between two registers ghigication: the ‘symbolic’ and the ‘semiotic’. The
symbolic represents “the tributary significationlafiguage; all the effects of meaning that appesm the
moment linguistic signs are articulated into gramimén contrast to this, the semiotic representse“t
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the subject; more specifically of how the subjecam effect of the linguistic process. Kristeva thesefore
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Kristeva’'s work not only engages with the notiontbé ‘impossible subject’
therefore. Her work also provides a way of theagzihis impossible subject through the
notion of the ‘intimate’ itself as the basis of ok, despite that fact that politics is
normally differentiatedrom the private and notions of intimat¥/. This is very important
in respect of this thesis given that its focus nshow understandings about citizenship
intersect with those of migration through the irdteact of motherhood and giving birth.
Where other theorists do similarly explore thenvatte, they tend to equate this with an
inferior position. In contrast to this, in her worlhen emphasizing her belief in the idea
“of the woman as irrecuperable foreigner”, Kristénas sought to argue that “permanent
marginality....is the motor of chang&™® She does so however uniquely without
emphasizing the notion of ‘woman’: “Because in fiiesent state of things, | am afraid
that if we insist on the fact that the femininefeiéntiates the individual, we may arrive
at a new form of homogeneity®’ Instead, Kristeva emphasizes the irreducibilitythaf
subject in all respects including in the last ins&@& to that of (even gendered)
embodiment. As Sean Homer so aptly points out f[fasteva, one canndite a woman
because ‘woman’ is a social construct. Kristevangsf‘woman’ as that which is outside
representation; that which cannot be spokén.”

It is precisely this constant disorientation isgect of the notion of ‘subject’ in
her writings that makes Kristeva's work so relevamtthe attempt to re-establish the
political moment in respect of our understandingitizen-subjectivity in the context of
migration. This is because the notion here of @mtstlisorientation and displacement is
precisely contrary to how the subject has been eiwad of via sovereignty as the
‘individual’ who is included in or excluded from jtics in existing analysis of the 2004
Irish Citizenship Referendum and elsewhere inaaitcitizenship scholarship. Kristeva’'s
work as based on the impossible dislocated subjetead emphasizes the idea of
inconsistentimes and spaces of subjectivity which demand @tentaon and permit us to
consider how we mightetheorize political possibility in respect of the estion of
citizenship. It presents an image contrary to thdeustanding of self which mirrors the

149 Jabri, ‘Julia Kristeva’, p.221

10 Kristeva, J. (1996) ‘Cultural Strangeness and3tisject in Crisis’ InJulia Kristeva Interviewsp.45

151 |bid, p.43; See also Kristeva, J. (1986) ‘A Newp@&yof Intellectual: The Dissident’ Iffhe Kristeva
Reader Kristeva argues here that “we must stop makingriesm into a new religion.” (p.298)

%2 Homer,Jacques Lacamp.118
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spatio-temporal architecture of the sovereign statehat which is grounded both in
absolute space and in a historical concept of tibméng so, it provides us with a way of
engaging with the interruptions to linear timefranaed absolute spatial imaginary which
migration (as exile) poses to claims to sovereignty

Conclusion

At the intersection of migration and citizenshipr&of the most important realities of
modern political life come into focus. These readitmanifest as a series of absolute
spaces of ‘politics’ and the associated rights Whace accorded to those who reside
permanently within these bordeasmd have become part of their historical narratives
These in turn, are opposed to absolute spacesdie¥@olitics in which certain other
people are left to languish; constructed as beingbut not ‘of’ the aforementioned
political spaces. In existing analysis of the 20gh Citizenship Referendum the focus
is on the people who are perceived as unfairlydpnevented from ever fully belonging
in the spaces and times of politics to which thegtabute on a daily basis. In subjecting
these ‘realities’ to an in-depth theoretical invgetion, the aim of this chapter has not
been to ignore them and/or their urgency but ratbefistinguish between the problems
themselves and that of tlexisting solutions and conclusions which have been derived
from these problems; in particular that of sovareagitonomy and the idea that political
possibility must be based on appeals to a guararttee self as located presence in the
last instance.

What has been emphasized in this chapter is theaenan which the sovereign
state and the modern subject have together becamthé apogee of all modern desires
and possibilities®> Sovereign power, as that which has come to domiratr
understanding of rule, has also therefore arguablye “to limit our imagination in

relation to the possibility and to the promisiepolitics.”>* What has been considered is

138 \walker, R.B.J. (1999) ‘Foreword’ In: Edkins et, &overeignty and Subjectivity.x

134 Dillon, M. (2004) ‘Correlating Sovereign and Biaper’ In: J. Edkins, V. Pin-Fat and M. Shapiro (eds)
Sovereign Lives: Power in Global PoliticOxon: Routledge), p.42 (emphasis added); Walker,
‘Sovereignties, Exceptions, Worlds’; Drawing on luak(1999) and Hindess (1996), Edkins and Pin-Fat
discuss how sovereignty (the notion of an esseatied) acts as a master signifier (the nodal paiotind
which meaning is articulated) for the social ordes; that which defines social reality as well as th
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the need instead to recognise the appeal to sgveagitonomy as a particular solution to
the problem of politics as posed in early modernoge. This is one which encourages
certain understandings regarding subjectivity whakeluding others, and as such, is
something which needs to be explored as a poligispéct in its own right.

This chapter has suggested that an alternativeo@eige on the construction of
citizen-subjectivity might be drawn from a seridstlzeorists (whose work is otherwise
diverse) who problematize the notion of sovereightihe supposed overarching reality
of presence -as a particular way of knowing and being. These paeple for whom
political theory is no longer “a site at which onfcan] more or less ignore the
problematic status of modern political judgementl @ssume that sovereignty simply
is".> This is due to the manner in which modern accouwrftssovereignty are
increasingly unable to respond persuasively to tstdedings about how discrimination
and authorization are being renegotiated outsidghef idea of traditional political
‘possibility’.

Instead of trying to fit the newly configuring cgteies of space and time which
as a result of migration are contracting, twistiagpanding and fracturing all around us
(back) into existing statist dominated politicalrizons which reaffirm the need for
foundations and our ability to always resolve thdéemdma of particularism and
universalism within the notion of a sovereign awmmous self, the work of these theorists
has been used to consider the manner in which gblgi¢cs’ of citizenship need not
always be answered in this manner. Instead, throtinglir work what has been
emphasized is the ability to consider how migrationplicates “new ways of
experiencing life, a new attitude to time and spaceew sense of history and identity”
which require answers and horizons beyond the naifdindividual’ and the idea of a
subject as that which exists vis-a-vis the statawdenomous and sovereign in the last
instance™™® The danger in ignoring the need for these newzbos and instead
continuing to resolve the dilemma of particulariamd universalism vis-a-vis the state

and thus within the notion of a sovereign autonosnseif, will be explored in the next

meaning of what it is to ‘be’ a subject in this liga Edkins and Pin-Fat, ‘The Subject of the Hoét’,
pp.5-7 — EdkinsPoststructuralism and International Relatiopg.6-7 and pp.139-140; Hindess, B. (1996)
Discourses of Power: From Hobbes to Foucd@xkford: Blackwell), pp.157-158

15 Walker, After the Globe.148

16 camilleri, ‘Rethinking Sovereignty’, p.35
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chapter. What will be argued is that the resutbisnerely reframe the existing terms of
the citizenship debate rather than to interroghee taken-for-granted (sovereign) time

and space of how we understand the political pdggibf citizen-subjectivity.

109



Chapter 3
Maintaining the Citizenship Debate:
Reframing as opposed to challenging its existinges

For the entire life of this State, we have heldatgerson’s
fundamental right to the country of his or hernitn this regard
we have always been closer to Boston than to Beffiartress
Europe has little to teach us in this regard. & leeag held to the
old tired principle of the rights of blood (knows pus sanguine)
over those of soil (jus soli)...We are now being aste@ choose
between these two new worlds and to choose thewoldd
model.Mary Raferty *

Introduction

The 2004 Citizenship Referendum brought to the tprestions of, and understandings
regarding immigration, integration and social crengthe Republic of Ireland in terms
of the dualisms of inclusion and exclusion, patagsm and universalism, nationalism
and postnationalism. As indicated in the above afimt, these distinctions have been
conceptualized primarily through a comparison betwa European inspired qualified
model of birthright (jus sanguine), versus that@aoNorth American model of universal
birthright citizenship (jus soli). Existing analgsof the referendum argues these are two
alternative understandings regarding how politicaimmunity and identity should be
organized: one which reproduces the existing bouesiaf the nation-state and can be
associated with a particularly narrow republicamaaption of citizenship, the other
which allows for a rewriting of these boundariesotlgh more inclusive appeals to a
common humanity. This chapter explores, howeves, tlaims to humanity and the idea
of a universal citizenship are not entirely conicgaty to claims about particularism and
the idea of bounded citizenship. It considers mdtbow each works on some level
“within a broader discourse [about our collectivgufes] that requiredoth for its
coherence and legitimacg.The result is a much more complex and intricatagenof
the various (overlapping) arguments put forward tihe 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum to that which is normally offered.

! Raferty, M., Opinion and Analysis, ‘McDowell slipgdly this time’The Irish Times18/03/2004
2 Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’1®9 (emphasis added)
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This chapter argues that the 2004 Irish Citizen&aferendum can be retheorized
as one single debate made up of two sides: onehvelticepts a dominant framework of
statehood and community rather unproblematicatig, the other which attempts to resist
this framing but which nonetheless accepts theondhat the state is determinative in the
last instance of the limits to understandings alpalitical possibility. The latter attempts
to resist the dominant framing are important beedhsy challenge the basis of the statist
monopoly on existing understandings about polita@hmunity and identity. However,
it will be pointed out that these do not ultimatelydermine the dominant conception of
political subjectivity as that which is defined tierms of state sovereignty. Instead they
reinforce the idea that political possibility musintinue to be defined as that which is
split between ‘Man’ (as universal identity) andtioén’ (as particular identity); thus
merely reframing as opposed to actually challengivegterms of the existing citizenship
debate.

Chapters one and two set out how the 2004 CitigpriReferendum can be begun
to be conceived of as a discourse in its own righkooking at how citizenship has been
constructed as a probleofiandfor state sovereignty in discussions surrounding athB
this and the next chapter draw on source materaleated by the discussions
surrounding the 2004 Citizenship Referendum acacaslemia, politics and civil society,
in order to consider the terms of this discourdee @&im in doing so is to highlight how a
particular 'order of representation' was enablechbge it prioritized a certain type of
understandings (a modern conception of subjecjiasythe legitimate basis for debating
citizenship. What is emphasized is how both sidethe debate underline the need to
consider how particularism and universalism canmaltely be reconciledin an
understanding of subjectivity which is one and shene time multiple and universal, yet
individual and specific. The point is to considemh in the last instance, subjectivity is
limited in these accounts according to the mannewhich it is conceptualized through
the principle of state sovereignty and the assedidelineation of political possibility in
time and space. This chapter does so by lookingifsgaly at the importance of the
state, and thus statist imaginary, in defininggbssibilities for political community and
identity in those arguments againag well asthose arguments in favour of the 2004

proposal to abolish automatic entitlement to bigthir citizenship in Ireland. Drawing on
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the same source material, the next chapter wilh tisensider more closely the
implications and limitations of conceptualizing thdabject as sovereign in this continued

statist framing of the ‘politics’ of citizenship.

The Citizenship Debate

The aim of this first section is to begin to expldhe mutually constitutive relationship
between universal and particular conceptions oitipal community and identity which
informed the possible responses to the questidnishf citizenship in 2004. It considers
how to conceptualize the interdependence of moafetstizenship which are normally
presented as opposing each other in this respelddwing Maxim Silverman, and Piaras
MacEinri it will be explained that this is to (re)entate the dominant focus in citizenship
studies away from emphasizing the dissimilaritietween particular (exclusive) and
universal (inclusive) models of citizenship, tottloh exploring the interdependence of
these understandings for a more general comprairemdi the nature and location of
‘politics’ in modern society. It will be argued thaeither particular nor universal models
of citizenship on their own provide the answersvtaat the politics of citizenship is and
can be. Rather the politics of citizenship only e&kense in relation to both. Citizenship
therefore needs to be understood in terms of hasviitformed by the idea of belonging
to a specific community (particularismi) conjunctionwith our sense of our being

humans (universalisnf).

Universal and Particular Conceptions of Political@nmunity as In(ter)dependent

At the time of the proposed referendum in 2004, dlash between the principle of jus
sanguine as a qualified model of birthright, arat tf jus soli as an unrestricted model of
birthright, was outlined broadly thus. On one sittegse in favor of the 2004 Irish

Citizenship Referendum proposal argued that thesdecto base citizenship on the
principle of jus sanguine was about global comlab

3 Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’1 0
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It is about bringing Irish citizenship law into dirwith European Union citizenship law.
In Australia, for instance, a child born to nonioaal parents has no claim to citizenship.
The same applies in the United Kingdom, FranceGexanany’

The Government Chief Whip insisted that it came dw the question of contribution
and the need to distinguish between those who iboigr to society themselves or
through their parents, as opposed to those whatlo n

I consider myself of be a citizen of Ireland as lexerybody in the House, not just
because | was born here. | am a citizen of Irelaechuse my parents and grandparents
lived and worked here and contributed to societgolcontinue to make a contribution to
society. Citizenship does not imply any culturalethnic uniformity but it implies that
contribution?

Those in favor of jus soli, on the other hand, ¢joesd the merits of this European trend,
arguing that “[tjhe experience of the United Staiesa melting pot and a society which
welcomed — with different levels of success, [..ffetent cultures” has resulted in “a

stronger country, particularly economicalf/it was argued furthermore that it resulted in
a fairer society:

The argument that was persuasive in Canada andUthied States was that the
seemingly random ‘accident of birth’ rule was a#ifua fair, democratic and objective
way to determine citizenship, not dependent on, re@l®ur, wealth or the political clout
of parents. North American countries have mainthimgenerous approach to citizenship
and have thriving economies. Their approach taaitship has served Irish people very
well over the past two centuries. We are gratefutfiat and we should learn fronT it.

In keeping with this idea, former USA Congressmauodd Morrison went so far as to
suggest that jus soli was thaly basis for a fair society, insisting that “[t|heéexhative to
birthright citizenship is citizenship based upohnatity with a set of technical rules that
leave open the possibility that people born andigio up in Ireland are not citizen%.”
According to Mancini and Finlay the eventual choideghe Irish Government to

propose a break with the existing emphasis on @isis the Irish constitution — a

* Nolan, M.J. (FFDireachtas Debates, (22 April 200B)enty-Seventh Amendmen60

® Hanafin, M. (FF) Oireachtas Debates, (22 April 20Dwenty-Seventh AmendmemB6

® Boyle, D. (Green Party) Oireachtas Debates (21l 004) Twenty-Seventh Amendmentl277

" Burton, J. (Labour) Oireachtas Debates, (22 A}04) Twenty-Seventh Amendmentl14

8 Hennessy, M. ‘Morrison terms poll on citizenshiahgerous”, The Irish Times14/04/2004. Normally
the opinion of a former USA Congressman would re@bbenormous significance in relation to an issiie
national concern such as that of citizenship. HeseBruce Morrison’s opinions have been held irhhig
regard in relation to issues of immigration andzeitship in the Republic of Ireland ever since hesw
instrumental in securing a provision in the US Igration and Nationality Act, 1990 for a pool of ags
(40,000/year from 1992-94), a sizable proportiorwbfch (48,000) were set aside for people bornhan t
island of Ireland.
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decision which was later endorsed by the Irishtetate at the polls on 11 June 2004 —
“marked a sharp break from both this tradition ahe universalism it entails.”
Elsewhere King-O’Riain has argued that the resa$t been “to create a racialised two-
tier system where jus sanguinis, or ancestry...besdime basis and prime criterion for
being an Irish citizen™ The understanding here is that by favouring theofeean trend
the ideology of universalism (jus soli) was ‘re@dt by the ideology of particularism
(jJus sanguine). Narrow exclusivist understandingsnmdern political community,
defined in terms of possibilities and necessitiethe nation-state, took precedence over
broader understandings of modern political comnyuwihich were defined in terms of
possibilities and necessities beyond the natiotestilancini and Finlay argue that
“a...neglect of the moral, cultural, and economic amance of jus soli threatens to
impoverish contemporary debates surrounding imrtigra*! In raising the question of
immigration in this manner, they posit the choidenwdels of political community as
eitherjus soli (universalismpr, jus sanguine (particularism) and this understamadsn
reflected throughout existing analysis of the refelum itself. This analysis emphasizes
that the referendum proposal “removed”, “elimindtedd “substituted” jus soli in favour
of jus sanguine, tracing this decision back to eopean convergence in this direction in
the area of immigratioff: General references within Dail discussions anditéeture on
the 2004 referendum are based on the understandmgargued by Fanning and
Mutwarasibo, that in the wake of the Maastrichatyea degree of harmonization became
inevitable in EuropE and that “[Tlhe Government is playing with...a feaf the
unknown, a fear of the foreigner that is sharedughout Europe

Yet, the usefulness of this juxtaposition betweadaustandings of how political
community is organized in Europe on one hand anNarth America on the other, in

terms of a supposed ‘trade off’ between prioritigiaither jus solior jus sanguine,

° Mancini, and Finlay, “Citizenship Matters”, p.58

0 King-O'Riain, R.C. (2006) ‘Re-Racialising the IisState Through The Census, Citizenship and
Language’ In: A. Lentin and R. Lentin (ed®ace and StattNewcastle: Cambridge Scholars Press), p.284
 Mancini, and Finlay, “Citizenship Matters™, p.67

12 Fanning, and Mutwarasibo, ‘Nationals/Non-Natiohgis439; Lentin, R. (2007) ‘lllegal in Ireland,ish
lllegals: Diaspora Nation as Racial Stateish Political Studies Vol.22, Issue.4, p.435; Mancini, and
Finlay, “Citizenship Matters™, p.576

13 Fanning and Mutwarasibo, ‘Nationals/Non-Nationats446

4 Quinn, R. (Labour) Oireachtas Debates (28 Aprd®dwenty-seventh Amendmem{769
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universalismor particularism, is problematic. When consideringr &xample, how
Ireland might formulate a vision of political comnity in the twenty-first century as a
country of immigration rather than that of emigoati Piaras MacEinri argues that
existing responses to immigratievithin Europe and within individual states in Europe
involve questions and understandings of ‘universahiceptions of political community
as much as those understandings about politicalmzorty ‘between’ Europe and
elsewhere d&° This is because most European countries operaistam ofboth jus
sanguine and jus soli. In Ireland, for example,gbeeral provision which stipulates that
all those born in Ireland are Irish citizens thelvee regardless of their parent’s place of
birth, which has existed either constitutionallyiorstatute until 2004, is not the only
provision governing citizenship. This exists in porction with legal provisions for
obtaining Irish citizenship by descent through aishl citizen parent or, through a
grandparent (the so-called ‘grandfather clauSeThis final provision, as provided for in
Irish legislation, is a provision allowing secotird and fourth generation people whose
parents are registered on the Foreign Births Registavail of Irish citizenship by virtue
of their ancestry. The point is that Irish legiglathas always allowed for citizenship to
be passed on by descent (jus sanguine) as wely agmp of the provision of place of
birth (jus soli).

To some extent his fact is indirectly acknowledggdnost people. However, this
has not prevented the use of ‘jus soli’ and ‘jusgeane’ as concepts to refer in shorthand
to entirely conflicting models of citizenship araargue that one is replacing/overturning
etc. the other. Furthermore, even when this is easkedged and the distinction between
jus soli and jus sanguine is justified as that Wiefers to what is the ‘primary’ means
(descent or birthplace) by which citizenship is waped in a given state, the lack of

15 MacEinri, ‘Integration Models and Choices’, pp.22%5

1% The ‘grandfather clause’ refers to a provisiotrish legislation which allows for the acquisitiofi Irish
citizenship by descent for those of subsequentrgéinas who are not born in Ireland. In an inforimat
leaflet provided for by the Department of Justiceyt explain how this works. “If you are of the thior
subsequent generation born abroad to an Irisreaitfin other words, one of your parents is an Icisizen
but none of your parents or grandparents was borneland) you may be entitled to become an Irish
citizen by having your birth registered in the HgreBirths Register; this depends on whether thema
through whom you derive Irish citizenship had hithse herself become an Irish citizen by being
registered in the Foreign Births registefore you were borfi....] The Irish citizenship of successive
generations may be maintained in this way by eastetion ensuring registration in the ForeignHgirt
Register before the birth of the next generati@epartment of Justice, Equality and Law RefornD&0
Information Leaflet No.1: General Information orshi Citizenshipp.3
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general consensus regarding the meaning of thess te the first place is often ignored.
For example, there was huge disagreement in 2004 asether jus soli can exist in
conjunction with jus sanguina not. The Irish Government insisted, on one h#mat, it
can and therefore argued that jus soli would notdwerturned’ or ‘eliminated’ as,
following acceptance of the Twenty-Seventh Amendnadrthe Constitution Bill 2004
the children of non-nationals who fulfilled the ditions of residency criteria would
automatically acquire the right to Irish citizershat birth. On the other hand, those
against the proposed referendum argued that jusissa@n unconditional right which
ceases to exist when qualifications are imposedt.o®ne Teachta Déala (TD), for
example, referred to birthright citizenship as ear'sacred” feature, implying that it can
not be altered in any wdy.

In contrast to this emphasis on opposing particalad universal models of
political community, MacEinri considers how onetbé main European models for the
organization of political community — multicultursin — is in fact neither particular on
one hand, nor universal on the other, neither siet nor exclusive, but needs to be
understood as a product of (and therefore as thathmincorporates elements dipth
Romantic particularism and Enlightenment univessalaspirations® This recent
observation by MacEinri is reminiscent of a simil@bservation made by Maxim
Silverman in his work undertaken in the early neeet-nineties. IrDeconstructing the
Nation, Silverman sought to reappraise the framework gfosgional models through
which citizenship had been primarily theorized uiltthat point™® This was normally in
terms of a republican universalism model associafti¢dl France, as against a Romantic
particularism model associated with Germany. Tyy®logy can be seen in turn to have
been taken as indicative of a juxtaposition betweaeusive’ and ‘exclusive’ models of
political community within a European context abeéfween Europe and the rest of the

world®® Silverman argued, however, that “the contradiction the formation of all

Y Burton, J. (Labour) Oireachtas Debates, (22 A004)Twenty-Seventh Amendmentl14

18 MacEinri, ‘Integration Models and Choices’

9 Silverman, M. (1992)Deconstructing the Nation: Immigration, Racism a@iizenship in Modern
France (London: Routledge)

D This is not to say that it is argued that citizépsnodels are either entirely inclusive or exahesiRather
the point is that the typification of citizenshipdels in terms of inclusivity and exclusivity haseln taken
as an important aspect in understandings how galliftommunity and identity is organized in Europe i
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modern nation-states: contradictions which emergéhinv Enlightenment of the
individual and the collectivity” needed to be cafesied alsG' Emphasizing the general
problematic nature and ambivalence of the natiomfaevhich is highlighted when
guestions of immigration invoke responses regarditigenship, Silverman specifically
argued that “there is a need to problematize modhish have become stereotyped as
polar opposites” such as universalism and particutg assimilation and difference;
individualism and collectivisrf’

Silverman’s argument is that practice demonstrétasthe concept of citizenship
does not reflect mutually exclusive understandiaffow political society should be
organized in terms of inclusion and exclusion, lberaatively as some middle ground
between these two options. The concept of citizgnsé rather “situated at the
intersection of diverse and often contradictorycdigses” regarding who ‘we’ are and
where ‘we’ belond? Instead of reflecting models which can be undedtas either
inclusive on one hand or, on the other hand, mactusive organizations of political
community and identity, Silverman argues that tlencepts of universalism and
particularism which underpin these citizenship meaeed to be conceptualized in terms
of how they themselves “form part of a more compidrole: that of a tensiowithin the
fabric of western nations* Furthermore, instead of looking at how the questid
immigration ‘confirms’ how citizenship operates atnational level or within Europe,
Silverman insists on the need to explore how imatign contradictsanddestabilizeghe
models of universalism and particularism upon whiciderstandings about citizenship
and its relationship with the state are based énfilst place. In this respect Silverman
takes a different approach to someone like Rogemh&ker whose work has been
particularly influential in the area of citizenshamd who has concentrated on exploring
the genesis and continuation of several distinctraglitions of political community
formation across Europe: understood in terms dédiht traditions of universalism and

particularism associated with Universal Enlightenm@nd Romantic Particularism

contrast to elsewhere in the world. See, for exanflolcke, V. (1995) ‘Talking Culture: New Bounigs:;
New Rhetorics of Exclusion in Europ&€urrent AnthropologyVol.36 Issue.1, September, pp.1-24

2L silverman,Deconstructing the Natiomp.6

2 |bid, p.5

% |bid, p.128

% |bid, p.5
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respectively’> Brubaker's discussions have undoubtedly facilitateery important
understandings regarding the widely varied devekmnof citizenship across European
territory and the implications for immigrants asesult thereof. This notwithstanding,
Silverman, however, points towards the need to@rphow the question of immigration
also problematizethe understandingf the historical relationship between citizenship
and the modern sovereign territorial nation-stafe. points out that thinking about
particularism and universalism as two separate fsagfecitizenship fails to address this
guestion as it merely reproduces a statist frarafngplitics.

In order to understand the role which the modewxeragn territorial state plays
in defining citizenship, what is suggested in thspter is that we begin to think of the
state as a ‘limit-concept’. Peter Nyers argues thatking in terms of limit concepts
“forces us to confront the limits of modern formspmlitical identity, community and
practice.® He argues that we need to think of ‘limits’, howewnot only as that which
act as restrictions “beyond which one can go ndh&f but as that which are
“simultaneously foundational, as they serve asdtedition of possibility for making
distinctionssuch asinside/outside, self/other, friend/enenfy.This understanding of the
state as limit concept will be taken as a starpogt to begin to explore, within the
deliberations and discussions surrounding the 2684 Citizenship Referendum, the
mutually constitutive relationship between part&ulexclusive) and universal (inclusive)
models of citizenship in defining the type of pioktl subjectivity which we are told

makes sense here.

The State as a ‘Limit-Concept’

The second stage of the Twenty-Seventh AmendmetiteoConstitution Bill 2004 was
debated in DA&il Eireann over a sixteen hour (twy) gieeriod. In the weeks leading up to
this Bill, as well as in the remainder committee &inal report stages, and in the Seanad

where the bill was debated subsequently, variopestyf political society envisaged for

% gsee for example Brubaker, R. (19%2jizenship and Nationhood in France and Germé&@gmbridge
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press); Brubdke(1998) ‘Immigration, Citizenship, and the Natio
State in France and Germany’, Sharfir, Gersham) (Hie Citizenship Debates: A Reademiversity of
Minnesota Press: Minneapolis), pp.131-163

% Nyers, ‘Emergency or Emerging Identities’, p.4

%" Ibid (emphasis added)
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Ireland were passionately discussed in light of thé important question of
‘immigration’. Yet insofar as there were two sidesthe debate, neither of these can be
said to have invoked completely different concampioof the nature of citizenship.
Rather, what is evident is that conceptions of ersalism (jus soli) and those of
particularism (jus sanguine) relied equally ontlbéon of a bounded political unit (state)
to invoke the parameters of what was and what wasan accepted limitation on
understandings of where citizenship should end.

On one side there were those advocating a boundedept of political
community who justified this on the basis of a civnderstanding of the importance of
the relationship between duty and belonging. Theseple argued that the physical
borders of the Irish state could be identified witie ‘acceptable’ limits of Irish
citizenship. The argument here, as Ivor Calley, iMer of State at the Department of
Health and Children points out, is that citizenslgp understood as embodying a
relationship between community, nationality and eseignty. This is a relationship
which is encompassed in Irish statehood itself. Vi$handerstood is that “[c]itizenship is
an important issue which goes to the heart of titere of our State, our nation and our
sovereignty.® The presumption is that citizenship is synonymauith the national
political community. The point at which the intetioaal community (the universal)
begins is the point where national political commuthe particular) ends. This is also
the point at which citizenship in any meaningfuhse of the term ends. In other words,
the notion of the particular works here to defihe tacceptablelimits of how political
community (citizenship) must be organized and bdyamich it will not work. The
implication is that the former should not be cotdthwith the latter as to do so would be
to lose the essence (core) of citizenship. Thisméwork allows for the clear delineation
between what citizenship does and does not retpyingay of connections and duties or
responsibilities. As articulated again by Ivor @glat the time of the referendum in 2004,

the belief here is that

[i]t [citizenship] is more than just an entitlemeéata passport. Citizens must show loyalty
to the State and fidelity to the nation. CitizepsBhould not be available on foot of
geographical circumstances of birth. There showdabgreater connection with the
country before an entitlement to citizensHip.

2 Callely, I. (FF) Oireachtas Debates, (22 April 2DTwenty-Seventh Amendmen#6
2 |bid, p.48
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Against this, those who objected to the notioradfounded concept citizenship
argued that a bounded concept of political communmias based on an ethnic
understanding of belonging. As an alternative, thdyocated a concept of citizenship
which emphasized the importance of humanity (thgersal) over and above that of the
national community (the particular). The argumendde here is that the national
community is indicative of the boundaries at whittke ‘unacceptable’ limits of
citizenship become most apparent. As Mr. CroweFalB points out, proposals about
the need to align citizenship with the boundarieshe Irish state are interpreted from
this perspective as dangerous: “Most fair-mindedpfpe would see that we are going in
the direction of the politics of fear. We heardraaj deal about the concept of fortress
Europe, but are we not in fortress Ireland? Is thatsort of message that we are sending
out?® In other words, although the particularity of theional community is understood
here as coterminous with the boundaries of thé Istsitist project, the claims of state
sovereignty are not presumed to provide the ordy amswers to “all questions about

who we are and who we might become as politicajesin ™!

Rather, what is argued is
that the claims of state sovereignty mark the patnivhich our possibilities as political
subjects are often restricted. For example, MicltadHiggins, TD, emphasized in 2004
in respect of the question of citizenship thatg“thne is moving away from human rights
and international law and towards a narrow intagti@en of protecting the territory
etc.”® The problem with this, he indicates, is the manimemwhich contemporary
understandings about rights and obligations andishedten exceed the Irish statist
political project which gives these rights and wmspbilities meaning. His comment
emphasizes how this is ignored and refused whdsrignd responsibilities (articulated
as ‘connections’) are (exclusively) interpreted ading to state sovereignty. He and
others therefore argued in 2004 that the realm rfeeyoe national political community —
the realm which enables our understanding of ouesehs ‘humans’ as opposed to
merely as ‘citizens’ — needs to be considered imseof how it too affords occasion for

thinking about how political subjectivity is enadlle

% Crowe, S. (SF) Oireachtas Debates (11 March 2@dt)al Welfare (Miscellaneous Provisions) Bill
p.316

3 Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’1 §8

32 Higgins, M.D. (Labour) Oireachtas Debates (4 Fabr2004)mmigration Bill 2004 p.518
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Thinking about the discussions surrounding the 2004h Citizenship
Referendum in this manner allows us to consider hiogv relationship between the
particular (national community) and the univershurfanity) as invoked here is a
mutually constitutive relationship. It is one in ish the claims of a prior understanding
of the framing of universality enables the pariicilyy of the state to become both
problem and solution to this framidgThis allows us to stop continuing to engage with
this debate simply in terms of the merits of orsesiersus the other or the need for a
middle ground between both. It allows us to considstead how the notion of the
modern territorial state acts as a defining congepbth sides of the debate: on one hand
as that which defines the acceptable limits okeriship (here the state is understood as a
‘solution’ to the framing of universality), and dine other hand as that which defines the
unacceptable limits of citizenship (where the siatenderstood as a ‘problem’ to the

framing of universality).

The state as defining the ‘acceptable’ limits dizenship
With the Twenty-Seventh Amendment to the ConsbtutiBill 2004, the Irish
Government defended a conception of citizenshipclwhhey argued needed to be
grounded in ‘connections’. This was articulatedarms of the idea that “to become an
Irish citizen a person should have a much greab@nection with this country than
simply being born here®* These connections to the nation, to the state,tankish
society more generally were seen here as embodiimgnost important elements of
citizenship.

Within the Irish political system, the Taoiseachrtige Ahern had begun to
indicate concerns in 2004 regarding growing aliematvithin Irish society. He did so by
inviting well known author ofBowling Alone, Robert Putnam, to address the FF
parliamentary party in September 2004. Speakingra¢years later at the Conference on
the Future of the Community and Voluntary Sectdne spoke of the significance of
Putnam’s concept of ‘social capital’ and the neddctv Putman had identified for direct
participation in society by individuals to ensute thealth of society as a whole. He

stressed the importance of both ideas in the dpuedat of the community sector in an

3 Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’1®9; Walker, ‘Polis, Cosmopolis, Politics’
3 O'Dea, W. (FF) Oireachtas Debates (21 April 20D4enty-Seventh Amendmentl 265
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Irish context® Robert Putnam explains Blowing Alonethat social capital “refers to
connections among individuals — social networks #mel norms of reciprocity and
trustworthiness that arise from them”, going onargue that social capital is “most
powerful when embedded in a dense network of recyir social relations®® An
accumulation of efforts by the FF Government to thig model into practice in Ireland
in the early twenty-first century can be seen i@ $etting up ‘the Active Taskforce on
Citizenship’ designed to encourage all citizenga@hand to be(come) ‘active citizens’. In
the Government’'s White Paper on Supporting VolyntActivity, it defines active
citizenship as

the active role of people, communities and voluntarganisations in decision-making
which directly affects them. This extends the cqhcef formal citizenship and
democratic society from one of basic civil, polfi@nd social and economic rights to one
of direct democratic participation and responsijill

The Concept of Active CitizensHhgpublication by the Taskforce on Active Citizenshi
defines active citizenship in relation both to tbencept of civic republicanism and
Putman’s work on social capital.The values which this particular model of social
change stresses are encompassed in the Taoiseagttssis on three factors in his 2006
address to the Community and Voluntary Sector: ithportance of “vibrant civic
society”; the need “to support the values of soligaand participation, rather than
isolation and withdrawal”; and, the imperative ofceuraging everyone to “take a step
forward, become involved, and serve the community direct and active way®.

It is important to note, therefore, that when spegkin the Dail about the
Twenty-Seventh Amendment to the Constitution Bi02, Government Deputies
discussed the issue of citizenship in relation $jgady to the need for this type of
‘involvement’ in Irish society. The Government Chighip in 2004, for example, when
asked about her understanding of the issue ofeasizip when coming to speak in the

% Taskforce on Active Citizenship (2008peech by the Taoiseach, Bertie Ahern, T.D. aCireference
on the Future of the Community and Voluntary Se&8rviay

% putnam, R.D. (2000Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of Ameri€@ommunity (New York:
Simon and Schuster Paperbacks), p.19

37 Department of Social, Community and Family Affair€000) Supporting Voluntary Activity,
Government White Papdipublin: Government Publications), p.14

3 Taskforce on Active Citizenship (200The Concept of Active Citizenshipublin: The Taskforce for
Active Citizenship), pp.1-16

% Taskforce on Active Citizenshipeech by the Taoiseach, Bertie Ahern, T.D
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discussions about the referendum proposal in 28%dlained that her understanding of
the issue was “via the notion of ‘actiieelonging”® This, she defined as the
involvement in a particular community or in a pewtar cultural amenity such as sp&rt.
“We weren’t always talking explicitly about ‘citimship’ [...] but about belonging and
being proud of being involved in an Irish socidtthink this notion of local belonging is
quite particular to Ireland. In itself it is a defion of citizenship.** Similarly, another
TD interviewed who had spoken in the Dail discussian 2004 in favour of basing
citizenship on ‘connections’ rather than on “entrip this country a short time before the
birth of a child*®, cited personal experience of exploring the issfustizenship in terms
of the problem of a disconnect between citizen system. “My experience tells me that
democracy is very remote for most people in so@ety this perception is perpetuated by
the media. My conclusion is therefore that whahegded is to encourage participation
and this is what | have concentrated &h.”

What this demonstrates is that the concept ofesiship had been assigned a very
particular meaning in the political arena in Irelaeading up to the 2004 Citizenship
Referendum. In an era where utilitarian individstalccounts of what liberal societies
should look like were gaining predominance, an essfghon social obligation and
collective responsibility understandably resonatéti many peoplé® The importance of

the idea of connection(s) via direct involvement lirsh community had taken on

“0 Interview with Mary Hanafin, TD and Government &HWhip, 2002 — 2004 (Dublin, 12/08/2009)
“LIbid. It should be noted that sport has had a@q4atly political emphasis in Ireland given thderavhich
certain games (hurling and Gaelic football mostabby) played in the construction of Irish natiosati
after partition in 1922 in comparison to how otBports were designated as ‘foreign’. It was onl2@®5,
for example, that there was an eventual end tontupeold ban by the Irish Gaelic Athletics Assditia
on the playing of ‘foreign sports’ (which includedccer and rugby) on any of its properties.

“2 Interview with Mary Hanafin, TD and Government &hhip, 2002 — 2004 (Dublin, 12/08/2009)
“3Killeen, T. (FF) Oireachtas Debates, (22 April 2D0wenty-Seventh Amendmen67

** Interview with Tony Killeen, TD and Minister fordbour Affairs at the Department of Enterprise, Erad
and Employment 2004 — 2007, (Dublin, 17/06/2009)

It is notable that critiques of active citizenskepd not to be based therefore on refuting théulrsess of
such a concept but of the necessary understandiplied regarding a supposedly consistent meaning of
the ‘active citizen’ and/or of ‘action in solidarit On the former see, for example, Cynthia Web&iow
looks at how the notion of an ‘active’ citizensh@being redesigned through projects such as ‘#sac
segura project’ in the U.S. On the latter seegi@mmple, Niamh Gaynor who interrogates what shaesrg
is “a highly selective rendering of the interrethteoncepts of citizenship, social capital, and camity
development”. Weber, C. (2010) ‘Introduction, Designd Citizenship’,Citizenship StudigsVol.14,
Issue.l, p.8; Gaynor, N. (2009) ‘In-Active Citizéis and the Depoliticization of Community
Development in IrelandCommunity Development JournAllvance Access published 23 July, p.2
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enormous importance in political life for understangs of the role which citizenship
should play in society.

The notion that there are core assumptions attatthéte concept of citizenship
which place constraints on its use or applicatisrome which has found acceptance
within social science. Andrew Mason, for examplesists that citizenship has a core
which is hard to reconcile with notions of a motebal universal type citizenship which
lies outside the boundaries of the nation-statedurivalent political institutiofA® For
Mason, a common respect for global ethics or glgsstice does not fulfil the condition
of citizenship: “the mere existence of demandingahobligations, or even obligations
of justice that extend across state borders, isffioent to engage the concept of
citizenship.*” David Miller also draws a similar distinction beten obligations which
human beings have to each other and what he e@huine citizenship*® For Miller,
genuine citizenship is republican citizenship whiemains true to its preconditions; “it
cannot be conjured ugx nihild’.*® He discusses four necessary preconditions: these a
the enjoyment of a set of equal rights necessarmatoy out private aims as well as a
public role; a set of obligations; willingness tefend rights of others and protect
common interests; and participation in both foravad informal politics®

The point is that ‘citizenship’ is distinguishedrédrom (mere) relations between
states. Aspirations of cosmopolitan democratic lglebal civil society and multi-level
territorial democratic citizenship are argued tketplace by virtue of relations between
states(e.g. via the European Court of Justice). Millesists that they have nothing to do
(or only minimal involvement) with citizenship itéeWithout a determinate community
with which one identifies politically, which is hkltogether with communal ties, and
others with whom one stands in relations of reajtyo Miller argues that “this is not
citizenship in any but the most empty and inflasetise® It was arguably on such a
basis that the Irish Government was able to comlfidyt respond to the Opposition’s

objections to the narrow conditions for citizenslppt forward in the referendum

6 Mason, A. (2009) ‘Environmental Obligations ane thimits of Transnational CitizenshipPolitical
Studies Vol.57, Issue.2, p.280

" Ibid, p.281

“8 Miller, ‘Bounded Citizenship’, p.60

9 Ibid, p.79

*0 |bid, pp.62-63

*L |bid, pp.78-79
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proposal; explaining that to do otherwise wouldtdeanove away from citizenship as a
useful term.

Yet, just as inBowling Alone Robert Putnam does not endorse or encourage “a
single-minded pursuit of social capital [that] migimacceptably infringe on freedom and
justice”, nor, did the Irish Government claim tovadate such a policy regarding
citizenship®®> Putnam differentiates between “bridging social idp (out-group
solidarity) and “bonding social capital” (in-growgolidarity) and argues that a balance
needs to be achieved between them. It was this ofleaneed for a balance between
bonding further together those already part ohlgsciety (particularism) and bridging
between Irish society and inward migration (uniaéssn) that was echoed by the Irish
Government in 2004. In particular it was arguedresponse to accusations that the
proposed amendment was racist, that bringing thstieg Irish and new immigrant
communities closer together (bridging) in ordercteate social capital within new and
old communities (bonding) depended on dealing waitly manifest grievances within
Irish society as a whole. The Minister of Statehet Department of Justice sought to
clarify this at the time in the DAil, explaining:

It is important for us to recognise that it is they of Government to regulate and control
immigration. Failure to do so would lead to radihsion[...]. Rather than raising the

issue of racism inadvertently, as the Oppositioly ima doing, the Minister, by dealing

with this issue in terms of immigration laws, hageatively, sensibly and sensitively

raised and introduced this referendum, and theslktgn that will follow, to ensure that

the charge of racism being levelled by the Oppasitill not arise’

When interviewed, another TD from FF justified theferendum in 2004 and the
subsequent change in citizenship legislation asran fof prevention against what he
called “toxic type reaction or incipient racismttee volume of asylum-seekers coming

into the country.® He further elaborated:

It couldn’t be left as it was — if abuse wasn'tteiled bigger problems would follow.

Racism was what we wanted to avoid. Not on a coptatform but we wanted to avoid
the problem which the British had already had bingpeseen to supervise immigration
and limit abuses. The referendum needed to be @ang to avoid implications of

rampant abuses.

2 pytnamBowling Alone p.351

>3 O’Keeffe, B. (FF) Oireachtas Debates, (22 Apri02PTwenty-Seventh AmendmenZ5

** Interview with Conor Lenihan, TD and Member of i@ Fail 2004 Citizenship Referendum Campaign
(Dublin, 08/06/2009)

*° |bid
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The Taoiseach made a very similar argument wheadaakout the significance of the
2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum. He explained titan 2002 onwards

it was very clear that exploitation involving babigia entittlement to citizenship [was

taking place]. There was factual information ondgheund regarding citizenship tourism.

We did not want racism to take over. There wouldehbeen rampant abuse if left go
56

on.

The state as defining the ‘unacceptable’ limitgibzenship
In comparison, those who opposed the 2004 CitizpnRleferendum proposal can be
seen to have questioned the civic principle(s) airaed citizenship which they were
presented with by the Irish Government. This wasiedan the first instance by
guestioning the relatively unproblematic notiortteg autonomy of the Irish state referred
to in arguments about the sovereign ‘duty’ of tteesto regulate and manage entry into
and within its boundaries in order to control imnaitjon and prevent racism. The history
of emigration with which Ireland is associated veasphasized here instead to show the
very real interdependent links between Ireland thiedglobal system of states in which it
exists. Similarly, the assumption regarding the bgemeity of Irish society until the
1990s, expressed by Government Deputies via consnserah as: “[u]ntil recent years
the people of this country have not been exposeshyogreat extent to people of African
or oriental origin®’, was actively problematized. An FG TD, for exampksfuted this,
responding that

Deputy Killeen said we are not used to having peablother races in our communities
but many generations of Irish people have been segdo people of other races over
many centuries. This did not take place in Irelamat, in those places throughout the
world to which Irish people travelled.

Finally, the notion of a dividing line between ‘allished’ and ‘new’ (read: temporary)
communities in Ireland which underwrote argumemtgarding the need to distinguish
between those with a ‘genuine’ connection to Irdlamd the idea of passport tourists,
was put under scrutiny. This was done by explaitivag “[m]ost who come here do not

see themselves as guest workers or temporary ngsittiey fundamentally wish to stay

%% Interview with Bertie Ahern, Taoiseach, 1997 —2@Dublin, 8/06/2009)
" Killeen, T. (FF) Oireachtas Debates (22 April 2pTenty-Seventh Amendmen69
8 Neville, D. (FG) Oireachtas Debates (22 April 2DT#enty-Seventh Amendmgnt70
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and Ireland needs to face up to this and staritegrate these potential new citizens from
the start.®

As an alternative, therefore, to looking only te thecessities and possibilities of
modern political community ‘within’ the sovereigtate and understandings of political
subjectivity defined in terms of state particularjsthose opposed to the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum tried to draw on understagsli of the necessities and
possibilities of modern political community and enstandings of political subjectivity
outsideof the modern sovereign state. In other words, #raphasized the sense of being
humans and being part of a universal human eacevell asof ‘being’ in relation to a
particular community. The imaginary of this intepgedency of Ireland as a state within
a larger states system was invoked here in ordere@k down the supposedly clear lines
between ‘them’ and ‘us’, between those living withthe Irish state and, those living
outside of it. For example, it was pointed out iy Mr O’'Dowd in Dail Eireann during
discussions on the referendum proposal that “[llisé people who emigrated sent back
the money to send Pat and Mary to school. They usedlook after their sick parents
and grandparents. What are the immigrants in Iceldaing today? They are doing
exactly the same®®

This counter argument echoes an alternative stwtidn social science to the
one invoked by the Irish Government in 2004. Tki®ne which instead considers the
need to radically expand the core concept of ¢iBhg as normally understood in terms
of the legal and political structure of the sovgnestate. This is in order to take account
of the many different types of membership of sgcighich exist, both nationally and
internationally. Michael Lister, for example, pardut that “citizenship has become, or is
in the process of becoming, decoupled from natignal’ In moving away from
nationality and the statist project as a core efgroécitizenship, Lister explains that this
reality is reflected in considerations of how ittle&t Europeanization and migration can
be seen to challenge the so-called core valuesitercship which are normally
associated with national statist understandinge@brganization of political community.

¥ Crowe, S. (SF) Oireachtas Debates (21 April 2004¢nty-Seventh Amendmemtl279

% O’Dowd, F. (FG) Oireachtas Debates (21 April 2004enty-Seventh Amendmemntl292

®1 Lister, M. (2008) ‘Editorial — Europeanization ahtigration: Challenging the Values of Citizenship i
Europe?’,Citizenship StudiesSpecial Issue: Europeanization and Migration: @nging the Values of
Citizenship in Europe?, Vol.12, Issue.6, Decemp&i27
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Instead of agreeing that citizenship is meaningleiisout its core values, he suggests
that the evidence increasingly points to the faet globalization, Europeanization and
migration re-define the core values themselvegims ofinternationalism® It is on the
basis of such understandings that the counter agtssurrounding the referendum have
been able to interrogate the unquestionable assumipiat state particularism defines the
‘acceptable’ limits of citizenship. This assumptidras been revealed as highly
problematic. On the contrary, state particularisnshown to present the misconceived
‘unacceptable’ limits of citizenship. Abstract uergalism is put forward here as
providing answers to more complex understandingpabitical possibility which state
particularism fails to provide.

Looking at universal and particular conceptiongitizenship via the idea of the
state as ‘limit concept’ in this way points to tmeutually constitutive nature of
understandings regarding how political communitypwtd be organized. It provides
tangible examples of how conceptions of abstracivausalism (humanity) work
interdependently with conceptions of precise paldigcsm (national community) to
define a more general horizon of political posgypidnd necessity which are (only) then
debated. In this first section, universal and palér models of citizenship have been
shown to form part of a more complex whole therefttan is presented in existing
analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship ReferendWhat is brought into focus is not
opposition, but the constamainsgression

of the (imagined) frontiers between universalisnartipularism, assimilation and
difference, individuals and communities, distancel groximity, the citizen and the
subject, the private and the public, the adminiisteaand the legal, the economic and the
social and so off.

Theorizing Citizenship as a Battlefield: Two SidesPQne Debate
Having considered the debate on citizenship asfewed in the Republic of Ireland in

2004 in terms of two interdependent (as opposeautually exclusive) conceptions of

%2 |bid; See, for example, in the same issue Belldfy(2008) ‘Evaluating Union Citizenship: Belonging
Rights and Participation within the EUCItizenship StudiesSpecial Issue —Europeanization and
Migration: Challenging the Values of Citizenship Burope?, Vol.12, Issue.6, December, pp.597-611;
Kuisma, M. (2008) ‘Rights or Privileges? The Chadle of Globalization to the Values of Citizenship’,
Citizenship Studies§pecial Issue — Europeanization and Migration: [@hging the Values of Citizenship
in Europe?, Vol.12, Issue.6, December, pp.613-627

8 Silverman Deconstructing the Natigm.133
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political community and identity, this second sewtwill consider further how existing
analysis of the 2004 Citizenship Referendum defaigzenship by way of the combined
necessities and possibilities within and outsidé¢hef Irish sovereign state. It will do so
by considering how this division between the nala@ommunity (inside) and humanity
(outside) has been further mapped onto the natistadist project itself. This has been
done by dividing it up int@n ‘inclusionary’ core political realm (of which lgncertain
people are members) on one hand, and an ‘exclugicaiastract humanitarian realm (of
people who are not considered part of the domigemip) on the other.

What is argued is that the main difference betwibentwo sides, as presented in
the discussions surrounding the 2004 Citizenshifedr@edum, can be refocused away
from the idea of an opposition. It can be refocuselead on how one side accepts
certain understandings regarding the division betwstatehood and the international
realm, between citizenship and humanity and betwieside and outside as secure
foundations, while the other side demonstratesveareness of the insecurity of these
foundations by questioning outright the supposedirdition between ‘us’ and ‘them’,
‘citizen’ and ‘human’. The importance of the chalje which is posed to the statist
monopoly on understandings of political communigyenhby the latter side is not denied.
What is argued, however, is that it does not inelwh overall questioning of the
universal (Man) versus particular (citizen) foundas themselves as the basis upon
which questions about the politics of citizenslsipould be based. The question of
political identity and community continues rather he circumscribed in discussions
surrounding the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referenduyncbnceptions of the supposed
necessity of autonomy and (state) sovereignty Uyidgrthese categories which are in

turn assumed to be foundational in themselves.

Citizenship as a Process of Drawing Boundaries

Many counter-arguments surrounding the questidnsif citizenship in 2004 emphasize
the precariousness of the foundations upon whiehnttions of ‘Irish community’ and
‘Irish statehood’ as used by the Irish Governmarg,based. In doing so, they highlight —

both explicitly and implicitly — the importance diie role which citizenship plays in
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nation construction: discussed most notably in Wk of Floya Anthias and Nira
Yuval-Davis.

In Racialized BoundariesFloya Anthias and Nira Yuval-Davis consider the
significance of exclusive understandings of paditicommunity and identity in terms of
particular types of nationalist projeéfsTheir argument is that the right for national self
determination has assumed an ideal type unders@nafi nation-state according to
which certain people are included (the dominantonat collectivity) and certain others
are excluded (minorities). They argue nonethelbas immigration is a concept which
permits interrogation of the notion of ‘communityhderstood here as being based on
fixed boundaries. With this in mind, Yuval-Davisggests that “for an adequate theory of
citizenship, the examination of the differentiat@ss of different categories of citizens is
of central importance® Anthias and Yuval-Davis insist that citizenship be
conceptualized as a battleground because they digiethe focus is primarily on
securing “the right to enter, or, once having esderthe right to remain in a specific
country.™ They identify the issue of citizenship therefore that of the question of
‘where’ boundaries are drawn, not only between #hate and the international
community butwithin the state itself by pointing out how the lineswes#n inside
(national) and outside (international) can be séenbe reproduced here. These
boundaries, they argue, “relate to different saofs racialized exclusions in the
construction of the national collectivity”

Notwithstanding disagreement by people such asrRGbhen regarding whether
or not these boundaries are accurately describéwaalized®®, the emphasis here and
elsewhere by Yuval-Davis and Anthias on how thendlauies of national community
and sovereign statehood need to be de-naturahzsdyecome a extremely powerful way

of thinking about political community in criticaltzenship studies. Its influences can be

% Anthias and Yuval-DavisRacialized BoundariesSee in particular ‘Chapter 2: Whose nation? Whose
State? Racial/Ethnic Divisions and the Nation’,24p60

% yuval-Davis, ‘The Citizenship Debate’, p.58

¢ Anthias and Yuval-DavisRacialized Boundarieg.31

7 Ibid, p.42

% Cohen argues, for example, that Anthias and Yiaalis are in danger here of “stretching the elastic
band of ‘racism’ around a fatter and fatter burafieelated (yet importantly distinct) phenomenatsialy

that the band is in grave danger of snapping amdgfloff out of sight.” CohenMigration and itsEnemies
p.92
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seen with regard to how many of the counter-argusngmrounding the referendum were
articulated in reference to this idea. Essentialig,focus of this work is on the manner in
which understandings of ‘us’ and ‘them’, ‘minorityand ‘majority’, ‘citizen’ and
‘immigrant’ are drawn and redrawn according to ctarpinterrelationships between
inclusion and exclusion, inside and outside. Whkdtighlighted in all such explorations
is the social constructedness of the more entrehtloeindaries which are taken for
granted in so much of everyday life; in particuldre tenuousness of the foundations
upon which dominant understandings of ‘communityd &statehood’ rely.

Yuval-Davis and Anthias argue that citizenship e @f four elements through
which the nationalist statist project is racializgte others are culture, religion and
origin).*® Citizenship is conceptualized here, in other wpedsa mechanism (which is
mutually constituted by, as well as constitutive agsumptions regarding place of birth,
descent and/or cultural and religious affiliatidzy) which boundaries are drawn between
people according to understandings about percestetlis as ‘belonging’ or, as ‘not
belonging’. With citizenship conceptualized as atleground in which lines are
constantly (re)drawn between people in an effort differentiate ‘insiders’ from
‘outsiders’, citizenship is broken down into a jferation of (often contradictory) legal,
social and political discourses via the questiomuohigration — for example, by looking
at how the legal status of ‘aliens’ or ‘foreignecsin be very different from their social
status where understandings about the former (who belong) conflict with
understandings about the latter (who does actiallg citizenship)® The implication is
that be(com)ing a citizen is an extremely compénd most importantly, a contradictory
process. Because understandings about communitystatehood themselves rely on
conceptions of citizenship to secure understandiegarding the nature of belonging,
and Yuval-Davis and Anthias have shown the conttady nature of ‘citizenship’ itself,
what is achieved here is to undermine considerti#ysupposedly secure foundations
upon which these concepts are based.

Similar to the questions raised by Yuval-Davis aAdthias, the counter-

arguments surrounding the 2004 Citizenship Refenentdighlight the manner in which

% Anthias and Yuval-DaviRacialized Boundariepp.1-20
0 Ibid, p.49
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the Irish Government, in emphasizing the notion‘ggnuine’ connections as a pre-
requisite for ‘Irish’ citizenship, sought to draimés between those who belong and those
who do not belong; the difference between those wat® ‘Irish’ and those who are
supposedly ‘guests’ of the natiGhThis is not to say that this literature is in agnent in
relation to what is the best theoretical framewfankunderstanding how and why these
lines were drawn. Indeed, there is a substantirdence in this literature regarding
whether a racist-state understanding (after DavidoTGoldberff) adequately theorizes
the construction of these boundaries or whetherradtively, this theoretical framework
needs to be considered in conjunction with theosiesationalism, to fully understand
the implications of, and basis for the maintenarafe these boundari€s. This
disagreement notwithstanding however, the oveoali$ of the counter-arguments in the
2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum has been on sgeti underminethe idea that the
reference by the Irish Government to genuine caiiore is based on the notion of a
community (Irish or otherwise) with fixed boundarie

The point which is made by these counter argument® the effect that no
society is strictly homogenous, although the imadicommunity upon which statehood
is secured can be based on narratives of homogetreparticular it was (and continues
to be) pointed out that Ireland has always beenutii-ethnic society, made up most
notably of Travellers, Black Irish and Jewish Irisé well as settled, white, Catholiés.
The problem, as Fanning explains, is that “smatiarities [...] find themselves written
out of history, swallowed up like corner-shopstie face of the big brand namés It is
an appreciation of this fluid nature of boundabes$ween conceptions of ‘us’ and ‘them’

which prompted much objection to the proposed Tw&dventh Amendment of the

" FanningNew GuestsGarner, S. (2005) ‘Guests of the Natidn'sh Review Vol.33, pp.78-84

2 Goldberg,The Racial StateFor a discussion of how this theoretical framdwbas been articulated in
the Irish context, see Lentin, A. and Lentin, ROJR) ‘Introduction: Speaking of Racism’ In: A. Lantind

R. Lentin (eds)Race and StatéNewcastle: Cambridge Scholars Press). To seethmaframework has
been applied in relation to the 2004 Irish CitizépsReferendum, see in the same publication Gafer,
and Moran, A. (2006) ‘Asylum Seekers and the Natoate: Putting the ‘Order’ Back into ‘Borders’ in
Australia and the Republic of Ireland’, pp.105-1Hnd King-O'Riain, ‘Re-racialising the Irish State’
pp.282-285; Lentin, R. ‘From Racial State to Ra@sate? Racism and Immigration in Twenty First
Century Ireland’, pp.187-208

3 See, for example, Fanning, ‘Against the “RacialtSt; Fanning and Munck, ‘Migration, Racism and
Integration’, pp.1-11

™ Crowley et al., “Vote Yes for Common Sense Citighip
State’, p.1; Lentin, and McVeighfter Optimism?p.5

> FanningNew Guestsp.116

”

, p-8; Lentin, ‘From Racial State to Racist
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Constitution Bill 2004. The argument being thatibgscitizenship primarily on descent
(jus sanguine) as opposed to place of birth (ji would ignore the history of diversity
on which Irish society was built, as it would conte to maintain the illusion of
homogeneity and further prevent ‘new’ ethnic ancialagroups from gaining access to
the nation’® Attempts by the Government to point out instanoésabuse of Irish
citizenship have been conceived of as endeavoudsato lines between people on the
basis of their origin; to distinguish between ‘iiri@nd ‘Immigrants’ in a discriminatory
fashion. The imposition of qualifications on biitirt citizenship have been similarly
associated with these attempts at categorizinglpe@ategorizing people in terms of
their relationship to Ireland, or lack thereof (tbgtent of their ‘connections’) was
deemed disingenuous in 2004, and continues to loa $le basis that it excludes certain
people arbitrarily from Irish citizenship and thenlefits associated with this status.

The importance of these arguments notwithstandinguld like to point out that
they focus once again on the limitgdrticular (statist) as against more abstract usale
(humanitarian) understandings of belonging. Thisnerely (re)articulated here as the
difference between ‘exclusive’ conceptions of nadiloversus ‘inclusive’ conceptions of
global society. This takes for granted the needhtmrize the specificity of political
identity first and foremost in relation to stategld® as that which is then challenged by a
universalizing claim to humanity. The problem with this, as | will shortly discuss,
that it does not explore directly the idea itsdlfhavingto theorize political identity in
terms of the relationship betweeitizenship and the modern sovereign territoriatest
This is to point out that the idea itself of thevseign binary framework (understood in
terms of statist/humanitarian, inclusive/exclusiuajversal/particular) as the very basis
for theorizing citizenship, is not interrogated énefhe line of questioning opened up by
Yuval-Davis and Anthias which is pursued in exigtianalysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum in other words does notvaskt assumptions regarding political
subjectivity are required here in order for thilatienship to ‘make sense’. Nor does it
ask how the assumption of a historical relationsiefweencitizenship and the modern

sovereign territorial state is itself reliant on anderstanding of political subjectivity

® Mancini and Finlay, “Citizenship Matters™, p.81
""Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’] p6
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which is at one and the same time particular @it)and universal (human). It assumes
rather that the future lies primarily with eithereoor the other: the state (citizenship) or
humanity (Man). There is no consideration of howve thmits of this particular
understanding of political identity might be unddéwen by resituating and politicizing
both ™

Problematizing the Notion of Belonging in Ireland

Problematizing the boundaries according to whichdewstandings of an ‘lrish’
community have been conceptualized is not an esy As Bryan Fanning points out in
‘The Rules of Belonging’, the diversity of humanitgside, “[i]Jdentity imposes
orthodoxies slaved to ideals of belongirfg.His point is that human beings live their
lives in rule-bound social settings where diffeenis subordinated to ideals of
homogeneity. Here, an ideal type ‘national’ orizgn’ prevails. In an Irish context, the
key to engaging with these embedded concepts, diagoto Fanning, is to separate civic
republican conceptions of equal citizenship (ursaésm) from the ethnic nationalist
republican past (particularism) upon which they besed® This emphasis here by
Fanning on the need to specifically deconstructpgasdicular ethnic foundations upon
which Irishness has been constructed when consgletiie possibilities for Irish
citizenship, is not uncommon. It echoes and is edhelsewhere in the work of those
who have attempted to explore the exclusive bddissbness encoded and re-encoded in
the 1937 Constitutiof: Unlike certain other people, however, Fanningnisistent that
the concept of ‘ethnic nepotism’ is preferentiathiat of ‘race’ for exploring responses to
immigration and social change in the twenty-firgntry®® This is insofar as it
encapsulates essentialist understandings of naieatity but does not reduce these to
purely exclusionist aims. This divergence refleats already noted bifurcation in the
literature between those who concentrate spedifical ‘racism’ and, those who look for

alternative concepts (such as nationalism) whearthieg social change. Having noted

8 Walker, ‘Polis, Cosmopolis, Politics’, p.284

" Fanning, B. (2009) ‘The Rules of Belonging’ In:nfing, New Guests p.114

8 FanningNew Guestsp.120

81 See for example FannindRacism and Social Chang&ray, 'Irishness - A Global and Gendered
Identity?’; Lentin, “Irishness”, the 1937 Constiiton’; Lentin, ‘Constitutionally Excluded’; Meaneyex
and Nation

82 FanningNew Guestspp181-187
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this divergence the next subsection concentratastheless on the general focus which
exists regarding the need to deconstruct so-catleshmon sense’ assumptions about

who is and who is not entitled to be(come) an Iriational or Irish citizen.

Deconstructing ‘commonsense citizenship’

In May 2004 the largest party in Government (Fkintzhed their campaign for a Yes
vote in the June 2004 referendum with campaigngpeshat read “Vote Yes to Common
Sense Citizenship® This campaign saw several FF Teachta Délas (mmtsibly the
Government Chief whip, Mary Hanafin; Minister fonterprise, Trade and Employment,
Mary Coughlan; and Junior Minister with Respon#pifor children, Brian Lenihan)
travel around the country defending the need tasepontrols in the area of citizenship
due to the loophole which they argued had arisenvisiue of the unqualified
constitutional entitlement to citizenship at bistthich was (mistakenly) enshrined in
1999%* They refused the accusation that the referendumterpering with the Good
Friday Agreement. The Taoiseach later argued tW#ten it comes to the citizenship
referendum...it was not about ‘nationals’ or ‘citizséras it had been under the Good
Friday Agreement] but about people who just arriirethe country.®® On a discussion
on RTE Primetime, Government Chief Whip Mary Hanagxplained that Irish
citizenship was nonetheless being devalued by eviduthe loophole that had resulted
from the Good Friday Agreement and that the refdwen was proposed as a way of
dealing with this: “It's about protecting our Irightizenship. It's about forming a link
between our citizenship and a connection to thentrguparticipation in the country, or

indeed making some contribution to $£.”

8 The PD (the other main party in this coalition gmment) launched their own Campaign separatelg for
‘Yes' vote the same month.

8 n an interview with one TD who wished to remaitoaymous, the constitutional amendment to Article
2 of Bunreacht na hEireann which was made as dt refsthe Good Friday Agreement was described as
“an unnecessary legal concession” used to “pacifythern nationalists”. The 2004 Citizenship
Referendum was therefore referred to as a “tidyipgexercise.” Interview with Anonymous, TD and
Member of the Public Accounts and the Education &wience Committee 2002 — 2007, (Dublin,
15/06/2009)

8 Interview with Bertie Ahern, Taoiseach, 1997 —20@®ublin, 08/06/2009)

8 Mary Hanafin quoted in RTE Primetime, 8 June 200debate with Cathryn Costello, Research Fellow
at Oxford University on the issue of the Irish @ship and the upcoming referendum. RTE (Radio
Telefis Eireann) is the national state broadcaster.
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This need to think ‘sensibly’ about citizenship velisren home elsewhere during
this campaign by references to the case of bablye@iae Chen which had been ruled on
by the Advocate General in May 2004. The Governnagued that the practice of
giving birth in Ireland in order to secure citizans for a child and residency rights for
the parents on the back of this (in either Irelanglsewhere in Europe) was a type of
‘citizenship tourism’ and that this was “undermigithe value of Irish citizenship at
home and abroad”. Voting in favor of qualifying birthright citizengh in Ireland would
not therefore be racist or discriminatory, it wagued. It was simply a reasonable
response to a problem posed by abuse in this anéh would do no more than bring
Ireland’s citizenship legislation in line with thest of Europe. Echoing the Government
campaign sentiment which called for ‘common senseeaship’, one of the TDs who
was involved in this campaign later explained wheterviewed: “Our argument was
driven by sense. We were merely aligning our aitstep rules with those of the rest of
Europe. Our citizenship policy in Ireland was dtile most liberal in Europe even after
this referendum?®

In “Vote Yes for Commonsense Citizenship”: Ther®doxes at the Heart of
Ireland’s “Céad Mile Failte” Crowley et al suggebbwever, that there are assumptions
underlying this notion itself of ‘commonsense @tiship’ which need to be explor&d.

In the first instance they consider how moves m BU and North America as well as
elsewhere to protect a given economy and cultureush a way as to benefit existing
citizens of a state, are becoming increasinglyrrefeto as ‘common sense’ measures.
They point out that the implication is that it sdro& makes obvious sense to think about
protecting citizenship from abuse by people whorereinterested in participating in the
particular culture and economy of the state in qoesThese people are conceptualized
as ‘Outsiders’ who pose a threat to citizenshipgdbyaluing it for those who are, on the
contrary, interested in participating in a givertare and economy. Unlike the former,

the latter are conceptualized as ‘genuine’ citizens

8 Hanafin, M. ‘Why we have to close citizenship lbote’, The Irish Independent19/05/2004

8 |nterview with Conor Lenihan, TD and Member of fitia Fail 2004 Citizenship Referendum Campaign,
(Dublin, 08/06/2009)

8 Crowley et al., “Vote Yes for Common Sense Citighip™
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It is the obviousness of this understanding withiciwiCrowley et al find issue.
Crowley et al argue that calls by the Governmentlrigh citizenship to be restricted to
‘legitimate’ and ‘authentic’ parties need to beaesidered rather in terms of how they
also work to fix and essentialize Irish identitydalish citizenship by drawing lines
between ‘who’ is (non-nationals) and ‘who’ is ndtigh nationals) understood to be
‘abusing’ it. They attempt to deconstruct thesaiaggtions and the understandings upon
which they are based — such as the understandingxémple, that to be Irish, one has to
grow up in Ireland, be part of the Irish diaspordave Irish citizen parent8 They do so
by highlighting a series of inconsistencies undagydominant understandings about the
nature of Irishness. These are dominant undersignahich they argue ‘commonsense
citizenship’ embodies. They explain that they eng@athese inconsistencies in the aim
of undermining the supposed simplicity of the pregubamendment put to the electorate
on 11 June 2004 and to open up new ways to retinisk citizenship more broadly.
These new ways are identified by the authors assipdities, for other, more inclusive
understandings of Irishnes¥”.

This emphasis on trying to think about Irish citighip in a morenclusive
manner is reflected over and again in counter aegisnto the Twenty-Seventh
Amendment of the Constitution Bill 2004. As outlkhé chapter one, one of the main
indicators referred to as evidence of abuse dif kiszenship and of the need to deal with
this by way of referendum was the existence of whas termed a “disproportionate”
number of births to non-national mothers in Irishtennity hospitals over the preceding
years®? The Taoiseach later insisted that “[i]f the abtusel been only by a handful of
people then there probably wouldn't have been amnge to constitution. However,
abuse was rampant and it was this rampant abustothad the hand® In the Seanad in
April 2004 during second stage discussions of thenfty-Seventh Amendment to the
Constitution Bill, it was pointed out, for exampthaat the Rotunda hospital had recorded
a substantial jump from less than four hundredhbitb non-nationals in 1998, to just
under two thousand in 2003.

O Ibid, p.6

L Ibid, p.9

92 McDowell, M. Oireachtas Debates (21 April 2004yenty-Seventh Amendmemtl189
% Interview with Bertie Ahern, Taoiseach, 1997 —20@ublin: 08/06/2009)
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If there were only 350 in 1998 and 1,951 in 200&¢hs something happening...Figures

do not lie and [these figures] do appear to belhidisproportionate. People to whom |

have spoken and who work in the area are absolatglyinced that it is the uniqueness

of the facility that Irish citizenship brings in Exype that is causing thié

The response to this by those opposed to the refere was to render highly
problematic, however, the idea that a line couldabsomatically drawn between ‘non-
nationals’ on one hand, and ‘nationals’ on the otiheorder to differentiate between
those who do have a genuine connection to Irelamt aae entitled to give birth in
Ireland, and those who do not have real connectieiis Ireland and are therefore
‘abusing’ Irish citizenship by giving birth to threchildren in Irish maternity hospitals.
What was most forcefully argued was that this whthimking is based on a very narrow
and thereforexclusiveunderstanding of the composition of Irish societyhe twenty-
first century. This is an understanding which aorefpy the Children’s Rights Alliance
argued specifically ignores the impact of migratimto Ireland and the changing
composition of Irish society as a direct resulittiit>® It should be noted that to some
extent this ignores indications within the healdécter that the distinction between
‘national’ and ‘non-national’ was not always taklm granted in such a manner. For
example, Dr. Declan Keane (Master of Holles Stridational Maternity Hospital)
explained that there was an understanding thatdkegory ‘non-Irish’ could be further
broken down into “those working in Ireland and th@sriving late in pregnancy to avail
of loophole from the Good Friday Agreement.” He goa to explain that

Despite not stating specifically that their rea$omwanting to give birth in Ireland was

citizenship, the reason we suspected that thegglgoa@re here to avail of this loophole

is that they weren’'t showing up for their six welekalth check after the birth. The

implication of this was that they were no longethe country and getting medical care

elsewhere®

Nonetheless, the concerns raised here by theseéet@rguments were articulated
in terms of a fear that certain specific immigrgnbups were being made scapegoats by
the Government in this respect. Some of these cos@re addressed in the Labour Party

pamphlet entitled=acts? No!, Figures? No! Reasons?, No!. Vote Msued shortly

% Kett, T. (FF) Oireachtas Debates (30 April 2004)enty-seventh Amendment of the Constitution Bill
2004: Second Stag&eanad Eireann, p.674

% Children’s Rights Alliancelmmigration and Citizenship in Irelangp.1-2

% Interview with Dr. Declan Keane, Master of the idaal Maternity Hospital, Holles Street 1998 — 2004
(Dublin 5/08/2009)
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before the referendum on 11 June 280Zhis pamphlet argues for a reading of the
referendum as a cynical ploy by the Irish Governm#npoints to the question marks
surrounding the statistics provided by the Govemmmegarding births of non-national
mothers in Irish maternity hospitals. It furthermoargues that the Government’'s
subsequent emphasis on the importance of the fibgegf Irish citizenship regardless of
actual figures is undermined by their lack of iet#rin re-assessing the ‘grandfather
clause’ which relates to the provision in Irish iggtion through which people from
outside of Ireland who have never set foot in tbentry can attain Irish citizenship by
virtue of their heritage. Raising this issue in #eeond stage of Dail discussions on the
Twenty-seventh Amendment to the Constitution Bill02, Labour TD Joan Burton
points to an example of 3,500 people in South Afiiho, only the previous year in 2003
got Irish passports for a fee by establishing ailfatmk with Ireland. She suggests,
however, that

[tlhe Minister [for Justice, Equality and Law Refgr and his Government are not
worried about the people concerned because the@3¥e white...The concern of the
Minister is exclusively with a small, as yet ungtiéed number largely of black African

origin who are slipping through whatever vettinggedure is in traif

The merits of these arguments notwithstandingethphasis here continues to be
on the correct place to draw boundaries among pemplithe basis of what is considered
the bestesolutionbetween universal identities as human beings articpiar identities
as citizens. As | will now discuss, this means tbalitical subjectivity continues to be

defined in terms of this dual understanding of what to ‘be’ a subject.

Reframing Modern Subjectivity

There is little doubt that the aforementioned caitiattempts to explore Irish citizenship
are based on asking hard questions about whatahsnt® be ‘Irish’ by pointing out how
fluid and essentially contested the boundaries éetwIrishness’ and what supposedly
lies outside of this, are. Unlike the Irish Goveemh who rely on a belief in clearly

defined lines between notions of passive as opptwsadtive citizenship, which they link

% Labour Party (2004¢itizenship Referendum June™ Facts? No!; See also CARR (2004) ‘Vote No to
Racist Referendum\Workers SolidarityVol.81, May
% Burton, J. (Labour) Oireachtas Debates, (22 A004) Twenty-Seventh Amendmentl14
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in turn to the difference between being born ‘af’ @posed to being born ‘in’ the Irish
community?® those who oppose the 2004 Citizenship Referendwoposal refuse to
ignore the problematic nature of these precariastgndtions which they point out have
always been somewhat contested, and never so rofthed as presented under the
banner of ‘commonsense citizenship’. This work haghlighted how some people —
most notably Travellers, Jews, Protestants andnist®— have always historically fallen
outside the dominant narrative of Irishness andyitonymy with Catholicism, whiteness
and settled-nes§? In doing so, the political nature of the Governtre®mphasis in
2004 on ‘genuine’ citizenship has been highligrdad the manner in which this works to
exclude immigrants and ethnic minorities living ireland from understandings of
Irishness has been brought to people’s attentionerd/the Irish Government posits a
clearly defined ‘outside’ against a clearly definguside’, the former distinguishing
‘them’ from ‘us’, taking for granted that this opgiton rests on secure foundations, this
swath of critical opinion pushes at these founaetiby highlighting their tenuous and
deeply unstable nature.

Existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &ehdum specifically
concentrates on the political possibilities whitistaact universalism opens up in relation
to the limitations imposed by state particularisindoes so, by advocating jus soli
(citizenship based on place of birth) over thatjuf sanguine (citizenship based on
heritage) and in doing so, expands the boundafiddash-ness to include the ‘Other’
constructed outside and therefore excluded from ititgal (Irish) statist project. It
identifies the question of citizenship as a differkind of resolution (a more ‘inclusive’
one) between being part of a particular communitgt being part of humanity, to that

which is proposed by the Irish Government. Yethas been discussed, it is increasingly

% See, for example, the Interpretive Declarationéssby the British and Irish Governments in ApfiDa.
This Interpretive Declaration states that the twav&nments recognise that the reference to ‘thelpeaf
Northern Ireland’ (Article 1 (vi) of the Britishish Agreement of 1998) “does not include every pers
born in Northern Ireland...[but] means for the pugmg$or that provision “all persons born in Northern
Ireland and having, at the time of their birthexidt one parent who is a British citizen, an Iditizen or is
otherwise entitled to reside in Northern Irelandhaut any restrictions on their period of residehce
Department of Justic&itizenship Referendum: The Government's Propogalis

10 gee Tracy, M. (200@Racism and Immigration in Ireland: A Comparativealysis(Dublin: Department

of Sociology, Trinity College Dublin), pp.1-58 fa discussion about the dominant conception of the
quintessential Irish stereotype to which the immigris exposed as other. The model which Tracy
constructs here is along the lines of the defirstegeotype of the USA (the WASP: White, Anglo-Sgxon
Protestant). Tracy calls his model the WHISC (WHiteterosexual, Irish-Born, Settled, Catholic) mode
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evident that conceptions of abstract universalisartkwin tandemwith conceptions of
precise particularism to define the horizons ofitmall possibility and necessity. This
begs the question as to the extent of the ‘cha#femhg dominant understandings of
political community, which is posed here. This ecause these critical explorations of
Irish citizenship do not specifically dispute thasting basis of the understanding here of
modern subjectivity as being divided between béMgn’ (a common humanity) and
citizen (a particular sovereign identity), but feai instead in the last instance the
modern assumption that ‘politics’ must b&ade-offbetween these two options. In other
words, the extent of the challenge posed here éstoqpnable when we realize that it is
based on assuming, rather than problematizing,ptie framing of the politics of
citizenship as a relationship between individuatsl ahe modern territorial state; a
framing which was always already presumed to beeed of ‘resolution’.

What is becoming increasingly clear is that althotlge hard questions continue
to be asked here about the failure of state clainpsovide answers to understandings of
political subjectivity which transcend their bounea, they are being asked in a manner
which “reproduces the terms on which they have beesed since the early-modern
era.’® That is to say that although the statist monopolynderstandings of the nature
and possibility of/for political community is int@mgated in existing analysis of the 2004
Irish Citizenship Referendum, the modern statiditipal discourse itself, which dictates
that ‘politics’ must be conceptualized in termseofelationship between the state and
autonomous persons or groups of autonomous personsf. Rather, by continuing to
pose the question of Irish citizenship in termsitsf relationship ‘to’ the modern
sovereign territorial state, the terms of this gsial remain embedded in the
understanding that the ground of modern politicstine located here and that political
subjectivitymustbe (re)constructed in the last instance as autonsrand sovereigif?

As Walker eloquently observes of other such attenbptcounterpose state sovereignty
and globalization, “[o]nly the sharpness of the maary is put into question, not the
spatial articulations of political life that platee boundaries where they ar8*What is

%1 \valker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’1 91
192 |pbid, p.175
193 Wwalker, ‘Both Globalization and Sovereignty, p.33
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not questioned is the modern conception of how aveecto understand the self and state
as separated from, yet also somehow linked toy silges and other states.

The point is that the concept itself of modernestsdvereignty as eonstitutive
practice in its own right (as opposed to a statéeihg or a legal principle) with an
equally constitutive subject (as opposed to beihgs$ simply ‘are’) is not considered
here. Citizenship embodies a problem which is liiitg to draw lines between citizen
and non-citizen, between belonging and not-belangitc. It also provides a historically
specific way of responding to this problem howewegause it presents the alternative in
the problem itself. ‘Man’ does not therefore neeei$g oppose ‘citizen’ because both
concepts form equal parts of the equation througithvcitizenship has been historically
constructed as a probleo (state) sovereignty in the first place — i.e. @tighip has been
posed in terms of the need to understand how hunass belong to specific
communities. To speak in terms of this dualism @&nvand citizen to try to understand
citizenship is therefore simply to reproduce thaldoature of this understanding of
subjectivity. As discussed in chapter one, the tpasnthat this is not a timeless
understanding of ‘being’. Rather, it is a particulanderstanding which can be traced
back to a specific moment in history associated Wibbbes and Descartes when there
was a paradigm shift “from theologically legitimdteierarchies to a modern world of

self-legitimating subjects'® It can be traced back to a modern statist palitiéscourse.

The Modern Statist Political Discourse

The emphasis of the criticadpposition to the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum
proposal focuses on how the dominance of a paaticcdnception of Irish citizenship
linked to the Irish statist project, excludes peogibitrarily. In doing so it underlines a
continuing need to deconstruct the rules of belogpgivhich are entrenched in
understandings regarding the idea itself of arshlristatist community. It concentrates
primarily on the manner in which we currently drédeundaries vis-a-vis the state in
terms of ‘us’ and ‘them’, ‘inclusion’ and ‘exclusiband the ways in which we could
operationalize these differently. We are told, éaample, that the focus must be on the

guestion of howto apply the concept of citizenship most equitafdlize principle of

194 Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’1 p9
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(unqualified) birthright citizenship must not bemmeved because this is the fairest way to
distribute the rights and benefits of citizenshpai world in which states regulate this;
“the need for an ethical response to globalizatlemands it**> However, as Weber
points out:

[iJt is not possible to talk about the state a®atological being — as a political identity —
without engaging in the political practice of canging the state. Put differently, to
speak of the sovereign state at all requires onenggage in the political practice of
stabilizing this concept’s meaning.

Weber here highlights the need to explain, as g@gbo® assuming, state
sovereignty. She emphasizes the need to ask wiaanttlications are of taking the state
and citizenship’s relationship to thés a starting point; the need to ask how doing so
involves reproducing the assumption to some exieait we mustthink citizenship in
terms of the foundational oppositional categorig#hem, inclusive/exclusive in the first
place. How does this involve assuming that we sk about citizenship in terms of
the manner in which we understand that the modamitdrial statecan limit or enable
narrow (exclusive), as opposed to broaden (inck)sivconceptions of political
community? Similarly, how does this involve assugniautonomous subjectivity —
political identity as that which can be ‘includeahd ‘excluded’ — to make sense of this
framework? This is to consider how citizenship @ something which simply ‘exists’
(vis-a-vis the state) but is “an expression ofdristally specific and historically variable
relationships...among people and between peoplesthwhas come to make sense in
relation to how it is posited vis-a-vis the st&teFocusing on this compels us to regard
citizenship as an expression which needs to beoeegblin terms of how it becantied up
in a particular understanding of the meaning ofitigal subjectivity itself. It demands
that we consider howxactly citizenship came to be understood as fafgto entities
that are connected to, but ultimately separate ftbm state. It demands that we ask how
the ‘politics’ of citizenship has come to be undeos as being based on thecessityof
sovereign autonomous subjectivity in conceptudbrst of the various competing

models of political community which have been meétl in the citizenship debate.

195 Mancini and Finlay, “Citizenship Matters™, p.592

1% \Weber, C. (1995%imulating Sovereignty: Intervention, the State &yehbolic ExchangéCambridge:
Cambridge University Press), p.3

97 Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’1p2
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The majority of those who oppose the 2004 CitizgnsReferendum have
specifically concentrated on the inability of madeterritorial state sovereignty to
account for appeals to political identity and conmityi which exceed its boundaries.
They concentrate on this in terms of the idea ofexer widening) ‘gap’ between citizens
and humanity. Yet, in advocating broader and broadenmunities of citizenship by way
of conceptions such as that of the ‘new Irishgiares how the universalizing categories
themselves are always already part of the exigargcularistic stance. For example, the
Taoiseach Bertie Ahern also emphasizes the impmetah the category ‘new lIrish’. He
explains: “I like to call EU people ‘the new Irisahd anyone who is living and working
in Ireland who has settled here ‘new Irish’. The teategories now therefore for me are
‘new Irish’ and ‘illegal’.”*°® What this quotation by the Taoiseach demonstriat¢ke
manner in which a universalizing category suchnasv' Irish’ does not stand opposed to
the particularism of ‘Irish’ but is always alrea@yfortlessly (re)appropriated within a
particularistic framework. Ignoring this, existiragalysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum presents an impression that the gapebatiitizens’ and ‘humans’ can be
erased in the future by replacing understandingshef modern statist monopoly on
political community with a universalizing sensecoinmon humanity. Of course, this is
always resisted in the last instance with talkhef meed to ‘balance’ priorities of diversity
with that of equality. But the impression remaimattthe question of citizenship in
Ireland can indeed be resolved in favor of oneheftivo competing models of political
community: jus solior jus sanguine. By concentrating on the idea ofisrracism’ via
scare stories in the health sector which can lmedrdback to ‘commonsense citizenship’
and ‘ethnic nepotism®, the point is that the question of the ‘politics’ citizenship is
increasingly constructed in terms of how it revelvaround the already (narrowly)
identified options of either inclusive or exclusipessibilities and necessities of political
community and identity. This in turn makes the imdion of universal reason that is

imminent in the modern project appear all the nteesonablét®

198 Interview with Bertie Ahern, Taoiseach, 1997 —20@Dublin, 08/06/2009)

199 On ‘crisis racism’ see, Lentin, ‘Ireland: Racidhte and Crisis Racism’; On the notion of ‘ethnic
nepotism’ and its role in the 2004 Irish CitizemsReferendum see Fanning, B. (2009) ‘Endnote oniEth
Nepotism’ In:New Guests

HOwalker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’183

144



An example of this can be seen in *“Citizenship tdeg”: Lessons from the Irish
Citizenship Referendum’. Here, Mancini and Finlgyedfically draw a distinction
between “the question of how citizenship is regdatand that of “the question of
citizenship per se*!! They argue that the latter is outside the scopefessons which
can be taken from the 2004 Irish Citizenship Refdven as this question involves
discussions about the basis of national citizensiipe generally, which they insist can
only be resolved through its abolition. This allowsem to justify their decision of
continuing to pose the question of the politicibizenship in terms of the relationship
between citizenship and the modern territorialestet the most ‘reasonable’ one. In doing
so, the overall range of options available in refatto the question of the politics of
citizenship thus defined, is narrowed — the onlyias being jus sanguinar jus soli.
Their option then becomes more (sometime the nmeagonable in light of the remaining
possibilities. What is being specifically askedhis thesis, however, is whether there are
possibilities of political subjectivity which furén exceed the discursive space made
available by this statist account of political nesiey and which are ignored as a result of
this approach. It asks whether the statist contstiof possibility — which have provided
SO many answers since early-modern Europe to hownderstand who ‘we’ are and
what politicscan be — have become so dominant that they may ukimnahask the
significance of other experiences of ‘being’ whete a result of the basic categories of
time and space twisting, contracting, expanding faacturingoutsideof the logic and
codes of the sovereign territorial state.

The work of Ayelet Shachar indicates the importan€gursuing this line of
inquiry. This is insofar as it indicates the needtink more carefully about the statist
political discourse itself within which the notiar ‘citizenship’ operates, than has been
done thus far in relation to the 2004 Irish Citizleip Referendum. Shachar’s work, on

the contrary, emphasizes that the question of hibenship is regulated¢annot be

114t might be objected that jus soli is inegalitamiinsofar as it excludes and treats differentyséhborn
outside a particular national jurisdiction. Butghproblem extends well beyond the question of how
citizenship is regulated to the question of cited@p per se...the conversion to a consensual model of
citizenship would not solve the problem of exclusioonly the abolition of national citizenship wdulo
that.” Mancini and Finlay, “Citizenship Matters’h.591

12 Ni Mhurchd, A. (2010) ‘Beyond a “Realistic” New Guepolitan Ideal in the Irish Context: A Non-
Sovereign Politics of SolidarityTranslocations: Migration and Social Changeol.6, Issue.2, pp.1-22;
Nyers, ‘Emergency or Emerging ldentities?’, p.10alWer, ‘Both Globalization and Sovereignty’, p.22
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separated from the question of citizenship more egdly and the dominant
understanding that this must be tied to statisgimary** Unlike the existing citizenship
literature, Shachar problematizes the notion oteitship in general at the same time as
she problematizes the question of how it is reg@dlaBhe does so by refusing to take as a
starting point the idea that one type of (sovereigiered) citizenship — either that based
on the jus soli or jus sanguine principle — is teeétthan the other. Instead Shachar
explores howboth principles reproduce particular common sense assons about a
certain territorial (spatial) understanding of whatitical membership can be. This is one
which is associated with the principle of inheritpdoperty and therefore with an
understanding of ‘being’ as defined in terms ofeady delineated located presence. She
notes the following:

While jus soliandjus sanguinisare typically presented as antipodes, it is ingrdrto
note that both rely upon, and sustain, a conceptfdrounded membership. They share
the basic assumption of scarcity: only a limitedlpof individuals can automatically
acquire citizenship in a given polity. Once theaidé scarcity is introduced, we are faced
with the dilemma of allocation, or boundary makinBath principles resolve this
dilemma [where to draw the boundaries of inclusaond exclusion] in a similar fashion:
by reliance orbirthright transfer of entitlemenirhe distinction between them lies in the
connecting factor used to demarcate a respectiity’panembership boundariegis soli
relies on birthplacgus sanguinion parentagé

Shachar’s overall point is echoed by Sandro Mezadro elsewhere emphasizes how
the concept of property has shaped conventionaltéfegerspectives on the spatial
organization of territoryandof self. As he explains:

We know the importance of the relationship betweiérenship and property introduced
by Locke. But it is important to underscore tha ttoncept of property itself is in John
Locke an ‘anthropological’ concept (that is, itreoted within a determinate conception
of ‘human nature’). It indicates first of all thipgoperty of the selfthat is, the capacity of

an individual to rationally dominate his passionsl &0 discipline himself in order to be
able to do that labor which constitutes in turnfinendation of every ‘material’ property.

Only thisindividual is able to become a citiZéh

113 See Shachar, A. (2003) ‘Children of a Lesser S@iistaining Global Inequality Through Citizenship
Laws’, Jean Monet Working Paper 2/03 (NY: New Y@khool of Law) and Shachar, A. (2008he
Birthright Lottery(London: Harvard University Press)

14 shacharThe Birthright Lottery p.7

15 Mezzadra, S. (2005) ‘Citizen and Subject: A Pdsitial Constitution for the European Union?’, p.1-
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Shachar draws an analogy between citizenship aratitad property in order to

interrogate what she calls the “naturalizing’ vefl birthright”.**® She asks how we can
move beyond the manner in which both jus soli aisdspnguine principles of citizenship
reproduce in their own ways (as if there was neraétive) the human-made distinctions
between nations, countries and peoples. She emzglatie increasing problems with
tying citizenship as a category of identity to &s@ute concept of space which is clearly
definable som&here given the reality of ever increasing global migrati Instead
Shachar interrogates the notion of what StuartrEtdgls “thinking territorially”.**” She
does so by considering how political membershipds simply a legal category — “the
standard accounts of political membership as asiepy of legal status, rights and
collective identity” — but a principle in its ownght which can be traced back to the
emergence of territory as a particular way of ardgthe relation between political rule
and spacé'®

Unlike that of Mancini and Finlay as well as of €kig analysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum, the point is that Shachaosk here focuses on the question of
how boundaries themselves anederstoodas opposed to how they could or should be
‘(re)negotiated’. Her suggestion is that a thirgibdor citizenship is needed (which she
calls a ‘jus nexi’ principle). This would be basaultying citizenship to the “social fact of
membership” at a local level by emphasizing funwicand practical rather than formal
ties™? The new jus nexi principle for citizenship whicha8har proposes is not without

116 shachar does not attempt to move ‘beyond’ theritgte property analogy with citizenship which she
associates with jus sanguine and jus soli prinsiplere. Instead, she focuses on how this analogypea
used to both highlight and attempt to make faiher tineven nature of how citizenship is distributele,
for example, suggests among other things, a ‘cishg levy’ similar to that of a property inheritantax
for generations who simply receive property byuerof birth. Shachar, ‘Children of a Lesser Stgiel9

17 Elden, S. (2009) ‘Why is the world divided terrialy?’ In: J. Edkins and V. Pin-Fat (ed§)lobal
Politics: A New Introductior(London: Routledge), p.211. This is discussed orerdetail in Elden, S.
(2001) Mapping the Present. Heidegger, Foucault and theojéut of a Spatial History(London:
Continuum) and, Brenner, N and Elden, S. (2009)nitHe_efebvre on State, Space, Territory’,
International Political Sociologyol.3, pp.353-377

18 shacharThe Birthright Lottery p.5

119 |bid, p.165. What is important here is how thisultbbe based on legal recognition which does not
precede actual ties as is the case with jus saaguid jus soli but insteatibsequentlyalidates them on a
case-by-case basis. For Shachar, “In the contextuofdiscussion, any new principle for bestowing
citizenship needs to correspond better with theadatontent associated with this legal status,erathan
merely reemphasizing predetermined circumstancéeroforiality or descent as the core determinanits
membership” (p.170)
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several issue¥? Similarly it is necessary to note that many otbiéizenship scholars
have discussed and/or expressed their agreemdnsarnething similar (albeit normally
based on domicile which reemphasizes territory t@lefore political subjectivity as
determined vis-a-vis the state once again). Whatoisetheless particularly valuable
about Shachar’s work is that it represents an giteonthink about citizenship by moving
away from the state and understandings about galliiommunity as defined ‘through’,
‘against’ or ‘beyond’ the modern territorial statand away therefore from conceptions of
political possibility in time and space as necaBsdre)defined here. She indicates,
contrary to Mancini and Finlay’s insistence regagdits unfeasibility, how we might
begin to rethink the question of the politics ofizgnship other than in terms of the
relationshipbetweertitizenship and the modern territorial state.

This is done by thinking about ‘political’ parti@pon beyond that which takes
place simply through involvement in the labour Erousiness ownership or military
service, to that of the considering the politicsrelationships of friendship, family ties
and association membership etc. developed withalego Doing so is to rethink the
need to understand ‘being citizen’ as that whichalisays dictated by the notion a
calculative understanding of the space of ¥&lfAlthough Shachar does mainly talk
about the need to recognize those who are contrgpytermanently or long-term to a
society, her discussions about jus nexi leaves dipendea that we can have different
types of affiliation insofar as it problematizeather than taking for granted the idea that
political identity can always be linked to a clgadelineated place. In interrupting
furthermore the supposed natural basis of the iggiomal timeline’ (the manner in
which citizenship is passed on through either jols & jus sanguine), her work also
opens up the possibility of thinking about politisabjectivity as something which is not
necessarily based on the idea of a bounded comynexigting in the linear progressive
time of the nation. Instead of the idea of commuag pre-existing politics, the emphasis

is on how political communities (identities and egilances) are formed through

120 shawn Harmon, for example, points out that Shatits to demonstrate the acceptance (e.g. among
elites or society more generally) beyond that of hbis is generally accepted in human-rights amicet
based literature, of a duty to mitigate the unéinsequences of existing membership which the gx$ n
principle relies upon. Harmon, S. (2010) ‘Bookieswv: A. Shachar “The Birthright Lottery: Citizenghi
and Global Inequality” Social and Legal Studie¥ol.19, Issue.1, p.132

121 On the notion of the calculative understandingspbce, see Elden, S. (2007) ‘Governmentality,
Calculation, Territory’ Environment and Planning D: Society and Spaéa.25, Issue.3, pp.562-580
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interaction with others in possible fragmented, tipld and ambiguous time. This

presents a very different understanding for thesibdity of ‘being in common™%

The Limits of Modern Subjectivity

Towards the end of the first day of the secondestdigcussions regarding the Twenty-
seventh Amendment of the Constitution Bill 2004 IWID’'Dea, Minister of State at
Department of Justice, put forward that

Irish citizenship is about much more than entitlatrte an Irish passport, it is a badge of
identity, a statement to the world of who we ahe essence of our sovereignty as a
nation. Is it not eminently reasonable, then, tttabecome an Irish citizen a person
should have a much greater connection with thisitguhan simply being born heré®

Over the course of the next several weeks and mphtith in the Oireachtas as well as
outside it, his initial claim that Irish citizenghicould be attributed to an easily
identifiable, or at the very least a coherent ‘wegs slowly but surely problematized.

This was done via concerted critical exploratiohthe heterogeneous and infinitely fluid

nature of identity on the island of Ireland. Whexgempts to construct a ‘we’ as

unproblematically homogenous existed, these wemmodstrated to be based on
discriminatory practices. The second half of MiersD’'Dea’s statement — the reference
to citizenship embodying “the essence of the sogetg of a nation” — has, on the

contrary, proved much harder to problematize.

Try as they might to think differently, within exisg analysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum the question itself of tleéitios of (Irish) citizenship has kept
coming back to its relationship with the moderrriterial state and the extent to which
different models of political community are faalied or impeded by this relationship. It
has, in other words, been very difficult to underenithe idea that citizenship is the
essence of a group’s sovereignty as a nationalyentigeneral and as a nation-state
particular. Accusations, for example, about theeebf abuses of Irish citizenship by
certain types of women have been undermined insadathey have ultimately been

proven to be exaggerated. This has been donedssstg that the question of the politics

122 0n the question of needing to rethink conceptimitsommonality as associated with citizenship $ee,
example, Balibar, E. (2004) ‘Citizenship withoutr@munity?’ In: E. BalibaWWe, the People of Europe?:
Reflections on Transnational Citizenshi¥yoodstock: Princeton University Press), pp.51-&d¢ Closs
Stephens, ‘Citizenship without Community’

123 O'Dea, W. (FF) Oireachtas Debates (21 April 200djenty-Seventh Amendmentl265
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of identity can be conceived of in either narrowbonad terms. Nonetheless, the notion
itself persists that citizenship needs to be undedsin terms of its relationship with the

modern sovereign territorial state, as that whiefinesits limits in the last instance. The

(only) difference here is that there is disagrednoger the nature of the limits which the

modern sovereign state is understood to imposatimertship and whether these can or
cannot (should or should not) be exceeded.

This is not to ignore where attempts have been nradespect of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum to try to specifically undare this statist understanding
regarding the possibilities and necessities foitipal community and identity. Several
attempts have been made, for example, to try tgidenhow the question of entitlement
to birthright citizenship has already exceeded rlagure of the existing relationship
between citizenship and the modern sovereign ¢eialtstate by those who have asked
how Michel Foucault's notion of biopolitics mightpply to the 2004 Citizenship
Referendum. What has been explored by these auithtmew so-called ‘old’ forms of
racism based on overt discrimination have beenacepl with newer forms of more
insidious racism expressed as ‘culture’ and incatenl into legal instrumenté? Others
have further highlighted the need to consider therraative form(s) of economic
rationality which underlie and drive this new fowhracism in the context of the 2004
Referendunt®

What is noted by these authors is that Michel Folicases the concept of
biopolitics in Society Must be Defendeshd Security, Territory, Populationo consider
how a new form of racism has become inscribed énstiate as a different mechanism of
power to that of sovereign power. However, it ispartant to note that Foucault
considers these ideas in light of a more genesaudsion regarding what it means to ‘be’
a subject and how this operates in this contexduiin predominantlyglecentralizedas
opposed to merely recentralized) power relatiogsotting this, the concept of biopolitics

as used in existing analysis of the 2004 Irishz€riship Referendum has been taken to

124 See in particular, Lentin, ‘Ireland: Racial Staad Crisis Racism’; Lentin and McVeigthfter
Optimism?

125 Harrington, ‘Citizenship and the Biopolitics’, g29-430. Mancini and Finlay also highlight the
combined social and economic consequences of tldd 2@sh Citizenship Referendum (but without
drawing specifically on Foucault or the notion bfopolitics’) by emphasizing “the creation of a dec
class of laborers who can be dismissed and depattedl, and who have almost no rights to seekeassl
for the exploitive [sic] aspects of their conditioMancini and Finlay, “Citizenship Matters™, p7®%
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mean that the state is noweducible to certain “biopolitical tasks...[which] are
symbolically displayed in its founding documentsnda codified in legislation and
executive decrees?® This has meant that this analysis has been ablégtdight the
productive nature of certain types of coherent exttlj (e.g. black, migrant, ethnic
minority, refugee) which are marginalized througdrtigular institutions and political
economic frameworks by way of new non-sovereigmfof racism. However, this has
taken place without much consideration about holjestivity itself, as that which was
articulated as coherent and non-ambiguowsse changing in respect of the question of
racial and economic structures which are incredgidgcentralized. It is now operating
outside of the logic and codes of the sovereign territogtate and outside of the
coherency associated with this.

Because the presence of the state (as that whisks ess-a-vis subjectivity) is
still ultimately taken as a starting point in ekigtanalysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum, this is still being used to ‘explais’@posed to being explained in its own
right. For example, there is little consideration existing analysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum of how Foucault implies théte structures of the
aforementioned novel biopolitiasnderminein many important ways the need itself to
always associate the possibilities and necesdiiepolitical community and identity
(being citizen) with a requirement for coherency arsolution of ambiguity through
appeals to a statist discourse. What is not coreidieere is how Foucault specifically
points to inconsistent, multifarious and incohenemalys in which ‘being’ works beyond
such a statist discourse. What is ignored, as sischpw the alternative to national
sovereign state regulation explored by Foucaulsdu# present itself as a larger version
of this (i.e. as global regulation) with a similamphasis on “lines...[as political
boundaries] around the periphery, and by a conagotr of coercive power at the
centre”*?’ But instead, operates through decidedly non sayeferms of transition and
inter-temporality, fluidity and contradiction; atiterefore by way of overlapping, diverse
and fragmented power relations which manifest atrtfargins as well as at the centre,

thus undermining this distinction by resulting inogwing webs of interdependencies

126 Harrington, ‘Citizenship and the Biopolitics’, 29
127 Bateson, ‘Beyond Sovereignty’, p.150
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which are simultaneously cosmopolitan, local, reglp national and transnatiortaf.
There is no attempt in existing analysis of the £20@sh Citizenship Referendum to
challenge the idea that citizenshipustbe discussed vis-a-vis the notion of sovereign
territoriality and national time. There is no atfno rethink this in order to consider an
alternative conception of political possibility kig time beyond appeals to sovereignty —
in respect of the question of biopolitics itsel,advocated by Foucault in the first place.

As Maguire and Cassidy point out, what is calledisoa much closer reading of
Foucault's work than has hitherto been undertakenraspect of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum given that Foucault spealificfocused on how power “worked
on the individual and on the conduct of conduaways that dichot involve the state**°
A closer reading is required, in other words, inlesrto consider the highly complex
structures of power relations which Foucault em@eaisand the contradiction between
how these are immanent, but not ‘identical’ to itngitutions themselves through which
they operaté>° Deirdre Conlon has pointed out that one of thenmeasons why there is
so much focus on the state in respect of the 28684 Citizenship Referendum is that
there is a feeling that the tide has turned toarfdhe opposite direction and that there is
a need to ‘bring the state back in’ to emphasiezedbntinued importance of the role of
the state in institutionalizing racism. For exampie need to take on board, as argued by
Lentin and McVeigh, that “[hJowever we characteriise ‘postmodern form of racism’, it
is not ‘stateless’**! However, Conlon equally notes that this argumeisses the point
that there is a difference between continuing tostmict the state as an ontological being
by taking its presence as given (which is done)hanel that of actually examining the
practices that ‘fix’ the state as the “mobile effeof a regime of multiple
governmentalities”, as discussed by Fouc#tilt.

Foucault argues that there is a specific “kind radividuality which has been
imposed on us for several centuries” and urgeunsider how posing questions in

terms of modern sovereign territory reinforces thasticular understanding of what it

128 5ee, Camilleri, ‘Rethinking Sovereignty’

129 Maguire, and Cassidy, ‘The New Irish Question24p(emphasis added)

%0 Dreyfus, H.L. and Rabinow, P. (1982) ‘Power andtfitIn: Michel Foucault p.185

131 entin and McVeighAfter Optimism?p.15

132 Foucault M, (2008)The Birth of Biopolitics: Lectures at the College Brance 1978 - 197@rans. G.
Burchell), (Palgrave Macmillan, New York), p.77 ¢ed in Conlon, ‘Ties that bind’, p.106
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means to ‘be’ a subjett® Foucault’s point appears to be that in lookinghte state and
the mechanisms of power inscribed therein therecar&in assumptions about where
political life ‘is’ which go hand-in-hand with thisanalytical category?* These
assumptions relate namely to the necessary re#diprbetween sovereignty and
subjectivity for ‘political’ possibility and needlso to be thoroughly interrogated. Yet,
there is little indication that the relationship el Foucault identifies here between
sovereignty on one hand, and subjectivity on theemtis explored in its own right in
existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &ehdunt*® Instead, biopower is
conceptualized as a tool which is used by the statontrol the internal population by
defining, policing and excluding outgroups withimdaoutside of its borders. A very clear
understanding of the significance of the state @mdbility to include and exclude is
provided here. But, the question of the form of powelation and specific sovereign
logic of exclusion which gives rise to and sustangarticular conception of identity as
divided between inside and outside in the firstplévhat Edkins and Pin-Fat call “the
prior question”) which can in turn can be compatedother logics of exclusion, is
ignored™*®

The point is that the boundaries of inside and idatsinclusion and exclusion
which exclusive conceptions of political communitffirm and which inclusive
conceptions of political community dispute, do mo¢rely apply to understandings of
state boundaries. They need more generally to deratood as reinforcing a particular
understanding also of the nature of modern subjéctas that which is simultaneously
particular and universal, inclusionable and excnable. Existing critical accounts of the
2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum have sought fgae and transform conceptions of
sovereignty on one hand and those of subjectiuvitytree other. What it has not really
done, however, is explored the manner in which feéation between them remains at
the core of modern political thought and practit€.While it can therefore be said that

existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &ehdum successfully problematizes the

133 Foucault, M. ‘Afterword: The Subject and Power2p6

134 Foucault, M. (2007) ‘Truth and Power [1977]' In: Calhoun, J. Gerteis, J. Moody, S. Pfaff and tkVi
(eds)Contemporary Sociological Theof$econd Edition), (Blackwell Publishers: Oxforg)205

1% For an example of where it has been explored segributions to Edkins, Persram and Pin-Fat,
Sovereignty and Subjectivity

136 Edkins and Pin-Fat, ‘Life, Power, Resistance’, p.3

137Walker, ‘Foreword’, p.x
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statist monopoly on our understandings of modetitiged community, it is stressed in
this thesis that this is different to problematizia modern statist political discourse
which tells us what ‘politics’ (including politicasubjectivity) should be in time and
space. Without the latter, the possibilities thafoim the responses to dominant
understanding of political community and identitylwontinue to be circumscribed by
understandings of the relationship betwéstate)sovereignty and subjectivity. This is an
understanding which posits the ‘politics’ of citighip as a binary (but which, as | have
shown in this chapter following Walker, can alsoread as a mutually constitutive)
choice between the state or nation and its univetbar. Here the need forrasolution
between particularism and universalism (betweemdyéflan and being citizen) will
continue to dictate what it means to ‘be’ a subjectlation to the question of citizenship
until the relationship between citizenship andrtiedern territorial state is problematized

in and of itself.

Conclusion
The aim of this chapter was to consider how thesibdgies for citizenship that have
informed both critical and non-critical responses to immigration the Republic of
Ireland in the context of the 2004 Citizenship Refelum can be shown to be
inextricably linked to a particular understandingtlve nature and location of political
community and identity. This is an understandingmehthe sovereign territorial state is
taken as the ground of modern politics. This wasedwy demonstrating that the so-called
‘opposing’ particular jus sanguine and universal $oli models of citizenship articulated
in the discussions surrounding the 2004 Irish €intghip Referendum do not only
indicate competing models of citizenship within teems of how citizenship is normally
debated. Rather, they need to be understood asdeassary components of tmedern
framing of politics. This modern framing of polisi@ssumes that political subjectivity is
both autonomous and sovereign insofar as it iseqgm@lized in terms of how it exists in
conjunction with, but at the same time as sepdrate, the state.

Existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &ehdum posits two opposing
debates in 2004 — one which promotes the notioncahmonsense citizenship
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unproblematically, the other which questions thkisa and the supposed obviousness of
the political community and identity which this emges. The emphasis in critical
scholarship here is currently on the need “to fapeto the extent to which the whole
business of Irishness has been such a bitterlyested one with the intellectual politics
of the last generation® However, as discussed in this chapter, this isfomus
exclusively on the manner in which the statist @cbjcan and does include and exclude
certain people from its general historical narmtilt takes this framework as its starting
point to then make arguments about the need foremwmiversal’ as opposed to
‘particular’ conceptions of political communityithout putting this framework itself
under scrutiny. Mancini and Finlay point out thdizenship is regulated by the state and
justify this approach in terms of “what is feasibté® Elsewhere Fanning defends it as
being “a realistic conception of the limits of sf@rity”, pointing out that the question of
“who gets rights and on what terms very much depem the actions of the nation-
states.**° Be that as it may, this chapter has attemptediat put that this ignores how
other forms of subjectivity which do not conformdatist imaginary (and the prevailing
idea of political life as dictated through sovereiginaries) are denied a place in this
‘politics’.

This chapter is not claiming that the two sideshef debate presented in the 2004
Irish Citizenship Referendum do not challerggch other in any way. Rather it has
sought to qualify the type of challenge which waevpmled by universal models of
citizenship to particular models of citizenshiphts pointed out that these two options
can be traced back to the manner in which citizgnsas been posed as a problem of and
for (state) sovereignty in the first place. As 8iwman points out, the boundaries between
universal and particular conceptions of how pditicommunity and identity are
organized can no longer be taken for granted. Wet, manner in which question of
citizenship is posed in terms of the relationshgtweencitizenship and the state, as is
done in the 2004 Citizenship Referendum, presumasgely this distinction given that
the politics of citizenship is defined in terms méeding to reconcile the relationship

between particularism (citizen) and universalismafiyl What has been argued in this

138 FanningNew Guestsp.121
139 Mancini and Finlay, “Citizenship Matters™, p.592
140 Fanning New Guestsp.3
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chapter is that this relationship as a startinghppoieeds therefore to be reconsidered.
Until this is done, the possibilities for responsesiominant conceptions of citizenship
will simply continue to be restricted to the coniep of subjectivity which makes sense
within this particular framework. Chapter four lilow look at the example of citizen-
children born to migrant parents — as those neftheluded in’ or ‘excluded from’ the
state, but in-between both positions — as the dfypmwmplex subjectivity which has been
denied a place in the ‘politics’ of the 2004 Iri€litizenship Referendum as defined in

this manner.
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Chapter 4
Challenging the Citizenship Debate:

(Re)thinking the sovereign time and space of citizeship

Introduction
There were several key elements to the Irish Gowent’'s insistence in 2004 that the
existing automatic constitutional entitlement tahmight citizenship should be amended.
These included the supposed issue of late arrvalgregnant non-national women at
Dublin maternity hospitals, the Chen case and migkobligations as a member of the
EU to other Member States, as well as the needroteq the integrity of Irish
citizenship. Others have chosen to assume thate tivesre separate arguments,
emphasizing the Irish Government's inconsistencgviitching between themWhat is
explored in this chapter is the link between repatibn and residency which was central
to all three arguments. This chapter focuses spallif on how the counter-arguments in
the debates surrounding the 2004 Citizenship Redema which embody ‘critical’
interrogation of the proposal itself have respontiethis central concept and how they
have attempted to rethink citizenship anew. It asgthat despite producing extremely
sophisticated gendered as well as cosmopolitan/ahurights analyses, these counter
arguments nonetheless find it very difficult todhee the ambiguous role of Irish citizen
children born to migrant parents in these discusssid his is given their reliance in the
last instance on the principle of sovereignty ifirdeg the limits to understandings about
political possibility. The work of Julia Kristeva itaken as integral to exploring these
limitations and to suggesting what an alternatindarstanding of subjectivity might look
like.

The first part of this chapter looks at how the mew-arguments in the 2004
Citizenship Referendum discussions have convergednd (although not necessarily
falling neatly into) two types of analyses. On dm&nd, a gendered analysis which

emphasizes the racialized nature of how the raelship between residency and

! See for example, Brennock, M. (2004), ‘McDowelkaoges argument on referenduifihe Irish Times,
9/04/2004; In Seanad Eireann Ms Terry argues “Itlsar the Minister has...clearly abandoned the
contentious argument about the maternity hospitalthe altogether more abstract desire of pratgctine
integrity of citizenship.” Terry, S (FG) OireachtBebates (30 April 2004)wenty-seventh Amendment
p.645
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reproductive rights was constructed in 2004. Ondtineer hand, a cosmopolitan/human
rights analysis which emphasizes a more generalugiwoary basis (although not
denying outright the racialized component) of hbwg relationship has been constructed.
What will be considered is how both forms of anasly@mnphasize above all the idea of a
continuity in how certain peopleave come to represent the boundaries of whattis no
‘Irish’ through discussions about reproduction. Mgl be discussed, where these
analyses differ is insofar as they suggest differesponses to the question of how to
negotiate the tension between state regulatione(emynty) and the question of ‘who’ is
excluded (subjectivity). The gendered analysississihat it is migrant women who need
to be focused on in respect of how solidarity isnberedefined in Ireland. The
cosmopolitan/human rights analysis insists thas the migrant community as a whole
which needs to be focused on. What will be argsethat neither, however, challenges
the initial premise regarding the assumption obeeseignsubject (an originary located
presence) that sits at the centre of claims taesighip in the first place, as ‘excluded’
subject. The problem with this, it will be pointedt, is that the analyses produced by
both ignores the subjectivity of Irish citizen ahién born to migrant parents who, unlike
their migrant parents, are not simply marginalizedbjects who have been positioned
‘outside’ the dominant political community and areneed of ‘inclusion’, but people
whose subjectivity is defined in théension between inclusion and exclusion,
particularism and universalism. This is a subjettiwhich | will argue is experienced as
an ambiguous (contingent) political effect ratheart a sovereign one.

The second section of the chapter will considervibek of Julia Kristeva as an
attempt to move away from always defining the goesbf citizenship vis-a-vis how it is
regulated by the state. This section considers Kasteva’'s work emphasizes that the
particularity of reproduction can be shown to makpossible theautomaticassumption
of the coherent ‘I' (as ‘woman’, ‘child’, or ‘migrd’) as the sovereign presence which
candefine claims to solidarity and sits at the cewtfreights as the marginalized subject.
It will be argued that her work provides a way lwhking about the subject as that which
is instead produced through the articulation opactic (as opposed to an inevitable)
relationship between identity (people), place {tery) and history (linear narrative). This

is one which is reinscribed but alsawrittenthrough discussions about reproduction and
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its representations. What will be discussed is hioa allows us to consider the more
ambiguous subjectivity of Irish citizen childrenita own right as it specifically provides
for the possibility of thinking how political sulggvity is being experienced outside the
guestion of state sovereignty, and thus on led8estand fixed foundations than that of a
coherent self. Chapter five will then explore thaimimplications of opening up the

conceptual space in which citizenship is curretitught in this manner

(Re)confirming Modern Subjectivity through Debates about Residency and
Reproduction

As has been already been outlined, the Irish Gonent in 2004 discussed the need to
amend via constitutional referendum the automattitlement to birthright citizenship in
the Republic of Ireland in a series of official datents, public press releases and
television interviews. What is important for theslsaof this particular chapter is how a
specific link was emphasized in these argumentsvd®t the reproductive process
through which birthright citizenship is acquired @me hand, and residency rights or lack
thereof, on the other. This was done by pointingtiooially to the increase in migration
into the country over the previous decade and arease in births during this time to
migrant mothers. It was within this specific coritéxat the Irish Government made the
case that the referendum proposal to abolish autoriizenship at birth was a “simple”
and “sensible” response to the need to ensurdhhbae who acquired Irish citizenship at
birth had sufficient connections to the courftry.

The counter arguments in response to the Irish Bovent’s insistence that
certain people were ‘abusing’ Irish citizenshiptims respect have also been outlined.
These all focused specifically on the exclusionaaiure through which the link between
residency and reproduction rights was construcietthé Irish Government in 2004. They
also fall loosely into two forms of analyses. Thiestfof these is a gendered analysis
which focuses on the racialized nature of the diss® surrounding the act of
childbearing by so-called non-national women (intipalar asylum seekers) in the

Republic of Ireland. This analysis focuses on threnner in which the link which was

2 Progressive Democrats Press Room, ‘McDowell Addlagd aunch’
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drawn between giving birth (reproduction) and thesice for residency in respect of
certain groups in lIrish society was (and still é®nstructed as a deliberaaet which
contravenes the common gob@he second form of analysis around which the aaunt
arguments converge is a cosmopolitan/human righddysis. This analysis focuses on
the manner in which this link was constructed bpesgiing to narrow, exclusive ethnic
and economic nationalist fears and how it can lakasen more inclusively through
cosmopolitan and humanitarian concerns. This $iestion looks at each form of analysis
in turn. What is pointed out is that both emphasieneed to continue to conceptualize
the politics of citizenship in terms of a sovereignarginalized subject that sits at the
centre of claims to citizenship. In doing so | aginat they ignore other important
experiences of political subjectivity in the corttex migration that do not remain tied to
this particularly modern conception of time andcgpa

A Gendered Analysis

The referendum campaign was conducted using geshdexaalized discourses of blame
against migrant women who were allegedly havingdmbolely to gain Irish citizenship
for their children.. Ronit Lentin and Eithne Luibhéid*

One of the main oppositions to the Government'suwgnts in 2004 in favour of
amending the entitlement to automatic citizenshipigh is a gendered critique of the
perceived threat which it claimed certain peopleengosing to the integrity of Irish and
European citizenship law in the early twenty-ficentury. This critique has specifically
sought, on the contrary, to show how the arrivatetain mothers and their ‘Irish-born
children® as immigrants into a country which perceived ftegbe largely mono-cultural
needs to be understood in terms of how it workedstibvert traditional understandings
of citizenship and ‘the nation’, dragging Irish neodity kicking and screaming into the
chaos of the postmoderh.This analysis sets out to radically retheorize tiiagitional

notion of an ‘Irish’ citizenship by examining howeland’s experience in the twenty-first

% See on this, in particular Luibhéid, ‘Childbeariagginst the State?’

* Lentin, R. and Luibhéid, E. (eds) (2004) ‘RepresgnMigrant Women in Ireland and the El$pecial
Issue ofWomen’s Studies International Forukol.27, Issue.4, p.294

® The term ‘Irish born children’ is a term whichtiaderstood from this perspective as being predamtijna
used to differentiate children born to migrant péserom children born to Irish citizen parentsntie, for
example, argues that “the euphemism ‘Irish-borridedin’ racially differentiates the children of ‘non
nationals’ from all other children born in Irelahtientin, ‘Pregnant Silence’, p.310

® Lentin, ‘Pregnant Silence’, p.301
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century of migration undermines established undadihgs of citizenship which are
defined according to dominant ideals and practimiesolidarity located solely in the
national community. Ultimately it argues that sdlexh‘common sense’ responses are in
fact racialized attempts to control “not only ingration but also the self-definition of
existing collectivities within.” As Steve Garner explains, what is argued heréas t
“[ulnderlying all justifications for changing the itzenship Act is the [mistaken]
assumption that entitlement to Irishness is prilman essence that can be transmitted
genetically.® This gendered analysis insists that this assumptiast be subverted by
beginning instead to (re)imagine the possibility paflitical community outside and
beyond the clearly delineated boundaries of theomdatate so as to facilitate an
interrogation of how Irish solidarity can be othtbian predominantly based on being
white, catholic and settlédThose writing from this perspective have focuseectically
on the need to recognize how ‘race’ and ‘natioe’ iacreasingly defined in terms of each
other in the modern state. Some people writing ftbi® perspective have gone so far as
to argue that the Irish state can be theorizedonbt as a racial, but also as a ‘racist’
state, due to the manner in which it can be shawmdtively (re)construct itself as
unproblematically homogenous despite the heterogesm®f postmodernity which it is
faced with on a daily basi$ However, the more general aim of this analysis lfeen
defined as the need to begin to understand howrstaahelings of belonging have been
dictated by theexclusionary(understood as racialized rather than as ‘radsi)ndaries
of the Irish statist project.

Focusing on the connection which was made betwemductive and residency
rights in several key court cases involving théestnd migrant families between 1990
and 2003, this gendered critigheghlights the centrality of the role of migrant mven
and their Irish citizen children in the disagreetseover citizenship rights in 2004. The
two court cases which are seen as integraFajgionu v. Minister for Justic€1990) and

Lobe and Osayande vs. Minister for Jus{iz@03), the details of which were discussed in

’ Lentin, ‘From Racial State to Racist State’, p.6

8 Garner, ‘Babies, Bodies and Entitlement’, p.443

° Lentin, ‘From Racial State to Racist State’, p.6

12 On this see, Christie, ‘From Racial to Racist Stdtentin, ‘From Racial State to Racist State’ntia
and Lentin, ‘Introduction: Speaking of Racism’; ltierand McVeigh After Optimism?

1 See, for example, Garner, ‘Babies, Bodies andlEmtent’; Luibhéid, ‘Childbearing against the S&ite
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chapter one of this thesis. What is considereé feehow the constitutional entitlement
to birthright citizenship (inserted as Article 21898 under the Good Friday Agreement)
and itself a founding principle of the Irish stafsoject was eventually constructed by
virtue of these cases as “a ‘constitutional quatka ‘constitutional loophole™ which was
supposedly resulting in the abuse of Irish cititéms® As discussed in chapter one, it is
the ‘fact’ of a direct correlation between the dansonal entitlement to birthright
citizenship and of the actions of migrant pareimsarticular migrant mothers, which is
disputed. This has led to questions as to why & sgecifically migrant women who had
been singled out in this regard. Lentin, for exammphost notably argues that there is a
need to understand how and why exactly it is spatiy “migrant women in Ireland
[that] have been signified as ‘other’ and stereetyms sexually active child-makers,
deliberately subverting Irish norms of citizenshim nationality.*®

Women, childbearing and the nation-state
In order to explore this question, what has beersiciered is a larger historical tradition,
far beyond 2004, by which “Irish women have beewrdd to become very familiar with
the connections among childbearing, race and ttiemstate.** Echoing the arguments
made in the work of Yuval-Davis and Anthias whickplere how women act as the
reproducers of future generatioliswhat has been emphasized here is the manner in
which women in the Republic of Ireland have tramhally been defined in terms of their
childrearing and “their childbearing role within ethmaking of the nation — a
subordination that was reflected in the 1937 Ctutgdn and is still being struggled

over.”® Laura Oaks has emphasized how, for example, landewomen’s reproduction

12 | entin, ‘From Racial State to Racist State’, pShieahan, F. (2004) ‘Revealed: proof of citizenship
tourism’; See also reference to quotation by FFchtaDala Noel O’Flynn which refers to the provisio
for unqualified birthright citizenship (Article 2fahe Constitution) as “the maternity-residencyusia in
the constitution.” Cited in Luibhéid, ‘Childbearirgainst the State?’, p.339

13 entin, ‘Strangers and Strollers’, p.305

1 Luibhéid, ‘Childbearing against the State?’, p.342

!5 See Yuval-DavisGender and NationYuval-Davis and AnthiadgVoman-Nation-State

16 Luibhéid, ‘Childbearing against the State?’, p.3%What is highlighted here is the fact that withire
Irish Constitution women are primarily conceived af mothers. Article 41 of Bunreacht na hEireann
recognizes the family “as the natural primary amadfamental unit group of Society”, subsequentlyirega
that “the State recognises that by her life wittie home, woman gives to the State a support withou
which the common good cannot be achieved.” AccagrdtinArticle 41.2.2, “The State shall ... endeaviour
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is best understood as “a medium through which caimgpenational origin stories that
focus on Irish national identity and cultural sé#étermination, indeed versions of
'Irishness' itself, are imagined and expressédWhat has been suggested is that
discourses surrounding childbearing and reprodndtip migrant women- in particular
those in the discussions surrounding the 2004 I@gizenship Referendurs might
similarly be understood as integral to attemptgréproduce dominant conceptions of
nationhood by encouraging particular understandi(aged excluding others) of the
meaning of the ‘Irish’ family and ‘Irishness’. Thime of inquiry has been seen as an
attempt to understand how “the stigmatization @gmant asylum seeker women (many,
if not most, of whom are of color) is axtensiorof the feminization of Ireland that has a
long history.™*®

The case of ‘Baby O’ has been considered of pdatigmportance with regard to
this question of how migrant mothers and their mifsy have been positioned vis-a-vis
dominant conceptions of the national ‘Irish’ comntynBaby O and anor v. Minister for
Justice Equality and Law Reform a case which involved a seven month pregnant
Nigerian national who was issued with a deportatioder following a failed asylum
application in the Republic of Irelartd. This Nigerian national mother sought to
challenge her deportation order on several groumelading on behalf of the baby she
was carrying by appealing to the protection, em&tiin Article 40.3.3 of Bunreacht na
hEireann, of the right to life of the unbo#uticle 40.3.3 of the Bunreacht na hEireann is
the clause (inserted in 1983) that enshrined abods illegal in the Republic of Ireland.
It states that “[t]he State acknowledges the rigHife of the unborn and, with due regard
to the equal right to life of the mother, guarastee its laws to respect, and so far as
practicable, by its laws to defend and vindica@t tiight.”®® This mother argued that it

ensure that mothers shall not be obliged by econmmtessity to engage in labour to the neglecheaif t
duties in the home Bunreacht na hEireann: Constitution of Ireland

" Oaks, L. (1998) ‘Irishness, Eurocitizens, and Repctive Rights’ In: S. Franklin and H. Ragone feds
Reproducing Reproduction: Kinship, Power and Tedbgioal Innovation(Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press), p.133

18 Smith, A. (2008) ‘The Irish Citizenship Referend(@904): Motherhood and Belonging’ In: Ireland’; In
D. Reed-Danahay, and C.B. Brettell (e@s)izenship, Political Engagement, and Belongingmiigrants
in Europe and the United Staté$J: Rutgers University Press), p.76 (emphasiedjpd

9 Baby O and anor v. Minister for Justice, EqualitydaLaw Reform and or§2002] IESC 44 (2002),
Unreported Supreme Court Judgment, [2002], pp.1-12

0 Bunreacht na hEireann: Constitution of Ireland
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was the Irish state’s duty to defend Baby O'’s rightife by preventing her from being
deported to Nigeria where the mortality rate wascimbigher (at ninety per thousand
births) than in Ireland (where it was seven peusfamd births) and where the standard of
living was considerably lower. She also contesheddeportation order arguing that her
unborn child was legally a person and as such dhbale been issued with its own
deportation order (which it was ndt)Acting on behalf of the Minister for Justice, the
Attorney General appealed directly in this casthéocommon good and to the Minister’s
right to deport failed asylum seekers regardlestheir being pregnant or n&t.Those
acting on behalf of the State pointed out furthmt the state was not denying that the
unborn had rights but that “in the context of thpseceedings the rights of the unborn
are not distinguishable [from those of the pregnawther]’?®> The Supreme Court
eventually concluded that the state’s duty to ‘ddfand vindicate the right to life of the
unborn’ as appealed to by the applicant, mitlextend to needing to ensure safe delivery
and the health and well-being of Baby O. Ratheriniended to prevent only the
legalization of abortion in all cases apart fronos where there was a danger to the
health of the mother. With this in mind, it indiedtits satisfaction that in this case no
party involved was seeking to terminate the pregpanri Baby O and therefore affirmed
the order of the High Court to proceed with theateation?*

Those writing from the gendered analysis perspedtiave drawn a comparison
between the case of ‘Baby O’ and that of two presibigh profile cases on abortion in
the Republic of Ireland — the X case (1992) andGlmse (1997). The ‘X casétforney
General vs. X and Othérand the ‘C case’A and B vs. Eastern Health Board, District
Judge Mary Fahy and XCwere cases involving a fourteen and a thirteear yad
respectively who became pregnant as a result ofgbmaped and who were initially
prevented by the Irish state from travelling to e (abortion services being illegal and

therefore unavailable in Ireland) in order to terate their pregnancié3The state did so

2L carolan, M. ‘Court appeal against deportatiorsfailhe Irish Times15/02/2002

2 Mullally (2005) ‘Debating Reproductive Rights ireland’, Human Rights QuarterjyVol.27, Issue.1,
pp.78-104

% Coulter, C. (2002) ‘State fails to argue foetusds a personThe Irish Times10/01/2004

24 Baby O and anor v. Minister for Justice,10

% Attorney General v. X and otherd992). IESC 1; [1992] 1 IR 1 (5 March, 1992);and B. v. Eastern
Health Board, District Judge Mary Fahy and (1997). IEHC 176; [1998] 1 IR 464; [1998] 1 ILRAE0
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on these occasions on the basis of what it argue@ ws duties as set out in Article
40.3.3. to protect the right of the unborn (the saitause which the mother of Baby O
appealed to§° Putting aside accusations of internal racializatif Irish citizen mothers
momentarily — for example, one of the issues whias since been raised is the
difference between how ‘X’ (as a white middle-clasgther) as opposed to ‘C’ (a
Traveller motheY’ were portrayed by the judgments passed down anghdynedig®
Fletcher and others have nonetheless contrastestatess response in both the X and C
cases and its understanding at the time of the f&$ua distinct legal entity in the context
of abortion law with its refusal to make a simitdistinction in the case of Baby O. In
doing so Fletcher points to the difference in twefimst century Ireland between the
treatment of the rights of some unborns (whose ersthre Irish citizens) against those
of other unborns (whose mothers are not Irishaits). In the case of Baby O she argues
that “it is clear that the rights of the ‘unbormeabeing outweighed here because they are
the rights of Nigerian ‘unborns’...the ‘born’ are repented by the citizenry on whose
behalf the state is apparently actifg.”

Fletcher is insistent, however, that ‘Irishness’danationalism has been
constructed through the racialization of reproductever since 1983 when the right to
life of the unborn was enshrined in the Irish Cdnson. Others, looking similarly at the

contrast between the ‘Baby O’ case and other adesesthis illegality back further — even

(28 November). On these cases, see, for examplgthSr. (1998) ‘Narratives of Irishness and the
Problem of Abortion: The X Case 199Feminist RevieyWol.60, Issue.1, pp.61-83

% The state’s duty to ‘protect the right to lifetbe unborn’ as laid out in the constitution is assed on
having “due regard” for the equal right to life thie mother. On this basis, it was eventually rufetoth
these cases (by the Supreme Court in the X caséwtite High Court in the C case) that the motliers
guestion could be permitted to travel to the UKetaninate their pregnancies. This was becauselibkan
shown that there was ‘a real and substantial tiskhe life, as distinct to the health, of the nestin each
case.

2" The term ‘Traveller refers to a group in Irishcéty who are defined in terms of their nomadidustaln
Ireland there is a long history of this group beidigcriminated against. As a result they are often
recognised (although not officially) as a distimthnic group. See, for example, O’Connell, J. (3002
‘Travellers in Ireland: An examination of Discrinaition and Racism’ In: R. Lentin and R. McVeigh (eds
(2002) Racism and Anti-Racism in Irelan@elfast: Beyond the Pale Publications), pp.49-88d Ni
Shdinéar, S. (2002) ‘Othering the Irish (Travellehs: R. Lentin and R. McVeigh (eds) (200Racism and
Anti-Racism in IrelandBelfast: Beyond the Pale Publications), pp.172-19

% gee, for example, Oaks, L. (2002) ‘Abortion istRdrthe Irish Experience, It is Part of What we:aFhe
Transformation of Public Discourses on Irish AbamtiPolicy’, Women’s Studies International Forum
Vol.25, Issue.3, pp.315-333

2 Fletcher, R. (2005) ‘Reproducing Irishness: RaBender and Abortion Law'Canadian Journal of
Women and the Lawol.17, Issue.2, p.394
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as far as 1861 in some cases and the passing @iffeeces Against the Person Agt.
The point, therefore, is that the case of ‘BabyHas been used to point here to a
continuing (albeit different) form of exclusionargnationalization taking place in the
Republic of Ireland in relation to discussions abottizenship. It has been taken as
indicating another hierarchy among women in Irelardch is the result of intersecting
(older) sexual regimes and (newer) migration cdstr®Vhat has changed Fletcher
argues, is the concept race. Previously based on nationality (Irishnésned against
‘Britishness’) it is now based on skin colour (lmess defined against the ‘migrant
other’) 3! This argument is echoed by Eithne Luibhéid who essi#es the growing need
to consider how state migration control regimes @ world of growing
transnationalization are increasingly central t® ¢uestion of how women’s sexualized
bodies continue to play a part in constituting treion-staté? Luibhéid argues that
existing national boundaries must be recognizedoastantly being reproduced through
ever “new strategies of sexualized racial goveradfit

Luibhéid also specifically explores the historywlyich state sexual regimes have
intersected with migration controls in the Repuldidreland by contrasting the ‘X’ and
‘Baby O’ cases. Arguing that “[m]igration control&s much as sexual regimes,
significantly construct the ideological and matekiaundaries of the nation-stat&”she
insists that there is a need to consider how imaign controls can be contextualized in
terms of their underlying continuity with the loingstory of state sexual regimes in the
Republic of Ireland which define the horizons oé thation-state in exclusionary terms.
She points specifically to the narrow terms thromgtich migrants were defined by the
Irish state as either an asylum seeker, refugeza@nomic migrant. Becauskirthing a
child on Irish soil” emerged as one of the only @ams “to challenge the state’s

exclusionary regimeg® Luibhéid argues that “pregnancy itself... [became] thite

% See, for example, Luibhéid, E (2006) ‘Sexual Regirand Migration Controls: Reproducing the Irish
Nation-State in Transnational Contexfséminist RevieyWol.83, p.63

3L Fletcher, ‘Reproducing Irishness’, p.380

32 Luibhéid, ‘Sexual Regimes and Migration Controfs62

33 Luibhéid, ‘Childbearing against the state?’, p.345

3 Luibhéid, ‘Sexual Regimes and Migration Controfs64

% Ibid, p.69
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through which the ‘genuine’/’bogus’ distinction” ro@ to be adjudicated once more by
the state’®

In respect of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendutmat is argued as such is that
racialized female migrants have come to embodyéve boundaries of ‘Irish’ society by
virtue of their role as reproducers of future gatiens of (non)lrish offspring. The
suggestion is that the 2004 Citizenship Referendepresents theculmination of
attempts by the Irish state to privilege increalsimgrrow concepts of ‘Irishnes¥ What
has been concentrated on is the challenge whichtywest century migration patterns
pose to traditional (common sense) assumptionsrdigga the threat which certain
women are understood to pose to the integrity ishland European citizenship law in
the early twenty-first century. Doing so, this geretl analysis highlights the simplistic
nature of dominant understandings of citizenshiptia Republic of Ireland in the
arguments in favour of abolishing automatic entigat to birthright citizenship in 2004.
It is on this basis that subsequent attempts haga made to begin to try to theorize how
a new postmodern politics of citizenship might mvisaged. Unfortunately, as | will
now discuss, attempts to try to theorize anothditig®of citizenship in this regard have
been limited by the manner in which it is presurtiet citizenship, and thus subjectivity,
mustcontinueto be theorized in the last instance via stateemgnty and thus via the
idea of a separate, sovereign subject who sitseatentre of claims to citizenship in the
first place.

Rethinking citizenship: migrant women challending boundaries of ‘Irishness’
In an attempt to pull away or, move beyond an ustdeding of belonging in Irish
society as defined in terms of the clean clearslimeposed by the Irish state in 2004
between ‘migrant’ and ‘lrish’ mothers and, betwetheir ‘Irish’ and ‘non-lrish’
offspring, Lentin considers how Irishness and liegizenship might be (re)theorized as
“soft’, porous and permeable to migratory movens2it In order to do so she

concentrates specifically on how migrant mothens lba theorized as more than mere

36 [
Ibid, p.71
37 Garner, ‘Babies, Bodies and Entitlement’, pp.445:4Garner and Moran, ‘Asylum Seekers and the
Nation-State’, pp.103-118; Lentin, ‘From Racial t8tto Racist State’
3 Lentin, ‘Pregnant Silence’ , p.318
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“objects of controlling impetus of the racial stat®cusing instead on how they can be
conceptualized “as independent agents” who not ardyexcluded from existing spaces,
but also create alternative spaces through whitizeoship and Irishness can be
renegotiated® This emphasis is echoed by Luibhéid who similariyues that “control of
women'’s sexuality and childbearing remains key dtaldishing and maintaining — but
also potentially contesting and reworking — radmundaries and racialized social
orders.*® Lentin points out that Dublin has three main nmitgr hospitals and is
therefore somewhere where migrant women, througingibirth, have been able to
acquire residency. It is also, she is quick to paat however, where many asylum-
seeker women live in hostels without room for afootheir babies, forced to share toilet
facilities while they recover (often bleeding foeeks afterwards) from childbirth. It is
this contrast which, for Lentin, provides the opgpaity to consider how Dublin city
space might be (re)theorized as “a series of dateststance and survival rather than of
mere strangerhood® Several examples of possible acts of resistaneeyiaen. These
include the presence of visual images which capaweryday encounters “between
migrant mothers and Dublin city life” as somethualich disturbs “the certitudes of Irish
late modernity”®> as well as specific attempts by migrant mothers to
“increasingly...speak for themselves” and have tbein specific experiences of racism
recorded and acknowledg&This understanding of the ability of migrant womien
challenge existing dominant conceptions of ‘Iriskgieis echoed in the structure of
organizations such as ‘AkiDwA: The Migrant Womenstwork’ that has been set up to
emphasize the importance of migrant women’s abiititpromote “an equal society, free
of racism, discrimination and stereotypirf§.”

As pointed out by Lentin and Luibhéttis type of analysis provides for the

opportunity to “negotiate hierarchies of privilegand exclusion that dissolve any

¥ Ibid, p.316

“9'Luibhéid, ‘Childbearing against the State?’, p.342

*! Lentin, ‘Pregnant Silence’, p.318. Lentin poinist ¢hat it was James Joyce who originally feminized
Dublin through Anna Livia Plurabelle iRinnegan’s Wakemaking her not only at home in the city of
Dublin but as she whembodiedhe city of Dublin.

“2entin, ‘Pregnant Silence’, p.320

3 |bid, p.321

“ AkiDwa, ‘Human Rights Underpinning our Work’
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simplistic notion of ‘migrant women'* That said, these acts of resistance also limit the
guestion of what subjectivity can be in this regamdofar as they are defined in terms of
how they specifically subvert racial ‘statist’ atiiissovereignorderings of political life.
The most significant implication of this is the abse of an ability in these writings to
conceptualize a role in its own right for the swhjaty of Irish citizen children born to
migrant mothers, despite the fact that this creigighlights the centrality of the role of
both migrant womemandthat of their Irish citizen children in the disputver citizenship
rights in 2004 in the first place. When it comeghe question of what it means to resist
or subvert dominant conceptions of ‘lrishness’, alich possibilities are rather
conceptualized exclusively in terms of the preseotenigrant mothers. Irish citizen
children are only mentioned here in terms of tmeathers ability to subvert modern
orders of the Irish state through giving birth tern.

The problem is that subjectivity has been and oomes to be theorized in these
accounts in terms (always) of an ability to resighinstthe boundaries of (because
‘being’ is always already defined as inclusionabteexclusionable in}he state This
reinforces a particular assumption about what ahérev political lifecan be. It is to
locate it either in the exercise of sovereigntyemstate law or, in the interruption of the
exercise of sovereignty under state fAvAs indicated by Angela Smith, the presumption
from this perspective is that “[i]t is the mothestatus that thus creates a second class of
Irish-born but not Irish citizen children. It iseghmother who is burdened with this
marginalization. Shand her childrendo not belong®” Yet, this is precisely to ignore
how Irish citizen children born to migrant mothelis not, unlike their migrant mothers,
necessarily experience citizenship as either thercesse of, nor the suspension of
sovereignty under state law but often asamtradiction of both. For example, the
children who are being given birth to in hostelsDuoblin by asylum-seeking migrant
women as discussed by Lentin were, until Decembed 2lrish citizen children who had
an unqualified right to Irish citizenship. Theirghit to live in Ireland was merely
suspended temporarily (as opposed to revoked pelfist by the need to secure the

‘care and company’ of their parents and later, 28§13, by the need to prove that this

“5 Lentin and Luibhéid, ‘Representing Migrant Womarireland’, p.295
6 On this point see, Walker, ‘Sovereignties, Exaapj Worlds', p.242
47 Smith, ‘The Irish Citizenship Referendum’, p.7én(shasis added)
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did not contravene ‘the common god&'These children are therefore neither entirely
‘inside’ the Irish state as their citizenship islfg deferred, but nor are they ‘outside’ of
the Irish state either as they remain Irish citzdrurthermore, instead of moving from
outside where they are non-citizens and progredsingside where thelyecometitizens,
these lIrish citizen children instead move backwans forward between the historical-
spatial periodizations of outside/future and ingdesent depending on the particular
situation in question. For example, whether thestjae is their entitlement to education,
which as citizens they are guaranteed (and thuseamgnized as being ‘inside’ and part
of the present membership of the state) or, isithe question of where they can live
which, regardless of their citizenship, is dependaentheir parent’s status in the country
(thus positing them ‘outside’ the state and theeefmly a future possible membéhjAll
this emphasizes the need to think about how thies@ren live in very unique temporal
spaces unlike those normally associated with statiaginary. It means that, despite
Smith’s argument, their experiences of belonging/belonging cannot entirely be
equated with that of their mothers. Rather, as Jaints out elsewhere, the so-called
‘second generation’ need to be understood in tesfisow they are not migrants, but

rather theproductof migration>® This is to consider how these children as Iriglzens

8 The date of December is significant here as it wd3ecember that the Irish Nationality and Citigkip

Bill 2004 was signed into legislation. From thismgoonwards the draft legislation recommendatior@sien
under the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum propoame into law. These stipulated that citizensdtip
birth for those whose parents were not alread¥ Icitizens themselves nor entitled to become soldvou
only be acquired by those whose parents had baeaferg (not including as students or as asylumessgk

in Ireland for a total of three years out of thepous four prior to their birth.

“9 For example, where the parents of an Irish citizeitd are asylum-seekers the child must live wiithm

in direct provision accommodation. The direct psimi system was set up in 2000 in the Republic of
Ireland as an ‘emergency’ measure to deal with grgwiwumbers of asylum applications. Under this
system families, couples and single people aredtbasmmunally in ‘reception centres’ (normally disd
hostels and/or holiday parks) where they are pexvidith their meals and an allowance of €19.10 per
adult/ week and €9.60 per child/week.

0 yau, N. (2007) ‘Celtic Tiger, Hidden Dragon: expiw identity among second generation Chinese in
Ireland’, Translocations: Migration and Social Chang¥ol.2, Issue 1, p.59. As has been pointed out
elsewhere calling them ‘second-generation’ in tist folace as if they were the second generatibn
migrants as opposed to the first generapooductsof migration, is therefore often contested - See f
example, Alina Sajed who argues in relation to¢hiédren of North African migrants in France (young
Maghrébin$ that “it is ludicrous to call the children of mants ‘the second generation’...since they are
not migrants themselves, they are born and rais€&dance. Rather their struggles and difficultieald be
better grasped if seen through the prism of a geioer of rupture, and of the discontinuity theynegent.”
Sajed, A. (2010) ‘Postcolonial Strangers in a Cgsotitan World: Hybridity and Citizenship in the
Franco-Maghrebian BorderlandCjtizenship Studied/ol.14, Issue.4, p.374
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are persons who, unlike their migrant parents, mainbe conceived of as definite, but
only ‘potential’ abusers of Irish citizenship.

This gendered analysis ignores the ambivalent eatithis subjectivity which, as
Sajed points out, should be seen through “the prdéna generation of rupture and

of...discontinuity’®

rather than coherency and continuity. It insteaduses on the
ability of migrant mothers- as persons more clearly positioned outside the stab
destabilize or subvert “lIrish understandings ofe‘thation’, ‘the family’ and ‘the
citizenry’.”? This analysis highlights how conceptions of Iristizenship can be
challenged vis-a-vis the Irish statist project.slfurces it to assume rather than question,
however, how the (only) form of subjectivity whicloes ‘make sense’ is that which is
defined in terms first and foremost of a soverdagopposed to ambiguous) subjectivity.
Doing so, it fails essentially to imagine how otlgpes of subjectivity- those which
cannot be defined in terms of understandings o€ tand space associated with state
sovereignty— might also be theorized. A submission in 2003 byDAA to a Joint
Committee of the Oireachtas regarding the decisgmothe Lobe and Osayande case
illustrates this narrow focu.Although it is explained here that the submiss&oguided
primarily by an understanding that the 2003 Supr€uert Judgement has implications
not only for non-national parents of Irish-bornldren but also for Irish-born children
themselves, these athportant implications continue to be primarily ohefd in terms of
the status of migrant parents and (only) their fdsptions in the case of deportation:
parents having the option to bring their childremhvthem, leave them in Ireland or, to
give them to relatives with leave to remain in drel to care for. There is little or no
mention of the status of the child themselves aBisin citizen. This is not to ignore that
the children in question who are lIrish citizens als® minors and as such dependant on
the decisions of their parents which are dictatgdtHeir particular status as (mostly
undocumented) migrants. What | would point out, beer, is that it is possible to

acknowledge this while also considering how Iristizen children born to migrant

*1 Sajed, ‘Postcolonial Strangers’, p.374

2| entin, ‘Pregnant Silence, p.322

%3 AkiDwa (2003)Submission to the Joint Committee on Justice, Hyu@efence and Women'’s Rights
regarding Carrier’s Liabilities Legislation and thenmigration Bill 2002; and the Implications of @éent
Supreme Court Judgment Concerning the ResidentitsRi§ Non-national Parents of Irish born children
pp.1-4
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parents arenot entirely defined according to their parent's s$atinstead, this is
something which this submission only implies indihg through references to the ability
of Irish citizen children to remain in Ireland witklatives after their parents have been
deported. The point is that despite specificalipdating, as for example Garner does,
that one of the results of the constitutional anmeedt to birthright citizenship in 2004 is
that “the child of non-national, non-residentialbyualified parents (the ex-future
national?) becomes indivisible from his/her mothebbody”, those writing from this
gendered analysis perspective have time and agdé@d fto engage with this debate on
any other terms*

Having established certain limitations in respechow the subject which sits at
the centre of claims to solidarity and belongingcasmceptualized in existing gendered
analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referenduhe next section considers the

cosmopolitan/human rights response which has b#ered as an alternative to this.

A Cosmopolitan/Human Rights Analysis

The effect of the 2004 Referendum on Citizenship t@anarrow the empirical definition
of what it meant to be Irish, inventing the conumdrof the Irish-born non-Irish child as
a perverse twenty-first century civics lesson...Thallenge is to come up with ways of
binding the Irish to their diverse nation-stateagdl as integrating the new guests of the
nation.Bryan Fanning®

A second response to the perceived ‘commonsenseatthwhich certain people were
seen to pose to lIrish citizenship through practaeseproduction in 2004 is clustered
loosely around what has been articulated as a qosliten and/or human rights

perspective. This perspective has been constructedme places as a direct alternative
to the overriding emphasis on the notion of a tamiaacist state which formed the basis
of the aforementioned gendered critigfieAlthough not contradicting the gendered
racialized critique outright, it has sought to emghe that support for so-called
commonsense restrictions on citizenship in the Biepuwf Ireland in the twenty-first

century on the basis of an understanding that migrk@men’s reproductive practices are

problematic, can not only be explained in terms ratism and/or exclusivist

** Garner, ‘Babies, Bodies and Entitlement’, p.444
% FanningNew Guestsp.179-180
% See for example Fanning, ‘Against the “Racial Stat
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understandings of natiestate building. It argues that the overwhelmingaeaement for

a change in the basis of birthright citizenshif2004 needs rather to be explored vis-a-
vis the manner in which the populist distinctiorivibeen ‘nationals’ and ‘non-nationals’
which crystallized in the 2004 Citizenship Refenemdwas institutionalized by way of a
combination of distributional anxiety shaped by tpasonomic fatalism (economic
Othering), as well as that of a racialized conceptcitizenship “anchored in past
exclusionary monocultural nation-building ideologus Irishness” (cultural Otheringy.
The focus in this response has therefore been @m#mner in which the Irish national
project which came to be based on an exclusionamges of cultural belonging and an
exclusionary economic sense of entitlement linkeethe past was not inevitable. Rather
than classifying either economic or cultural Othgrias necessarily ‘racial’, what is
argued is that they can be shown to have formethdses for avoidable hostilitypwards
certain people in support of the Referendiim.

Similar to the gendered response, the outcome ef 2004 Citizenship
Referendum is attributed in this analysis to thegidasocial change brought about by
migration into the country over the previous decadalike the gendered response,
however, which emphasizes the need to conceptualip®st-racial statist model of
citizenship, what is proposed to deal with the lgmge which immigration poses to
dominant ideals and practices of solidarity in tRepublic of Ireland (the dominant
imagined community) is a post-national model ofizemship which advocates ‘a
universal perspective’. This is a model based anrbtion of “binding trans-national
human rights®® This analysis picks up on discussions in the @& by the
Opposition immediately prior to and during the pdriin which the Twenty-Seventh
Amendment of the Constitution Bill was discussehede similarly called for a
refocusing of the discussions on the question ofidrurights: it having been argued that

the Government’s referendum proposal had “zeroednira very narrow aspect of the

" Fanning and Mutwarasibo, ‘Nationals/Non-Nationa[s452; See also for a discussion about the role
which cultural incommensurability played in the 20@ish Citizenship Referendum Tormey, “Everyone
with Eyes’

8 See, for example, Fanning, and Munck, ‘MigratiBacism and Integration’, pp.6-8. Fanning and Munck
emphasize here the importance of taking racisnogsglyi but caution against reducing all exclusioremg
discriminatory practices to it.

%9 FanningNew Guestsp.148; See also Mullally, ‘Debating ReproductiRights’
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citizenship debate” away from human rights concerms towards protecting territof$.
Indeed, opposition to the referendum proposal vesgd for many on this perceived lack
in the first place of a more cosmopolitan and/omha rights focus underpinning its
motivation and the motivation of immigration law reogenerally in the Republic of
Ireland. Echoing concerns of the Human Rights Cassion regarding the future
implications of the referendum proposal in respgdhe new distinction which it was to
impose between ‘citizen’ and ‘non-citizen’ childf&nSF member Aengus O Snodaigh
explained it thus:

Sinn Féin is opposing this proposal because itrissponsible. Instead, we want
comprehensive immigration law reform to establishositive, compassionate, human-
rights-compliant and anti-racist immigration lawathwill pave the way for Ireland’s

transition to a truly multicultural, equitable sei®

The inclusionary/exclusionary nature of nation-ding and local identity politics
In ‘Nationals/Non-nationals: Immigration, Citizemghand Politics in the Republic of
Ireland’, Bryan Fanning and Fidéle Mutwarasibo #ipeadly problematize the notion of
there being a straightforward link between natimmaland racism in the Republic of
Ireland. They do so by focusing on how a distinttman be drawn in the disputes
surrounding the 2004 Citizenship Referendum betwhere discussions which simply
reinforced the assumption of a difference betwesgionals and non-nationals, and those
which actually employed racialized hostility towardertain parents and their Irish
citizen children. The underlying message hereas timderstandings about citizenship in
the Republic of Ireland are intimately connectech&iontbuilding and the nationalist
project more generally which Fanning elsewhere associates with local idepblitics
and therefore distinguishes from racism pet’sehey therefore need to be understood as
bound up with processes of exclusamd inclusion, rather than simply with processes of

exclusion as concentrated on by the aforementigeedered analysis.

9 Boyle, D. (Green Party) Oireachtas Debates (21l 2004) Twenty-Seventh AmendmgntL275

1 IHRC (April 2004) Preliminary Observations on the Proposed ReferendnnCitizenship and on the
27" Amendment to the Constitution Bill 207 April, pp.1-4; IHRC,Observations on the Proposed
Referendum

23 Snodaigh, A. (SF) (22 April 04wenty-Seventh Amendmem93

8 Fanning, ‘Against the “Racial State™
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Where the question of race does come into thigjagt therefore, is not as in the
gendered analysis in terms of the idea of the moliesh state as an all encompassing or
predominantly racialized institution. It is rathér focusing on the manner in which the
formulation of Irish identity which was central tbe 2004 Referendum discussions
specifically mobilized “past nationalist ethnocéstrs.”®® What Fanning and
Mutwarasibo effectively argue is that previous a#ization of the Irish statist project was
mobilized during the referendum via referencesntigrants as ‘non-nationals’ which
in turn have been “projected on to the Irish bohildzen of all immigrants® Their
contention is that the specific racialization dfzgnship in 2004 was but one response to
accelerated social change on the island of Ireiariie twenty-first century and not the
only possible one. It is one, however, which Fagrand Mutwarasibo are quick to point
out, was enabled (and to a large extent encouralggdpovernment policies which,
although promoting an understanding of the econammortance of immigration, also
stressed the need to marginalize immigrants duke@conomic threat they posed. This
was done, for example, by emphasizing as the Minfst Social and Family Affairs did,
the need “to safeguard the social welfare systesm fabuse by...people from other
countries who have little or no connection withldrel.”®® That said, Fanning and
Mutwarasibo argue that these types of referenced teebe understood in terms of how
they tapped into previous distributional conflicighe Irish psyche the scars of decades
of emigration which was driven by lack of resoureesl fears about its reoccurrence
even in times of prosperityas opposed to latent racism.

This second analysis does not shy away therefora fooking at how, over the
previous century an understanding of Irishnesscet®al with ethnic homogeneity did
become central to the process of building an ‘Irigdtional project and exploring how
this was mobilized in 2004 to encourage narrow alem@d conceptions of ‘Irish’
solidarity. Nonetheless, what is primarily emphadizn this second analysis, unlike in
the first gendered one, is the potential which texier conceptualizing complementary
conceptions of solidarity in the Republic of Irefain the twenty-first century (referred to

% Fanning and Mutwarasibo, ‘Nationals/Non-Nationas450
65 i
Ibid
% Coughlan, M. (FF) Oireachtas Debates (11 Marchp80cial Welfare (Miscellaneous Provisions) Bill
p.312
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variously as human rights based and/or cosmopolitamceptions) which infuse the
nationstate model with more inclusive ideals. Insteadved separate communities —
comprising of Irish nationals on one hand and, hi@h nationals, on the other hard
what is discussed is the need to conceptualizdasger community with a broader range
of identifications which can encompass and brirggtber both ‘old’ and ‘new’ guests of
the Irish nation in keeping with understandingsbobader poshational cosmopolitan
ideology. This is discussed in most detail in Bryaanning’'s collectiorNew Guests of
the Irish Natior®’ This response does share some similarity withgéredered analysis
insofar as it too concentrates to a large extertiam disputes about birthright citizenship
in Ireland have “placed migrant women'’s roles iprogluction at the centre of legal and
political discourse on immigratiorf® Furthermore, it too has drawn a link from the
general recognition of the construction of thehrstate as “a moment of exclusion” for
women to that of focusing on the manner in whichremmecently it is specifically migrant
families that have been constructed as a thraabwothe Irish nation and state defines its
welfare®® However, the point is that a notable difference t@ seen in the type of
measures which are discussed as constituting amespto this by the cosmopolitan/
human rights analysis in contrast to the gendenediais.

Most notably, what has been focused on in the opsiitan/human right analysis
is the manner in which the narrative of the natiothe case of ‘Baby O’ and the 2004
Irish Citizenship Referendum, although proving es@nary, was not inevitably $0.
Instead of focusing on the need to think of howsHness’ must be conceived ‘outside’ or
‘beyond’ the notion of a ‘racist state’, what issdissed here is the need to
reconceptualizéhe Irish republican statist project and the mammevhich it has become
associated with “a narrowly constructed monocultural religiou/Catholic) ethnic
conception of nation” Mullally, for example — looking specifically at¢HC’ and ‘Baby
O’ cases— distinguishes between how rights can be concdpadhlseither particular

claims (defined in terms of nationdkntity) or, alternativelyas universal claims (defined

7 FanningNew Guests

% Mullally, ‘Debating Reproductive Rights in Irelang.102

% |bid, p.83. See also, for example, Mullally (2008)igrant Women Destabilizing Borders: Citizenship
Debates in Ireland’ In: E. Grabham et al (dd$grsectionality and Beyond: Law, Power and théditRs of
Location(Abingdon: Routledge-Cavendish), pp.251-270

O Mullally, ‘Debating Reproductive Rights in Irelang.101

"L FanningNew Guestsp.97
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beyond nationality, invoking instead the notiorhafmanity). In so doing she argues for a
recovery of the “recognition of the universal la@giacy of...human rights claimgh
respect of discussions about the ‘fit’ betweenarabiuilding and concepts of belongirg
in particular those of childref. The emphasis turns in this second analysis thereo
the need to rethink the question of belongingands a broader community-centred
focus and more inclusive concepts of Irishness. Méhamphasized is the need to ‘bring
in’ those who have been left outside of the domimasagined community by broadening
the focus in the discussions about citizenship lagldnging to consider how a wider
ranger of interests and rights are at stake thmmnatly envisaged. Unlike the gendered
analysis, this has resulted in a specific focushenrole of Irish citizen children (and not
only that of their migrant parents) in challengthg boundaries of ‘Irishness’.

As | will now discuss, however, the emphasis h@exHically on the idea of how
a cosmopolitan/human rights model of solidarity kgotobuild bonds in society between
‘new’ guests and the host population ignores thestijan of the existing bonds of these
Irish citizens. It ignores most notably how Irishizen children born to non-Irish national
parentsare people who aralready tied in many ways to Irish society; albeit in ways
which are often not so easy to fit into traditionations of ‘inclusion’ and ‘exclusion’ as
they do not correspond to dominant understandinfisseparate, sovereign and
autonomous spaces (spaces which have fluid bowsdiawit nonetheless edges which can
be filled) and linear historical time (the time le#ginnings, middles and ends) which are
reproduced in the image of the sovereign state.

The ‘Irish Born Child (IBC)/05’ scheme under whicértain Irish citizen children
are entitled to live in Ireland with their parebist not necessarily with their siblings, is a
case in point. The ‘Irish Born Child (IBC)/05’ sache is a temporary scheme which was
set up in the wake of the Lobe and Osayande Rutir)03— which had removed the
existing secalled ‘Irishtborn child route’ for those wishing to apply forsigency in
Ireland. It facilitated undocumented parents ofHricitizen children born before 1
January 2005 to apply through a different (oncé-affite for permission to remain living

"2 Mullally, ‘Debating Reproductive Rights in IrelanGee also Mullally, S. (2007) ‘Children, Citizdnig
and Constitutional Change’ In: B. Fanning (ddimigration and Social Change in the Republic efdnd
(Manchester: Manchester University Press), pp.27-46
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in Ireland due to them having an Irish citizen @il Under this scheme, migrant parents
who were undocumented at the time and faced demortavere required to sign a
statutory declaration which stated that they urtdecs that should they be granted
residency this would not give them or their Irislizen child any entitlement to
reunification with other family members residingtside the country’ These lIrish
citizen children are in an unusual situation, tfeme insofar as unlike other Irish citizen
children they are not necessarily entitled to expegrow up in the same country as their
siblings or, sometimes their second parénthis situation was furthermore only
introduced retrospectively as a result of the 200Be and Osayande ruling. In other
words, it applied to the Irish citizen children idocumented parents who had had a
right (by precedent) to the entitlement to the canel company of their parents, but
whose right was subsequently removed (due to tbétiam of this administrative path
by the Government following the Lobe and Osayandieg) before their cases came to
court. The Irish citizen children involved theredowere predominantly children whose
rights as citizens were suspended in hindsights @hectly contradicts the T.H. Marshall
inspired idea of citizenship as the gradaetumulationof social, economic and political
rights in time visavis the nation which still remains the basis fowhaitizenship is
conceptualized today (despite other issues whigk baen identified with this modéeB.
What is obvious once again is that while the vagioanditions surrounding the
IBC/05 scheme mean that these children are nottlgtriincluded’ in traditional

3 The majority of those parents who applied (apprmtely 10,000) were those whose applications
remained outstanding on January 2003 when the bobleOsayande ruling was passed and the existing
Irish-born child legal precedent for acquiring desicy was removed. Parents were granted residency
permits under the once off IBC/05 scheme if theyenable to show that they had been living in Irdlan
continuously since the birth of their child andtttizey had no criminal record. A report by the @reh’s
Rights Alliance states that as of January 2006 1177 #pplications were received under this scheme and
16,693 were granted leave to remain. Those pajegtéted residency were granted it for two years
initially. Children’s Rights Alliance (2006All Our Children: Child Impact Assessment for Iri€hildren

of Migrant ParentgDublin: Children’s Rights Alliance and CADIC),4.

" As well as the condition that they would not béitd to family reunification, the statutory deltion
which undocumented migrant parents were requiresigio under this scheme required them to accegpéthr
other conditions: that they would refrain from bedog involved in criminal activity, that the woudrive

to become economically self-sufficient, that thegud take steps to find employment. Integratindaind
(2007) Looking Forward, Looking Back: Experiences of IriSkizen Child FamiliegDublin: Integrating
Ireland and CADIC), p.26

5 A report commissioned by CADIC argues that loneeptage is for many families “a direct result” bét
family reunification policies which people were vigd to adhere to in order to gain IBC/05 status.
Integrating Irelandl.ooking Forward, Looking Bagl.28

® Marshall, ‘Part I: Citizenship and Social Class’
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understandings of what Irish citizenship entaits, does it necessarily follow either that
they are therefore ‘excluded’ from Irish citizenshgither. These are children who, for
example, like all other lIrish citizen children agatitled to all normal social welfare
benefits. Equally they have no restrictions on whtrey can work in the future, nor
where they can live within the country. The poistthat these Irish citizen children
experience citizenship in a very unique temporal sgmatial framework: this is one which
is temporally interrupted and spatially dislocatather than temporally progressive and
spatially coherent. Yet, focusing on the questipecsically of how to ‘build’ bonds in
society on a universal notion of human rights betwéhese children and other Irish
citizens does not acknowledge this issue. It simmigsumes that thegpeedto be
‘bonded’ to other citizens and ignores how theyeadty are, albeit in unusual
understandings of time and space which are verny toareconcile with how we normally
conceive vis-a-vis the state of political commuratyd identity as guaranteed in time and
across absolute space.

When Siobhan Mullally insists therefore that wesinaonsider how birthright
citizenship forces us to answer the question ‘wattgs?”’ | argue that Irish citizen
children born to (in particular undocumented) migrgparents often experience
citizenship in such diverse and contradictory wHya the notion itself of a coherent
‘who’ which does or does not ‘belong’ and who thHere can or cannot be ‘bonded’ to
Irish society, makes little sense. Rather, it ig/doy presuminga sovereign presence that
this question constitutes a starting point that lbartaken for granted in such inquiries.
This sovereign presence is assumed, for examplembgping the more coherent
presence of the migrant parents as outsidersrvis the state due to their ndmsh
citizenship— insofar as it conforms to dominant understandioig%$eing’ in time and
across space onto that of their Irish citizen child. Similarlg/though | would agree that
Siobhan Mullally is correct to point out from thigerspective the importance of
recognizing the child (as well as that of ‘womantddmigrant’ more generally) as barer
of rights/® there is a need to inquire into whether the plaicehild’ (as subject) is a

coherent one (i.e. is defined in terms of presemdarh can be taken as an analytical

"Mullally, ‘Children, citizenship and constitutionehange’, p.42
8 Ibid, p.41
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category in its own right here. This is to speaifig point out that there is a need to
guestion the sovereignty inherent here in the natself of a ‘subject’ who is entitled to
rights to citizenship in the same way that the seigaty of thenationand in particular of
‘the people’ has been specifically problematizedtihgse same authors in discussions

surrounding the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum.

Rethinking citizenship: a child-centred focus
Siobhan Mullally has argued that the 2004 Citizgn&eferendum should be understood
in terms of how “the perspective of the child waskegly absent”; this having been
subordinated to “an overriding concern with parkestatus and immigration controf*
In doing so she has emphasized the need to ‘bnnthe experiences of Irish citizen
children into discussions about citizenship, cdastinal change and questions about
belonging. However, although the essence of psliscno longer associated exclusively
with the state here (realigning this instead witbtions of cosmopolitanism and
humanity), what can be seen is a presumption tbhatlasity must continue to be
conceptualized in terms of coherent subjectivitees ppposed to engaging with it on its
own (non sovereign) terms.

Mullally’s concern is specifically with the decisian the Lobe and Osayande
case as that which led up to the 2004 Citizenshafer®ndum, which she insists was a
“de facto postponement of citizenship for many dt@h” denying them the right to
become part of the Irish nation in their own rifhComparing this with similar cases
around Europe, Mullally concludes that a pattem loa seen in terms of how time and
again in cases pertaining to migrant families andstjons of residency, decisions are
being made about children entirely dependant oim gagents’ status and former actions
rather than in the best interests of the child $eues: “there is little discussion in the
case of the impact of the State’s actions on ttieeci children involved® Instead of
automatically assuming that children’s rights cansbbordinated to their parents’ status,
Mullally calls for a “a childcentred perspective” in relation to questions alb@lbnging

which deportation orders and subsequent challeaga®sst deportation, raise. She insists

bid, p.36
8 |bid, p.33
8 |bid, p.40
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that “the recognition of the child as bearer ohtggin such cases would...transform the
terms of the debaté? Unfortunately Mullally herself goes on subsequentl define the
role of the lIrish citizen child as a discussion @lthe terms on which migraf&milies
would be allowed to remain in Irelan&”In doing so she reduces the question of
citizenship (of the lIrish citizen child) to the gtien of the immigration status of parents
more generally.

Yet, as Ayelet Shachar points out, there is an mand distinction between
considering the question of ‘who belongs’ primariythe context of immigration versus
considering it primarily in the context of citizdng®* In the former, it makes sense to
speak of a subject which exists ~@wis the state insofar as migrants (in this case,
migrant parents) are defined in terms of theirustats ‘inside’ or ‘outside’ the state. In
the latter however, the ‘subject’ (in this case litigh citizen child) cannot be defined in
terms of their ability to transgress the boundadkthe state insofar as they are neither
inside (included in) nor outside (excluded fromg thtate but located in the tension
between these two positions and thusbaétween ‘citizenship’ and ‘humanity’.
Advocating a more child-centred focus in respecthef 2004 Citizenship Referendum
requires specifically exploring thedifference therefore between questions of
‘immigration’ as they relate primarily to migranaggnts and those of ‘citizenship’ as
these relate to Irish-born children, not a condlatf the two.

Yet, this lack of distinction can be seen in callsewhere by civil society groups
working with migrants in the Republic of Irelandrfa more child-centred focus in
relation to questions regarding citizenship rights.2006, for example, a report written
by the Children’s Rights Alliance and Commissionagd CADIC, called for a child
impact assessment for children to be built intalallisions by the state with regard to the
guestion of deportation and the granting of leaveemmain in Ireland under the IBC/05
schemé® This is in keeping with its objection at the tinoé the 2004 Citizenship

8 |bid, p.41

8 |bid, p.27 (emphasis added)

8 Shachar, ‘Children of a Lesser State’, p.5

% The report itself outlines the basis of this madeluding its underlying principles, key featurschild
impact assessment, an impact assessment templhtguadelines for applying the template. Children’s
Rights Alliance All Our Childrenr CADIC was set up in 2003 following the Lobe ansa@ande ruling. Its
aim has been “to contest the deportation of Irisiaen children with their non-national parents doldby
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Referendum where it expressed that it was “deephcerned about the referendum's
implications for children®® This 2006 Children’s Rights Alliance report expkihat the
notion of a child impact assessment “is based erpthmise that children have needs and
rights that are separate and different to adultd #rat these must be given due
consideration® However, as a second report commissioned by CABIgear later
shows, the experiences of Irish citizen childremehstill not been successfully theorized
in their own right® Rather what has been theorized is again the nafidrish citizen
child families. The emphasis therefore continuelsgd@n the question of belonging in the
context primarily of immigration as opposed tozetiship Here, the status of the child
and the question of how that status affects thelevfamily is indeed considered. Yet, it
is the migrant parents of Irish citizen children ovfare interviewed and whose
experiences are recorded; the family as a wholegbdefined as ‘immigranf? As a
result, it is the migrant parents and thekperience of non-citizenship in a national
historical conception of time which is focused areh For example, entitled ‘Looking
Forward, Looking Back’ the 2007 CADIC report spexfly focuses on the idea of the
“African family...looking back to their country of yin [and] look[ing] forward to a
better future in this country’® However, Irish citizen children born to migrantreats
arguably do not unproblematically look ‘back’ torish and ‘forward’ to Ireland. Instead
they live in a world in which both Africa and Ireld define them in thpresentmoment.
Despite therefore successfully according the statighe Irish citizen child such

prominence in respect of the question itself ofobging and rights to citizenship, a

for the rights of parents of Irish children to ga@sidency in Ireland on the basis of the rightshefr Irish
citizen child.” Immigrant Council of Ireland ‘Infanation for Parents on IBC/05 Scheme’

8 Children’s Rights Alliance (2004Thildren's Rights Alliance Calls for 'NO' Vote oritiZznship
ReferendumSays Passage a Regressive Step and Not in therBestdts of Children

87 Children’s Rights AllianceAll Our Children p.vii

8 |ntegrating Irelandl.ooking Forward, Looking Back

8 Given that the Irish government stopped processiagns for residency on the basis of an Irish born
child in 2003 after the Lobe and Osayande rulinig possible to deduce that the Irish citizen dkitdin
guestion could have been as old as six or sev@007 when this report was written. Reports whiah ar
based on interviews with similar aged children h&een successfully carried out elsewhere. See, for
example, Ni Laoire et al. (2009gll Me About YourselMigrant Children’s Experiences of Moving to and
Living in Ireland,Final Report of the Marie Curie Excellence Teamj&ub'Migrant Children:Children’s
and Young People’s Experiences of Immigration antédration in Irish Society’ (Cork: University
College Cork), pp.1-108. This report is based t¢arinews with children aged 3-18 years old.

% Integrating Irelandooking Forward, Looking Backp.79. This report does acknowledge but only
fleetingly in a small paragraph, the fact that miasnilies they are looking at are “multi-statustrfiies.

(p.52)
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problem persists nonetheless where this emphasiBeonotion of ‘families’ as the unit
of analysis in the last instance ignores how ldgglzen children are different from their
parents with regard to how they experience citingngself. What is ignored, apart from
fleeting acknowledgements of the fact, is that ¢hase families which comprise both
migrant parents who are excluded from the statigtgined communities (having been
born elsewhere and thus wlwan be conceptualized in terms of the notion of state
sovereignty, albeit not unproblematically so) adlwas Irish citizen children who are
neither excluded from nor included in the state ahdse subjectivity makes less sense
in relation to the question of a sovereign subjbett sits at the centre of claims to
citizenship. Rather, what needs to be understobdwstheir subjectivityunderminesany
semblance of the seemingly stable and fixed fouodstwhich is required to take this as
a starting point.

Instead of continuing to conceptualize what it & ‘be(come)’ a citizen
exclusively in terms of how we might ‘challenge’ taring together’, conceptions of
identity ‘in here’ (Irish) and difference ‘out ther(immigrant), the next section of this
chapter will attempt to consider how Irish citizelmldren born to non-Irish nationals (as
those who are neither just migrants nor alterngtipest citizens) need to be theorized in
their own right and not subsumed as part of théonadf a migrant family or theorized
through their mother’s status as second-classeaitiin order to do so, an alternative
approach in the work of Julia Kristeva will be preted which does not pose the question
of political subjectivity vis-a-vis the state arigetefore presume the notion of a sovereign
autonomous subject of citizenship. As will be d&srd, instead of continuing to define
the question of the politics of citizenship in taeref how citizenship is first and foremost
regulated by the state, this involves looking & thore general question of how the
concept of citizenship has been fixed through thewation of a specific (yet not
inevitable) relationship between identity and spétimporal understandings, and thus
between the question itself of subjectivity andptssiblerelation to state sovereignty.
The aim here is to begin to consider the concepipace which this latter analysis,
unlike the former one, gives us to imagine the ecibyity of Irish citizen children in its

own right.
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Reproduction, Birth and Maternity: Rethinking ‘Poli tical’ Subjectivity and the
Question of Belonging outside Sovereignty

The previous section looked at how existing analys the 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum offers two different solutions for negtiig processes of state regulation
and the question of ‘who’ sits at the centre ofroka either by contesting (as argued by
the gendered analysis) or by broadening (as artyetthe cosmopolitan/human rights
analysis) understandings of solidarity and natidmelbnging. It sought to emphasize,
however, that these different solutions are ultetyabased upon similar philosophical
assumptions regarding what it means to conceptugbalitical subjectivity in this
situation as that which is defined in terms of ioal/state) sovereignty and thus in
exclusively modern conceptions of time and spatés $econd section will now look at
how Kristeva’'s work helps us try to problematizeedd assumptions themselves by

emphasizing how political subjectivity iswritten (as much as it is reinscribed) through

discussions about reproduction and its representati

Rethinking the Space and Time of Modern Subjectyvit

Julia Kristeva’'s work is significant as it does mo¢rely emphasize the manner in which
women ‘reproduce’ the nation through giving birthduccessive generations. Instead it
considers the manner in which the mode of repradlicand representations thereof
associated with women and children can be undeatstooalso (and perhaps more
importantly) always alreadyinterrupt “[tjhe nation....[and] its essence: economic
homogeneity, historical tradition and linguisticityih and the corresponding sovereign
autonomous subject associated with this understgfitiThey do so, she explains, by
representing an alternative temporal dimensiomédinear (political and historical) time
of nationality. This alternative is maternal tinmatherhood). Unlike linear time which is
time conceived of as project, teleology, departymegression and arrival, “in other
words, the time of history”, Kristeva has emphadib®@w maternal time is also linked

both tocyclical time (repetition) given its association with menation and pregnancy,

L Kristeva, ‘Women’s Time’, p.13. See also KristetaNew Type of Intellectual’ where she argues that
“Through the events of her life, a woman thus fit@sself at the pivot of sociality — she is at otice
guarantee and a threat to its stability.” (p.297)

184



as well asmonumentaktime (eternity) given its association with reprotion and the
genetic chaifi? In doing so, Kristeva implies here that theorigasi about female
subjectivity, and in particular the transcendestabject associated with this (‘woman’),
cannot ignore how pregnancy itselfwhich she argues is “experienced as the radical
ordeal of the splitting of the subject: redoubling of the body, separation and
coexistence of the self and of an other, of naturg consciousness, of physiology and

®3_ first and foremost challengéise identification of, and narrative involving, a

speech
sovereign self which has a beginning and an enoie and spac®rawing on her own
experiences of motherhood and pregnancy, Kristevscudses how pregnancy
undermines the dominant view that the self andatier can be separated. She looks
instead at how pregnancy results in a relationghipe other which is not wholly ‘other’
nor entirely oneself: “for such an other can comead myself, which is yet not myself
but a flow of unending germinations, an eternahvos.®*

It is in this vein that Kristeva’'s work has specdily explored how ‘woman’ has
never simply existed in an essential sovereign fasna coherent ‘I’ whiclcan be
‘included’ or ‘excluded’ in national imaginary boeeds to be understood as “presence in
subversive form® which challenges the existing basis for “the synonfcity of the
imagined community®® Her work has similarly emphasized how ‘child’ cdme
understood as presence which acts in subversiven fas the stranger within,
“remain[ing] active in the shadow of an adult’s soiwusness®” Having highlighted the
lack of permanent structure of the ‘subject’ whgits at the centre of claims to ‘identity’,
Kristeva’'s work urges us to embrace “contemporangividualism’s subversion,
beginning with the moment when the citizen-indiatleceases to consider himself as
unitary and glorious but discovers his incoherencad abysses®. It is this which
distinguishes her work from that of so many othgrsofar as she controversially implies
that uncertainty and ambiguity associated withrgfemess or otherness need not only be

understood as a source of hopelessness or confostocan be a positive force which

9 Kristeva, ‘Women’s Time’, p.17

% Ibid, p.31

% Kristeva, J. (1986) ‘Stabat Mater’ Ifihe Kristeva Readep.185

% Jabri, ‘Julia Kristeva’, p.232

% Bhabha The Location of Culturé_ondon Routledge), p.158

% Roudiez, L.S. (1993) ‘Translator’s Introduction’ Kristeva,Nations Without Nationalispp.x
% Kristeva,Strangers to Ourselvepp.2-3
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presents opportunities to reconsider “our own padErthe potential of those around us,
and the ‘foreignness’ inherent in each of UsKristeva cautions however, that this
embracing of uncertainty and its recognition as Hasis of an alternative (but a
nonetheless valid) type of political subjectivitgquires a new way of thinking. She
points out that it requires a move towards “a défeé way of reading™ the elusive
nature itself of ‘being’, and away from the constron of theories which insist on trying
to ‘make sense’ of this elusiveness according tstieg political horizons.

As Piaras MacEinri's notes, the search for ‘homad adiscussions about
belonging are part of attempts to locate the ‘silfboth time and plac®* Yet, this
search is increasingly futile as “[flor many ofth&re is no possibility of staying at home
in the conventional sensethat is, the world has changed to the point thas¢ domestic,
national or marked spaces no longer exi&tAs Caitriona Ni Laoire points out, what is
interrupted by migration is “the linear or circulaarrative of home-leaving followed by
homecoming™® Instead, both are collapsed together into the réempee of migration.
Noting the use of the concept of ‘home’ by recemdfurned Irish citizens to describe
Ireland (as the country they grew up &g well astheir country of emigration, Ni Laoire
considers how the result is “the fragmentationedf. sassociated with the contradictions
of the migrant situation'® The point, as such, is not that realizing a ‘homred a ‘self
is no longer possible. Rather that the realizatiba sovereignrhome and sek that is a
‘home’ and ‘self’ located in a clearly delineatestritory (bounded space) and linear
historical narrative (time based on a continuunpast, present and futurehas become
increasingly impossible as tiasisof (even if only in the last instance), and thertstg
point for, questions about citizenship. It is tp&rticular conception of home and self
which is based on a relationship between citizgnahd the modern territorial state that

is being problematized. Kristeva is calling for annway of thinking through this

% |bid, p.4

10 Kristeva, ‘A Conversation with Julia Kristeva’ 28

191 MacEinri, P. (1998) ‘States of Becoming: Is tharélere’ Here and a ‘There’ There?: Some Reflestion
on Home, Away, Displacement and Identit@himera pp.1-8

192 caren Kaplan (1996) Questions of Travel: Postmod@iscourses of Displacement (Durham N.C.:
Duke University Press) quoted in MacEinri, ‘Stasé8ecoming’, p.6

193 Nf Laoire, C. (2008) ‘Complicating Host-Newcomeudlisms: Irish Return Migrants as Homecomers
or Newcomers?' Translocations: The Irish Migration, Race and Séciaansformation ReviewVol.4,
Issue.l, p.46
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impossibility; that is the impossibility for manyegpple of ‘home’ and ‘self’ as making
sense according to the normal statist understarafipglitical community and identity in
terms of sovereignty and autonomy.

Highly influenced by Julia Kristeva's work and in attempt to think it through
further, Homi Bhabha differentiates between corntiguto conceptualize the national
community and subjectivity in light of cultural tefence as “the one” and “the-many-as-
one”, versus that of conceptualizing how natior@mhmunity and subjectivity is instead
disturbed by cultural difference and is recast frtme perspective of margins and
minorities as “the less-than-one that intervenesthwa metonymic, iterative
temporality.*®® He has explored this in terms of the idea thatirayldto’ need not
necessarily ‘add up’ but can work insteadlisturb the existing calculation. In this case
the existing calculation is the idea that subjettimust be defined in terms of wholes
(individuality) rather than fractions there§f. Bhabha insists that this ‘space of doubling’
which he explores is different to the notion ofrplity as it does not simply provide an
alternative way of articulating existing conditiofus sovereign ‘being’) but results rather
in a change in the position of enunciation itsedft is to say that it challenges the idea of
how we have been told we must ‘bes sovereign presencd’ It is, he argues, better
envisaged therefore as a ‘supplementary’ spacehywhaving disturbed the calculation of
power and knowledge, “produc|es] other spaces balsern signification” and thereby
different understandings itself of ‘space’ and loé hecessity of linear time (comprising
of a succession of moments from past to futurehiwispace®

What this demonstrates is that Kristeva's work mffa form of analysis which
incorporates a recognition of the need to undedstanw to problematize the assumption
itself that a particular marginalized ‘who’ can taken as a starting point in respect of
analysis of the intersection of citizenship andnatign. It does so by moving away from
the question of how the state regulates individtiakens to that of allowing us to
reconsider more generally how citizenship has beenceptualizedvis-a-vis its
relationship with the state and the notion of ‘induals’ — a form of ‘being’

195 BhabhaThe Location of Culturep.155

1% |hid

197 Foucault once observed that “Maybe the target daws is not to discover what we are, but to refuse
what we are.” Foucault, ‘Afterword: The Subject &wlwer’, p.216

198 Bhabha;The Location of Culturg.162
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conceptualized in terms of being connected to Btitnately separate from political
community. As a result of emphasizing the needuestjon (as opposed to taking for
granted as the natural starting point) the sovaréige and space of the marginalized
subject, Kristeva’s work propels us towards thoé® start with the notion of ambiguity
in order to consider how to invoke an alternatigettie automatic assumption of a

coherent marginalized ‘I".

Subject-in-potential as opposed to ‘marginalizeljsat’
In respect of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendémsteva propels us towards work
such as that of geographers Allen White and Maityn&itin. In ‘Critical Geographies of
Citizenship’ White and Gilmartin explore similarra®rns to that of the aforementioned
gendered and human rights/cosmopolitan analysdsregard to the relationship which
has been established between reproductive and itgofdghts prior to the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referenduf? In their study of this, however, White and Gilnart
emphasize the fact that no less than @iwastitutional referenda proposals were debated
over a twenty year period regarding the conceptha right to life of the unborn’ as
enshrined in Article 40.3.3 of Bunreacht na hEireaBoing so, they highlight the
manner in which these referenda belie any coherensyability underlying conceptions
of child or woman as ‘citizen’ in the context osdutes about pregnancy in the Republic
of Ireland which result in unambiguous continuitaesd intersections between previous
and current state sexual regimes and (re)prodgtidmierarchies among women in the
Republic of Ireland. Rather, they imply that thesterenda reflect the manner in which
the space of ‘woman’ and ‘child’ have more gengrélécome in themselves “sites of
conflict over the broader meanings of family, stte the law.**°

From the perspective of Kristeva's writings, thisrw by White and Gilmartin
stands in contrast to the aforementioned critigubsch form the basis of existing
analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendiimese emphasize primarily how the
relationship which was established between reprindriand residency rights in an Irish
context—via the Fajujonu case in 1990 and the Lobe and @&wle/case in 2003(only)

199 white, A. and Gilmartin, M. (2008) ‘Critical Geaphies of Citizenship’,Women’s Studies
International ForumVol.31, Issue.5, pp.390-399
10 bid, p.393

188



reinforce existing exclusionary legal discourses regardigygraductive rights; positing
once again the ‘woman’ and/or ‘child’ as the (reedjvsovereign marginalized subject.
White and Gilmartin’s work instead indicates thiaistrelationship and the question of
how this led to an understanding of the (il)legabm presence of non-national women in
the capital’'s main maternity hospitals in 2004, caso be explored in terms of
geographies of belonging and exclusion which trseeland destabilize existing
exclusionary legal discourses regarding reprodadiights. They destabilize them insofar
as they reveal the ambiguous nature of the supposelderent ‘subject’ which sits at the
centre of such claims.

In ‘Critical Geographies of Citizenship’ White a@Imartin focus among other
things upon the manner in which the judges in tigh profile X and C cases described
the subject at the centre of the claims variously'ymung girl”, “girl”, “mother” and
“girl/mother”.*** In doing so they draw attention, not to the marnnavhich the treatment
of these ‘women’ must be understood in terms abratinuity with a long history of state
sexual regimes in the Republic, but rather to hbesilea of a sovereign autonomous
subject itself (the notion of ‘woman’) at the centrf the claim to rights, makes little
sense in relation to these cases. Their work caneheé as pointing out that it is not
possible here to think in terms of tpeogressionof a sovereign autonomous ‘subject’
(individual) from the space of childhood on one dham that of the space of motherhood
on the other. Rather, it can be read as emphasihatgthe boundaries themselves are
collapsed here between the already born and yetrartbhild” and thereforebetween
‘child’ as foetus and ‘mother’ as woman. The resthe image of a disjointed subjedt
(as opposed to ‘in"multiple time-space coordinates; each resultingnfithie different
configurations of how the relationship between estdamily and unborn child is
articulated-*?

This is to introduce an important analytical tengh@nd spatial dimension to our
understanding of the relationship between reprodegiractices and rights of the child
which has not yet been considered in the existiigdgred analysis of the 2004 Irish

Citizenship Referendum. This might now be read mmoexample such as that of the

M White and Gilmartin, ‘Critical Geographies’, p.394
12 pid
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‘Baby O’ case. This is insofar as it is possibledoognize how the foetus in question is
neither an Irish citizen with rights nor non-citigebut is potentially both until it is
subsequently defined as one or the other — ileereds a subject who never had rights or
a citizen-subject who always had rights. In otherdg, what the work of White and
Gilmartin introduces is the idea that the citizeijsct in the ‘Baby O’ case is defined
after the fact: it is definedutsideof both the spatial order (as the normal parameters
between inside and outside, self and other, cmttiraother) and the temporal order (the
progression from past, to present and on to futwre¢h is normally associated with our
understanding of the way in which subjects arengefias political vis-a-vis the nation. It
is defined outside of the understanding that subjare either already part of an existing
national community or only become part of that or@dl community in the future.

This focus on the ambiguity of the subject at tleate of discussions about
reproduction in the Republic of Ireland is echoadthe work of Dianna J. Shandy.
Shandy explores this ambiguity in a piece in whale considers the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum in the context of a how phecess of birth is conceptualized
differently in African and Irish societidd® Shandy quotes Oyeronke Oyewumi who
observes that in African societies “at the momdrttidh, two entities are born — a baby
and a mother”; however, she stresses that thesaoardistinct entitied** Instead, she
points out that, unlike in Irish society where biitself is what predominantly marks the
beginning of social (and often legal) status, “[ilnany African societies, social
personhood does not necessarily coincide with bio# birth” **> With this in mind, the
role of the ‘child’ in the discussions surrounditng 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum
is conceptualized by Shandy, not as the voice sbwereign subject who needs to be
‘brought into’ the debate about belonging but dee “pre-verbal cries of a babe in arms”

whose role is far more complex and ambiguous thample ‘presence’ or ‘absence’

113 Shandy, D.J. (2008) ‘Irish Babies, African MotheRites of Passage and Rights in Citizenship irt-Pos
Millennia Ireland’, Anthropological QuarterlyVol.81, Issue.4, pp.803-831

14 bid, p.813

115 |bid, p.815. Despite it being the norm, as othemse also pointed out the legal and social stafus o
children in Ireland can not always be read as beginunproblematically from birth either. For exdmp
the ability to make decisions aidtizens (most notably, to decide where they wantlive) is often
suspended in the eyes of the Irish courts untildotm reach the age of maturity. Breen ,C. (2003)
“Refugee Law in Ireland: Disregarding the Righfstive Child-Citizen, Discriminating against the Rig

of the Child’,International Journal of Refugee Lawol.15, Issue.4, p.781
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implies™® Shandy is at pains as such to emphasize the icyrichthe lives of the so-
called ‘individuals’ focused on in the 2004 Citizbip Referendum sub-debates. She
does so by stressing the transnational natureenf éxperiences. Shandy focuses on the
multiple, complex and shifting nature of the motivas of women who came to Ireland
in the first place- something she points out which, as a result ohgimay over time, end
up pushing and pulling them in many different dil@es. Doing so, she draws out the
importance of considering how the ‘mother/childbgct(s) that eventually become the
focus in discussions about reproduction are alvedgsady connected to both ‘Irishness’
and/or ‘Africanness’ in such a way as to underntireenotion that it is possible to mark
the end of one (which is associated with the past) the beginning of another (which
can be associated with the future) in order to tifiemn excluded subject as presence.
Her point is that their subjectivity exists in wawdich are very difficult to capture in
existing legal-institutional concept of rights amd/policy-baseddiscourses. These
assume that ‘political’ subjectivity must lie inagins to a coherent identity via the notion
of bounded (either single or multiple) nationaltiend the linear narrative (comprising a
beginning, middle and end) of nationhood.

Taken from the perspective of Julia Kristeva’'s waxkat the inquiries by White
and Gilmartin and Shandy indicate is the needyddrreconceptualize belonging as a
notion which is not always dictated by the imagawfexcluded citizen who is positioned
‘outside’ the dominant political community and wiean either transgress this or be
brought ‘inside’. Instead it is often experiencedaaseries of interruptions into existing
temporal and spatial understandings, resulting ifmagmented conception of self as
citizen and of ‘citizenas self. This work furthermore confirms how these cadictions
are already being approached as that which reguairand of themselves, new ways of
conceptualizing subjectivity and what it is to ‘b@olitical rather than trying to made
sense of this according to existing understandofgsolitical subjectivity as necessarily
sovereign and autonomous. This is insofar as thaybe shown to have considered how
certain experiences displa¢as oppose to reinforce) the relationship betwegwople’
(identity) and ‘place’ (the individual); a relatigihip which appeals to state sovereignty

rely upon and, in doing so, subsequently reproduce.

118 shandy, ‘Irish Babies, African Mothers’, p.806
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Instead of conceptualizing subjectivity as that ahhéxists vis-a-vis the state (as
absolute space), subjectivity can be seen to hagea lecast by these authors in terms of
“interconnected spaces”. These are sites and peacthat “are crucial to understanding
the ways in which citizenship laws are enactedomed and challenged The
relationship between reproductiveness and resideacybe seen to have baeset here
through this work, in other words, in terms of gspieciation of interwoven (mostly
contradictory) identity-spaces around which padditicand legal claims have been
organized to date, not all of which can be undextas sovereign spaces. These authors
focus on the range of different places where th@2@sh Citizenship Referendum was
played out— White and Gilmartin focusing on the home, the gi@vsphere, maternity
wards in Irish hospitals, UK abortion clinics, theurtroom and legislature, as well as
academic legal texts. Shandy considers how thitudes different spatitemporal
discourses surrounding birth itself in both Irelardl in Africa. Doing so, | read them as
asking us to re-imagine how we think about citizeépsas spatially and/or temporally
situated. They ask us to-mmagine this as other than necessarily playingiow linear
timeframe and somewhere that can be (unproblentiigjidacated as bounded space;
whether this is a jurisdiction, a homeland, a comityy and/or a coherent excluded

‘self’.

Beyond Modern Subjectivity: Beyond ‘The-One’ andh& Many-As-One’

In their study entitled ‘Tell me about Yourself'j Naoire et al touch specifically on the
multifaceted (and often indeterminate) nature tghowhich migrant children experience
citizenship™*® This study, which was conducted between 2006 @9 2explores the
immigration and integration experiences of migramitdren and youth in Irish society,
many (although not all) of whom are Irish citizegither through having been born in
Ireland or having acquired it through their Iriskizen parents. It focuses on migration
from three geographical areas (Africa, Central Badtern Europe and Latin America) as
well as the general phenomenon of ‘return’ migmatichich involves Irish citizen parents

who moved away from Ireland and began families atbreventually moving back with

17 White and Gilmartin, ‘Critical Geographies’, p.390
M8 Nf Laoire et al.Tell Me About Yourself
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their (also Irish citizen) children. What is sigo#&nt about this study is that while it does
not ignore that “[c]hildren’s experiences are profdly shaped...by their parents’ rights
and status as migrants” and/or outsider statuy, weusually it also emphasizes that the
children of migrant families negotiate belonginglaonstruct their own identities across
a much more complex range of spatial and socialefisas temporal contexts?

The study focuses on how the category of ‘migrdmltdeen’ itself (which here
includes lIrish citizens born to migrant parentshircitizens born to Irish citizen parents,
and/or children who are citizens of countries othan Ireland) needs to be differentiated
in ways which are often ignored in existing diséoiss about the intersection of
migration and citizenship. On one hand it points that the category of ‘migrant
children’ needs to be internally differentiatedttdke account of the manner in which
immigration policies confer differing rights on tdrien depending on bottitizenship
and migrant status. It emphasizes that this nesd® tunderstood however, in terms of
how these statuses are often conflicting and/ortradittory. One of the points
emphasized, for example, is that “having Irishzeitiship was not necessarily sufficient
protection for the children against arguments miaglethers about whether they could
legitimately claim to belong in Irish society”, esgally in cases where these children did
not have the correct accent or skin colour. Thehast point out that this often
contradicted their parent’s ‘non-migrant’ status tfie case of returning Irish citizens) or
alternatively their parent's ‘migrant’ status (irhet case of parents who had
immigrated)'*® Similarly the authors of the report highlight theomplexity of
experiences within the migrant population in whtblese children are embedded more
generally*®* The authors stress, for example, the manner irclwhi label such as
‘African/Irish’ reflects a wide range of differetypes of experiences including those of
children who “migrated from African countries atvary early age and have never

returned; others were born in Ireland and havé laisd EU citizenship” as well as those

191bid, p.14

120 hid, p.80

121 The report emphasizes this complexity of expegebg considering the immigration and integration
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who have moved to Ireland at an older age and ieen back to AfricA?> Most
importantly perhaps, the study points out thatdéegory ‘migrant children’ needs to be
externally differentiated to take account of how the complepeziences of migrant
children very rarely correspond to accepted undadihgs of the difference between
‘Irish’ citizenship and ‘immigrant’ status. As th&tudy explains in one of its key
insights,

[bleing a migrant’ is only one aspect of migrantlaten’s identities. It is also evident
that migrant children and youth express their itfiestin ways which often diverge from
the labels that are imposed upon them (usually duits). Migrant children’s identity
negotiations can challenge dominant assumptionstatbnic and national identitiés.

Rather than simply confirming, therefore, estal@dghunderstandings regarding
how migrant and ethnic minority adults are perceéies culturally different to ‘Irish’
adults, what is emphasized in this study is howramg children’s experiences rather
confound the categories themselves of ‘lIrish’ and ‘Migrardgs well as existing
“assumptions about hierarchies of sameness ancareatife which underlie these
processes” of othering? What is stressed above all, however, is that theddten little
conceptual room for migrant children to articuldteir experiences and understandings
of self outside of these dominant frameworks whicioritize an ability to be able to
identify with nationality and ignore identificatierwith county, school, family or aspects
of popular culture affiliatiort?® The final insight from this study is accordinghat there
needs to be a greater appreciation of how childrem/n perspectives and experiences of
migration, integration and living in Ireland “aréten different to those of adults, or to the
ways in which adults assume that children view expkrience the world:*®

These findings echo an exploration by Nicola Yato ithe experiences of (what
she refers to as) second generation Chinese enftednd the difficulty which she found
many of these people were having in articulatinrgjrtsense of identity and self within
the existing statist conceptual framewé&ikyau defines ‘second generation Chinese’ as

those people who were born in Ireland (and as apehirish citizens) and/or migrated to

122 hid, p.32

123 bid, p.11

124 |bid, p.102

125 |bid, p.97

126 |pbid, p.104

127 vau, ‘Celtic Tiger, Hidden Dragon’
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Ireland and have spent most of their lives therthée one or both of whose parents are
ethnic Chinese'® Yau notes that as commonwealth citizens with fieeess to the
United Kingdom, Chinese migration to Northern Irelehas been taking place since the
1950s and 1960€’ What Yau stresses is the contradictory way, howewe which
second generation Chinese are both part of the stegam and of the margin according
to different (often contradictory) contexts withieland. She explains, for example, that
secondgeneration Chinese are often both racialized asd&Ski yet remain invisible in a
wider black-white dichotomous framework in Irishcey where ‘black’ is associated
with being African. Yau furthermore argues thatsthare people who experience both
‘Irishness’ and ‘Chineseness’ in ways which are mamediately intelligible. For
example, she explains that referencing ‘Chinesérsdten refers to a type of homing
desire “without actually meaning a desire to refithThis, she points out, is because the
concept of ‘return’ as normally used is problematere insofar as some second
generation Chinese living on the island of Irelamere neither born in nor, have they
ever been to either China or Hong Kong: “so thenea possibility of return because you
cannot return to where you have not been, whetiadri$ a physical space or a state of
mind.”® This emphasizes the difficulty in categorizing tbennections’ which second
generation Chinese for whom there is often no real contact with fami Hong Kong

or China— have to places and histories associated with ‘€rand ‘Hong Kong’ as part
of diasporic identities which nonetheless offeease of belonging. What is stressed here
again is the notion of ‘home’ being bashphysical and historical space and a personal
space of identification, yet theability of the boundaries and categorizations associated
with the natiorstate and appeals to state sovereignty to conoéitlee uncertainty and
‘fractions’ of personhood that this producé&s.

128 |bid, pp.48-49

129 Many of those who would have ended up in the REpuwlb Ireland would have travelled here first. As
Yau points out, this access was curtailed somewiftatthe 1962 Commonwealth Immigrants Act which
imposed restrictions on immigration to the Uniteidgdom by those from ex-colonies.

130yau, ‘Celtic Tiger, Hidden Dragon’, p.60

131 |bid, p.59

132 yau quotes Benedict Andersonlinaginined Communitiesho argues that “the fiction of the census is
that everyone is in it, and that everyone has oard-only one — extremely clear place. No fractibri&he
points out that, on the contrary, what her studgedfond generation Chinese in Ireland shows igétise
uncertainty and there are fractions.” Anderson,(B291) Imagined Communities: Reflections on the
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What both the Ni Laoire et al and Yau studies sim¥he manner in which the
children of migrants and their identities constantiove across, within and between
political and cultural boundaries. Doing so, thebddren challenge these boundaries
themselves and, most importantly, challenge theéndhat inclusion and exclusion can
be located in the first place by way of boundavidxsch differentiate ‘here’ from ‘there’,
‘us’ from ‘them’, ‘past’ from ‘future’ as normallyassociated with the idea of
‘individuals’ and groups thereof. They confirm ththere is a need teethink how
belonging is being experienced from this perspectather than presuming that it can
simply be equated with understandings of how iexperienced by migrant parents
themselves. These studies indicate furthermore the&t needs to be done by
reconsideringhow political community and identity are currentheorized as involving
either a ‘transgressiondf the boundaries between inside (identity) andsidet
(difference) — as discussed in the gendered asalysr a ‘bringing together’ of these
boundaries by bonding those who are outside comrepiof the dominant imagined
community (non-citizen guests) with those alreatsrde (citizen hosts) as discussed in
the cosmopolitan/ human rights analysis. They imiplgt there is a need to try to
reconceptualize belonging as a notion which is ey dictated by the image of an
excluded citizen as individual which is position&ltside’ the dominant political
community and which can either transgress this ebitought ‘inside’. It is also that
which is often experienced in a series of inteliand into existing temporal and spatial
understandings, resulting in a fractious (less tlhale) political subject.

As discussed in chapters two and three, the nofienfragmented self is not easy
to imagine given how dominant political horizong aurrently understood. Rather, (and
despite a growing appreciation of the importancerexfognising how identities are
increasingly defined in hybrid, marginal and linirtarms), it remains a supremely
difficult task given the manner in which politicalibjectivity is defined in the last
instance in terms of the idea of clearly delinedtedndaries (despite the emphasis on the
fluidity of such boundaries) between ‘us’ and ‘thefpast’, ‘present’ and ‘future’ and

the need to specificallyesolvethese boundaries somehow in the notion of a cohere

Origins and the Spread of Nationalisthondon: Verso), p.166 quoted in Yau, ‘Celtic Tigélidden
Dragon’, p. 64
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subject which is defined in terms of presence.asalso discussed, Kristeva explores the
notion of Otherness as this relates to the subamnmsand thus as that which is within the
specific self, but not in a tangible way which dandefinedn terms ofa ‘particular’ self.
Nor, as that which has a definable ‘outsiad’itself which can be articulated as a
‘universal’ self in opposition to this. In doing,sthis concept of ‘Otherness’ begins to
form the basis of an alternative conception of saidyity which is no longer only
articulated in the ‘resolution’ of the process ofwing lines between inside and outside,
particular and universal, identity and differenétather it appears as that which is
articulated and just as quickly rearticulated amewhetensionor borderspace which is
constitutive of, and constituted by, these veryitsmJulia Kristeva's work indicates, as
such, how we can still think in terms of politiasdapolitical subjectivity (that we must
do so) even when we think of “our self so poised danse”, precisely because this no
longer exists ever since Freud demonstrated teateti “shows itself to be a strange land
of borders and otherness ceaselessly constructtdiesonstructed” which present new
meanings ‘of rather than ‘in’ time and spac2.

From the perspective of Kristeva’'s work, the stadig Ni Laoire et al and Yau
can be shown to do more therefore than simply lgghkthe need to conceptualize how
certain migrant children are citizens in their omght. From the perspective of Kristeva’'s
work, they also succeed in beginning to do exaittit. This is insofar as the focus in
these studies on the experienoéghese children as cross-cutting and often cdittary
yet simultaneous as “meaning-filled connectitoga variety of] different spaces and
places”, can be seen in itself to rethink how ‘spaboth subjective and territorial)
citizenshipis inhabitable other than in a coherent way (as siciand/or exclusive}’
This particular reading of both Ni Laoire et al aviau’s work is only possible, however,
| argue, when the experiences of belonging of mmigrgouth in Ireland are more
generally recast beyond the idea of the individaiatl ‘the-many-as-one’. It is only
possible when the experience of belonging of tmeggant youth is recast in light of the
notion, as discussed by Kristeva, of the possybdit subjectivity itself as fragmented in

133 Kristeva,Strangers To Ourselvep.191
134 Ni Laoire et al.Negotiating Belongingp.5
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terms ‘of’ many different types of contingent spm@nd temporal possibilities, rather

than having to be guaranteed ‘in’ linear historitiale and absolute space without limits.

A New Starting Point? Subjectivity as ‘The Less-Th@®ne’

The work looked at in the second part of this cha that which | have argued can be
read in terms of a Kristevan focus on the notioh'smace’ and ‘time’ in all their facets
as undermined by patterns of mobility engenderedniyration. In doing so, | have
argued that this work indicates how we might go dmely simply considering how
migration has redrawn the map of what it is to besh’ (nationality) in relation to
particular subjectivities, to that of asking hovhits redrawn the map of what it is to ‘be’
(subjectivity) more generally. In particular, itshéocused attention away from that of
having to understand ‘being’ as associated witlalaitity to be included in and thus as
always already ‘separate’ from political commur(iye state) in the first place. Instead
of such a metaphysics of presence defined in teirspatial and temporal continuity,
what has been explored is how the politics of eitghip might be posed from a starting
point for human ‘being’ based on a metaphysicsrotg@ss which incorporates ideas of
temporal and spatial fragmentation (subjectivityths-less-than-one’).

As Piaras MacEinri points out in his aptly entitleltpter ‘If | Wanted to Go
There | Wouldn't Start from Here’, the task enviedghas become that of needing to
rethink our initial starting point in respect teethuestion of belonging. MacEinri explains
that what is needed is a counter history

which tells the history of the country and its nplé peoples and diasporas, not as
overwhelmingly in the past, in the tribal senseaofcore nation’ beset by successive
invasions, but in terms of an accretion of encagnémd syntheses over many centuries,
making the Irish people the already multi-ethnisp4tribal nation they are today’

What has been emphasized in this chapter is theé mege specifically, to think about
belonging in these terms of as that which @adssthe physical and imaginative space
itself of the ‘subject’ as individual (the one) @mdgroups of individuals (the many-as-
one). | have argued this is needed in order tdokethink the type of ‘politics’ which can

account for the “shifting, multiple, hybrid, sonma@s conflicting positions” which

135 MacEinri, ‘If | Wanted to Go There’, p.51; SeeaMacEinri, ‘States of Becoming’
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MacEinri and others have identifiétf. This exact rethinking is needed, | have pointed
out, in order to respond to and engage with onoits terms, the complexity of
experiences of belonging and of being citizen-sttbjén Ireland which studies such as
those by Yau and Ni Laoire et al have recorded.

The point of considering Homi Bhabha’s work instlwhapter is that it follows
Kristeva’s work in indicating the importance of wnstanding the distinctiobetween the
different manners in which cultural difference daa theorized. It can be theorized, on
one hand, as in the gendered and cosmopolitan/ tuiglats analyses of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum through the existing dual@mmodern subjectivity (between
Woman and citizen, or Human and citizen) and tloeeefn terms of ‘individuals’ (the
one) and groups of individuals (the many-as-on€)cdn also be conceptualized,
however, as in the work of those such as White @itchartin and Ni Laoire et al, by
retheorizing the existing space of individuality as that whiclonnects ‘identity’
(subjectivity) to ‘place’ (sovereignty) and to arfpeular history (sovereign time). Here
the idea of the less-than-one disturbs existingutations of power and knowledge by
undermining the dualism of modern subjectivity ass tis understood ‘in’ time and
space?®’ In the latter, the notion of discrimination of pemlar (sovereign) subjects is
rethought through the production of alternative nasovereign) spaces and temporal
fragmentations of subject signification. Insteadh® marginalized subject (‘individual’)
at the centre of claims to citizenship which exgeces citizenship in continuous
narrative time and within clearly delineated spageditical subjectivity is theorized as
that which can be experienced through fragmentee taind fractious spaces (the less
thanone) by those who straddle the divide; existinghesy do in the tension between
humanity and citizenship, being both and neithéhatsame time.

While not denying the political nature of both apgches, what this chapter has
sought to emphasize is the manner in which the dompproach does not challenge the
basis of the claim by the Irish Government regaydthe necessarylink between
reproduction (identity) and residency (place) ahd hotion therefore of the sovereign

subject as that which can be included and excluislgmblitical community and national

136 MacEinri, ‘If | Wanted to Go There’, p.50
137 Bhabha;The Location of Culturgop.146-157
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narrative. The chapter has instead sought to enggh&®w, in continuing to think in
terms of a coherent ‘who’ whictan challenge and/or be included in dominant concepts
of ‘Irish’ citizenship, this existing analysis igres— given an inability to conceptualize
the often fractious nature of the subject (the ecibjhat adds ‘to’ but does not ‘add up’)
at the centre of such claims to citizenship infthet place— precisely the complexity of
the experiences of belonging focused on by thosé a8 Yau and Ni Laoire et al. In
contrast, the work of White and Gilmartin and Shahds been shown to specifically
problematize the necessary link between identity tat of territory and its associated
notion of time as history. It has been shown thinkt disputes about reproduction and
migration in terms of how these instead recastnbt@n itself of that verynecessityof
sovereign identity in the first place that must foented to as ‘individual’ (originary
located presence).

This chapter has therefore contrasted two apprsadbe the question of
subjectivity in the context of migration. On theedmand, it has explored how subjectivity
and the possibility of what it is to be a ‘subjewith rights to citizenship has remained
tied to a particular (sovereign) conception of gpaad time — articulated variously as
‘migrant woman’, ‘ethnic minority’, ‘guest’, ‘Iristborn child’. On the other hand, it has
explored how this understanding, as the only s@ak time of subjectivity has been
problematized and an alternative conceptual spacailgectivity has been envisaged
whereby political subjectivity is still deemed pids even when “all institutional
differences, even gender differences are in doumbtguestion, in process of being
imposed and resisted all at ondé1t is this distinction which | have argued Krisééw
work introduces. The alternative conceptual spabhehvhas been opened here and its
implications for understanding more generally howizenship and questions of
‘political’ subjectivity can beretheorized, will be explored in the final chapter tbfs

thesis.

Conclusion
This chapter has sought to contrast existing Gishg Referendum critical analysis to

the question of rethinking the politics of citizénsin respect of the issue of reproduction

138 Ashley and Walker, ‘Reading Dissidence/Writing fiscipline’, p.392
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and its representations, with the work of Juliaskava which addresses a similar range of
issues encompassed in the idea of motherhood amdnifety. What has been
emphasized is that while existing analysis of ti#®4 Irish Citizenship Referendum
attempts to merely think ‘different’ times and spacof existing statist concepts of
politics and thereby ultimately maintains the dusdture of modern subjectivity
(theorized this time as Woman or Human and citizsnppposed simply to Man and
citizen), Kristeva’'s work emphasizes how this dsmli (between a particular and a
universal identity) is based on a specific undeditag of time and space which can also
be problematized in its own right. It is the im@onte which Kristeva places on
recognising this distinction and the need the toktlabout time and space more generally
in order to redraw the conditions of possibility fpolitics’ here, which has been traced
through this chapter.

What the chapter has attempted to do is to is teotkstrate how starting with the
guestion of how we might establish a bond or chagkethe existing lack of a bond
between us — between those inside the Irish statéhese outside of it, between migrant
and non-migrant mother, between us and them —sabd®wen done in existing analysis of
the Citizenship Referendum, privileges an undedstanof subjectivity in terms of the
sovereign, autonomous individual. It ignores thesgwn of how it is that we consider
ourselves as ‘separate’ in the first plat&what has been discussed is how this assumes
rather than interrogates the manner in which cisbg and being ‘citizens’ has become
associated with a particularly modern conceptiosuddjectivity in time and space as the
necessary basis for all subjectivity. Focusing gpadly on the subjectivity of citizen-
children born to migrant parents, the second pfthis chapter has sought to consider
the need to move away from the notion that foreggsnand otherness must always be
articulated in sovereign dualisms through the rgsmh of the process of drawing lines
between inside and outside, particular and uniVerdantity and difference, past and
present in terms of a modern subject. And the mestdad to recognize how foreignness
and otherness is often articulated and just aktyurearticulated anew in thensionor
border-space which is as much constitutive of, tas iconstituted by, these limits.

Emphasizing the ambiguous and decidedly indetetmimature of how solidarity is

139 Edkins, J. (2005) ‘Exposed Singularitygurnal for Cultural Research/ol.9, Issue.4, p.383
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experienced by the children of migrants in conttasthat of how it is experienced by
their migrant parents, what has been explored 8 tiee subjectivity of Irish citizen
children does not require the building of bondgha challenging of a lack of existing
bonds but rather an exploration of how these childare always already bound in many
ways to each other, to Irishness and -iiishness alike, as well as to all types of
m(Others). The notion of subjectivity as ‘tlessthanone’, as expressed by Homi
Bhabha, has been explored as a way of beginningrtoeptualize this alternative way of
thinking subjectivity outside of a sovereign franwelv This is on the basis that it
captures a more fractious and fragmented experiefdeeing citizen than currently
encompassed in ‘the one’ (as individual) and therhanyasone’ dominant framework.
The next chapter explores the implications of opgnup the question of political
subjectivity beyond the one and thenyasone (temporality contained within absolute

space) to that of the letlsanone (fractious spacetime) in this manner.
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Chapter 5
Citizenship as Contingent Trace Rather Than Absolu Space

Retheorizing the ‘politics’ of citizenship'

Introduction

Existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &ehdum conceptualizes political
subjectivity as that which is defined first anddomost in terms of (state) sovereignty. In
contrast to this, chapter four considered the negiven the highly complex range of
spatial and social as well as temporal contextsraatg to which citizen children born to
migrant parents experience citizenship — to thirdw hpolitical subjectivity can be
reconceptualized outside the question of statersmmy and thus on less stable and
fixed foundations than that of a coherent selivds suggested that Julia Kristeva’s work
presents a way of considering how the relationshifich has been posited between
citizenship and the modern sovereign territorialtestacilitates (as opposed to merely
reflects) a particular conception of politics whicbproduces an understanding of
subjectivity as ‘the one’ or ‘the many-as-one’. kiark emphasizes that this relationship
is problematic because it assumes subjectivity mesbcated in homogenous as opposed
to (and thus ignoring the concept of) heterogenepace and time. This final chapter
aims to further tease out these issues and in dsmnexplore what is at stake in opening
up the conceptual (sovereign) space in which ¢i8he is currently thought to questions
about how space can be understood as other thartahf divisible by lines extended in
continuous, progressive time.

Essentially, this chapter argues that what is altesin doing so is a move away
from the question of ‘where’ boundaries are drawen $e and the resultant focus on the
idea of various contending (if not always contréalig) theories — for example, gendered,
cosmopolitanism, racial, economic and nationalifiled — which each provide
different solutions as to how the tension betwetatebood (sovereignty) and identity
(subjectivity) should be negotiated. The challetmé¢he citizenship debate (outlined in
chapter four) is instead a move towards considdrow it has become necessary to think

1 A version of this chapter has been published (R@E0‘Citizenship as Absolute Space, Citizenship as
Contingent Trace’ InAlternatives: Global, Local, Politica¥ol.35, Issue.4, pp.373-401
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about boundariesia the notion of statehood and state sovereignty énfitst place’
What the chapter looks at is how, in opening up dbestion of political subjectivity
beyond the one and the-many-as-one (temporalityaceed within absolute space) to
that of the less-than-one (fractious spacetime)carebetter conceptualize the manner in
which migration is challenging dominant conceptiof<itizenship. This is insofar as it
allows us to focus more specifically on how beingizen’ in the context of migration
need not necessarily be understood as that whaisdends a series of (pre)existing
boundaries (“lines that do nothing at I"It can also be understood as a site in and of
itself which reproduces alternative forms of po#filife which alsaedrawthe nature of
these lines and therefore the possibility of ‘beitsglf.

| argue that the move away from emphasizing whengnbtlaries are drawn (as
less or more inclusive) to that of emphasizing‘tlmev’ of boundary drawing itself needs
therefore to be understood in terms of how it udtiely enables a reconceptualization of
the possibilities of be(com)ing citizen in the axit of migration in the Republic of
Ireland. Becoming citizen and therefore the questibthe politics of citizenship itself is
no longer exclusively conceptualized as extendetinie across the absolute space of
modern subjectivity (in terms of an us/them dualisbut is reconceptualized as also
conceivably based upon disruptions and discontasiitn its own right; figuring in
indeterminatetimes and spaces as that which can only be “tracethe blur...or in
mediation” It is this highly unique understanding of citizbigs as trace, rather than
simply as absolute space, which is developed mfthal chapter. The concept of trace as
metaphor enables us to imagine how be(com)ingz&miti is no longer only achieved in
unified time and extended in space, but can alsoifes as a cluster of time-space
coordinates which are constantly changing withind across what is normally
conceptualized as the absolute space and horizdmed of sovereign political

community.

2 Falk, R., Ruiz, L.E.J. and Walker, R.B.J. (ed€)0@2) Reframing the International: Law, Culture, Politics
(New York: Routledge); Walker, R.B.J. and Bigo, (R007) ‘Political Sociology and the Problem of the
International’,Millennium: Journal of International Studig¥ol.35, Issue.3, pp.725-739

3 Walker, After the Globep.239

* Eisenmen, P. (1992) Interview prepared by S. Kevirind F. LevratArchitecture d’aujourd hyi279,
pp.98-115 quoted in Closs Stephens, ‘Citizenshipast Community’, p.41
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Theorizing Political Subjectivity

if you ask me about identity | think our kids argingy to be very — they are not going to
be Irish, they are not going to be African — theg going to be very globaMigrant
Parent’

A growing number of people living in Europe do reatem to inhabit the social space
which corresponds to the expansion of citizenslgpts, that is ‘civil society’. Rather,
their lives are increasingly the targets of thehtedogies of governmentality which
define what Partha Chatterjee has called the hggesmus space of political society, and
which often predate the nations-state...The postéalanigratory movements of the
present are in this sense a challenge not onlgegdbbrders of European citizenship, but
also to the borders of our imaginati®andro Mezzadra

When it comes to the question of ‘being’ as mediat@ cultural difference in the
twenty-first century, the above quotations indicstepticism that political possibility is
always necessarily extended by thinking about jgalitlife in terms of “a continuum”
within and between modern territorial state®his is the assumption, as insisted by
Stephen Castles and Alastair Davidson, that “[fbletion [to cultural diversity] must lie
in a mode of citizenship that reconciles the pressof globalization with the reality that
states will continue for the foreseeable futuregkist as the most important political

unit.”®

Contrary to this, the quotations above both qoasin their own ways the
plausibility of continuing to frame “the tractable puzzles ofdem politics...in terms of
horizontal or territorial relations between seltlamorld, self and other, this community
here and that community theréThese quotations emphasize the importance rather o
understanding how certain experiences no longetwith the regularity of so-called
‘politics™ but need to be retheorized in termshafw they appear to occupy another form
of time and spac¥. In identifying the shortcomings of both the catée® of ‘African’
and ‘Irish’ (as well as combinations thereof) tpitae the essence of subjectivity of
children of African origin growing up in Irelandhé first quotation challenges the need

itself of posing the question of political subjedty in terms of its relationship with the

®> Quoted in Ni Laoire et alTell Me About Yourselp.42

® MezzadragCitizen and Subjecp.5

" Habermas, J. (1996Between Facts and Norms: Contributions to a DisseuTheory of Law and
DemocracyCambridge: Polity Press), p.515.

8 Castles and Davidso@jtizenship and Migrationp.viii

° Walker, Inside/Outsidep.179

19 Edkins, J. (2003Jrauma and the Memory of Politi¢€ambridge: Cambridge University Press), p.xiv
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modern sovereignty territorial political communttyln suggesting that children growing
up in Ireland of African origin will be neither igh’ nor ‘African’, it does not imply that
these territorial categories do not apply at allthese children. Rather that they are
insufficientto capture their experiences and that other spages beyond these (or
simply hyphenated versions thereof) in which thesgeriences are being livéd.
Echoing this, the second quotation by Sandro Mezzaimilarly rejects taking the
relationship between political subjectivity and thedern territorial political community
as a natural starting point for questions about gbktics of citizenship. It suggests
instead that it is this relationship in itself thageds to be explored in terms of how it
facilitates a particular understanding of ‘politios the first place as that associated with
homogenous as opposed to heterogeneous space.

The implication — coming back to Homi Bhabha'’s dission about how Kristeva
urges us to think about cultural difference (diseasin the previous chapter) — is that
there is a need to think about the manner in whitdupplementary’ space of subjectivity
is opened up in respect of those such as the ehildf migrant parents. This is an
alternative time-space of being ‘citizen’ to that which is naihg associated with
situations in which an ‘Irish/immigrant’ dualism isore immediately prevalent (if never
completely unproblematic). The point is that thipglementary space is not a different
coordinate in existing time-space understandingshwvimply ‘adds up’ to another space
in time in which the sovereigsubject experiences citizenship — as is, for exantple
concept of ‘new lIrish’ or ‘new guest of the natianiggested in existing analysis of the
2004 Citizenship Referendum. Rather, as impliedhleyabove migrant parent quotation,
what is produced is a supplementary space whidmaged on the understanding that
adding African to Irish need not ‘add up’ to Africdrish or Irish/African, but rather may

1 African’ can be also be understood in a globalsgioric sense of not being limited to but as pebgis
transcendinghe territorial boundaries of the African continéself. However, given the way in which it is
juxtaposed with ‘Irish’ here and compared with stimmeg ‘more’ global, | believe it is reasonable to
assume that it is being used by this parent inikgepith a more delineated territorial understagdif the
concept. My understanding in this regard is in kegpvith the use of the quotation within the reptself

as it comes immediately following a discussion wh&mphasizes the limited nature for the children of
migrants of “being either Irish or African/Nigeridéenyan” and the need to think beyond national
(including trans-national) territorial understargsnof belonging. Ni Laoire et allell Me About Yourself
p.42

12 See previous footnote with regard to the reasonrdading ‘African’ as a territorial rather than a
diasporic concept here.
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interrupt the existing calculation and “successive seriaitghe narrativeof plurals and
pluralism” associated with these conceftShis, as Bhabha explains is because

the ‘supplementary question’ of cultural significat alienates the synchronicity of the
imaginined community. From the place of the ‘meai@thwhere cultural homogeneity

and democratic anonymity articulate the nationahmwnity, there emerges a more
instantaneous and subaltern voice of the peopleonity discourse that speak betwixt
and between times and placés.

What Bhabha emphasizes here is the manner in vgbicie people (for example, citizen-
child born to migrant parents) speak from a noreg@laomewhere in-between the normal
time and space of ‘nation’, thereby undermining @bdity of the nation to maintain and
reproduce its clearly delineated spatial cohereaogl historical continuity. They
supplement the nation insofar as they are bothdditian to the idea of the nation (as a
type of member) but also emphasize what is migsisgfar as they highlight the inability
of the nation to clearly delineate its membershiphie last instance, given that they are
not and cannot simply be recognized just as anatgular member (citizen) of that

nation either.

Crisis and the Question of Sovereignty: Two DifferteTypes of ‘Critical’ Response
Existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &ehdum emphasizes the need for
‘critical’ analysis of this event and of the subsenqt questions which it raises regarding
immigration, integration and social change in thep&blic of Ireland. It juxtaposes this
with a more traditional analysis provided by thesHrstate and those in favour of the
referendum in 200% Yet, the previous chapter explored how Julia Krists work
emphasizes the potential for critical scholarsbipniake a further choice. This is whether
to work within the existing time and space of thealtsm of modern subjectivity
(theorized variously as Wo/Man and citizen or Hurmeand citizen), or whether to
problematizethe specific understanding of time and space upbith this dualism is
based. | suggest that the distinction which RichardAshley and R.B.J. Walker once

13 Bhabha The Location of Culturep.155

1 |bid, p.158

15 See in particular, Brandi, ‘Unveiling the Ideologi Construction’; Crowley et al., “Vote Yes for
Common Sense Citizenship™; Lentin and McVeigliter Optimism?
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drew between two possible critical responses ®iscand the question of sovereignty is

useful in order to conceptualize what is at stakihis choice?®

One critical response
The first response Ashley and Walker look at isebasn imagining the world in terms of
spatially opposed positions of inside and outside #&mporal continuity which is then
interruptedby a unique moment of discontinuity “that openswlgen...continuous time,
homogeneous place, and coherent and well-boundedateinheritance breaks up or
gives away.*’ They explain that this line of reasoning posits tioundaries demarcating
‘us’ from ‘them’ in the twenty-first century as gipty brought into focus and now highly
contested, but ultimately retains the basic notbrihe ontological foundation of this
dichotomy. In other words, despite the conceptsusf and ‘them’ now constantly
undergoing deconstruction, identity (inside) conés here to be conceptualized as
ontologically against difference (outside) as two separate, albeit lintexd, analytical
categories which remain “constitutive of our modenderstanding of political spac&”
Because the subject continues in this responseet@dnceptualized as unitary (by
theorizing similarity in difference via autonomoassbjectivities), ‘difference’ remains
defined in terms (always) of an(other) as one whn be ‘included’. This means that
political arrangements of sovereignty (the symbolicsocial order) are seen in the last
instance as separate from the processes of insorigif (an originary located)
subjectivity™® The result is that sovereignty is seen as thathvisi requiredor reality to
havemeaning and thus political possibility, as opposethat which merely facilitates a
particular type of meaningful reality in terms ohat has come to be understood as
‘political’ possibility. | argue that the criticapproach presented in existing analysis of
the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum corresponidls this first response which Walker
and Ashley identify.

As Walker discusses imnside/Outside what can be identified in this first
response is the assumption that the image of therasign state as “fixed within precise

16 Ashley and Walker, ‘Reading Dissidence/Writing Biscipline’
7 |bid, p.386

18 Walker, Inside/Outsidep.174

9 Edkins and Pin-Fat, ‘The Subject of the Political’
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ontological coordinates” can be applied universéliyhis is because, despite a move
away from the notion of pre-given groups and indteavards a successful interrogation
of the notions themselves of ‘individual’ and ‘&at in particular, the manner in which
the former is constructed by the latter accordmglégrees of inclusion and exclusion —
the persistent idea that the state exists as dyti@ahcategory in its own right whictan

be juxtaposed with the ‘individual’ retains a vespecific (homogenous) understanding
of the possible configuration of spatio-temporalRyerre Maxime Schuhl once identified
this as the ‘the theme of Gulliver’ in order to dmpize how it embodies the idea that the
human world has essential characteristics whichamenthe same no matter the
magnitude in question: both micro and macro physipace are presumed to be “just like
the space of the commonsense world” merely reducedcreased in magnificatioh.
Yet, as Walker specifically points out in ‘Citizémgs after the Modern Subject’, to
assume that the (individual) seffiust be conceptualized in terms of similar spatio-
temporal relations as the state is to ignore thestijpn of the historically constituted
nature of subjectivity as that which only came ¢oumderstood in this way at a particular
point in time. It is to take for granted that timaits of the modern state haaévaysbeen
analogous to the limits of subjectivity.

As outlined in chapter one, Walker focuses on tlammer in which a particular
conception of time and space associated with theeipte of state sovereignty, can be
understood to have emerged as a particular wayradéring understandings about
subjectivity as well as those about political sgcfé For Walker, focusing on the
guestion of the politics of citizenship primarilisya-vis its relationship with the modern
territorial state (claims to statehood), ignorew tthe question of what it is to ‘be’ citizen
came to be defined in the first place. It ignoresvtit came to be defined vis-a-vis its

2 Walker, Inside/Outsidep.133

2 Pierre-Maxime Schuhl (1947) ‘Le Théme du Gullie¢re postulat de Laplacelpurnal de Psychologie
Normal et PathologiqueVol.44, Issue.l, p.169-184 referenced in WallkeB.J. (1995) ‘The territorial
State and the Theme of Gulliver’ Imside/Outsidep.133.Capek notes that “Belief in the mathematical
continuity of space was of tremendous importancetlfe classical view of microphysical reality led to
the assumption that microphysical space is likegbace surrounding our bodies and that the world of
atoms differs only in size from the world of oumse perception’Capek, M. (1961)The Philosophical
Impact of Contemporary Physidéondon :Van Nostrand), p.21

2 \Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’; Qime question of how spatial organization has
influenced the evolution of political society séa, example, Agnew, J. (1994) ‘The Territorial Trdhe
Geographical Assumptions of International Relatidhgory’, Review of International Political Economy
Vol.1, Issue.1, pp.53-80
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relationship with the state in terms of a very $jieconcept of space (infinite and
homogenous) and time (progressive, continuous iaedr — understood as “a historical
process by which peoples develop shared charaitstd). It is based on the
understanding of aecisivedemarcation between inside and outside, betwekrase
other, between presence and abséhée discussed in chapters one, two and three, his
work therefore results in an emphasis on the neegot beyond rethinking the statist
monopoly on understandings of the nature and piisgibf/for political community to
that of also rethinking the statist political discse through which political subjectivity

(‘being’) came to be understood.

A second critical response

The alternative response which Ashley and Walkersage to crisis and the question of
sovereignty is based on specifically questioningtdurrent imaginations of borders and
territories tell us about what political communignd identity can(not) be. Unlike
existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &efhdum which presents only one type
of ‘critical’ response to crisis and the questidnsovereignty — based on emphasizing
how normal politics is ‘interrupted’ by migratiorhdreby continuing to take state
sovereignty as the regulative principle guiding @intemporary political practice —
Walker and Ashley indicate here the potential foother response. This is one which
considers how migration might be theorized as thhich actually underminesthe
understanding that state sovereignty constitutesbtisis for all forms of political life
(and the capacity to identify an understanding abwwe’ are) in the first place. This
notion of a second critical response indicatesénéu line of inquiry which explores how
modern understanding of ‘borders’ in terms of iténinvariable and homogenous space
which exist in continuous, progressive time — com@ged in claims to statehood and the
idea of the (in)complete Cartesian subject —ravethe only way of imagining political
possibility. It is one which argues rather thastbertain dominant understanding merely

became dominant

% Shapiro, ‘National Times and Other Times’, p.79
2 Walker (1995) ‘Sovereign Identity: The Politics ebrgetting’ In:Inside/Outside pp.159-183; Walker,
‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’
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because it was possible for a time...actively to nmalie, forget and defer encounters

with paradoxes, contesting themes, and resistaetrpiretations that...transgress all

imaginable boundaries, and that render radicallstable all renditions of unequivocal
R 25

voice:

In contrast to the first response, in this typele€onstructive account the point is
that no borders or territories are presumed to lbeady in place which ar¢hen
contested, challenged and ‘politicized’. All dragyiof boundaries is rather problematized
by showing that the margins which were once takengfanted (for example, between
‘the state’ and other institutions or, between ‘tate’ and ‘individuals’) were nevén
fact fixed solidly. Rather, these are shown to have dgby been based on slippages
down through history. As Shapiro explains, whattigued is that “the familiar world
cannot be separated from the [various contingem¢fpretive practices through which it
is made™® The contention instead is that meaning is alwaysosed and is therefore
always political. As such, there is simply no pre-politica ‘non-political’ realm but
rather everything is understood to come within loditical’ — including subjectivity. On
the basis of this understanding, a move is effettivmade to leave the more
epistemologically driven understanding of sociaju@ry — which is primarily concerned
with, for example, how structure and agency cartheerized as interdependent rather
then separate — to begin specifically to rethinistexg possibilities of being, acting and
knowing according to which “epistemology came to ¢mnstructed as a dualistic

encounter between subject and object in the filmstgy®’

Unlike in the first response
here it is the idea itself dfow we draw boundaries (the presumed convergence betwe
boundaries and territorial space, and boundarieb safbjectivity), and therefore our
understanding of the nature of the limits of modeafitical life as within and between
modern states, that is problematiZ&d.

Rather than starting from the assumption that sagety has been ‘interrupted’
by a moment of discontinuity, this response carsden as an attempt to interrogate the

notion itself of sovereignty (sovereign statehood aovereign subjectivity) understood

% Ashley and Walker, ‘Reading Dissidence/Writing Biscipline’, p.387

Shapiro, M.J. (1989) ‘Textualising Global Politicsh: J. Der Derian and M.J. Shapiro (eds)
International/Intertextual Relations: Postmodern adiegs of World Politics(Lexington Books: New
York), p.11

2" Walker, Inside/Outsidep. 190

2 Walker and Bigo, ‘Political Sociology and the Pleh’
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as unproblematically divisible and continuous. Iing so, it emphasizes that asking
‘where’ the margins of modern political life shoulsk drawn — as more or less
inclusively between the state and citizenship ar,n@re or less inclusively between
identity (inside) and difference (outside) — pressmprecisely the continuity and
divisibility which it purportedly attempts to inteigate. As an alternative to this, it
considers the necessity of reconceptualizing hovhaxee been told that we must “think
about the delineation of political possibility ioth time and spacé”as always within or
between states and therefore in terms specificaflyprogressive time (historical
narratives) and “inviolable and sharply delimitgzhse.®® For Walker and others this
guestion needs to be specifically explored by ctifig on the manner in which our
current understanding of time and space continugetotimately related to ideas about
state sovereignty (the resolution of the questibfpalitics’ within and between states)
which were crystallized in early-modern Europe avidch are associated specifically
with classic Newtonian physics and Euclidean geoyrfétThey argue that we need to
look at how classical physics, which assumes tdependence of space from the matter
which it contains and “the linearity of historicalarrativised time, time which has
beginnings and ends”, is alsmnstitutiveof our understanding of modern ‘political’
subjectivity>?

As discussed in chapter one, Walker's argumentas the question of how the
politics of citizenship is beinghallenged cannot be divorced from this specificlera
account of individual subjectivity that forms, toedin with, the basis for our
understanding of ‘political’ (im)possibility in céemporary circumstancéd.instead he
implies that it must be embeddedan understanding of the difference between ‘mwde

and other understandings of time and space. Iicpkat, in an understanding of how the

2 Walker, Inside/Outsidep.175

%0 |bid, p.129

31 Mili ¢ Capek provides an account of the differences in tstdedings of time, space and matter between
classical and contemporary physics. Sag@ek, The Philosophical Impagcipp.21-26; On the question of
the limitations of Newtonian/Cartesian/Euclideanrideiews, see, EdkinsTrauma and the Memory;
Elden, S. (2006)Speaking Against the NumbéEdinburgh: Edinburgh University Press); Walker,
Inside/OutsideWalker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’

32 Edkins, Trauma and the Memorp.40

3 My use of the notion of ‘(im)possibility’ here ambwledges the importance which articulations of
impossibility play in delineating possibilities theelves. See Pin-Fat, V. (2000), ‘Review: (Im)polssi
Universalism: Reading Human Rights in World PoditicReview of International Studie¥ol.26, Issue.4,
October, p.664
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former has come to dominate our understanding lofypes of being as ‘calculable’
spatio-temporal relations. This is to urge us tgité¢o differentiate between on one hand,
‘absolute’ spatio-temporal relations as the “thecgp of Newton and Descartes” as
against ‘relational’ spatio-temporalization as #pace and timef “Albert Einstein and
the non-Euclidean geometries that began to be manst most systematically in the
nineteenth century*® As David Harvey notes, the former is defined ime of how it is
“amenable to standardized measurement and opadalation” and as that which is “a
primary space of individuation” and unitary measoeat (the one and the many-as-one),
everything clearly identified by their unique loicat® In contrast, the latter interrupts
this emphasis on spatial and temporal orderhmghlighting instead the plurality of
spatio-temporal possibilities which undermine thdity to calculate, count and identify
what clearly belongs here, not there. “Relatiomalaeptions bring us to the point where
mathematics, poetry, and music merge, where drealagdreams, memories, and

fantasies flourish®

Retheorizing Political Subjectivity

Stuart Elden has suggested that the manner in wineh and space inform political
(im)possibilities in contemporary circumstances cha best understood via an
examination of the distinction which Heidegger dregtween ‘ontic’ and ‘ontological’
knowledge: the former which relates to the knowked§entities and their properties, the
latter which relates to the question of the a pronditions “on which any such theory
(of ontic knowledge) could be constructédThis distinction is important according to
Elden because it allows us to distinguish betwele® theory of ‘beings’ (ontic
knowledge) and the theory dfeing’ (ontological knowledge). The latter outls¢he
conditions by which it is possible to constructisactheory of ‘beings’ in the first place.
In his work Elden identifies through Heidegger sthiical Cartesian notion of space (“as
mathematical, geometric, viewed in terms of spdbtahtion, [and] measurable by co-

ordinates”) as the dominant notion of space andjrstotelian view of temporality (as

% Harvey, D. (2009 0smopolitanism and the Geographies of Free@6hichester: Columbia University
Press), pp.134-135

% |bid, p.134

% |bid, p.139

37 Elden,Mapping the Presenp.9

213



‘succession’) as the dominant notion of time. Hef®out that together these form the
basis for the theory of ‘being®®.His work insists, as such, that there is needtuider
how space and time are both objects of analysith (@ferent meanings across time and
within space) as well as forming part of the comgabbasis for analyzing subjectivity
itself — as that which is understood as exisimggme and space in the first place.

Insofar as migration is understood to present destge to dominant ideals and
existing practices of solidarity conceptualized terms of the narrowly defined
parameters of the Irish statist project as embodiethe 1937 Constitution, this adds
depth to the nature of how this challenge couldimeerstood. It indicates that it might be
understood not only in terms of how the ambiguaugetivity of citizen-children born
to migrant parents affects the manner in whichisgatnporal coordinates are attributed
with meaning (whether or not existing boundarieswarderstood to be shifting). But that
it might also be understood in terms of how it paitly affects the notion of ‘political’
subjectivity as identifiable vis-a-vis a series of points or lingsualized similarly to
those on a map and existing in temporal sequencge(atood as having beginnings,
middles and ends). In other words, that migratioghtnaffect how political subjectivity
has been articulated in terms of the spatio-tempmagery of movement from one point
to another’

| do not argue here that this is something whichdsessarily easy to come to
grips with. For example, as MiliCapek points out ifThe Philosophical Impact of
Contemporary Physi¢salthough it is increasingly understood that comgerary
(quantum) physics does present alternative wageméeiving of time and space, there is
also a need to recognize that outside of physicgdrticular in biology, psychology and
the social sciences), “the classical habits of ¢mbu persist...driven into
subconsciousnes$®.Indeed, instead of thinking that we can simplytébaup’ with ways
of thinking about time and space in light of conpamary scientific analysis, following
Edkins | suggest that there is a need to undersdtandclassical conceptions of time and
space are themselves integral to structures ofrsimrepower, “the power of the modern

8 |bid, p.27
%9 Walker, After the Globe
0 Capek,The Philosophical Impagp.xiv
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nation-state* This is to reassert once again that we cannot Igimmve ‘beyond’
sovereign power (a modern conception of subjegtiagt sovereign and autonomous) in
order to respond to this challenge. To aim to deveald simply, as Walker points out,
be to continue to remain within the particular agpiton of time and space which locates
different political conditions within different spas and times whicban be travelled to
and from?? Rather what is suggested is that we need to aslelves how we caengage
with the conceptual difficulties which the subjedy of citizen-children pose to the
continuing dominance of this sovereign power strectby exploring how this power
structure (re)constructs the notion of politicabgibility through a particular conception

of the idea of ‘boundary’ itself.

Rethinking the notion of ‘boundary’

As seen in chapter four, Irish citizen children rbdo migrant parents experience
citizenship in temporal inconsistencies (for exampbften through retrospective
adjustment) and spatial discontinuities (beingizem’ only in certain situations) as
opposed to progressively within a particular spacseries of spaces. In so doing they
interrupt the historical trajectory that normallgstifies to collective coherence of the
nation as made up of one people or many peoplés.ifiticates a need to acknowledge
profound structural transformations which are daentigration and the necessity to
engage with the complete uncertainty of the charaad location of ‘political’ life as a
result, as opposed to presuming we can continutitdk about political life within
existing spatio-temporal settings. It prompts usdasider how the supplementary space
which the quotations at the start of this sectiliuda to is not simply an(other) space of
plurality wherein many wholes (individuals or greupf individuals and stages of
development of a people or nation) come together jpolitics of coexisting differences
as citizens, but a “supplementary space of doublingich produces a politics of

difference of fracticious spaces and disjunctivees of ‘being’ citizerf®> As Shapiro

L Edkins, Trauma and the Memoryp.xv
“2\Walker,After the Globep.11
3 Bhabha The Location of Culturep.154
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points out, what is indicated here is the needeengage with “an alternative way of
scripting the meaning of selve¥”.

From a starting point of the dominant political gaation it is very difficult to
theorize this type of existence as it is not based decisive demarcation between inside
and outside, them and us, identity and differebeéore and after. Yet, as outlined in the
preceding chapters, Julia Kristeva’'s work offers aternative to dominant political
imagination by presenting a different waytbéorizing the question of the politics of
‘being’ itself. This is one which does not starttwihe necessity of a coherent ‘I' which
is bonded with the otherness of a foreigner or tvtgeeks to find the otherness of a
foreigner in the self. Rather, it is one which &avith “the harmonious repetition of the
differences it [otherness] implies and spreads.. autlgoal, without boundary, without
end” as the condition of being with others in tirstfplace’ The crucial point is that
Kristeva’s work on the notions of ‘strangeness’tH€’ and ‘otherness’ is not focused on
how these concepts merely disturb, and in so dsiuigequently reinforce in a different
manner, understandings of the dual nature of mosigjectivity as divided between the
sovereign space of particularism (citizenship) oe dand and universalism (humanity)
on the other. Rather it focuses on how these cas@gm be understood to permead¢h
citizenship and humanity and in doing so, to degstiiwe basis for this spatial and
temporal distinction more generally. The result ise-reading of the ontological status of
subjectivity in terms other than that of unity (@taphysics of presence). In Kristeva’'s
work the supplementary question of cultural sigaifion presents the notion of a
‘fractured’ subject which does not merely “negdtte preconstituted social contradictions
of the past and present” but renegotidthe space and time from which the narrative of
the nation [of ‘being’] musbegin”*®

Kristeva’'s work must be seen as pointing therefora different direction than
the type of ‘cultural critique’ advocated in exigjianalysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum. The latter cultural critique insistsamnengagement with the ‘other’ which
acknowledges either pre-existing fears of econodastitution engrained in the lIrish

psyche as a result of past experiences such afaihee (as argued by Fanning and

*4 Shapiro, ‘National Times and Other Times’, p.82
> Kristeva,Strangers to Ourselvep.3
¢ BhabhaThe Location of Culturg).155
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Mutwarasib8’); that ‘we’ must be generous to ‘them’ given oxperiences of migration
(this argument is captured nicely in a letter te #ditor of The Sunday Independent
entitled ‘We were emigrants once, t&; or, that ‘they’ as outsiders (migrant m(Others))
can challenge the boundaries according to whichaweélrish’ have been defined (as
argued by Lentin and Luibhéf. This type of critique assumes to some extent the
already existing world of many distinct ‘culturessofar as categories of ‘us’ and ‘them’
(albeit neutralized) still make serfeln contrast to this, Kristeva's call for the
recognition of ‘our own foreignness’ is not for thederstanding of difference outside of
self and thereby a call to brotherhood, but empeasithe need to understand how
difference is sewithin the self as the condition for the self ‘being’ witthers>* In doing

So it problematizes the more general idea thatip®lmust be based upon an ability to
distinguish insiddrom outside, past from present, identity from diffexenThe result is
an interrogation of how the principle of state seignty has told us the ‘boundary’ (of
political community and by implication of self) shid be conceptualized as a temporal
problem which can be resolved in space — what Watladls “the spatiotemporal
container of modern politics?

Unlike existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizhips Referendum, the line of
inquiry advocated in Kristeva’s work can seen tgbasize the importance of the second
type of ‘critical’ response identified by Ashley catwalker in 1990 to crisis and the
guestion of sovereignty. This is one which, unlike first response, considers the need to
reflect on how our understanding of social, cultaad economic political possibility is
limited by our need to think about political life as eitheithin, between or beyond
modern state¥ This is the response which indicates that we mfghtis on how our
imagination is limitedby our need to conceptualize the only possible mplofor the

politics of citizenship as that which is defined terms of the relationship between

" Fanning and Mutwarasibo, ‘Nationals/Non-Nationas.440-441

8 Letters to the Editor, ‘We were emigrants once;,tdhe Sunday Independe5/04/2004, written by
Veronica Daly, Letterfrack, County Galway, Ireland

“9Lentin and Luibhéid, ‘Representing Migrant Womarireland’

* Gupta, A. and Ferguson, J. (1992) ‘Beyond “CultuBpace, Identity and the Politics of Difference’,
Cultural AnthropologyVol. 7, Issue.1, p.15

* Kristeva,Strangers to Ourselvep.192
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> See, for example, Edkingrauma and the Memonyyers, ‘Emergency or Emerging ldentities?’;
Walker, ‘Sovereignties, Exceptions, Worlds’
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autonomous individuals (subjectivity) and the stg@evereignty). It is not merely the
location (i.e. the rightful parameters) of politicgace and time (for example, whether
these should be trans or intra statist) which isgpguestioned here. This is because, it is
recognized that doing so continues to assume aeptina of both as homogenous,
insofar as we continue to think of ‘being’ in spaamad time in different ways and to
different degrees, rather than ‘of’ different copitens of space and tintéInstead, what
is implied is that understandings themselves ashat political space and tinean be
need to be reconceptualized. This is in terms of loth are playing out in often
unexpected ways at a multiplicity of sites whichalidnges the notion itself of
instantaneous static space and linear time (us/tpast/present framework) as the only
possible type of ‘politics® The result is to ask, as the Mezzadra quotatiothat
beginning of this chapter dodsw this reconceptualization of political space &ntke
challenges the existing dominant understanding abtigal life (as within or between
states) as the only way of ‘being’ when it comesh® question of citizenship and the
relationship between citizenship and migrationisito ask, as he does, how migration
challenges not only the temporal and spatial locatand authenticity of territorial
borders but also “the borders of our imaginatith.”

The understanding put forward in this chapter &t this second response does
not simply set out to ignore the significance ddtist time and space, however. For
example, it does not set out to ignore how lineagpessive time (history) linked to the
idea of bounded space (territory) provides an ingwarlink to the eternal in a manner
similar to that of religion but which was lost withe rationalist secularism of the

Enlightment’ The persistence and popularity of this statistisgamporal conception

* Walker, ‘The Territorial State and The Theme ofli@er’ In: Inside/OutsideHenri Lefebvre discusses
the notion of space as a product in and of itsedf therefore of the need for a theory of spaceelate, H.
(1998) The Production of Spac€Oxford: Blackwell Publishers); For a discussiohoat different
conceptions of time, see, Edkins, J. (2003) ‘Pesfand ‘Introduction’ In: J. EdkinsTrauma and the
Memory

5 On how political space is playing out in severifedent types of spaces at once see, Chatterjee, P
(2006) ‘Populations and Political Society’ Iithe Politics of The Governed: Reflections on Popula
Politics in Most of the Worl@New York: Columbia University Press). On how fio&l time is playing out

in different ways, see, Closs Stephens, ‘Citizegmshithout community’; Shapiro, ‘National Times and
Other Times'.

% MezzadragCitizen and Subjecp.5

" Anderson, B. (2006)magined Communities: Reflections On the Origin @pmtead of Nationalism
(London: Verso), p.11
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of being is not denied here. Nor is it being argtieat a politics based on this is simply
bad or negative in contrast to alternative nonisttatonceptions which are good and
positive; merely that such a politics cannot beetakor granted. Similarly, it is not
suggested here that such a sovereign spatio-teimipases for politics can simply be
‘replaced’ with another understanding. Rather,tated in the conclusion to chapter one
of this thesis, there is a need to forget aboutingplbeyond’ the state and instead to start
to consider how we can replay and recite statstieggemporal configurations in order to
reveal their instabilities. Our choices are notited to being ‘in favour of linear
progressive time (seeking to include citizen-cldtdrborn to migrant parents); being
‘against’ linear progressive time (demanding citkohildren’s right to remain outside
history and politics); or simply attempting to raecde these two options (a politics of
plurality). What is emphasized following Julia Kasa is the need to conceptualize a
politics which is based on “an intermingling of #iree approaches...all three concepts
of time within the same historical moment. The emphasis of this fifth chapter is on
how, in other words, by reengaging with the idedbotindary’ (with the idea of what a
boundary must be), the second response forcesthmkotime and spaadifferently(thus
redrawing the conditions of possibility for ‘poti’) and not merely to think ‘different’
times and spaces (of existing statist conceptidp®litics).

The next section of this chapter will explore inredetail the claim that what we
normally call ‘politics’ draws on a particular noti of time and space which privileges
the narrative of the autonomous state, and whiaks gmchallenged by those critical
inquiries in migration studies which continue tdoad the state a central role in their
research. What is emphasized is how the soveregulative idea of what a boundary
must be in relation to the question of the politadscitizenship is one which must be
constantly reproduced if it is to be maintainedhén seek to contrast the approach by
critical inquiries in migration scholarship in tH004 Irish Citizenship Referendum
which implicitly accept this core spatio-temporadering principle, with an attempt
within migration scholarship to challenge this pipte. What is looked at is migration

scholarship which does not prioritize this cenmialy role of the state but which instead

8 Moi, T. (1983), ‘Introduction to “Women’s Time™n The Kristeva Readefed. T. Moi), (New York:
Columbia University Press), p.188
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rethinks citizenship in terms of how the centraligstrategies of the state are an effect in
and of themselves of more radically decentralizisguggles. This scholarship
emphasizes the need to understand that increaswbln it comes to the question of
migration, although political struggles work thréuthe state, these can nonetheless no
longerbe traced back to the state nor to the idea oftédcpresence as the ‘necessary’

basis of politics.

The Privileging Narrative of the Autonomous State

As discussed in previous chapters, existing ‘@iticanalysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum concentrates in the firdd &st instances on how the state
regulates migration. It focuses variously on whetins is through racialization and/or
through nationalismin doing so and in emphasizing the need to retlitikenship in
terms of post-racial state or post-national imagind reconfirms what Closs-Stephens
points out is “the significant dimension of modenritizenship™® This is the
understanding that ‘being political’ is realized-é-vis the state. This existing analysis of
the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum presentsctuga of various groups which are
divided into dominant (the included) and the dorteda(those who are excluded)
according to various configurations of gender, glasigration status, ethnicity and race.
Calls for ‘inclusion’ are presented always via agdpefor the inclusion of a coherent
subject (‘immigrants’, ‘ethnic minorities’ or ‘mignt m(Others)’) in the last instance. In
so doing subijectivity is conceptualized in a similmanner to that of how sovereign
political community is conceived; as having fluidargins, but also edges which can be
filled. For example, appeals to a common humanity the need to treat those who live
in Ireland equally reproduces the idea that pedpke humans) share something in
common, such as is expressed in a nation conce@dads a territorialized entity with
(not unproblematic but nonethelessalculable boundaries demarcating inside from
outside. The conception of space presented henscfar as it is presumed to stay the
same whether the focus is small or large scaleabsslute, infinite but most importantly,

homogenous.

%9 Closs Stephens, ‘Citizenship without Community32
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This idea of space as existing objectively and pedelently of its physical
content is one which is accepted as obvious in Méestern cultures insofar as this in
keeping with immediate sensory experiefftélowever, there are examples of other
cultures where this has been problematized — famgte, in Australian Aboriginal
culture much of what is understood as ‘reality*tbe world’ is mediated through extra-
sensory experience known as ‘dreamtiftte’Furthermore, within Western culture itself
the primacy of immediate sensory experience has loballenged by the alternative
understandings of the non-sensory world of subatqmarticles. As Edkins points out,
absolute notions of time and space are not alwalentfor granted in popular culture in
the West either — evidenced in the ready acceptahites idea of time travel and parallel
universes in science fictidh.Yet, references regarding the need to ‘includeV geests
in the nation in existing analysis of the 2004Hr@Gitizenship Referendum (re)present the
possibilities of time associated with citizenshipiquely as progressive, linear and
unified. We are told about th&hift from ‘old’ forms of citizenship and groups of old
citizens to ‘new’ forms of citizenship and grougsnew citizens> The emphasis here is
on becoming entitled to an increasingly broadegeaof rights through a move from, for
example, a working visa, to that of long-term resicy status, to that eventually of
‘citizen’. One is presumed here to alwaystmea citizen having not previously been
one. The increasing emphasis on conceptualizingamig as ‘the new Irish’ (albeit not
always unproblematically so) indicates this underding of a self-evident separation of

the present (new) from past (off)What is assumed is “that objects or things have a

6 Capek,The Philosophical Impact

81 Often conflated with religion or spirituality, ‘damtime’ (or ‘the Dreaming) instead refers to acpss
through which “the spiritual and political identéis of groups and individuals are formed” in Abargi
cultureasreality through processes which are normally asdediwith ‘art’ in Western society (e.g. dance,
music and ceremony). Tripcony, P. (1996) ‘Aborigirgpirituality and Cosmology’, Paper Initially
Presented at the National Conference of the Austrélssociation of Religious Education, Septempes;
For an engaging and insightful exploration of whiteamtime’ is and how it works, see Chatwin, B.
(1987)The SonglinegLondon: Picador)

®2 Edkins, Trauma and the Memoryp.34

83 See for example, ICCL (200%)pte No(Dublin: ICCL), pp.1-2 which argues that “This eefndum will
impact on all the migrant workers, such as foremgmses, whom the government has been inviting to
Ireland on work permits. This sends the wrong digaanew member®f our society who make huge
contributions to our success.” (p.2) (emphasis djlde

® For use of this concept of the ‘new Irish’ see fiag ‘The “New Irish” In: New Guestspp.145-156.
This chapter was originally written as a paperdotonference organised by the Centre for the Stdidy
Culture and Society, Conference: ‘The New IrishihmBalk Institute of Technology, 27 September 2007
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basic nature or essence that persistime.”™° These objects are individuals and groups
of individuals who have their own language and/gtdny but come together within “a
larger, higher or improved political community” tcealize their rights and full
capacities® There is little room made for the aforementionkdraative conceptions of
time outside of linear progressive time which aeognized both within certain realms
of (contemporary as opposed to classical) ‘scientf/estern culture, as well as in other
cultures.

The point is that despite their critical natureg tittempts made by the existing
analysis of the Citizenship Referendum to deconstitishness’ and its association with
the idea of an originary identity, through the aitgive emphasis on ‘guest’ versus ‘host’
or ‘migrant m(other)’ versus ‘Irish mother’, can been nonetheless to reinforce the idea
itself of how we are supposed to (continwg think about the relationship between
immigration and what it means to be(come) a citiZins is the idea that we must think
this relationship via a specifistatist spatial and temporal notion of difference and
identity: where difference is understood to intetseith, but remains in the last instance,
spatially external to, and following temporally the wake of identity. As Angharad
Closs Stephens points out, the emphasis on afsbmft the importance of a demos (the
assumption of the privilege of sovereignty in a mwed space) to an ethnos (the
assumption of the privilege of sovereignty in timeyntinues to assume “that political
life should follow a distinct journey” across unifo, infinite time and immutable and
qualitatively constant spalé.In existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum, as elsewhere where a similar type ititalr response is applied, this

journey remains, apparently, the only option.

State Time, State Space

In order to understand why a particular conceptiériime and space can be said to
specifically privilege the narrative of the autormm state (modern nation), we need to
consider again the shift — outlined in chapter tmweugh the work of R.B.J. Walker —

from a medieval hierarchical framing, to a modemitorial framing of sovereignty in

% Edkins, Trauma and the Memoyrp.34 (emphasis added)
% Closs Stephens, ‘Citizenship without Community34
67 H
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early-modern Europe. The claim which is made i tifia modern concept of subjectivity
and statehood as a system of selves and statestgefsram but linked to (and therefore
existing simultaneously with) other selves and pttates, was born at this particular
moment. “This was the new modern world of spategasations, of subjects separated
from objects, of men separated from natffeThe shift identified is one from an
emphasis on hierarchical exclusions and the urateistg that past, present and future
come together in an ‘“instantaneous pre$éntd a world of spatial exclusions and
temporal progressions associated with a broadéyingitrend of Descartes’ philosophy,
Newton’s physics and Mercator's médpThe linking of events temporally and causally is
understood to have replaced the existing trendn&fnlg events “by reference to divine
providence” (Messianic timé}. What is emphasized here is the shift, in otherdspor
from the framing of sovereignty (what politics cha) in terms of Messianic time and
hierarchical space to that of “homogenous emptg tilmeasured by clock and calendar”
and territorial space characterized by spatialifi@rt’? What is argued is that it is in this
shift that we see the importance of a particularception of space and time associated
with the modern nation-state as that which embotiespatial and temporal conditions
for ‘modern’ politics. This is a conception of spa@and time necessary for our
understanding of the modern natias an ‘imagined community’ conceptualized as a
sovereign body spatially separated but existingarallel (co-existing) with and along
side other nation§ As Benedict Anderson points out, it defines oudenstanding of
subjectivity in terms of ‘individuality’ insofar ag defines this in terms of persons and

groups of persons existing in parallel with anchgkide each other across nations.

® Walker, ‘Both Globalization and Sovereignty’, p.29

%9 Anderson)Jmagined Communitiep.24

OWalker, R.B.J. (1990) ‘Sovereignty, Identity, Coomity: Reflections on the Horizons of Contemporary
Political Practice’, In: R.B.J. Walker and S. Memdtz (eds) Contending Sovereignties: Redefining
Political Community(London: Lynne Rienner Publications), p.172; Eldésewhere similarly argues that
developments in cartography and political economgdnto be understood as mutually constitutive arsof
as both depended upon and reinforced the importaheglvances in geometry and mathematics. Elden,
‘Governmentality, Calculation, Territory’, p.577

™ Edkins, Trauma and the Memoryp.95. This observation by Edkins is taken directly frorenBdict
Anderson’s discussion regarding the shift in appnsions of time required “to ‘think’ the nation” in
Imagined Communitie®.22-36

2 Anderson)Jmagined Communitiep.24

3 Ibid, pp.187-188
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The importance of a particular understanding ofcep@s ‘territory’) associated
with statist politics has been explored by StuadekR who demonstrates how this
(re)produces a very particular conception of specesomething which can be “owned,
distributed, mapped, calculated, bordered and othedr.”* Elden discusses in detail how

this understanding has been instrumental in thetoaction of ‘population’ “as the object
of political rule.™ He emphasizes the importance of understanding paltics and
political possibility more generally has become aathainedassociated in dominant
accounts with “what is learnable, what is percel@athe basis for later understanding of
the mathematical™ Michael Shapiro discusses elsewhere the importaateonly of
space (territorial control) but also of temporalntouity (narrative history) of this
understanding of politic§.He emphasizes the continuitiestween the use of historical
trajectory to testify to the collective coherenddh@ nation as made up of one particular
‘people’, and the use of this to testify to theledlive coherence of the nation as made up
of various particular ‘people$’. Shapiro’s work here highlights the importance of
Walker’s insistence that it is by virtue of theling togetherof modern space, modern
time and modern identity in the image of the modemitorial state that a very specific
understanding of ‘political’ subjectivity has beernceptualized as ‘truth’.

Benedict Anderson considers two types of pre-modéead: non-statist)
space/time/identity configurations. These are #lggious community and the dynastic
realm. He points out that in the religious commytigocial groups were centripetal and
hierarchical, rather than boundary-oriented andizbatal.”®® Instead of a specific
language associated with a particular territoryolhin turn could be traced back to

particular identities, there were many differentigaages spoken in conjunction with

" Elden, ‘Governmentality, Calculation, Territory,578

> |bid, p.563

® Ibid, p.577. Although not denying the interrupsioiElden’s work explores the need to remain conscio
also of thecontinuitiesin the shift from the government of territory teetgovernment of men and things,
as discussed by Foucault. He does so by pointingirls the amenability of territory but also latdér o
‘population’ to statistical analysis and calculatstrategies.

" Shapiro, M.J. (1999) ‘Narrating the Nation, Unwetting the Stranger’ In: M.J, ShapirGinematic
Political Thought: Narrating Race, Nation and Gendblew York: NYU Press), pp.35-86; Shapiro, M.J.
(2007) ‘How Does the Nation-State Work?’ In: J. Edkand M. Zehfuss (2008 lobal Politics: A New
Introduction(Routledge: Oxon), pp.220-243

8 Shapiro, ‘Narrating the Nation’, p.221

" Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’; Wex, ‘Polis, Cosmopolis, Politics’, pp.275-279

8 Anderson)Jmagined Communitie®.15
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Latin (which was taken as the sign by all). Languag such did not distinguish between
‘us’ and ‘them’, ‘here’ and ‘there’, ‘now’ and ‘timé as it does today in statist political
communities but “[tlhe bilingual intelligentsia, byediating between vernacular and
Latin, mediated between earth and heaéni the dynastic realm Anderson points out
that there were similarly no borders in the modeemse which could be clearly
‘mapped’. Instead, populations were conceptualized porous, discontinuous and
therefore indistinct. Unlike in the modern statiscourse where people are differentiated
vis-a-vis the state and therefore divisible frontitias and each otheas ‘individuals’, in
both the religious and the dynastic realms peomeewlifferentiated only by their status
under God (as the divine) and under King (as he ehbodied divinity).

It would be a mistake, however, to assume thatxaimples of alternative modes
of resolving the time/space/identity configuraticen be confined to historical or ‘pre-
modern’ examples. This is insofar as it would reaffthe supposed common sense of
linear time (a clearly defined distinction betwegsast, present and future) and ignore the
manner in which modern and pre-modern configuratioeract with each other in the
present. The example | would like to take is tfahwstralian Aboriginal culture which is
both pre-modern and modern (if not also post-modgiren that it is recognized as one
of the oldest surviving cultures in the world todAyt intersects with Western culture
norms, as opposed to lying entirely outside of nnoitle For example, the unity between
humans, plants and animals which Australian Abaogbiculture espouses is not
dissimilar to the emphasis on the interdependem@cological systems as expressed in
‘modern’ post Enlightenment environmental sciences.

A key concept of Australian Aboriginal culture isat aboriginals and the land
that surrounds them are one; as a people theyedmeed by their environment. This
means that they and their thoughts cannot be gepaftam the environment in the way
that mind and matter are understood as distindV@stern Enlightenment thinking, but

the mind is rather seen as inextricably bound ughe possibility of the environment

! 1pid

8 Australian Aboriginal culture has been traced baetween 40,000 and 60,000 years. A lot of whaitll w
say here about Australian Aboriginal culture maplggo other aboriginal (native) cultures, for exae
those in North America. The term ‘Western’ needbeocontextualized in that respect. | refrain, hesve
from emphasizing such parallels too much for theppses of discussion here to avoid presenting all
aboriginal culture as homogenous.
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itself. The notion of ‘dreamtime’ (or ‘the Dreamihgs used to try to capture this
relationship in aboriginal culture between conssimss, dream and outer reality and the
manner in which the former is seen to produce altterl — to ‘dream’ it into existené2.
As Penny Tripcony tries to explain, dreamtime s pinocess through which “the spiritual
and political identities of groups and individual® formed.®* Unlike the way in which
dreaming is understood in secular society dreamismet confined to sleep nor should it
be understood as that which merely invokes somgtbast in Aboriginal culture. Rather
as Wildman and Blomeley discuss

Aborigine’s undertaking present day walkabouts are.effect, dreamtending their
collective dream (their myth) as they re-trace tighic pathways of their Dreamtime
ancestors. In their waking state they are the dregraf their ancestors. In turn, the
Dreaming of the present day Aboriginal peoples bexo the waking state of their
ancestor§>

Reality is understood here, in other words, as ldimfg in moments between
consciousness and outer reality following the sessoather than in terms of linear
progressive time. Through the Dreaming, aborigihestory becomes that which is
defined in the future (yet to come — dreamtimetamorrowtime’) at the same time as
the idea of ‘future’ folds back on itself to becopresent realit{°

Through the notion of ‘dreamtime’, Australian Algirial culture can be seen to
present a very different configuration of time, apand identity than is normally taken
for granted in western secular cultures where stéand therefore classical scientific)
political imaginary prevails. This is insofar as dbes not recognize the notion of
environment (and accordingly ‘self’) as blocks disalute space “hemmed in by
frontiers: but rather as an interlocking networKlivfes’ or ‘ways through’.?’ Instead of
frontiers which demarcate different spaces, thegestops and “since each was the work

8 wildman, P. and Blomeley, B. (1998) ‘Dreamtime thtyExploring History as Future through the
Dreamtime Stories of the Magani Whirlpools of Tari®trait and Gooriala the Rainbow Serpent of Cape
York’ In: S. Inayatullah and P. Wildman (@dsFutures Studies: Methods, Emerging Issues and
Civilisational Visions (Brisbane: Prosperity Press), p.2; Smith, S. (20@®inging Our World into
Existence: International Relations Theory and Seper 11: Presidential Address to the International
Studies Association, February 27 2003 Portland,,@fRérnational Studies QuarterlWol.48, Issue.3,
pp.499-515

% Tripcony, ‘Aboriginal Spirituality and Cosmologyp,3

8 Wildman and Blomeley, ‘Dreamtime Myth’, p.2

& Ibid, p.1

87 As told to Bruce Chatwin by an Australian Aborigin“All our words for ‘country”, he said ‘are #h
same as the words for ‘line’.” Chatwifihe Songline$.62
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of a different ancestor, there...[is] no way of lingithem sideways to form a modern
political frontier.®® Given the highly relational understanding of sp&=‘environment’
rather than ‘territory’ and therefore as that whagdfines what it is to be human rather
than that which exists for/in relation to ‘humanaid time (as cyclical as opposed to
linear), the understanding of political self whigh presented is one which defies
calculation and clear distinction. It ruimgo concepts such as ‘other’, ‘absence’, ‘dead’,
‘environment’, ‘animal’, ‘outside’, ‘difference’. fiese are concepts against which
political self is normallyjuxtaposedvhen conceptualized vis-a-vis state sovereignty.
This all indicates that starting with how citizeisis regulated first and foremost
by the state is not a ‘natural’ (or, the only re@di) starting point as advocated in existing
analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendiins one which requires ignorintpe
interruptions into the dominant conception of ‘pioB’ as that which has come to be
understood as something that cdwaysbe traced back to state sovereignty and to the
image of the political subject as a sovereign antoous citizen-subject. The examples of
religious community, dynastic realm and Australivoriginal culture confirms that the
sovereign regulative idea of what a boundary mesinbrelation to the question of the
politics of citizenship is one instead which, psety in light of these interruptions, must
be constantly reproduced, if it is to be maintain€hlis in turn begs the question as to
whether those attempting to respond to the neegkttank citizenship as a result of
migration are actually seeking to engage in nowayswvith the existing statist regulative
ideal of politics and understand how it has changed result of migration, or simply
“working within a particular account of what and evh [we have already been told] the
political must be®® As Walker points out, the former involves spedifig
problematizing (as opposed to moving backwards famdiards between) how state
sovereignty is understood to alwaslseadyrespond to claims about the possibilities for
political community and identity in terms of unigatism and particularism, inside and

outside, identity and difference.

8 Chatwin, The Songline.66
8 Walker, R.B.J (1995) ‘International Relations ahed Concept of the Political’ In: K. Booth and $nigh
(eds)International Relations Theory TodéZambridge: Polity Press), p.323
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Interrupting/Interrupted Sovereign Politics

In their appraisal of what they refer to as “thédarly discussions” surrounding the
2004 Citizenship Referendum, Maguire and Cassidwcloale that these are “transfixed
by the state...[and] the problematic assumption timatstate must be accorded a central
90

role in research™” What is missing, Maguire and Cassidy insist, isappreciation of,

and an ability to theorize “the configurations g@lase, power and knowledge that run
through and beyond the nation-state and manifesmsklves incitizenship.®* In
stressing this, they point to alternative linesmvfestigation which might be pursued by
contemporary scholarship on migration in Irelantdey indicate that there is a need to
consider work by those who focus on systems andegses which operate through new
decentralized and highly fragmented forms of otigrias opposed to through new
decentralizedtentralized (i.e. sovereign state-orientated) forms of othgrisuch as
gendered and racialized nationalisths.

Aihwa Ong is someone who has specifically focusedaw the management of
migration can be understood as a highly fragmeneckntralized effect of neoliberal
political rationality, rather than a dominant cezed statist strategy. | suggest that her
work therefore presents an interesting comparisitim @xisting analysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum of the type suggested byuitagand Cassidy. Existing analysis
of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum, as alyedidcussed, can be shown to have
problematized the idea that the state has a mowopol understandings of political
belonging. However, it does not challenge the mpiecof state sovereignty and the
manner in which ialsotells us where political subjectivity is to be falanew: in “the
centered space of the territorial state...[and] ediation of differences...within the
[temporally] unified apparatus of the national fiokl community.®* If we accept that
linear progressive time and absolute space shoaldviewed as conditions of the
possibility of sovereign power, we begin to recagnihat approaches which don't
challenge this thereby implicitly accept this camlering principle of contemporary
sovereign citizenship. Yet, Ong does not take fianted a conception of citizenship

% Maguire and Cassidy, The New Irish Question, p.23
L |bid, p.20

% |bid, p.23

% Walker, ‘Sovereignty, Identity, Community’, p.170
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which is defined in terms of a relationship betwésate’ and ‘individual’. She does not
therefore focus on the trajectory of national iderg across different territories and
histories which eventually come togeth&s national political communities. Instead,
Ong’s work focuses on the processes through whicmd of belonging and their
regulation are enabled and articulated through @timg versions of ‘politics’. She
considers how these “are integrated at the levéhefstate” and work throughe state
but often by way of non-statigton-centralized) means such as global capitaifsm.
Ong’s work specifically considers forms of belorgyinvhich implicate the
inhabitants of Asia and which result in highly inaite global relationships in and across
mobile (as opposed to sovereign) bodies and territSri€@ne of the places which Ong
notes is especially implicated in the flows of naigr labour from Asia is that of
California. Here she notes the very different nmgrstreams travelling to and from this
one site: Taiwanese engineers, Indian technomigjr&itinese waiters, Hispanic janitors
and Southeast Asian electronic workers. Within fGalia, Ong takes the example of
Silicon Valley to explore different spaces of gawaility which have been given
intelligibility through neoliberal rationalities i€alifornia. She emphasizes above all the
situation of highly differentlyregulated mobile bodies and flexible subjects as th
different types of ‘spaces’ of citizenship whiche afre)produced within and across
various migrant national streams. She does so diylighting the different experiences
within as well as across the highly skilled (linked towWamnese and Indian national
streams) and lesser skilled (linked to Thai andtndmese national streams) labour
streams. In relation to the former she points, édsample, to a system of labour
contracting (body-shops) which results in employetsining the visas of many highly
skilled workers who are then left vulnerable toleiption®® In relation to the latter, Ong

° Ong, ‘Graduated Sovereignty’, p.58

% Ong, A. (1999)Flexible Citizenship: The Cultural Logic of Transimmality (Durham N.C.: Duke
University Press); Ong, A. (2000) ‘Graduated Soiggriy’; Ong, A. (2005) ‘Splintering Cosmopolitanism
Asian Immigrants and Zones of Autonomy in the Armani West’ In: T. Blom Hansen and F. Stepputat
(eds)Sovereign Bodies: Citizens, Migrants and StatethéPostcolonial WorldNew Jersey; Princeton
University Press), pp.257-275; Ong, A (200&oliberalism as Exception: Mutations in Citizenshind
Sovereignty(Durham, London: Duke University Press)

% Similar arrangements have been expressly criticiserelation to the Work Permit system in Ireland,
where until very recently it was also employersppposed to the employee themselves, who retahisd t
permit. See for example Migration Rights Centrdrefand (MRCI) ‘Campaign for the Right to Change
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alternatively points to the reality of coethnic bes in electronic factories who
themselves often exist very comfortably as busimaggants in contrast to the poor
unskilled Southeast Asian immigrants whom they enpDng also talks briefly, finally,
about the excluded status of African-American papahs living in inner-city California
as a (former) migrant group also left out of th@imation and communication structures
which flourish in Silicon Valley. She points outaththis group loses out to immigrant
ethnic networks (which are often better organizedjen it comes to successfully
applying for the less-skilled jobs which both greupompete for in the high-tech
industries.

Here Ong emphasizes the importance of understarithw you can have one
‘place’ both in California and in Asia but manyféifent ‘spaces’ of citizen-subject; how
you can have one narrative history (the historitajectory of the USA) but many
competing counter-memories through which subjecgentlaimsas ‘citizens’, none of
which are any less “critical to sustaining the éyadf life in California”®” Unlike others
who take the logic of space as their starting paimd explore how these differ (for
example, contrasting the global city with the natgtate), Ong points to the need to
disassociate understandings of the characterigtieghat is going on — for example, the
reduction in conceptions of space and the speedipgof time identified as
‘globalization’ — from understanding that this mun& going on in a particular type of
space (a sovereign territory and/or body). Shetpant that global interactions are not
simply predetermined by a given geography but tpatticular global assemblages of
technical, political, social and ethical relatioipghextract and give intelligibility to new
spaces’as sovereign or as other-than-sovereign and thatdften happens within the
same placé®

Ong’s work here not only emphasizes the fractupstas of governance within
Silicon Valley regarding claims to political subjeity, however. It also emphasizes the
various fractured temporal coherency of these spdwether words, given the instability
in citizenship and sovereignty resulting from the tvasray of cross-cutting and

Employer’ atwww.mrci.ie. Ong herself uses the phrase “semi-indenturedtigscribe the body shop
situation. Ong, ‘Splintering Cosmopolitanism’, p726

%" 0ng, ‘Splintering Cosmopolitanism’, p.269

% |bid, p.259
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contradictory alignments among government, capital ideal citizen-subjects in Silicon
Valley, she paints a picture of a system which #sks the basis for a coherent image of
a trajectory of national identities across différeerritories and histories which
eventually come togethexs a people or a series of peoples within a natiowdtigal
community. Instead, the neoliberal practices exguoby her and the highly flexible
modes of subjectivity which they produce in theriasf cross-cutting and multi-layering
migrant groups and the identities these sustaietruptthe linear narrative of time (what
Shapiro calls ‘national time’). It is precisely shiwhich remains untouched in existing
analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum.

Existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship &ehdum tells the story (albeit
in terms of highly internally differentiated groypsf ‘Irish’ versus ‘migrant’ and the
journey of both towards a more progressive, unalepslitics and broadened political
community. In doing so it (re)produces an undeditam of citizenship in terms of
(absolute) spaces of inclusion and exclusion angretgn bodies which inhabit these
spaces within particular historical trajectoriexohtinuous and progressive time — a shift
from older, more exclusive, ‘particular conceptomf citizenship to newer, more
inclusive, ‘universal’ conceptions of citizenship.contrast to this, the picture Ong paints
is one which emphasizes breaks, change, disruptiopredictability and upheaval.
Instead of shared understandings of authority lgledefined in terms of dominant and
dominated groups, the result is a form of politcammunity and identity which is based
on multiple fragments and linkages which make insgae the notion of identity
coherence within the idea of a particular soveregace which exists vis-a-vis other
sovereign spaces — for example, of an older ‘Irislgntity as distinct from a newer
‘African’ identity — which are then brought togeth@s Irish-African or African-Irish).
The spaces which Ong presents in Silicon Valleyndb ‘add up’ in the way that an
understanding of politics as calculative would gig they should. Indian
technomigrants, Vietnamese factory workers and rioitg African-American
populations rather “encounter one another, mix vdtie another, alter one another,

reconfigure one another>In so doing what is undermined is the spatialiniision and

% Nancy, J.L. (2003A Finite Thinking(Stanford: Stanford University Press), p.282 quaitedCloss
Stephens, ‘Citizenship without Community’, p.39

231



temporal sequence through which these groups wesumed to have emerged in the
first place. There is no longer an emphasis onewfit types of sovereign subjects
defined according to ethnic origin (migrant andcklaersus Irish and whitejs ‘citizen’

or as ‘non-citizen’, as is the case with the 20@&hliCitizenship Referendum, and thus on
racialized continuitieg time and space. Instead, in Silicon Valley yawédran emphasis
on the constitution of different citizen-subjewthin similar (ethnic, gendered, religious)
groups andacrosslong-term (marginalized African Americans), medigenm (migrant
residents) and short-term (temporary migrant) eitghip status. This results in
undermining the notion of continuity given that pasesent and future are collapsed into
the immediate present where all possible combinataf particularism and universalism
are instantaneously (im)possible. Whether Americdizen from birth, a long-term
resident, a recent arrival or an illegal migrahg end result is a supplementary space
involving all that defies calculation or accumuteti® As Ong herself highlights: by
pinpointing “the permutations of citizenship andsimpolitan advantage for different
streams of migrants”, what is shown is “that thegnamnt, the nonwhite, and the female
refugee cannot be represented by a single or indpasguage of political powef*

By looking at how political subjectivity is defined tlugh interaction with the
rationality of market flexibility rather than visaas the state, Ong’s work emphasizes the
need to understand how migration resultumderminingthe dominant conception of
‘politics’ as something that can be traced back state sovereignty (with the
corresponding image of a sovereign autonomous si)tged to the idea of a necessary
centralized basis of political power. As opposed‘dovereign’ citizenship, what is
highlighted is the alternative subject-citizen spad fragmentedsplintering’ and/or
‘flexible’) political subjectivity. The result is that we ameded to confront the difficulty
of always thinking in terms of sovereign marginatizsubjects (‘individuals’ or groups
thereof) when instead faced with the image of tlleeasy coexistence of subjects who
live in overlapping but different temporal tract8"of past struggles, present concerns

and future aspirations.

1% Closs Stephens, ‘Citizenship without Community3%
191 Ong, ‘Splintering Cosmopolitanism’, p. 275
192 ghapiro, ‘National Times and Other Times’, p.85
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Unlike the existing analysis of the 2004 CitizepsRieferendum which has been
shown to successfully reproduce the narrative ef daitonomous state, Ong’s work
emphasizes thanpossibilityof always containing the expression of temporahithin
spatial coordinates. It indicates how migration kastributed to the reconfiguring of
what politics can be in terms of what have becomgeustoodas ‘territory’ and ‘bodies’,
as opposed to simply reconfiguring the questiopaditics through the understanding of
already existing sovereign territory and bodies.likén analysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum, Ong’s work does not reemsizikathe need to think how new
forms of marginalization (for example, biopolitiosprk through the state and manifest
themselvesas state racism and/or statist neoliberal exclusidhsteby reaffirming the
primacy of sovereign spatio-temporal configuratidnstead it allows us to rethink how
we have come to presume time and spaastwork by rethinking how we assume that
the state is the primary basis of politics in tinstfplace. The result is to allow us to begin
to engage with the different ways in which peopte both marginalized from, and
bonded with each other (and therefore exist astiqalli subjects) outside an
inclusion/exclusion (sovereign) framework.

The notion of ‘trace’ is presented in the final ts@t of this chapter as a way of
conceptualizing the type of political subjectivitshich is embodied in references to such
relative and contingent spacetime of ‘being’. Whaill argue is that being citizen itself
can be reconceptualized here as ‘trace’ in orderafmure how it is increasingly based
upon disruptions and discontinuities, figuring imdéterminate times and spaces as
opposed to always exclusively extended in time srihe absolute space of modern
subjectivity, as is normally presumed. This sectrerterates the importance of an
awareness of the constant need for reproductidimnec$overeign regulative idea of what a
boundary must be. | argue that this awareness sllssvo see those instances in which
the boundaries through which citizenship is themtiare recognized (if only fleetingly)
as sites and moments in which a great deal happgm®duceand reproducspecific
forms of political lifeas ‘trace’ rather than simply “as distinct entitiestihguished by

lines that do nothing at alf*

193 Walker,After the Globep.239
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Retheorizing Citizenship as Contingent Trace Rathethan Absolute Space

The previous section considered how the time amdespf ‘politics’ is theorized in a
very specific way when the state is accorded argertdle in research in comparison to
when this is not the case. What was pointed outthaisattempts to rethink the politics
of citizenship vis-a-vis the former results in avpeging of the notion of political
subjectivity as that which exists in a bounded spagthin the idea of a national
communal time. Where the state is accorded a deaotein research, it was shown that
the emphasis is on a series of groups coming tegeitross time and within particular
spaces to form a broader conception of citizenstgre the notion of an us/them dualism
therefore continues to makes sense, albeit in &raleed rather than antagonistic sense.
In contrast to this, where the state is not acabeadeentral role in research, it was shown
that the conception of an us/them dualism no lomgmessarily makes sense (whether
neutral or not) insofar as a conception is intraglof citizenship and being ‘citizen’
which is conceived of in terms of encounters andfromtations which undermine the
possibility of temporal progression within boundmdexisting spaces.

The result is two understandings of politics — fiing which (unproblematically)
assumes that this is associated with identifyingnidaries as lines drawn between inside
and outside, self and other, past and presenaetcmobilities which can be anticipated;
the second which instead specifically questions rienner in which ‘politics’ and
‘political subjectivity’ has been conceptualized-a-vis an ability to envisage boundaries
as lines drawn in time and space in a linear fashio keeping with the latter
understanding of politics, the aim of this finatsen is to highlight moments in existing
analysis of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendunere the inevitability of being able to
draw lines in respect of the question of citizepstan be seen to be problematic and to
think through these moments as opposed to ignaitiegn (as is currently done in
existing analysis, by making sense of them in teahstatist conceptions of political
community and identity). | consider the implicatoaf thinking through as opposed to
ignoring these moments on the understanding thdbtso is to actually contest and not
to simply reframe (thus maintainingJdominant accounts of ‘political’ belonging. The

result, as | discuss, is the need to reconcepwidlav processes of migration can be
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shown to impact not only ‘who’ gets to qualify aszen, and therefore the manner in
which certain lines are drawn and redrawn, but #teotermsthemselves according to
which political belonging (being ‘citizen’) itsetfan be negotiated. | argue that the notion
of ‘trace’ provides a way of conceiving of the afttative notions of political belonging
which are being experienced here. This is insofait aecognizes how they implicate
alternative notions of political belonging whictedrased on the recognition of political
subjectivity as that which also manifests as c@am spaces and fragmented
temporalities (traces), rather than only as absdptces within linear history.

Politics Of (as Opposed To ‘On’) the Line

R.B.J. Walker suggests that the association ofipehvith processes of drawing lines can
be traced back to the understanding that “Euclideses have zero width. Hobbesian
sovereigns are constituted in a single instant. déslan sovereign authorizations are
absolute.*** He points out that in early-modern Europe Cartesiies drawn from Man
to the world came to indicate the relationship lestwMan and the world and the myriad
of ways this can be negotiated but thatdrewing of these lines became insignificant in
and of itself. The issue is that at some pointgheblem of origins and limits became
indistinguishable from that of the regulative pipie of state sovereignty and the need
which this invoked to think in terms of an ability draw lines between us and them,
outside and inside, particularism and universalitma, past and the present.

This process arguably has to be understood, howevkght of the very tangible
nature of the reality which is invoked here througdferences to political life as
something which exists vis-a-vis particular poirises and planes connecting ‘us’ to
‘them’, ‘inside’ to ‘outside’, ‘identity’ to ‘diffeence’, the ‘present’ to the ‘future’. It is a
particular understanding which corresponds to enmbet itself which has, for the most
part, tangible borders, a beginning and an endtpdimttempts to problematize the
assumption that conceptions of time and spacexdrausted by Euclidean geometry and
Newtonian physics and the resulting understandigmlitical possibility articulated via

geometry and measurable distance as well as segjuéene, face a more difficult task in

104 i

Ibid, p.142
195 For a highly sophisticated deconstruction of thisgible notion of embodiment see ButlBndies that
Matter
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this regard insofar as they seek to move beyondedmate visual and tactual experiences.
As Capek points out, however, this is not an imposdiié&. Rather, he suggests that we
need to keep in mind the following:

What will eventually emerge will certainly not be'‘gicture’ or ‘model’ in the old
classical and pictoral sense, but this does notnnteat the resulting view must
necessarily be divorced from every aspect of ounéddiiate experience, provided that the
term ‘experience’ is understood more broadly thaits usual narrow sensualistic, and
more specifically visual-tactile senS8.

With this in mind, | would like to point out thaspchoanalysis is an example of
an area of considerable credibility in which thetioo of experience as other than
immediately sensualistic or visually-tactile hagb@xplored. Here, the idea itself of the
subconscious is not something which can be eithen or touched yet, most people
agree (although to varying degrees) on its sigafo@. In other words, it is not an idea
which can be easily dismissed due simply to itarigtble quality. Rather, in line with
Capek’s comment above, it is something whose uralmisig has required a rethinking
of the idea of what experiencan consist of beyond the immediately visual and kacti
Furthermore, while psychoanalysis’ contribution fmlitics (and in particular
international politics) might still be questionedven the public/private distinction
through which the dominant understanding of pditias been theorized, what has been
emphasized in this thesis is the manner in whiol wWork of Julia Kristeva has
successfully introduced ‘intimacy’, as implied metnotion of the subconsciousto the
political realm through the issue of migratith.

What has been emphasized is how Kristeva’'s workiritasduced an element of
the intangibility inherent in the notion of the wmscious and intimacy — which is
normally understood as that which distinguishedfitfrom’ politics — into how political
subjectivity itself (being ‘citizen’) can be condaplized in relation to migration. Most
significantly, this has not, however, been basedra&nforcing the initial distinction
between (and thus reinforcing the notion of hauimglefine subjectivity as a resolution
of) the particular and intimate (citizenship) oneonand and the universal and public
(humanity) on the other. Instead, | have highlightteat what Kristeva’s work explores is

the incompleteness of the subject and its fragndeb&engbeforelines are drawn along

196 Capek,The Philosophical Impagp.xvi
197 Jabri, ‘Julia Kristeva’
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hierarchies of class, status, social order andtdesal place and it becomes possible to
speak authoritatively about how particular groupsehbeen constructed as belonging or
as not belonging, as ‘here’ or as ‘there’. As Jagmints out, “the Kristevan subject is
always at once both self and other, self and spcssif and history, the historical and
historicized self®® This is a complex subject whose articulationsdstity precisely
cannot be understood via the idea of lines extendetime and across the space of
universalism and particularism because the subpatino longer be reduced to a singular
representation of place and time in this marffethe main contribution of Kristeva's
work as such, | would like to point out, is thateshot only emphasizes the shifting
location of the borderline as a result of migratiom the geographic boundaries of the
state to society within and in turn to the selft that in so doing, the lines which are
traversed in the making of this move become sigaifi in themselves as sites of political
(im)possibility. In other words, political subjedty is reconceptualized, not simply
across borders or boundaries, but in terms of haoeh boundaries are articulated
temporally and spatially as processésubjectivity*'° This is to point out that Kristeva’s
contribution is that she provides us with a wayhafiking the politics of the line itself.

Not on any Map and Without a Place in Histol

Through Kristeva’'s work we thus come to the questb the importance in discussions
about citizenship of the need to consider not avihere lines have become problematic
in terms of ‘where’ they should be drawn (betwekeré’ and ‘there’, ‘us’ and ‘them’,
between ‘nation’ ‘self’) but also how they are ursteod in themselves to enable
particular types of subjectivity. In order to cadesi this question | would like to focus on
the instances where particular lines haeébeen taken as insignificant in themselves in

the discussions surrounding the 2004 Irish CitihgnReferendum. These moments

198 |bid, p.226

199 bid, p.224

10 For a discussion related to this point (but owatsite scope of this thesis) about how the bodyspace

be articulated as both fixed topography and fluidreography see Puumala, E and Pehkonen, S. (2010)
‘Corporeal Choreographies between Politics andPbitical: Failed Asylum Seekers Moving from Body
Politics to Bodyspacesinternational Political SociologyVol.4, Issue.1, pp.50-65

1 The original quotation by Adrienne Rich is “A ptaon the map is also a place in history”. Quoted in
Welsh, L. (1997) ‘(Un)belonging Citizens, Unmappeetritory: Black Immigration and British Identity i

the Post-1945 Period’, In S. Murray (ed9t On Any MagDevon: University of Exeter Press), p.43
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should not be understood as mutually exclusive ftloose instances in which lineave
been taken as mere limits in and of themselves twhieed to be either obeyed or
transcended, but as moments which interweave \u#let other instances. The former
moments open up different sites of engagement pottiical life which are then closed
down by the latter moments when these are madee sehén terms of the already
identified need to think about political possibjlivia the understanding of time as
containable within spatial coordinates. | suggkat tvhat these former moments indicate
is an important challenge to the presumption thaitipal being can only be ensured
through a place on the map of a history of soversigtes as bounded spaces which exist
in linear then-this-happened-next time. Whethemot this challenge is taken up or
acknowledged is another story. As discussed athesigeady, in existing analysis of the
2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum this has not ¢eintb be the case. Yet, the point is
that in the discussions surrounding the 2004 I@glzenship Referendum it is possible to
see important moments in which there were seriaugid raised about the ability to
think in terms of spatio-temporal coordinates whaéeh analogous to lines on a map of
history running from past, to present, to futurévi bounded spaces.

The first example which | would like to take is tirequent use of the general
category ‘children’ by the Children’s Rights Allie@ when calling for a No vote in the
2004 Citizenship Referendum. What is noteworthy that this category isnot
differentiated here by immigrant status and thusoseting to the categories of statist
political discourse but only in terms of referetoé€some children” as opposed to “other
children™? The Children’s Rights Alliance was one of the lesdvhich was central to
the referendum discussions and its use over anith afjahe general term ‘children’ in
respect of the question as to who was affectecheydferendum proposal indicates that
modern political spatio-temporal imagery was navasls immediately understood in
these discussions as particularly useful, even asething which needed to be
‘challenged’. Although press releases by the Chily Rights Alliance do refer in
passing to “non-citizen childrer*® the more general call for a No vote in the

12 children’s Rights AllianceChildren’s Rights Alliance Calls for ‘No’ VoteChildren’s Rights Alliance
(2004) The Case against the Citizenship Referendum frenStandpoint of the Rights and Well-Being of
Children, pp.1-8

113 Children’s Rights AllianceChildren’s Rights Alliance Calls for ‘No’ Vote.2
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referendum by the Children Rights Alliance whictpegl specifically to the “the rights
of children™**indicates the doubts raised about the value cyvdifferentiating this in
terms of modern subjectivity; of differentiating terms of a particular sub group such as
‘non-lrish’ or ‘non-Irish national’ on one hand, dlor something which necessarily
transcends this such as ‘human’, on the other.ld@m’ hangs here as something which
is instead potentially defined in the tension bewéhese categories, not defined across a
line merely distinguishing between ‘citizen’ ancuthan’ butas a line which is also a
boundary in itself.

Adding to this problematizing of the seemingly matuassociation with the
(continuing) ability to draw coherent lines, is tissue raised elsewhere in referendum
discussions regarding the contradiction arising @uthe amendment of article 9 of
Bunreacht na hEireann — which states that birthrigizenship will be conditional — as
against that of the existing Article 2 (remainingamended) which confirms the
unconditional right of nationality to those bornlieland. This is something which Ronit
Lentin points out “created a bizarre new categdryemple who remain ‘part of the Irish
nation’ (article 2 of the Constitution...), yet hatreeir citizenship removed, deemed to
have insufficient connection to the islanél Ireland to qualify for citizenship**® This
emphasis on the resulting two (seemingly contradigttypes of children in Ireland —
those who are Irish nationals by birth but nothretizens and those who are both Irish
nationals and Irish citizens by birth — is echogdHe ICCL in their briefing document
(point 1.4) on the referendum propoS&l.Unfortunately, both Lentin and the ICCL
interpret this contradiction as an attempt by tighlstate (Lentin referring to it as “an act

of political brutality™"")

to impose bloodline criteria for citizenship. $0 doing, they
move swiftly from that of focusing on the categofy‘'children’ as a site in itself where
this contradiction plays out to that of thinkingoalb how it can be understood as a
category which extends across already existingdpren statist limits between identity

(inside) and difference (outside), the immediatspnt and the (potential) future.

114 Children’s Rights Allianc&he Case against the Citizenship Referendum
15| entin, ‘lllegal in Ireland, Irish lllegals’, p.84

18 |CcCL, ICCL Briefing on Proposal for a Referendum on @itighip pp.1-9
17 entin, ‘lllegal in Ireland, Irish lllegals’, p.&%
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Not everyone is so quick to make this move howeereport commissioned by
the non-governmental organization network ‘Inteigat Ireland’ to explore the
implications of the 2004 Citizenship Referendum barseen to have emphasized that the
category ‘children’ can be understood as the locabf the production of two further
contradictory categories of citizen children (thagieo can be deported and those who
can not), as well as the previously mentioned ahitivo contradictory categories of
national child (citizen-national and non-citizentioaal)}*® Unlike previously, this
contradiction is not immediately plugged back ietasting sovereign political horizons
and understandings regarding how belonging is ddfin terms of ‘migrant’ and ‘non-
migrant’. Instead there ensues a discussion abuweitdifficulty of conceptualizing
‘children’ as a distinct entity which can be undeocsl as existing across, as opposed to
redefining, these lines themselves and the idedf itd the type of boundary that is
possible here. What is alluded to is the mannewhich neither category of possible
deportation status is sufficient to capture howiltren’ refers to those citizens whose
“country of origin” is Ireland (and not automatiyaklsewhere) regardless of their other
lack of entitlement$!® Bryan Fanning perhaps best captures the difficaitythe
challenge presented here, describing it as “theurmdwum of the Irish-born non-Irish
child...a perverse twenty-first century civics les$ot

A different report commissioned by CADIC can simjabe seen to highlight
again this difficulty, albeit briefly. It highligistit through a case in the High Court and
attempts in this case to define “the rights andtlenents of the Irish child” in terms of
supposed differences between the rights of ‘nomamig’ to live in Ireland
unconditionally in comparison to that of ‘migrant§' The report points out that contrary
to normal procedure in this area where an indiVighgason is either dictated by the rules
of one or other of these statuses, in this casé&idgteHigh Court ruled that IBC/05 status
could not be denied given a migrant parents’ inghib prove continuous residence in

the state (despite this being the rule for ‘migsgnirhis was on the basis that “it failed to

18 |ntegrating Ireland (2004Jhe Implications of the Citizenship Rights Refemen@Dublin: Integrating
Ireland), p.3

19 ntegrating IrelandThe Implications ofp.3

120 Fanning New Guestsp.179

121 |ntegrating Irelandlooking Forward, Looking baclp.27
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consider the rights and entitlements of the IrisHdé.*?> Once again what is implied is
that ‘children’ has become a site which is beingglat over here rather than an entity
which exists across lines. It is envisaged aswiath has become a boundary in itself,
and which is productive of new interpretations afigus categories pertaining to notions
of belonging and the political possibilities assbed therewith.

On their own, none of these moments are necessaufficient to force us to
rethink our understanding of what it is to be z#tn’, given that at best they involve only
short-lived reflections upon, and mild disruption®, the sovereign regulative idea itself
of what a boundary must be in relation to the daesof the politics of citizenship.
However, the point being made in this chapter & they, and others like them, indicate
that conceptions of political subjectivity are mbways exhausted by sovereign politics in
which boundaries exist as lines of zero width a&nekich categories such as ‘migrant’
and ‘non-migrant’, ‘national’ and ‘non-national’ me. What is emphasized instead is
that they present the potential to rethink beiniggizen’ (political subjectivity) as that
which is also produceith boundaries aspaces of tension.

Attempts thus far to focus specifically on how #hegdisruptions might be
significant in their own right in existing analysisf the 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum call for more (not less) sovereign datoue politics. A three year fully
funded project by the Irish Council of HumanitigsdeSocial Studies (IRCHSS) entitled
‘Immigration and Integration in the Republic of laed’ illustrates this. Ignoring the
challenge which these disruptions present to thmimlant statist conception of politics,
the aforementioned ruptures and inconsistencies rather been identified as indicating
“an urgent need to promote a longitudinal analg$isensus and survey data capable of
tracking the distinct needs and circumstances wérde immigrant communities®®
What this ignores however, is the manner in whidsé moments present (or, at the very
least indicate) a politics which does not concejtadpopulation’ (subjectivity) and its
experiences in terms of how they can be quantifgedlified, disaggregated, measured
and calculated: rather these are moments whichsgtgescape calculation. Calling for

122 Referring to the decision &ode and Ors. v. the Minister for Justice, Equadind Law Reforni2006]
No. 102 J.R. Cited in Integrating Irelandyoking Forward, Looking Baglp.27

123 Fanning, B. and Boyle, N. (2008hmigration and Integration: The Irish Knowledge ®verview of

3 year Irish Research Council for the Humanitied &ocial Sciences (IRCHSS) funded project (April
2008-2011)
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further statistical information and further disaggmtion of existing statistical
information, the issue has been interpreted hera dshowledge gap” regarding how
individual subject-citizens experience citizenshipdifferent ways:** as opposed to a
need to interrogate the manner in which such kndgdes produceds political in the
first place. The presumption that people are satfently constituted as ‘political’ first
and foremosvis-a-visthe state remains unproblematized here.

While | do not mean to completely dismiss such ®whinquiry in favour of so-
called ‘better’ ones, | would like to point out tha continuing to discuss the relationship
between citizenship and migration in terms of imtliials and groups of individuals
(“migrant” and “indigenous*®® whose identities unfold across time within parc
spaces, studies such as this three year IRCHSY gjudre, as opposed to actually
engaging with, the difficulty of being able to ‘adtichildren in this way. In particular, to
count those who fall into the gaps which resulinfrall the contradictions discussed
above and who thereby become inhabitants of tleeitéelf which has come to demarcate
so many subcategoried ‘children’. What these types of studies continaeignore is
how the category of ‘children’ in the discussiomsreunding the 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum often invokes many different conceptiohgime which are often not
contained or containable within, but transcendipalgr spaces as well as the concept
itself of absolute space. The example looked dhis chapter and the previous chapter
has been that of children who are born in Irelandftican citizen parents who — unlike
their parents who do often look backwards to Afrcal forwards to Ireland — embody
the past that is ‘Africa’ and the future that iseland’ in an instantaneous present. They
look forward and backwards (experience tiraejoss‘Ireland’ and ‘Africa’ as opposed
to within these territorial spaces. The argument tiberefore is not that the approach
taken by the aforementioned IRCHSS project is resrdyg wrong. Rather | suggest that
it cannot account for how theossibility for be(com)ing ‘citizen’ for the childn of
migrants plays out in terms other than the highdynifiar image of horizontal or
territorial relations and temporal co-presence betwself and other, self and the world,

124 Fanning and Boyldmmigration and Integration

125 For example, Fanning and Boyle refer to the ndedctnstruct a general profile of migrant workers
relative to the indigenous population”. Fanning, @d Boyle, N. (2009) ‘Using Surveys to Generate
Empirical Indicators of Integration’ In: FanningdaBoyle,Immigration and Integration
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this community and that community. It cannot acdofor how the possibility of

becoming ‘citizen’ cannot necessarily be anticigateadvance.

Citizenship as Contingent ‘Trace’

The alternative, as Bhabha points out, is to seekirtderstand how “the boundary
becomes the place from whisemething begins its presencimga movement...of the
beyond”'?® Here we have a moment in which cultural knowledglels together but
which cannot be ‘added up’ as it does not take epliaic sequential time and cannot
therefore be located vis-a-vis the idea of originpre-given causality. It becomes “the
enemy of the implicit generalization of knowledge tbhe implicit homogenization of
experience™?’ Outside of the 2004 Irish Citizenship context, lergtions into this new
supplementary space of ‘being’ as that which bedsgresencing in (as opposed to by
traversing) the boundary can be seen in the worl sfmall few who have refused to
ignore the aforementioned potential to rethink eloitizen’ vis-a-vis the gaps or
disruptions into sovereign subjectivity. These taeorists who have sought to emphasize
the manner in which being ‘citizen’ is remade iegl gaps through experiences such as
those ofirregularization” and/or ‘non-documentation’, appmsed to always through the
more straightforward processes of jus soli, jusgeare and naturalization. They have
sought to demonstrate how this undermines the motib a coherent ‘self’ which
corresponds to a solid body always containableHiwita unified narrative or bounded
political community.*?® Theirs is work which indicates that the possipilifor
be(com)ing ‘citizen’ is always already being received outside of absolute space where
boundaries are understood as insignificant linde@mselves.

Peter Nyers’ work is exemplary in this regard. @hehe ways Nyers considers
how birthright citizenship is remade in the bourydaself is through discussions about
‘accidental citizenship’. He explains that “[lJikbe terms ‘citizenship tourists’, ‘instant
citizens’, or ‘anchor babies’, the phrase ‘accidérditizenship’ is increasingly being
deployed as a pejorative term to describe thehtbght' citizenship of individuals born

126 BhabhaThe Location of Culturep.5
127 bid, p.163
128 Closs Stephens, ‘Citizenship without Community34
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on US territory to non-citizen parent€” Nyers is interested here in how citizenship
need not always be revoked per se but is increlysimging “rendered inoperable, or
irregularized”™° Focusing on these moments of irregularization, rilygoints to the
importance of understanding the “disaggregationitidenship” but not in terms of how
different sovereign subjects (for example, migrarn-migrant) experience citizenship
in different ways=>' Rather, he focuses on how the differential appbeaof civil,
political and social rights of citizenship underesrthe notion itself of a coherent citizen-
subject who can be reduced either to a politiasxception and control, or alternatively a
politics of regularity. Nyers insists that the matiof ‘irregularization’ is one which needs
to be understood in terms of how it destabilizes distinctionbetween‘citizen’ and
‘migrant’ producing new forms of political subjedty which are tracef both but
cannot be reduced to eithéf.

The type of citizen-subject which Nyers invokeseheould arguably be said to be
further developed in the work of Anne McNevin whashmost recently focused on the
highly contradictory notion of “undocumented citigé as it is being used in the state of
California in the USA2 This notion, as McNevin is quick to point outaisontradiction
in terms according to dominant territorially defihaccounts of ‘political’ belonging
where citizenship has come to signify that whicacsely differentiates the newcomers
(migrants) from the existing population (citizen®yonetheless, McNevin discusses
several examples (namely student activism, workeoperatives and parent
mobilizations) which involve undocumented migrantso are also long-term residents in
the USA who have made political claims on the comitres from which they are
supposedly excluded (for example, by going to geleor setting up their own
businesses). She considers how these have gone\gaynéowards renegotiatinthe

129 Nyers, P. (2006) ‘The Accidental Citizen: Acts 8bvereignty and (Un)making of Citizenship’,
Economy and Societyol.35, Issue.l, February, p.24

130 Nyers, P. (Forthcoming 2011) ‘Forms of IrregulaitiZ2nship’ In: V. Squire (ed.Jflhe Contested
Politics of Mobility: Borderzones and Irregularifizondon: Routledge).185

131 |bid, p.187

132 |bid, p.191

133 McNevin does not argue that this status is uncetebut that the struggles of these groups “aonee
reactions totheir marginalised condition angtoductive ofnew forms of political belonging...This is the
kind of ambiguity that makes it possible for Feiixspeak of ‘undocumented citizens’ and to expleat t
his meaning will be understood, even if the terradstested”. McNevin, A. (2010) ‘Migrant Mobilizatis
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terms of political association outside of the nomrmssociated with sovereign citizenship.
The notion of ‘undocumented citizen’ is thus exptbhere by McNevin as an alternative
form of politicalbelonging to that associated with the state, whoday implicates those
with ambiguous or insecure forms of immigrant statdcNevin points out that in many
cases the forms of political subjectivity produckére — for example, that of
undocumented students who have grown up in the W®A therefore do not
unambiguously belong elsewhere but nonethelessgnaldluate from USA universities
without the right to work in the USA — do not magense in terms of existing fixed
territorial identities whether these are transiairdr supra statist. She points out that they
need rather to be understood in terms of how thag ‘incommensurable with the
national territorial-baggage attached to the lagguef [sovereign] citizenshig* With
this in mind McNevin demonstrates here how peoptshsas those who are the children
of migrants should not be thought of as people \Wwhwe been ‘left out’ of political
community but as people whamntestthe grounds for the basis of the clear distinction
between inside and outside, between illegal andl |é&gtween us and them and between
now and then, which dominant conceptions of pditiely upon in the first placé®

As a whole Nyers and McNevin'’s work in conjunctiaith that of Ong’s all
contrast starkly with that of existing analysistb& 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum
which continues to think within the understandirigagarticular type of politics: this is
“the politics of drawing lines” and anticipating tibties between here and there,
between identity and difference, between us anchffi& Insofar as they specifically
focus on the manner in which certain people “inh#i® border... of national [as well as
spatial and temporal] boundari€d” they instead facilitate our ability to see howstiri
citizen children, as those who are neither insideusside the state and who are neither
part of its past or present, but who occupy botlsitmms at once, can still be
conceptualized as ‘citizens’. This is because @niikexisting analysis of the 2004 Irish

Citizenship Referendum where the notion of an esfttdualism is merely neutralized,
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1% See also, for example, Shapiro, ‘National Timed @ther Times’ who explores alternative spatio-
temporal spaces of citizenship in literature ands€lStephens, ‘Citizenship without Community’ who
looks at temporal disjunctures of community in dasi

136 Edkins, J. (2003) ‘Humanitarianism, Humanity, Humpalournal of Human RightsVol.2, Issue.2,
p.257

137 Gupta and Ferguson, ‘Beyond “Culture™, p.7
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this dualism is collapsed in their work. It is mnger taken for granted that subjectivity
must be defined in terms of (a universal humarigt transcends or compliments) the
state, and therefore as coherent and sovereigimim @&nd place. Instead, through an
exploration of how the question itself of what dmges ‘the subject’ of politics is
contestedwhen associated with the children of migrants, tleeyphasize how it is
possible (and above all, necessary) to think ‘eit& outside this type of (modern)
subject.

The result is that we are left with the recognittbat needing to bring ‘migrant’
and ‘Irish’ together within a more ‘inclusive’ conception ofizénship is no longer the
only way of thinking about the relationship betweeigration and what it means to be a
citizen. Instead, because the notion of ‘citizenreconceptualized as lacking in itself a
unified basis, the relationship between identitytizen) and difference (migrant)
becomes more ambiguous. Citizenship becomes lesgnizable in terms of an ability to
draw lines in the final instance between those idatend those inside the dominant
imagined community, between ‘migrant’ and ‘non-raigf’, between ‘host’ and
‘newcomer’, between the past (old Irish) and thespnt (new Irish). These spaces are no
longer so easily idealized as solid bodies analsgmuthe image of the sovereign
territorial state which exists in linear time mogifrom the past to the present and back
again, but rather as often retrospectively produtéghly ambiguous ‘traces’. What is
replaced is the assumption of the self as a tealtsovereign being whicheedsto be
bonded with another, with an understanding of t#wowus ways in which citizenship can
be thought of as a condition of ruptwréhin the notion of the (coherent) self and within
(coherent) ‘selves’ across time and space. Thituin results in the articulation and
rearticulation of various contingent bonds. Heteenship experienced in terms of these
spatial and temporal inconsistencies (traces) re$gnce and absence, is conceptualized
also as ‘political’ subjectivity. As opposed to dew) to consider how the experience of
citizen children born to migrant parents can be enadnse of in relation to existing
imaginaries of political community which are basmd sovereign notions of inclusion
and exclusion, such ambiguous subjectivities cais the considered (often for the first

time) in their own right.
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Conclusion

l...saw a humanity that asks not to be included oruebed from universalism, but

encourages us to consider different ways to be signify. Julia Kristeva**®
Existing critical analysis of the 2004 Irish Citship Referendum emphasizes the
challenge which migration poses to dominant conoeptof belonging located in a
national statist community which assumes a commuit tistory and culture. In so
doing it has focused on the question of how migratthallenges what it is to be an
‘Irish’ citizen. This chapter has considered howaliristeva’s work, however, presents
an alternative type of critical approach to thisiserg analysis. What has been
highlighted is how her work attempts to emphasieeimpact of migration beyond how
it merely challenges the modern assumption of tteerence of (trans)national histories
(Irishness, Africanness, etc.) to how it also dradles the assumption of the coherence of
‘being’ more generally. What | have argued withistchapter is that in doing so, the
emphasis shifts from that of ‘where’ lines are exdn and mobilities re-anticipated in
respect of the question of citizenship, to thahofv’ political belonging (being ‘citizen’)
itself can be renegotiated in terms of sovereidiitips, or in other terms. This indicates
the importance of theorizing the experiences ok¢hsuch as citizen-children born to
migrant parents as those who experience citizenshtpe intersectionsthrough which
citizenship is divided into other sub-groupingsthea than through the sub-groupings
themselves which are presumed to traverse (préiyexiges in linear fashion.

Instead of different spaces of citizenship suctols and ‘new’, ‘inclusive’ and
‘exclusive’ — which is to conceive of being ‘citize(matter) as that which exisis time
and space which act as ‘containers’ or the ‘bagikdfor social life — the concept of
citizenship as trace has been introduced here tempt to capture the alternative
conception of political subjectivity enabled by therk of Julia Kristeva. For, as Bhabha
points out, “what is crucial to such a vision....letbelief that we must not merely
change the narratives of our histories, but tramsfour sense of what it means to live, to
be, in other times and different spaces, both huamehhistorical *** What is challenged

in this concept of ‘trace’ is the image of polifigpace as having to be understood as

138 Kristeva, J. (1996) ‘Julia Kristeva Speaks Out'Julia Kristeva Interviewsp.261
139 Bhabha;The Location of Culture.256
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something to be achieved in unified time and extend space and thus always in terms
of the oscillation between continuing presence anthinent absence. Through this
notion we are rather left to imagine ‘citizens’ agorm of subjectivity which can also
manifest as a cluster of time-space coordinatestwéiie constantly changing within and
across what is normally conceptualized as the atesapace and horizontal time of
sovereign political community. It is not my inteotito argue that a more robust ontology
necessarily gives us a better politics. What | dgua, however, is that a more robust
ontology gives us the ability to see the differemays in which the ‘politics’ of
citizenship can, and more importantly,being experienced outside the spatio-temporal

limits of modernity.
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Conclusion:
Repoliticizing the Boundaries of the Citizen-Subjet

so many stories to tell...such an excess of intedditives
events miracles places rumours, so dense a coningngfl the
improbable and the mundane...I have been a swalloiéres;
and to know me, just the one of me, you'll havawallow the
lot as well.Saleem Sindi

The above observation is made by the main protagohiSalman RushdieMlidnight's
Children who describes himself as mysteriously, yet irr@abg “handcuffed to
history”2 Born at the dawn of Indian independence (exaatlythe stroke of midnight)
Saleem Sinai tells the story of how he came toaesgmt the entirety of India and all its
religious and national diversity within and acrgas opposed to in terms of) his unitary
self. In order to explore the diversity of his lgin(“all kinds of
everywhichthing...jumbled up insidd” Saleem is forced to resist the idea of wholeness
associated with “[tjhe body...homogenous as anythindivisible, a one-piece suit, a
sacred temple if you will®. He is forced to resist attempts by others “to yaullhim]
back into the world of linear narrative, the una@of what-happened-nextUltimately,

it is only by hovering “at the apex, above past present® in a body which is born with
“two heads but you will see only orfethat he manages to tell the story of the livesiof
hundred million people bound up inside in one sraglf.

This thesis has explored another way in which peapé handcuffed to history:
this time as citizen children born to migrant pasenlt has explored how their
subjectivity is inextricable from, as opposed torehe linked to the diversity of the
symbolic order. What it has emphasized is how thastdren similarly need to be
understood as disjointed rather than coherent pecesas individual selves which contain

a huge diversity within and across the notion abherent ‘I'. As those whose citizen-

! Rushdie, S. (1995)lidnight’s Children(Surrey: Vintage), p.9
2 Ibid, p.9

% Ibid, p.236

* Ibid, p.237

® Ibid, p.38

® Ibid, p.194

" Ibid, p.87

249



subjectivity cannot therefore be understood merelyterms of the physical and
imaginative space of the political subjea&s individual (the one) and/or groups of
individuals (the many-as-one). What has been argaédat theirs are important stories
which rather tell of the diversity of ‘being’ whicéxists outside of a world of linear
narrative and absolute spatial wholes. This is adetstanding of ‘being’ which is
currently taken for granted as the only basis paiditical’ possibility in existing analysis
of the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum, as wsliramuch of the critical citizenship
studies literature more generally. Conceptualizhvgge alternative experiences which sit
at the intersection of migration and claims to bgiag in terms of ‘trace’ rather than
absolute space, this thesis underlines the needctmgnize the manner in which these
experiences cannot be made sense of according istingximaginaries of political
community and identity which are based on cleadyndrcated (sovereign) notions of
inclusion and exclusion. It highlights how they ueg instead a rethinking of what
counts as ‘political’ possibility in respect of iggnship by forcing us to revisit
(repoliticize) the boundaries of what we have cam&now as the citizen-subject and
how this is being experienced ‘of (as well as Jidifferent times and spaces.

An ethos of repoliticizing the self as citizen-sedijand the manner in which we
have come to know the citizen-subject aelf’, emerges from R.B.J. Walker's
perspective on the notion of the constitutive sciogé (sovereign) politics. By regarding
politics and subjectivity as intimately related aadchphasizing the manner in which
political possibility has come to be defined acaogdto a particular understanding of
being ‘in’ time and space associated with appeatgdte sovereignty, Walker argues that
there is a need to rethink what we have been ttiltbn-subjectivitycan be. He points
out that political subjectivity needs to be undeost in terms of how it has come to be
associated with a dominant ‘particular versus uisiaé framework, and an assumption
regarding the need t@solvethis via the idea of a sovereign self as bothZeit’ and
‘human’. Existing analysis of the 2004 Irish Carship Referendum, as based on this
‘particular versus universal’ opposition (concefized as a clash between conceptions
of jus soli and jus sanguine) is therefore no lengienply representative of infinite
possible understandings about what it is to becanatizen, but is rather part of a

specific framework for thinking about and talkingoait what it is to ‘be’ (citizen) in the
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context of how this has already been defined wssathe modern territorial state. The
challenge which is supposedly presented in thidyaisafrom universal models of

citizenship to particular models of citizenship da@ qualified as a challenge which
insteadreproduces, in the final instance, the manner in Wil possibilities of being

citizen have been posed since early-modern timeterims of sovereign autonomous
subjectivity.

By drawing on R.B.J. Walker’'s work, this thesisanff a way of moving beyond
the existing parameters of the 2004 Irish Citizgm€bebate and the framework within
which the question of political subjectivity in tltentext of migration has been posed in
citizenship studies more generally via appealddtessovereignty. It draws on Walker’s
work to consider how state sovereignty implicatgmaicularly modern way of knowing
and being in relation to the question of citizepshather than a necessary starting point
from which wemustbegin in order to theorize political subjectivity respect of this
referendum and the question of migration more galyerinstead of starting with the
state as ‘particularism’ and the idea of somethiiyond (or against) the state as
‘universalism’, and therefore with existing undarglings about how people (citizen-
subjects) are, or are not, included ‘in’ politicammunity according to different patterns
or combinations of particularism and universalighis thesis emphasizes the need to
inquire into the understanding itself that politisabjectivity must be conceptualized as
resolvable in time within a horizontally compartrtedized spatial terrain. It questions the
assumption more specifically that there is necdgsasovereign autonomous ‘we’ or ‘I’
(whether ‘wo/man’, ‘child’ or ‘migrant’) which exts separate from the boundaries of the
state in the first place whicbhan be taken as a starting point in discussions about
citizenship.

Emphasizing the limits of sovereignty as a particwvay of knowing and being
highlights the constructed nature of the notiomhef individual as sovereign autonomous
presence which exists vis-a-vis the state. Thismgsefar as individuality is no longer a
natural state of being that can be pointed to.eatt the idea of a located authorizing
presence (an essence which exists ‘in’ time andeygda reconceived as a practice and a
problem in its own right which constantly need®éoreproduced if it is to be maintained.

Instead of assuming that subjects always alreaglyndividuals who engage in discourse
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as autonomous selves, which are subsequently cuiguzeitumscribed (as belonging or
not) as is done in existing analysis of the 200&hirCitizenship Referendum, a
distinction is drawn in this thesis between being(c#tizen)subject and being an
‘individual’. The result is to emphasize how sulbipty has become associated with an
understanding of ‘being’ as sovereign autonahmpughdiscourse as an object in its own
right and the manner in which this is ignored iriserg analysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum. Attempts in this analysischallenge exclusivity (defined in
terms of appeals to state sovereignty) with ingitssilassociated with appeals beyond or
against the statist monopoly on conceptions of camity and identity) are shown to be
limited by their reliance on the idea of subjedfivas which alwaygan be included or
excluded ‘in’ political community.

Psychoanalysis, and in particular the work of J4listeva has been presented as
providing a way of thinking about how the idea bk tsubject is reworked here as
inherently bound up in the symbolic or social ordather than simply engaging ‘in’ it
according to varying degrees of inclusivity andleswity. Kristeva’s work permits us to
move away from defining the politics of citizenslmpterms of the way we draw the lines
in time and space between us and them, here angl, thled and new Irish, selves and
others. It forces us to rethink the need to assedize politics of citizenship with the
ability to draw lines in this manner in the first placeisiteva does so by exploring how
foreignness is integral to the formation of thé aeld thepossibilityof being with others,
as opposed to that which merely undermines the ael its coherency and/or
distinguishes the self from the ‘other’. Unlike &g analysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum and the dominant citizenstepature which it draws upon, that
start with the idea of a sovereign and autonomaliselt intersubjectively formed)
subject which holds rights against the state, Kvials work starts with a
psychoanalytically informed incomplete and fragneensubject: “the subject whose
present is always co-present with the past, fragsnefa recollection brought forth as the
subject shifts and moves through the intersticdie?®

Kristeva presents an alternative notion of ‘beimwich is based on rupture rather

than unity. It is through her work that this thessonceptualizes political subjectivity. It

8 Jabri, ‘Julia Kristeva’, p.224
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is no longer defined in terms of, or across, baydar boundaries as lines which are
presumed simply to exist, but by looking at howgasses of subjectivity are articulated
through the drawing of these boundaries as spatmporal coordinates themselves. It is
through her work that this thesis repoliticizes Hueindary according to which we have
come to know the self as citizen-subject and how donnected to the world. Kristeva’s
work is not taken as indicating the end of the sabpere but rather “a call to rework that
notion outside the terms of an epistemological wivelt is taken as a call to rework the
notion of ‘subject’ outside of the given dominaheoéry of knowledge which says that
this can always be reduced to a singular represemtéalbeit allowing for various
combinations of this representation) of time aratplas envisaged through gender, class,
or culture?®

Given its reliance on sovereign subjectivity, a@rigtanalysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum is shown in this thesisdditmited by its need to conceptualize
being, even when challenging the statist monopalynderstandings about community
and identity, as infinitely divisible by lines exided in continuous, progressive time
which necessarily demarcate self from the worlé tmiversal (humanity) from the
particular (citizenship), here from there, us frtmem. This analysis has been shown to
be limited by its inability to separate conceptioois political possibiliy from “the
practices through which state sovereignty wasidsied in the first place* For, despite
highlighting the challenges that migration placesmuthe dominant ideals and practices
of solidarity conceptualized in terms of the naryudefined parameters of the 1937 Irish
statist project, this analysis continues to unadatthese challenges in terms of how the
state defines the parameters of solidarity in wenty-first century as that which must be
transcended (via a post-statist political commyndy reconfigured anew (via a post-
national political community).

While this critical citizenship scholarship opposesxisting dominant
understandings — insofar as it problematizes hdanigeng has been located in a national
statist community which assumes common history eulture of citizens — it can be

shown to share with non-critical positions a commapproach to the question of how a

° Butler, ‘Contingent Foundations’, p.14
10 Jabri, ‘Julia Kristeva’, p.224
' Walker, ‘Both Globalization and Sovereignty’, p.26
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new politics of citizenship (what ‘citizen’ can bghould be theorized in relation to the
issue of migration. This is via the identificatiofy and a narrative involving, a sovereign
self which has a beginning and an end ‘in’ (lingame and (absolute) space. The result, |
have argued, is that despite taking away the suggposof conflict, the ‘politics’ of
citizenship (the understandings of what it mean®doome ‘citizen’ in the context of
migration) continues to be conceptualized in emgstianalysis of the 2004 Irish
Citizenship Referendum in terms of “a form of irghn that depends on a clear pattern
of spatial exclusion®? This analysis has produced several alternativerigs of Ireland
as a multi-ethnic society which is made up of vasiadentities — old Irish/new Irish,
host/guest, minority/majority, migrant mothers/maigrant mothers — rather than a
history in which there is just one authentic idgn{iCeltic). However, what has been
emphasized is that this has been done without atfély undermining the opposition
itself (conceptualized in terms of homogenous, liade space and linear, progressive
time) between notions of ‘us’ and ‘them’, this coommity and that community, between
‘here’ and ‘there’. No longer a world of aliens ses citizens, what is presented is a
world nonetheless in which belonging continues ¢oblased on the notion of absolute
spatial and linear progressive exclusion in the ilestance; this is merely an exclusion
which no longer involves treating the other as aslgy (as ‘Other’).

In contrast to this, as chapters four and five hakewn, the experiences of
citizen-children born to migrant parents presenegy different image of what it is to
‘be’ citizen and of the relationship between citigbip and migration. This is one which
specifically challenges the idea of citizenshihad which is experienced as a continuum
between here and there, past and present. Empimsinstead the temporally
discontinuous and spatially fractious manner inclhlgubjectivity is produced, what has
been considered is how their experiences preseatrdniguous paradoxical subjectivity
which actually collapses the idea of an us/therti/oseer, past/present dualism. Their
experiences undermine the idea that politics camy)doe articulated according to a
dominant understanding of time as resolved witlpace, which appeals to sovereignty

assume and reproduce.

12\Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject'’1 p9
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What has been demonstrated by exploring the expmrse of these citizen-
children born to migrant parents is that politisabjectivity can also be experienced as
fractious in and of itself (‘less-than-one’ spat#waporalities). This is where it is
recognized, following Kristeva, as that which igpexencedas (rather than ‘against’)
foreignness. Foreignness here is understood asitliden face of our identity, the space
that wrecks our abode, the time in which understandnd affinity founder® This is a
form of being that haunts the relationshgtweercitizenship and the sovereign territorial
state and the presumption that citizen-subjectieég only be identified in terms of the
modern spatio-temporal principle of subjectivityiadividual (‘the-one’ and ‘the-many-
as-one’). As many people have pointed out, usingt&ran theory is not without its
controversies? In particular, there is a need to remain aware tlié role of
psychoanalysis and psychiatry more generally inpttoeluction of the excluded and the
marginalized. There is also a need to be awareowf this discursive and institutional
backdrop that constitutes the symbolic order besoreecondary to the focus in
Kristeva’s work on the speaking subject and theflections on the world around them.
These reflections should furthermore not be takesudbversive in their own right but as
those which can be just as easily conform to tiwergiorder as they can to be being
resistant and dissidett.With this in mind, political subjectivity is retbezed through
psychoanalysis theory somewhat cautiously in thissis. It is used as a way of
considering how an alternative to the dominant eption of subjectivity is being
imagined and experienced. It is not intended tohace as a new alternative totalizing
conception of experience and practice, but merglg ehallenge to the existing dominant
conception which asks after its limitations.

Chapter five introduced the notion of citizenship @race’ as a way of
conceptualizing the move made by opening up theefgign) space in which citizenship
is currently thought, and where temporality is prasd to be containable within absolute

space, to understandings about the alternativeilplitsss of relative and contingent

13 Kristeva,Strangers to Ourselvep.1

14 Jabri, ‘Julia Kristeva’, pp.225-227; McAfedulia Kristeva pp.75-83; Oliver, K. (1997) ‘Introduction:
Kristeva’'s Revolutions’ InThe Portable Kristevded. K. Oliver), (New York: Columbia University &55s),
PP-XXVi-XXVii

12 Jabri, ‘Julia Kristeva’, pp.225-226. Jabri pointst that both Judith Butler and Nancy Fraser hageex

in the past that Kristeva's work overemphasizes tthesgression and the subversive of the semiotic
(aesthetic/ unconsciousness) over the symbolics@onsness) (pp.232-233)

255



spacetime of being associated with the experientestizen-children born to migrant
parents. It is important to note, as such, that #fiility to reconceptualize how we think
about being citizen (the politics of citizenshi® not tied in this thesis to some
aspirational or ‘new’ political subjectivity. It ifed instead tcexisting experiences of
citizenship which are currently marginalized givdreir operation outside dominant
‘political’ horizons. It is not argued, furthermorihat these experiences necessarily lead
to better politics. Indeed, as Alina Sajed points daving identified the migrant as the
figure which attests to the limits of sovereign jegbvity, it would be a mistake to
presume that ambiguous citizenship-subjectivitglisas that of the children of migrants)
necessarily disrupts hegemonic practices of cagitdlstate-centric citizenshipindeed
Ong’s work shows thmterweavingof dominant and dominated forms of subjectivitgan
the manner in which these can work through, as naglthey interrupt, state-centric
citizenship.

Rather, what is being argued in this thesis is Hratawareness of contingent
timespace as the basis of an alternative ontoleggd to a better understanding of how
the politics of citizenship is being experiencedsale of sovereign politics through
immanent differencas well aswithin sovereign politics through exterior diffee!’ In
the latter, foreignness defines the self as coléreras that which can oppose otherness
via the lines which divide absolute space into ‘agd ‘them’, the included and the
excluded. Whereas in the former, foreignness isgeized as integral to ‘being’ — as that
which implicatesoppositional otherness without boundary and withend. | argue that
awareness of this second alternative ontology perms to work “with a different
mapping where patterns of inclusion and exclusiandverse and are multiple rather than
absolute” while nonetheless remaining aware ogttisting dominant sovereign mapping
of the self'® This thesis, as such, needs to be seen as inwetm range of possible
political subjectivities and not attempting to @@ one ontology with another.
Conceptualizing citizenship as trace as opposeabsmlute space is not being taken as
good or bad in and of itself. Rather, what is beangued is that the question of the

'8 Sajed, ‘Postcolonial Strangers’

' Isin, E. (2002)Being Political: Genealogies of CitizenshigMinneapolis/London: University of
Minnesota Press), p.30

18 Closs Stephens, ‘Citizenship without Community4
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politics of citizenship itself (this includes th@rcerns themselves about gender and
biopolitics which are raised in the discussionsr@unding the 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum) needs to be theorized in terms of haan operate through fragmentary,
splintered, and arbitrary time-space coordinasss,well asthrough modern absolute
spatial and linear temporal coordinates.

The limitations of how existing analysis of the 2Q@ish Citizenship Referendum
conceptualizes political subjectivity can, as sumhcontextualized in direct relation to its
inability to be able to combine a necessary undedhg of citizenship in terms of an
inclusion/exclusion framework (absolute space) wvitiht of understanding citizenship
also in terms of disruptions, discontinuities aratfions (as ‘trace’). Existing analysis of
the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum as that whialrors the accepted (particular
versus universal) framework for posing the questibrihe politics of citizenship has
been shown to rely on the idea that subjectivity @lavays be included or excluded ‘in’
political community. Doing so, it ignores how sutijeity is not necessarily synonymous
with individuality but only came to be associateittvsovereign autonomy at a particular
point in history when spatial differentiations ragéd hierarchical modes of allegiance, as
the necessary conditions for the possibility of reggions of political identity. Despite
specifically setting out to demonstrate how mignatchallenges the idea that the state
has a monopoly on understandings about how pdlit@amunity and political identity
should be conceptualized, what has been highlightetiis thesis is that this analysis
continues to define political necessity via a ratjue statist idea of the modern subject
which is the idea of ‘being’ as reducible to spaatéch are infinitely divisible by lines
extended in continuous, progressive time. Althopglitical subjectivity is recognized as
having fluid margins, it is nonetheless concepagalias having calculable boundaries
demarcating inside from outside, past from preseatogous to the spatial and temporal
imagery of the modern state inherent in the conoégerritory’ (as located space) and
understandings of national time (as the time oft,staiddle and ends). Essentially what
has been argued is that existing analysis of ti@} 2€ish Citizenship Referendum is
limited by its failure to differentiate between piglal possibility in general and how we

have come to think of ‘possibility’ in terms of &rtain conception of politics which
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came to be associated with (state) sovereigntyttenability to divide space infinitely by
lines extended in continuous linear time.

By “resist[ing] the eternal return of the spatiaffetentiations of early-modern
Europe”!® the notion of citizenship as trace presents agrradtive conception of what
politics can be. It does so by challenging the ithed all understandings of politics can
necessarily be traced back to the modern statigicab imaginary and the associated
spatio-temporal understandings of a clearly locagiedence which can be demarcated in
terms of inside and outside, as ‘excluded’ or unldd’. Thinking about citizenship as
trace allows for an alternative understanding oéthis to be a citizen-subject. It allows
us to move beyond the question of how this needsetoelated to sovereign spaces of
inclusion and exclusion which exist vis-a-vis otBerereign spaces. Instead of reducing
citizenship-subjectivity to singular representasiarf time and space such as ‘woman’,
‘migrant’ or ‘racialized’ which in turn are grounden either humanity or citizenship, it
can be reconceptualized as that which is also mer@asingly based on situations which
combine fragments (often in inconsistent ways)haflse subject positions but cannot be
reduced primarily to any single one defining tinmel Zpace of self (modern subjectivity).

The benefit of thinking of citizen-subjectivity asace, as such, is that it
undermines the idea that citizen-subjectivity caty be defined in terms of a coherent
‘who’. It allows us to move beyond the endless diéstons about who is or who is not
abusing citizenship, who is or who is not entitteccitizenship which take place in the
citizenship debate and concentrate instead onnitreasingly momentary fragments of
self through which citizenship can operate, beythalidea of a sovereign marginalized
subject that can be pointed to. Conceptualizingeniship as trace succeeds, as such, in
undermining the importance of the distinction beitweghe human (migrant) and the
citizen (native) as the basis upon which all questiabout political subjectivity must
begin in the context of migration. It forces usdonsider instead how migrants and
citizens can be connected to each other throughingmmt timespaces. It allows us to
rethink the possible understandings of politicainaaunity: as something which can be

conceptualized through fragmented as well as coatis moments of ‘being’ in

¥ Walker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject'’199
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common?® This is the opposite of the understanding of pmles for citizenship
discussed in the citizenship debate which conttouely on the idea of the centralization
of power in a particular time and place of the sgfaracteristic of the modern state.

The original contribution of this research liesfour principal areasFirst, by
approaching existing analysis of the 2004 Citizgn&eferendum from the perspective
of R.B.J. Walker’'s work it argues that existing lgses of this referendum — which is
presented as a clash between particular and ualvesaceptions of citizenship — can be
taken as representative of a more general debEtés is one which reflects important
assumptions about what a ‘politics’ of citizenshmpstlook which can be traced back to
the idea of sovereign autonomous subjectivity {tftevidual citizen-subject). Secondly,
it advances a Kristevan understanding of humam@eas based on a metaphysics of
process in the context of citizen-subjectivity anges this to develop further the
implications of R.B.J. Walker's work which emphasithe need to think about political
subjectivity other than as that which is definedtémms of sovereign presence. Julia
Kristeva’s work has been used here to provide aamgke of how we can rethink
political subjectivity outside of appeals to statevereignty (a metaphysics of presence)
as the dominant framing of subjectivity. In doirgthis thesis repoliticizes how to think
about the boundaries of citizen-subjectivity in @¢inand space. Thirdly, the thesis
develops an important empirical contribution to cdssions about the politics of
citizenship in Ireland by demonstrating how citizdgnldren born to migrant parents (as
those who are neither just migrants nor alterntijast citizens) interrupt these
discussions. What is demonstrated is how theselrehnilinterrupt such discussions by
challenging the idea that their experiences carthieerized similar to their parent’s
experiences of belonging — as those who have besitigned ‘outside’ (excluded from)
the dominant community and who are in need of bé&iraght into (included in) this
community. What is demonstrated is that unlike rthigrant parents, these citizen
children are not simply marginalized subjects wlawenbeen positioned ‘outside’ the
dominant political community and who are in need‘in€lusion’, but people whose
subjectivity is defined in theensionbetween inclusion and exclusion, particularism and

universalism. It is subjectivity which is experieacin a disruptive contingent temporal

% Closs Stephens, ‘Citizenship without CommunityfigBiro, ‘National Times and Other Times’
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and spatial framework, rather than a sovereign Boarthly, this thesis argues that the
shift which is made here from presuming that prditisubjectivity must be theorized in
terms of a metaphysics of presence to recognizowg ih can also be experienced as a
metaphysics of process, can be understood astafrsinif conceptualizing citizenship as
absolute space to conceptualizing it in terms oftiogent trace. The understanding of
citizenship as trace provides an alternative waythifiking about citizenship in the
context of migration in terms of how it is being-agperienced beyond prescriptive
sovereign dualisms, yet without ignoring the sigaice of such dualistic concepts. It
provides an alternative to the determinative domiinkbgic of the inside/outside,
inclusion/exclusion binary by allowing for the piiskty that subjectivity comes into
play via processes of differentiation which aregular, discontinuous and strange as
well as sovereign and continuous.

The original contribution of this thesis is themefdooth empirical and theoretical.
It contributes not only to our understanding of 2084 Irish Citizenship Referendum and
the limitations of how subjectivity has been cortoapzed in existing analysis of this
event, but also to broader theoretical attemptetognize how political subjectivity is
being experienced outside of a statist politicatdurse. As such, it refuses to subscribe
to a clear-cut separation between theory and padtollowing R.B.J. Walker, it instead
emphasizes the manner in which political theory tnyesengaged with at the level of the
‘real world’ given our inability to separate thebgect from the way in which we
recognize the selfs (sovereign) subject here in the first plate.

This thesis set out to account for the limitatiamfishow political subjectivity is
conceptualized in existing analysis of the 2004hiCitizenship Referendum in terms of
inclusion and exclusion. It recognizes that thishis accepted framework within which
the question of political subjectivity in the coxit®f migration has been posed in critical
citizenship studies more generally. The conclusidras reached is that this citizenship
debate is limited by its inability to account foolpical possibility outside of a specific
conception of space as independent of its physicatent and of time as linear and
progressive. These are the spatio-temporal undelisigs through which practices of

state sovereignty were produced and through whigy tcontinue to be reaffirmed

L Walker, Inside/OutsideWalker, ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject’
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through the conception of the modern subject. Rperences of citizen-children born to
migrant parents challenge the limited nature of tinderstanding of the necessary basis
of political subjectivity, however. Theirs are exipaces which undermine the ‘truth’ that
the citizen-subject can always be conceptualizetknms of singular representations of
time and space associated with the ideal of thersayn autonomous modern subject.
They confirm the need for citizenship studiesh&wveto engage with the idea of always
already existing and acting citizen-subjects owetsaf the spatio-temporal ideal of
modernity. This is a necessity if the study of zgtiship is to have any chance of
capturing the complexity of the contemporary peristich it so often purports to
highlight.

261



Bibliography

Academic Material

Agnew, J. (1994) ‘The Territorial Trap: The Geodragal Assumptions of International
Relations Theory’Review of International Political Economyol.1, No.1, pp.53-80

Anderson, B. (2006)magined Communities: Reflections on the Origin &ptead of
Nationalism(London: Verso)

Anthias, F. and Yuval-Davis, N. (1989) ‘Introductidn: Yuval-Davis, N. and Anthias,
F. (eds)Woman-Nation-StatéL.ondon: Macmillan), pp.1-15

— (1993)Racialized Boundaries: Race, Nation, Gender, Cobmul Class and the Anti-
Racist StruggléLondon: Routledge)

Ashley, R.K. (1988) ‘Untying the Sovereign State:Ddbuble Reading of the Anarchy
Problematic’ Millennium: Journal of International Studig¥ol.17, Issue.2, pp.227-262

— (1989) ‘Living on Borderlines: Man, Poststruetism and War’ In: J. Der Derian and
M.J Shapiro (eds)nternational/Intertextual Relations: Postmoderna@mgs of World
Politics (New York: Lexington Book$)p.264-265

— and Walker, R.B.J. (1990) ‘Reading Dissidena#i¢ the Discipline: Crisis and the
Question of Sovereignty in International Studiebiternational Studies Quarterly

Special Issue — Speaking the Language of Exilesi@ence in International Studies,
Vol.34, No.3, pp.367-416

Bacik, 1. (2004) ‘Immigration and Citizenship Ladmplications of the Referendum
Proposal’ In: C. Finnegan (edJhe Citizenship Referendum: Implications for the
Constitution and Human Righ{®ublin: Trinity College Dublin School of Law), gg4-

47

Balibar, E. We, the People of Europe?: Reflections on Tranenati Citizenship
(Woodstock: Princeton University Press)

Bartelson, J. (19957 Genealogy of Sovereign{Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press)

Bateson, M.C. (1990) ‘Beyond Sovereignty: An Emeggizlobal Civilization’ In: R.B.J.

Walker and S. H. Mendlovitz (eds}ontending Sovereignties: Redefining Political
Community(London: Lynne Rienner Publications), pp.145-158

262



Bellamy, R. (2008) ‘Evaluating Union CitizenshipelBnging, Rights and Participation
within the EU’, Citizenship StudiesSpecial Issue — Europeanization and Migration:
Challenging the Values of Citizenship in Europe|.¥®, Issue.6, December, pp.597-611

Bhabha, H. (1994)he Location of Cultur@_ondon Routledge)

Bigo, D. (2006) ‘Globalized (In)Security: The Fiekhd the Ban-Opticon’ In: D. Bigo
and A. Tsoukala (edd)liberal Practices of Liberal Regimes: The (In)8daty Games
(Paris: L'Harmattan), pp.5-49

Bleiker, R. (1997) ‘Forget IR TheoryAlternatives: Global, Local, Politicalyol.22,
Issue.l, pp.57-85

Brandi, S. (2007) ‘Unveiling the Ideological Consition of the 2004 Irish Citizenship
Referendum: A Ciritical Discourse Analytical Apprbgc Translocations: The Irish
Migration, Race and Social Transformation Revi®wl. 2, Issue 1, Summer, pp.26-47

Breen, C. (2003) ‘Refugee Law in Ireland: Disregagdthe Rights of the Child-Citizen,
Discriminating against the Rights of the Chilthternational Journal of Refugee Law
Vol.15, No.4, pp.750-785

Breen, M., Haynes, A. and Devereux, E. (2006) Zemis, Loopholes and Maternity
Tourists: Media Frames in the Citizenship Referemdin: M.P. Corcoran and M.
Peillon (eds)Uncertain Ireland: A Sociological Chronicle 2003D(Dublin: Institute
of Public Administration), pp.58-70

Brenner, N and Elden, S. (2009) ‘Henri Lefebvre &tate, Space, Territory’,
International Political SociologyVol.3, pp.353-377

Brubaker, R. (1992Fitizenship and Nationhood in France and Germ#&@ambridge
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press)

— (1998) ‘Immigration, Citizenship, and the NatiState in France and Germany’,
Sharfir, Gersham (ed.Jhe Citizenship Debates: A Readg&iniversity of Minnesota
Press: Minneapolis), pp.131- 163

Bryman, A. (20015o0cial Research Metho@®xford: Open University Press)

Butler, J. (1992) ‘Contingent Foundations: Feminisand the Question of
“Postmodernism™ In: J. Butler and J. W. Scott (e@feministsTheorize the Political
(New York and London: Routledge), pp. 3-21

— (1993)Bodies that Matter: On the Discursive Limits of $ieandon: Routledge)

— (1997) The Psychic Life of Power: Theories in Subject{@tanford, California:
Stanford University Press)

263



— (2004) ‘Changing the Subject: Judith Butler'dithRis of Radical Resignification’ In:
S. Salih and J. Butlef,he Judith Butler ReaddOxford: Blackwell Publishing), pp.325-
356

Camilleri, J.A. (1991) ‘Rethinking Sovereignty inShrinking, Fragmented World’ In:
R.B.J. Walker and S. H. Mendlovitz (edSpntending Sovereignties: Redefining Pol.
Community(Boulder and London: Lynne Rienner Publishers)1ggi4

Campbell, D. (1998National DeconstructionViolence, ldentity and Justice Bosnia
(Minneapolis and London: University of Minnesota$y)

— (1998)Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy atiee Politics of Identity
(Manchester: Manchester University Press)

Capek, M. (1961)The Philosophical Impact of Contemporary Physitendon: Van
Nostrand)

Castles, S. and Davidson, A. (200Ditizenship and Migration: Globalization and the
politics of belongingdLondon: Macmillan Press)

Chatterjee, P. (2006)he Politics of The Governed: Reflections on Pap#&alitics in
Most of the WorldNew York: Columbia University Press)

Chatwin, B. (1987)Yhe SonglinegLondon: Picador)

Chohan, P. Artist, untitled poem, Available on wtbs homepage at
http://www.priyachohan.com/index.htrfAccessed 10 July 2010]

Christie, A. (2006) ‘From Racial to Racist StateueStions for Social Professionals
Working with Asylum Seekerslrish Journal of Applied Social Studiegol.7, Issue.2,
Winter, pp.35-51

Closs Stephens, A. (2010) ‘Citizenship without Caumnity: Time, Design and the City’,
Citizenship Studied/ol.14, Issue.l1, pp.31-46

Cohen, R. (2006Migration and its Enemies: Global Capital, Migrah&ibour and the
Nation-StatgHampshire: Ashgate)

Conlon, D. (2010) ‘Ties that Bind: Governmentalitthe State, and Asylum in

Contemporary Ireland’ Environment and Planning D: Society and Spav®l|.28,
Issue.1, pp.95-111

264



Crowley, U., Gilmartin, M. and Kitchin, R. (2006YVote Yes for Common Sense
Citizenship”: Immigration and the Paradoxes at theart of Ireland’s “Céad Mile
Failte”, National Institute for Regional and Spatial Anaty¢§NIRSA) Working Paper
Series N0.30, pp.1-35

Cruikshank, B. (1999Yhe Will to Empower: Democratic Citizens and Otleibjects
(Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press)

Delanty, G. (2000Kitizenship in a Global Age: Society, Culture, Bos (Buckingham:
Open University Press)

Der Derian, J. and Shapiro, M. (1989) ‘Preface’JnDer Derian and M. Shapiro (eds)
International/Intertextual Relations: Postmoderna@mgs of World Politic§Oxford:
Lexington Books), pp.ix-xi

Derrida, J. (1997Df Grammatologytrans. G.C. Spivak), (Baltimore and London: John
Hopkins University)

de Saussure, F. (1966purse in General Linguistiggd. Charles Bally et al), (trans. W.
Baskin), (London: McGraw-Hill paperbacks)

Dillon, M. (1999) ‘The Sovereign and the Strander’J. Edkins, N. Persram and V.Pin-
Fat. (edsBovereignty and Subjectivityondon: Lynne Rienner), pp.117-140

— (2004) ‘Correlating Sovereign and Biopower’ JnEdkins, V. Pin-Fat and M. Shapiro
(eds)Sovereign Lives: Power in Global Politi®xon: Routledge) pp.42-60

Donald, J. and Hall, S. (198@politics and Ideology(Milton Keynes, UK: Open
University Press)

Doty, R.L. (1993) ‘Foreign Policy as Social Constian: A Post-Positivist Analysis of
U.S. Counterinsurgency Policy in the Philippinebiternational Studies Quarterly,
Vol.37, Issue.3, pp.297-320

— (1996) ‘The Double Writing of Statecraft: Explay State Responses to lllegal
Immigration’, Alternatives: Local, Global, Politicalol.21, Issue.2, pp.171-189

— (1996) ‘Sovereignty and the Nation: Constructimg Boundaries of National Identity’
In: T.J. Biersteker and C. Weber (e@ate Sovereignty as Social Constrii€ambridge:
Cambridge University Press), pp.121-284

Dreyfus, H. and Rabinow, P. (1982Jichel Foucault Beyond Structuralism and
Hermeutic§Sussex: Harvester Press)

Edkins, J. (1999poststructuralism and International Relations: RBying the Political
Back In(London: Lynne Rienner)

265



— (2003)Trauma and the Memory of Politi¢€€ambridge: Cambridge University Press)

— (2003) ‘Humanitarianism, humanity, humardpurnal of Human RightsVol.2,
Issue.2, pp.253-258

— (2005) ‘Exposed SingularityJournal for Cultural Researchvol.9, Issue.4, pp.359-
386

— (2006) ‘Encyclopedia Entry for Poststructuralism M. Griffiths (eds)Encyclopedia
of International Relations and Global Politi¢sondon: Routledge), pp.681-689

— Persram, N. and Pin-Fat, V. (eds) (1996yereignty and Subjectivifyondon: Lynne
Rienner)

— and Pin-Fat, V. (1999) ‘The Subject of the Radit In: J. Edkins, N. Persram and V.
Pin-Fat (edspovereignty and Subjectivifiyondon: Lynne Rienner), pp.1-18

— and Pin-Fat, V. (2004) ‘Life, Power, Resistante’ J. Edkins, V. Pin-Fat and M.
Shapiro (edsyovereign LivePower in Global Politic§Oxon: Routledge), pp.1-22

Elden, S. (2001Mapping the Present: Heidegger, Foucault and thejé&ut of a Spatial
History (London: Continuum)

— (2006)Speaking Against the Numb@&dinburgh: Edinburgh University Press)

— (2007) ‘Governmentality, Calculation, TerritaryEnvironment and Planning D:
Society and Spac¥o0l.25, Issue.3, pp.562-580

— (2009) ‘Why is the world divided territorially2h: J. Edkins and V. Pin-Fat (eds)
Global Politics: A New IntroductiofLondon: Routledge), pp.192-219

Falk, R., Ruiz, L.E.J. and Walker R.B.J. (eds) @Reframing the International: Law,
Culture, Politics(New York: Routledge)

Fanning, B. (2002Racism and Social Change in the Republic of Irelévidnchester:
Manchester University Press)

— (2007) ‘Against the “Racial State"Studies: An Irish Quarterly Reviewol.96,
Issue.381, pp.1-8

— (2009)New Guests of the Irish Natigbublin: Irish Academic Press)
— and Munck, R. (2007) ‘Migration, Racism and gredgion: Beyond Vision vs.

Pragmatism?’ Translocations: The Irish Migration, Race and Séclaansformation
Review Vol.2, Issue.1, pp.1-11

266



— and Mutwarasibo, F. (2007) ‘Nationals/Non-Na#itsn Immigration, Citizenship and
Politics in the Republic of IrelandEthnic and Racial Studie¥ol. 30, Issue.3, pp.439-
460

— and Boyle, N. (2009)mmigration and Integration: The Irish Knowledge [;a
Overview of 3 year Irish Research Council for thanthnities and Social Sciences
(IRCHSS) Funded Project (April 2008-2011) [Online]Available at:
http://www.ucd.ie/mcri/resources/Final%20IRCHS S%@8er.ppt[Accessed 15 March
2010]

Fierke, K.M. and Jorgensen, K.E. (eds) (200bpstructing International Relations: The
Next GeneratiorfArmonk, New York: M.E. Sharpe)

Finlay, A. (2007) ‘Introduction’ In: A. Finlay (eflNationalism and Multiculturalism:
Irish ldentity, Citizenship and the Peace Proc@dsinster: LIT Verlag), pp.1-33

Fletcher, R. (2005) ‘Reproducing Irishness: Racender and Abortion LawCanadian
Journal of Women and the LaWwol.17, Issue.2, pp.365-404

Flick, U. (2009)An Introduction to Qualitative Resear¢hondon: Sage)

Foucault, M. (1980) ‘Truth and Power’ IR.ower/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and
Other Writings 1972-197¢ed. C. Gordon), (New York: Harvester Wheatshgaf),109-
133

— (1980)The Archaeology of Knowledg@eans. S. Sheridan), (London: Routledge)

— (1980) ‘Two Lectures’ InPower/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other idgst
1972-1977(ed. C. Gordon), (London: Harvester Wheatsheaf);$ 108

— (1982) ‘Afterword: The Subject and Power’ In: Bireyfus and P. Rabinovidichel
Foucault: Beyond Structuralism and Hermeuti€sissex: Harvester Press), pp.208-227

— (1984) ‘Nietzsche, Genealogy, Historyhe Foucault Readefed. P. Rabinow),
(Harmondsworth: Penguimp.76-100

— (1986)The Use of Pleasure: The History of Sexuality, \2o(trans. R. Hurley),
(Suffolk: Viking)

— (1989) The Archaeology of Knowledg@rans. A.M. Sheridan Smith), (London:
Routledge)

— (1998)The Will to Knowledge: The History of Sexuality|.Vb (trans R. Hurley)
(London: Penguin)

267



— (2000) ‘Polemics, Politics and Problematizatiolms Ethics: Essential Works of
Foucault 1954-1984Vol. 1 (ed. P. Rabinow, trans R. Hurley et @lpndon: Penguin
Books) pp.111-120

— (2000) ‘The Will to Knowledge’ InEthics: Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984
Vol.1 (ed. P. Rabinow, trans. R. Hurleflondon: Penguin Books) p.11-16

— (2000) ‘What is Enlightenmengthics: Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984|.
1 (ed. P. Rabinow, trans. R. Hurley et al), (Londeanguin Books) pp.303-319

— (2001)The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Humarer®es(trans. A.M.
Sheridan Smith), (London: Routledge)

— (2004)Society Must be Defendddectures at the College de France 1975¢{féns.
D. Macey), (London: Penguin Books)

— (2007)Security, Territory, Population: Lectures at thellége de France 1977-1978
(trans. G. Burchell), (London: Palgrave MacMillan)

— (2007) ‘Truth and Power [1977] In: C. Calhoun Gerteis, J. Moody, S. Pfaff and I.
Virk. (eds) Contemporary Sociological Theofpecond Edition), (Blackwell Publishers:
Oxford), pp.201-208

— (2008) The Birth of Biopolitics: Lectures at the College ¢rance 1978-1979
(Palgrave Macmillan, New York)

Freud, S. (1991 he Interpretation of Dreamftrans. J. Strachey), (Harmondsworth:
Penguin)

Garner, S. (2005) ‘Guests of the NatioRhe Irish RevieywWol.33, pp.78-84

— (2007) ‘Babies, Bodies and Entitlement: Gendésgects of Access to Citizenship in
the Republic of IrelandRarliamentary AffairsVol.60, Issue.3, pp.437-452

— and Moran, A. (2006) ‘Asylum seekers and thadwabtate: Putting the ‘Order’ back
into ‘Borders’ in Australia and the Republic oflaed’ In: R. Lentin and A. Lentin (eds)
Race and StatNewcastle: Cambridge Scholars Press), pp.103-120

Gaventa, J. (2005) ‘Foreword’ In: N. Kabeer (éddglusive Citizenship: Meanings and
ExpressiongLondon and New York: Zed Books), pp.xii-xiv

Gaynor, N. (2009) ‘In-Active Citizenship and the fodticization of Community
Development in Ireland’Community Development Journ&dvance Access published
23 July, 2009, pp.1-15

Goldberg, D.T. (2002J he Racial Stat€Oxford: Blackwell Publishing)

268



Gray, B. (1999) ‘Steering a Course Somewhere Beatwidegemonic Discourses of
Irishness’ In: R. Lentin (ed.Jhe Expanding Nation: Towards a Multi-Ethnic Irethn
(Dublin: Department of Sociology, Trinity Collegeublin), pp.66-73

— (1996) ‘Irishness — A Global and Gendered Idgntilrish Studies Reviewvol.4,
Issue.16, pp 24-30

— (2002) ‘The Irish Diaspora: Globalised Belonds)g Irish Journal of Sociology
Vol.11, Issue.2, pp.123-144

Gupta, A. and Ferguson, J. (1992) ‘Beyond “Cultu®@ace, Identity and the Politics of
Difference’,Cultural AnthropologyVol. 7, No.1, pp.6-23

Habermas, J. (199@etween Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Disseufrheory of
Law and DemocracyCambridge: Polity Press)

Hall, S. (1992) ‘The Question of Cultural Identityi: S. Hall, D. Held and T. McGrew
(eds)Modernity and Its Future@Cambridge: Open University Press), pp.274-323

— (1996) ‘New Ethnicities’ In: D. Morley and K.H. @h (eds)Stuart Hall: Critical
Dialogues in Cultural Studied.ondon: Routledge), pp.441-449

— (1997) ‘Race: The Floating Signifier’, Lecture Blivered at Goldsmiths College,
London (London: Video Media Education Foundation) also available at
http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=-847138358D073865

— (1997) ‘Representation, Meaning and Language’Hall, S. (ed.)Representation:
Cultural Representations and Signifying Practigddilton Keynes: Open University
Press), pp.13-74

Harmon, S. (2010) ‘Book review: A. Shachar “ThetBiight Lottery: Citizenship and
Global Inequality” Social and Legal Studig¥ol.19, Issue.1, p.132

Harrington, J.A. (2005) ‘Citizenship and the Biogos of Post-nationalist Ireland’
Journal of Law and Society/ol.32, Issue.3, pp.424-449

Harvey, D. (2009)Cosmopolitanism and the Geographies of Freed@hichester:
Columbia University Press)

Hindess, B. (1996piscourses of Power: From Hobbes to Foucd@kford: Blackwell)
Hogan, G. (2004) ‘Citizenship and the Constituti®@?2- To Date’, Paper Given as Part

of a Conference Held in Trinity College Dublin Bled The Citizenship Referendum:
Implications for the Constitution and Human Rigi#8 May, pp.1-6

269



Homer, S. (2005Jacques LacaflLondon: Routledge)

Honohan, 1. (2007) ‘Bounded Citizenship and the Meg of Citizenship Laws’ In: L.
Cardinal and N. Brown (ed$fanaging Diversity: Practices of Citizenship in Aadia,
Canada and IrelandUniversity of Ottawa Press, 2007), pp.63-94

Howarth, D. (2000Piscourse(Philadelphia: Open University Press)

Huang, P. ‘Anchor Babies, Over-Breeders, and thguRtion Bomb: The Reemergence
of Nativism and Population Control in Anti-immigiat Policies’, Harvard Law and
Policy ReviewVol.2, Issue.2, pp.385-406

Hutchings, K. (1999) ‘Political Theory and Cosmafa Citizenship’ In K. Hutchings
and R. Dannreuther (edS8psmopolitan Citizenshif.ondon: Macmillan Press), pp.3-32

Inda, J.X. (2005)rargeting Immigrants: Government, Technology, atlids (Oxford:
Blackwell)

Isin, E. (2002) Being Political: Genealogies of CitizenshiMinneapolis/London:
University of Minnesota Press)

Jabri, V. (2001) ‘Book Review: J. Edkins, N. Pemsrand V. Pin-Fat (eds) “Sovereignty
and Subjectivity” International Affairs Vol.77, Issue.1, pp.171-172

— (2009) ‘Julia Kristeva’ In: J. Edkins and N. \¢gdnan-Williams (edsEritical Theorists
and International Relationf_.ondon: Routledge), pp.221-234

Kabeer, N. (ed.) (2009nclusive Citizenship: Meanings and Expressidbsndon and
New York: Zed Books)

— (2005) ‘Introduction: The Search for InclusivetiZenship’ In: N. Kabeer (ed.)
Inclusive Citizenship: Meanings and Expressifioendon and New York: Zed Books),
pp.1-30

Kiberd, D. (1998) ‘Romantic Ireland’s Dead and Gaihe English-speaking Republic as
the Crucible of Modernity’, Lecture given at thelleége des Irlandais, Paris, April 29,
[Online] Available at:
http://www.aislingmagazine.com/aislingmagazinetdes/TAM28/Romantic.html
[Accessed 12 January 2010]

King-O'Riain, R.C. (2006) ‘Re-racialising the Irisbtate through the Census, Citizenship
and Language’ In: R. Lentin and A. Lentin (etce and StattNewcastle: Cambridge
Scholars Press), pp.274-291

Kofman, E. (1995) ‘Citizenship for Some but Not Others: Spaces of Citizenship in
Contemporary EuropeRolitical GeographyVol.14, Issue.2, pp.121-137

270



Kristeva, J. (1981) ‘Women’s TimeSigns (trans. A. Jardine and H. Blake), Vol.7, No.1,
pp.13-35

— (1986)The Kristeva Readded. T. Moi), (New York: Columbia University Prgss

— (1986) ‘A New Type of Intellectual: The Dissidem: The Kristeva Readged. T.
Moi), (New York: Columbia University Press), pp.29Q0

— (1986) ‘Stabat Mater’ InThe Kristeva Readefed. T. Moi), (New York: Columbia
University Press), pp.160-185

Kristeva, J. (1986) ‘The System and the Speakinge®ti In: The Kristeva Readged.
T. Moi), (New York: Columbia University Press), gp2-300

— (1991) Strangers to Ourselvefirans. S. Leon Roudiez), (New York: Columbia
University Press)

— (1993)Nations Without Nationalispftrans. S. Leon Roudiez,), (New York: Columbia
University Press)

— (1996)Julia Kristeva Interviewqded. R.M. Guberman), (Chichester, West Sussex:
Columbia University Press)

— (1996) ‘A Conversation with Julia Kristeva’ [dulia Kristeva Interviewged. R.M.
Guberman), (Chichester, West Sussex: Columbia WsityePress), pp.18-34

— (1996) ‘Cultural Strangeness and the Subje@rigis’ In: Julia Kristeva Interviews
(ed. R.M. Guberman), (Chichester, West Sussex:r@la University Press), pp.35-60

— (1996) ‘Julia Kristeva Speaks Out’ liulia Kristeva Interviewged. R. M. Guberman)
(Chichester, West Sussex: Columbia University Brggs257-270

Kuisma, M. (2008) ‘Rights or Privileges? The chadle of globalization to the values of

citizenship’, Citizenship StudiesSpecial Issue — Europeanization and Migration:
Challenging the Values of Citizenship in Europe®].Y2, Issue.6, December, pp.613-
627

Lacan, J. (1977) ‘The Freudian Thing, Or The Magnof the Return to Freud in
Psychoanalysis’ In:Ecrits: A Selection(trans. A. Sheridan), (London: Routledge),
pp.114-145

— (1977) ‘The Mirror Stage as Formative of the ¢tiom of the | as Revealed in

Psychoanalytic Experience’ InEcrits: A Selection(trans. A. Sheridan), (London:
Routledge), pp.1-7

271



Lefebvre, H. (1998The Production of Spacd®©xford: Blackwell Publishers)

— (2006) ‘Introduction: Speaking of Racism’ in entin and R. Lentin (ed$}ace and
State(Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Press), pp.1-14

Lentin, R. (1998) *“Irishness”, the 1937 Constituti and Citizenship: a Gender and
Ethnicity view’, Irish Journal of Sociologyol.8, Issue.1, pp.5-24

— (1999) ‘Constitutionally Excluded: Citizenshimda (Some) Irish Women’ In: N.
Yuval Davis and P. Werbner (ed#gyomen, Citizenship and Differen¢eondon: Zed
Books), pp.130-144

— (2001) ‘Responding to Racialisation of Irishnd3isavowed Multiculturalism and its
Discontents’,Sociological Research Onlin&/ol.5, Issue.4, pp.1-15 [Online] Available
at: http://www.socresonline.org.uk/5/4/lentin.htfAlccessed 14 August 2009]

— (2003) ‘Pregnant silence (en)gendering Irelaadidum spacePRatterns of Prejudice
Vol.37, No.3, pp.301-322

— (2004) ‘From Racial State to Racist State: irdlan the Eve of the Citizenship
Referendum’,  Variant, Issue 20, pp.1-6 [Online] Available at:
http://www.variant.randomstate.org/20texts/rac&tsthitm) [Accessed 6 August 2009]

— (2004) ‘Strangers and Strollers: Feminist NaiasResearching Migrant M/others’,
Women'’s Studies International Forulol.27, Issue 4, pp.301-314

— (2006) ‘From Racial State to Racist State? Ra@sd Immigration in Twenty First
Century lIreland’ In: R. Lentin and A. Lentin (ed®ace and StatgNewcastle:
Cambridge Scholars Press), pp.187-208

— (2007) ‘lllegal in Ireland, Irish lllegals: Dipsra Nation as Racial Statdtish
Political StudiesVol.22, Issue.4, pp.433-453

— (2007) ‘Ireland: Racial State and Crisis Racjdathnic and Racial Studie¥/0l.30,
Issue.4, pp.610-627

— and Luibhéid, E. (eds) (2004) ‘Representing BiigiWwomen in Ireland and the EU’,
Special Issue dVomen’s Studies International Forulol.27, Issue.4, pp.293-300

— and McVeigh, R. (2006)fter Optimism? Ireland, Racism and Globalisati@ublin:
Metro Eireann Publications)

Lister, M. (2008) ‘Editorial — Europeanization andgration: challenging the values of
citizenship in Europe?’ Citizenship StudiesSpecial Issue — Europeanization and
Migration: Challenging the Values of Citizenshipgarope?, Vol.12, Issue.6, December,
pp.527-532

272



Lister, R. (1997 Citizenship: Feminist Perspectivsondon: MacMillan Press)

Luibhéid, E. (2003) ‘Globalization and Sexuality.edkawing Racial and National
Boundaries through Discourses of Childbearing’ R: Lentin and E. Luibhéid (eds)
Women’s Movement: Migrant Women Transforming Irel@Dublin: Trinity College
Dublin), pp.74-84

— (2004) ‘Childbearing against the State? Asylueaker Women in the Irish Republic’,
Women'’s Studies International Foruiol.27, Issue.4, pp.335-349

— (2006) ‘Sexual Regimes and Migration Controlspf®ducing the Irish Nation-State
in Transnational Contextsieminist RevieyWol.83, pp.60-78

Lutz, H. (1997) ‘The Limits of European-ness: Imnaigt Women in Fortress Europe’,
Feminist Revieywol.57, pp.93-111

MacEinri, P. (1998) ‘States of Becoming: Is therg#iare’ Here and a ‘There’ There?:
Some Reflections on Home, Away, Displacement anentitdy/, Chimerg pp.1-8
[Online] Available at:http://migration.ucc.ie/statesofbecoming.hccessed 20 August
2010]

— (2007) ‘Integration Models and Choices’ In: BanlRing (ed.Jmmigration and Social
Change in the Republic of Irelan1anchester: Manchester University Press), pp.214-
236

— (2009) ‘If | Wanted to Go There | Wouldn't Stémbm Here: Re-imagining a Multi-
Ethnic Nation’ In: D. Ging, M. Cronin and P. Kirbgeds) Transforming Ireland:
Challenges, Critiques, Resourgdéanchester: Manchester University Press), pp.38-51

Maguire, M. and Cassidy, T. (2009) ‘The New Irisbhe3tion: Citizenship, Motherhood
and the Politics of Life Itselflrish Journal of Anthropologywol.12, Issue.3, pp.18-28

Mancini, J.M. and Finlay, G. (2008) *“Citizenship alers”: Lessons from the Irish
Citizenship ReferendumAmerican QuarterlyVol.60, Issue.3, pp.575-595

Marshall, T.H (1992) ‘Part I. Citizenship and Sdcdizlass’ In: T.H. Marshall and T.
Bottomore Citizenship and Social ClagRluto Press: London), pp.3-49

Marx, K. (1963) The 18 Brumaire of Louis Bonapart¢éNew York: International
Publishers)

Mason, A. (2009) ‘Environmental Obligations and thémits of Transnational
Citizenship’,Political StudiesVol.57, Issue.2, pp. 280-297

273



Masters, C. (2009) ‘Judith Butler’ In: J. EdkinsdaN. Vaughan-Williams (ed<Jritical
Theorists and International Relatiofisondon: Routledge), pp.114-124

McAfee, N. (2004)ulia Kristeva(Oxon: Routledge)

McNevin, A. (2010) ‘Migrant Mobilizations in Los Ayeles: lllegality, Citizenship and
the City’, Paper presented at the InternationadiggiAssociation’s Annual Convention,
New Orleans, USA, pp.1-23

McVeigh, R. (1992) ‘The Specificity of Irish RacisnRace and Classvol.33, Issue.4,
pp.31-45

— (2010) ‘United in Whiteness? Irishness, Europeas and the Emergence of a “White
Europe” Policy’ In: C. McCall and T.M. Wilson (edsuropeanisation and
Hibernicisation: Ireland and EuropéAmsterdam/New York: Rodobi), pp.251-278

Meaney, G. (1991pex and Nation: Women in Irish Culture and Polititaiblin: Attic
Press)

Mezzadra, S. (2005Fitizen and Subject: A Postcolonial Constitution tlee European
Union? pp.1-6 [Online] Available at:
http://www.gold.ac.uk/media/mezzadra_citizen_sutypelf [Accessed 13 April 2010]

Miller, D. (1999) ‘Bounded Citizenship’ In: K. Hutings and R. Dannreuther (eds)
Cosmopolitan Citizenshifl.ondon: MacMillan Press Ltd), pp.60-82

— and Linklater, A. (1999) ‘Part Il. The Debate’ IK. Hutchings and R. Dannreuther
(eds)Cosmopolitan CitizenshjgLondon: MacMillan Press Ltd), #{%-80

Mills, S. (1997)Discourse: the New Critical IdiorfLondon: Routledge)

Moi, T. (1983), ‘Introduction to “Women’s Time™ tnThe Kristeva Readged. T. Moi),
(New York: Columbia University Press), pp.187-188

Mullally, S. (2005) ‘Debating Reproductive Rightslreland’,Human Rights Quarter)y
Vol.27, Issue.l, pp.78-104

— (2007) ‘Children, Citizenship and Constitution@hange’ In: Fanning, B. (ed.)
Immigration and Social Change in the Republic afldnd (Manchester: Manchester
University Press), p.27-46

— (2009) ‘Migrant Women Destabilizing Borders:ig@hship Debates in Ireland’ In: E.
Grabham, D. Cooper, J. Krishnadas and D. Hermas) (rtkrsectionality and Beyond:

Law, Power and the Politics of LocatigAbingdon: Routledge- Cavendish), pp.251-270
Nancy, J.L. (2000Being Singular Pluraltrans. R. D. Richardson and A. E. O’'Byrne),
(Stanford University Press, Stanford, Califojnia

274



Ni Laoire (2008) ‘Complicating Host-Newcomer Duais Irish Return Migrants as
Homecomers or Newcomers?Zranslocations: The Irish Migration, Race and Sécia
Transformation Reviewol.4, Issue.1, pp.35-50

Ni Laoire, C., Bushin, N., Carpena-Méndez, F. antiitey A. (2008) Negotiating
Belonging: Migrant children and Youth in IrelanMigrant Children Project Working
Paper No.1, pp.1-7 [Online] Available at:
http://migration.ucc.ie/children/workingpapers.hfistcessed 17 September 2009]

— (2009)Tell me About YourselMigrant Children’s Experiences of Moving to and
Living in Ireland, Final Report of the Marie Curie Excellence Teamjé&uio‘Migrant
Children: Children’s and Young People’s Experiences of Imiign and Integration in
Irish Society’, (Cork: University College Cork), dpl08 [Online] Available at:
http://migration.ucc.ie/children/finalreport.htfficcessed 10 June 2009]

Ni Mhurcha, A. (2010) ‘Citizenship as Absolute SpaCitizenship as Contingent Trace’,
Alternatives: Global, Local, PoliticaMol.35, Issue.4, pp.373-401

— (2010) ‘Beyond a “Realistic” New Cosmopolitaredd in the Irish Context: A Non-
Sovereign Politics of SolidarityTranslocations: Migration and Social Changéol.6,
Issue.2, pp.1-22

— (Forthcoming 2011) ‘Thinking Citizenship and @snstitutive Subject: Interrogating
the 2004 Irish Citizenship Referendum Debattizenship Studied/ol.15, Issue.2

Ni Shdinéar, S. (2002) ‘Othering the Irish (Traeed)’ In: R. Lentin and R. McVeigh
(eds)Racism and Anti-Racism in IrelariBelfast: Beyond the Pale Publications), pp.177-
192

Nyers, P. (1999) ‘Emergency or Emerging Identiti@&fugees and Transformations in
World Order’,Millennium: Journal of International Studig¥ol. 28, Issue.1, pp.1-26

— (2006) ‘The Accidental Citizen: Acts of Sovergigand (Un)making of Citizenship’,
Economy and Societyol.35, Issue.l, February, pp.22-41

— (Forthcoming 2011) ‘Forms of Irregular Citizemshn: V. Squire (ed.)The Contested
Politics of Mobility: Borderzones and Irregularifzondon: Routledge), pp.184-198

Oaks, L. (1998) ‘Irishness, Eurocitizens, and Rdpotive Rights’ In: S. Franklin and H.
Ragone (edslReproducing Reproduction: Kinship, Power and Tedtbgioal Innovation
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Presg),182-155

— (2002) ‘Abortion is Part of the Irish Experiende,is Part of What we are: The

Transformation of Public Discourses on lIrish Abanmti Policy’, Women’s Studies
International Forum Vol.25, Issue.3, pp.315-333

275



O’Connell, J. (2002) ‘Travellers in Ireland: An Ewrmation of Discrimination and
Racism’ In:R. Lentin and R. McVeigh (eddRacism and Anti-Racism in Irelan@elfast:
Beyond the Pale Publicationpp. 49-62

Oliver, K. (1997) ‘Introduction: Kristeva’s Revolons’ In: The Portable Kristevded.
K. Oliver), (New York: Columbia University Presgp.Xi-xxvii

Ong, A. (1999)Flexible Citizenship: The Cultural Logic of Transiaality (Durham
N.C.: Duke University Press)

— (2000) ‘Graduated Sovereignty in South-East 'Asideory, Culture and Society
Vol.17, Issue.4 pp.55-75

— (2005) ‘Splintering Cosmopolitanism: Asian Immaigts and Zones of Autonomy in
the American West’' In: T. Blom Hansen and F. Stégpyeds)Sovereign Bodies:
Citizens, Migrants and States in the Postcoloniabrd/ (New Jersey; Princeton
University Press), pp.257-275

— (2006) Neoliberalism as Exception: Mutations in Citizemshand Sovereignty,
(Durham, London: Duke University Press)

Palan, R. (2000) ‘A World of their Making: An Evailtion of the Constructivist Critique
in International RelationsReview of International Studiegpl.26, Issue.4, pp.575-598

Persram, N. (1999) ‘Coda: Sovereignty, Subjectj@trategy’ In: J. Edkins, N. Persram
and V. Pin-Fat (edsJovereignty and Subjectivifiyondon: Lynne Rienner), pp.163-175

Phillips, L. and Jgrgensen, M.W. (200B)scourse Analysis as Theory and Practice
(London: SAGE Publications)

Pin-Fat, V. (2000), ‘Review: (Im)possible Univeisat: Reading Human Rights in
World Politics’, Review of International Studiegol.26, No.4, October, pp.663-674

Putnam, R.D. (2000Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of Ameri€ammunity
(New York: Simon and Schuster Paperbacks)

Puumala, E and Pehkonen, S (2010) ‘Corporeal Clgoapbies between Politics and the
Political: Failed Asylum Seekers Moving from Bodyolifics to Bodyspaces’,
International Political Sociologyol.4, Issue.l, pp.50-65

Reidy, A. (2004) ‘The Need for a Referendum Congde Paper Given as Part of a
Conference Held in Trinity College Dublin Entitlefhe Citizenship Referendum:
Implications for the Constitution and Human Rigl&2 May, pp.1-14

Roudiez, L.S. (1993) ‘Translator’s Introduction’:Il. Kristeva, Nations Without
Nationalism(trans. S. Leon Roudiez), (New York: Columbia Usity Press), pp.ix-Xii

276



Rushdie, S. (1995)lidnight’s Children(Surrey: Vintage)

Ryan, B. (2004) ‘The Celtic Cubs: The ControversyeroBirthright Citizenship in
Ireland’, European Journal of Migration and Lawol.6, pp.173-193

Sajed, A. (2010) ‘Postcolonial Strangers in a Cqgsolitan World: Hybridity and
Citizenship in the Franco-Maghrebian Borderlar@itizenship Studiesvol.14, Issue.4,
pp.363-380

Salih, S. (2004) ‘Introduction to “Changing the $adt: Judith Butler's Politics of
Radical Resignification™ In: S. Salih and J. ButlEhe Judith Butler ReadgOxford:
Blackwell Publishing,), pp.325-326

Scott, J.W. (1992) ‘Experience’ In: J. Butler and\M. Scott (edsleministsTheorize the
Political, (New York and London: Routledge), pp.22-40

Shachar, A. (2003) ‘Children of a Lesser State:t@nsg Global Inequality Through
Citizenship Laws’, Jean Monet Working Paper 2/0¥(Mew York School of Law),
pp.1-50 [Online] Available at:
http://centers.law.nyu.edu/jeanmonnet/papers/020B@df [Accessed 10 November
2009]

— (2009)The Birthright Lottery(London: Harvard University Press)

Shandy, D.J. (2008) ‘Irish Babies, African MotheRites of Passage and Rights in
Citizenship in Post-Millennia Ireland’Anthropological Quarterly Vol.81, Issue.4,
pp.803-831

Shapiro, M.J. (1989) ‘Textualising Global Politidsi: J. Der Derian and M.J. Shapiro
(eds) International/Intertextual Relations: Postmodern aBmgs of World Politics
(Lexington Books: New York)

— (1999) ‘Narrating the Nation, Unwelcoming thea®ger’ In: M.J, Shapir@€inematic
Political Thought: Narrating Race, Nation and Gendislew York: NYU Press), pp.35-
86

— (2000) ‘National Times and Other Times: Re-TimgkCitizenship’,Cultural Studies
Vol.14, Issue.l, pp.79-98

— (2009) ‘How does the Nation-State Work?’ InEdkins and M. Zehfuss (ed&lobal
Politics: A New IntroductiorfRoutledge: Oxon), pp.220-243

Shaw, K. (2002) ‘Feminist Futures: Contesting tlétReal’ In: R. Falk, L.E.J. Ruiz and

R.B.J. Walker (edsReframing the International: Law, Culture, Politi¢dlew York:
Routledge), pp.219-247

277



— (2008)Indigeneity and Political Theory: Sovereignty ame t_imits of the Political
(Wiltshire: Routledge)

Silverman, M. (1992Deconstructing the Nation: Immigration, Racism a&idizenship
in Modern FrancgLondon: Routledge)

Smith, A. (2008) ‘The Irish Citizenship Referend&®04): Motherhood and Belonging
In Ireland’ In: D. Reed-Danahay, and C.B. Brettédds) Citizenship, Political
Engagement, and Belonging: Immigrants in Europe #redUnited StateéNJ: Rutgers
University Press), pp.60-77

Smith, S. (2004) ‘Singing Our World into Existendeternational Relations Theory and
September 11: Presidential Address to the InternatiStudies Association, February 27
2003 Portland, ORInternational Studies Quarterlyo0l.48, Issue.3, pp.499-515

Smyth, L. (1998) ‘Narratives of Irishness and thelfem of Abortion: The X Case
1992’, Feminist Revieyvol.60, No.1, pp.61-83

Soysal, Y.N. (1994)imits of Citizenship: Migrants and Postnational idieership in
Europe(Chicago: University of Chicago Press)

Squire, V. (2009) ‘On Marginality’ ENACT Enacting European Citizenship Project,
Work Package 3. Enacting Mobility: A More Demoaratturopean Citizenship?
[Online] Available at:
http://www.enacting-citizenship.eu/index.php/secsitblog_post/316/ [Accessed 4
September 2009]

Stolcke, V. (1995) ‘Talking Culture: New Boundarid¢ew Rhetorics of Exclusion in
Europe’,Current AnthropologyVol.36 Issue.l, September, pp.1-24

Torfing, J. (1999)New Theories of Discourse: Laclau, Mouffe and Zi¢@kford:
Blackwell Publishers)

Tormey, A. (2007) *“Everyone with Eyes Can See Breblem”: Moral Citizen and the
Space of Irish Nationhoodmternational Migration Vol.45, Issue.3, pp.69-100

Tracy, M. (2000)Racism and Immigration in Ireland: A Comparativeafysis (Dublin:
Department of Sociology, Trinity College Dublin)p.f-58 [Online], Available at:
http://www.ethnicracialstudies.net/wp-content/uple2010/03/Marshall_title 2.pdf
[Accessed 6 October 2009]

278



Tripcony, P. (1996) ‘Aboriginal Spirituality and €mology’, Paper Initially Presented at
the National Conference of the Australian Associatioh Religious Education
September, pp.1-8 [Online] Available at:
http://www.oodgeroo.qut.edu.au/academic_resourcagfamicpape/tooobviousto.jsp
[Accessed 16 March 2010]

University College Cork (UCC)lrish Return Migrants 1996—-20020nline] Available
at: http://migration.ucc.ie/daonscoil/chartsenglishiretrish.gif [Accessed 10 January
2010]

Vaughan-Williams, N. (2007) ‘Beyond a Cosmopolitdeal: the Politics of Singularity’,
International Politics Vol.44, Issue.1, pp.107-124

Walker, R.B.J. (1990) ‘Sovereignty, Identity, Commty: Reflections on the Horizons of
Contemporary Political Practice’ In: R.B.J. Wallerd S. Mendlovitz (edsfontending
Sovereignties: Redefining Political Communibyondon: Lynne Rienner Publications),
pp.159-185

— (1991) ‘State Sovereignty and the ArticulationRdlitical Space/Time’Millennium:
Journal of International Studigd991), Vol.20, Issue.3, pp.445-461

— (1992) ‘Gender and Critique in the Theory of Inttonal Relations’ In: V.S.
Peterson (ed.fsendered States: Feminist (Re)visions of Intermatidrelations Theory
(Boulder and London: Lynne Rienner Publishers)1p9-202

— (1995) Inside/Outside: International Relations as Polilickheory (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press)

— (1995) ‘International Relations and the Conagfpthe Political’ In: K. Booth and S.
Smith (eds)nternational Relations Theory Todé@ambridge: Polity Press), pp.306-327

— (1999) ‘Citizenship after the Modern Subject Ko Hutchings and R. Dannreuther
(eds)Cosmopolitan Citizenshif.ondon: MacMillan Press Ltd), pp.171-200

— (1999) ‘Foreword’ In: J. Edkins, N. Persram andPin-Fat (eds)Sovereignty and
Subjectivity(London: Lynne Rienner), pp.ix-xiii

— (2000) ‘Both Globalization and Sovereignty: Re-gimang the Political’ In: P.

Wapner and L.E.J. Ruiz (edByincipled World Politics: The Challenge of Normasi
International Relatios (Oxford: Rowman and Littlefield Publications Inpp.23-34

— (2003) ‘Polis, Cosmopolis, PoliticsAlternatives: Global, Local, PoliticalVol.28,
Issue.2, pp.267-286

— (2004) ‘Sovereignties, Exceptions, Worlds’ In:Edlkins, V. Pin-Fat and M. Shapiro,
(eds)Sovereign Lives: Power in Global Politilsondon: Routledge), pp.239-249

279



— (2005) ‘The Doubled Outsides of the Modern Imétional’, Revised Version of
Lecture Given at the Fifth International Confererme Diversity in Organizations,
Communities and Nations, Central Institute of EthAdministrators, Beijing, China, 30
June — 3 July, pp.1-10

— (2010)After the Globe, Before the Worl@xon: Routledge)

— and Mendlovitz, S. (eds) (199Qontending Sovereignties: Redefining Political
Community(London: Lynne Rienner Publications)

— and Bigo, D. (2007) ‘Political Sociology and theoBlem of the International’,
Millennium: Journal of International Studig¥ol.35, Issue.3, pp.725-739

Weber, C. (1995%imulating Sovereignty: Intervention, the State Sgthbolic Exchange
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press)

— (2010) ‘Introduction, Design and Citizenshigitizenship Studiesvol.14, Issue.l,
pp.1-16

Welsh, L. (1997) ‘(Un)belonging Citizens, Unmappeetritory: Black Immigration and
British Identity in the Post-1945 Period’, In S. May (ed.)Not On Any MapDevon:
University of Exeter Press)

White, A. and Gilmartin, M. (2008) ‘Critical Geogpaies of Citizenship’Women’s
Studies International ForunVol.31, Issue.5, pp.390-399

Wildman, P. and Blomeley, B. (1998) ‘Dreamtime KktyExploring History as Future
through the Dreamtime Stories of the Magani Whiolgsoof Torres Strait and Gooriala
the Rainbow Serpent of Cape York’ In: S. Inayatulend P. Wildman (eds}utures
Studies: Methods, Emerging Issues and Civilisatioviisions (Brisbane: Prosperity
Press), pp.1-11 [Online] Available at:
http://www.metafuture.org/articlesbycolleagues/Réildman/Dreamtime.htnfAccessed
15 March 2010]

Yau, N. (2007) ‘Celtic Tiger, Hidden Dragon: Explay Identity among Second
Generation Chinese in Irelandrranslocations: The Irish Migration, Race and Sécia
Transformation Review/ol.2, Issue 1, pp.48-69

Yuval-Davis, N. (1991) ‘The Citizenship Debate, kith Processes and the State’,
Feminist RevieyWol.39, Winter, pp.58-68

— (1997)Gender and NatioflLondon: Sage)

— and Anthias, F. (eds) (198@)oman-Nation-Stat@.ondon: Macmillan)

280



Yuval-Davis, N., Kannabiran, K. and Vieten, U.Md¢ (2006)The Situated Politics of
Belonging(London: Sage Publications)

— (2006) ‘Situating Contemporary Politics of Beayorg’ In: N. Yuval-Davis, K.
Kannabiran and U.M. Vieten (ed$he Situated Politics of Belongir{gondon: Sage),
pp.1-16

Yuval Davis, N. and Werbner, P. (eds) (199%pmen, Citizenship and Difference
(London: Zed Books)

— (1999) ‘Preface’ in N. Yuval Davis and P. Wenbieds) Women, Citizenship and
Difference(London: Zed Books), pp.xi-xii

— (1999) ‘Introduction: Women and the New Disceuds Citizenship’ In: N. Yuval-

Davis and P. Werbner (edgyomen, Citizenship and Differenfleondon: Zed Books),
pp.1-31

281



Civil Society Material

AKkiDWA ‘Human Rights Underpinning our Work’ [Onlife Available at:
http://www.akidwa.ie/index.phpAccessed 15 June 2009]

— (2003)Submission to the Joint Committee on Justice, HEyu&lefence and Women'’s
Rights Regarding Carrier's Liabilities Legislatioend the Immigration Bill 2002; and
the Implications of a Recent Supreme Court Judgi@enterning the Residency Rights
of Non-national Parents of lIrish Born Childrerpp.1-4 [Online] Available at:
http://www.akidwa.ie/publications.phiccessed 15 June 2010]

Campaign Against the Racist Referendum (CARR) (2004ote No to Racist
Referendum’, Workers  Solidarity, Vol.81, May [Ordjn Available at:
http://struggle.ws/wsm/ws/2004/81/voteno.hfitcessed 10 March 2010]

Children’s Rights Alliance (2004Lhildren’'s Rights Alliance Calls for ‘NO’ Vote on
Citizenship Referendum, Says Passage a Regressivaut®l Not in the Best Interests of
Children, pp.1-2 [Online] Available at: http://www.childrensrights.ie/files/80-

Referendum250504.pdfAccessed 9 April 2009]

— (2004) Immigration and Citizenship in IrelandDublin: The Children’s Rights
Alliance), pp.1-36

— (2004)The Case against the Citizenship Referendum frenStandpoint of the Rights
and Well-Being of Children  pp.1-8 [Online] Available at:
http://www.childrensrights.ie/index.php?g=knowletgse/irish-constitution/case-
against-citizenship-referendum-standpoint-rightd-aellbeing[Accessed 9 April 2009]

— (2006)All Our Children: Child Impact Assessment for Irigthildren of Migrant
Parents(Dublin: Children’s Rights Alliance and CADIC), dp80

Irish Human Rights Commission (IHRC) (200®&reliminary Observations on the
Proposed Referendum on Citizenship and on tHeAt#endment to the Constitution Bill
2004 27 April, pp.1-4

— (2004) ‘Observations on the Proposed ReferendonCitizenship and on the 27
Amendment of the Constitution Bill 2004’, 25 Mayp.f-32, [Online] Available at:
http://www.ihrc.ie/publications/list/observations-the-proposed-referendum-on-citizen/
[Accessed 15 April 2009]

Immigrant Council of Ireland ‘Information for Patsnon IBC/05 Scheme’ [Online]
Available at:www.immigrantcouncil.igAccessed 15 March 2010]

282



Immigration Control Platform (21 April 2000) Lettéo Mr. Ray Treacy, Clerk of the
Select Committee on Justice, Equality and Defenu#® Women's Affairs Re. ‘Irish
Nationality and Citizenship Bill 1999, written bWichael MacHale Secretary of
Immigration Control Platform with attached suggdstamendment to the Irish
Nationality and Citizenship Bill 1999, pp.1-3 [olstead from organization directly]

— (21 April 2000) Letter to Minister for Justicéquality and Law Reform Re. ‘Irish
Nationality and Citizenship Bill 1999, written bWichael MacHale Secretary of
Immigration Control Platform (Cc. Michael Gleesonnhigration Division) with attached
suggested amendment to the Irish Nationality arideZiship Bill 1999, pp.1-3 [obtained
from organization directly]

— (June 2000) Letter received by Secretary tavtimester for Justice, Equality and Law
Reform Mr. John O’Donoghue, p.1 [obtained from aigation directly]

— (November 2000Newsletter No.§Dublin: Immigration Control Platform), pp.1-4
[obtained from organization directly]

— (1 December 2000) Letter to Mr. John O’Donogdmjster for Justice, Equality and
Law Reform signed by Tom Hanley Secretary of Immigm Control Platform, with
attached suggested amendment to the Irish Nattgreaid Citizenship Bill 1999, pp.1-3
[obtained from organization directly]

— (May 2001) Newsletter No.7(Dublin: Immigration Control Platform), pp.1-4
[obtained from organization directly]

— (November 2001Newsletter No.§Dublin: Immigration Control Platform), pp.1-4
[obtained from organization directly]

— (July 2002Newsletter No.gDublin: Immigration Control Platform), pp.1-4 [@ined
from organization directly]

— (November 2002Newsletter No.1@Dublin: Immigration Control Platform), pp.1-4
[obtained from organization directly]

— (June 2003)Newsletter No.11(Dublin: Immigration Control Platform), pp.1-4
[obtained from organization directly]

— (2003) Submission of Immigration Control Platform to theini Committee on

Justice, Equality, Defence and Women’s Rights Relatio its Consideration of the

Supreme Court Decision (Lobe and Osayande) of Jgn2@03 with attached letter to

Minister for Justice, Equality and Law Reform (Go. Michael Gleeson, Immigration

Division and Deputy Michedl Martin, Minister for H#h and Children) signed by Gerard
Kenneavy, Secretary of Immigration Control Platform July, pp.1-5 [obtained from

organization directly]

283



— (December 2003)lewsletter No.1ZDublin: Immigration Control Platform), pp.1-4
[obtained from organization directly]

— (July 2004) Newsletter No.13(Dublin: Immigration Control Platform), pp.1-4
[obtained from organization directly]

Immigration, Residence and Protection Bill 2008 Ilj@#] Available at:
http://www.inis.gov.ie/en/INIS/IRPB_2008.pdf/Fild8PB_2008.pdf [Accessed 10
October 2009]

Integrating Ireland (2004)The Implications of the Citizenship Rights Refeuemd
(Dublin: Integrating Ireland), pp.1-13 [obtainedrin organization directly]

— (2007)Looking forward, Looking Back: Experiences of IriSitizen Child Families
(Dublin: Integrating Ireland and CADIC), pp.2-102

Irish Council for Civil Liberties (ICCL) (2004)CCL Briefing on Proposal for a
Referendum on Citizenship2l April (Dublin: ICCL), pp.1-17 [obtained from
organization directly]

— (2004)Vote N@ (Dublin: ICCL), pp.1-2 [obtained from organizatidirectly]

Irish Refugee Council (200#4syland Magazine of the Irish Refugee Council, Summer,
ppl-23

National Consultative Committee on Racism and ttkaralism (NCCRI), (2004Yhe
Citizenship Referendum: Issues, Observations amt€as Advocacy Paper No.3, June
[Online] Available atwww.nccri.ie/pdf/AdvocacyPaper3.pfccessed 6 August 2009]

Referendum Commission (1998) ‘The Referendum onthdon Ireland/ Constitutional
Amendments to Articles 2, 3 and 29: Arguments Fal Against’ (Dublin: Referendum
Commission)

— (2004) ‘Irish Citizenship Referendum/ ConstitubnAmendment to Article 9:
Arguments For and Against’ (Dublin: Referendum Cassion)

284



Media Material

Brennock, M. ‘Tanaiste staunchly defends citizepspbll plan’, The Irish Times
02/04/2004

— ‘McDowell changes argument on referendufie Irish Times)9/04/2004

— ‘FF says amendment is “sensible” response tpeciship situation’The Irish Times
24/05/2004

Carolan, M. ‘Court appeal against deportation faillfie Irish Times15/02/2002

Coulter, C. ‘State fails to argue foetus is noeespn’,The Irish Times10/01/2002

Court Section, ‘10,000 non-nationals could face odegtion’, The Irish Times
26/08/2005

Cullen, P. ‘Expulsion threat to immigrants with shi children’, The Irish Times
01/12/2001

— ‘Government accused of misinformatiofihe Irish Times24/05/2004

Donnellan, E. ‘Rotunda master anxious over latevas’, The Irish Times23/04/2004
Editorial, ‘Immigration policy neededThe Sunday Business Pak4/03/2004

Fay, L. ‘Immigration needs answers, not false pjéiheSunday Time5/04/2004

Finlay, F. ‘FF's Lowest tactic yet: spreading feard confusion on immigrationThe
Irish Examiner 01/04/2004

Hanafin, M. ‘Why we have to close citizenship loof#, The Irish Independent
19/05/2004

Hennessy, M. Morrison terms poll on citizenship ridarous’, The Irish Times
14/04/2004

—‘If June referendum goes ahead, FG will suppgrTtie Irish Times21/04/2004
— ‘McDowell insists his action heads off “threatThe Irish Times19/05/2004

Lacey, M. ‘Dominican crackdown leaves children ditian immigrants in legal limbo’,
The New York Time25/04/2008

Letters to the Editor (2004) ‘We were emigrants egrntoo’, The Sunday Independent
25/04/2004, written by Veronica Daly, Letterfra€lkounty Galway, Ireland

285



McDowell, M. ‘Putting a value on citizenship is ndcist’, The Irish Independent
09/04/2004

O’Dea, W. ‘Irish citizenship: labouring the poinTheSunday Independer25/04/2004

Raferty, M., Opinion and Analysis, ‘McDowell sligmdly this time’,The Irish Times
18/03/2004

Reid, L. ‘Masters deny seeking change of statusmom-nationals’,The Irish Times
13/03/2004

RTE Primetime, 8 June 2004 Mary Hanafin, Governn@hief Whip in debate with
Cathryn Costello, Research Fellow at Oxford Uniikgr®n the issue of the lIrish
Citizenship and the upcoming referendum  [Online] aiable at:
http://www.rte.ie/news/2004/0608/primetime_av.hthd833980,null,200 [Accessed 5
October 2009]

Sheahan, F. ‘Revealed proof of citizenship tourjsrhe Irish Examiner27/05/2004

— ‘Citizenship tourists hit maternity service$he Irish Examiner28/05/2004

286



Official Material

A. and B. v. Eastern Health Board, District JudgariiFahy and C(1997). IEHC 176;
[1998] 1 IR 464; [1998] 1 ILRM 460 (28 November)Orjline] Available at:
http://www.bailii.org/ie/cases/IEHC/1997/176.htfAlccessed 12 May 2009]

Attorney General v. X and othe($992) IESC 1, [1992] 1 IR 1 (5 March, 1992) [Ow]
Available at:http://www.bailii.org/ie/cases/IESC/1992/1.htfAlccessed 12 May 2009]

Baby O and anor v. Minister for Justice, EqualitydaLaw Reform and orf2002] IESC
44 (2002), Unreported Supreme Court Judgment, [RQ821-12 [copy on file with
author]

Bunreacht na hEireann: Constitution of Irelafiflublin: Government Publications)
Census Central Statistics Offi(2003)Census 2002: Principal Demographic Results

(Dublin: Central Statistics Office), pp.3-102 [Qwdi Available at:
http://www.cso.ie/census/documents/pdr_2002.pdf

Coalition Government (2002) ‘An Agreed Programme Gmvernment Between Fianna
Fail and the Progressive Democrats’ [Online] Aalga  at:
http://www.taoiseach.gov.ie/eng/Taoiseach_and_QGuwwent/Programmes_for_Govern
ment/An_Agreed Programme_for_Government_BetweennBiadF%C3%Alil_and _Th
e_Progressive_Democrats_June 2002 _.shortcuf.hpmpl4-34 [Accessed 10 January
2009]

Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employm@&otal Work Permits issued by Year
and by category: 1999-2003Statistical Tables and Company Listings for the
Employment Permits Section [Online] Available at:
http://www.entemp.ie/labour/workpermits/statistitm [Accessed 4 August 2009]

Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform, O@0Proposed Citizenship
Referendum: Article by Minister for Justice, Eqtialand Law Reform Mr. Michael
McDowell, T.D., Published in Sunday IndependentLlérMarch 2004 pp.1-3 [Online]
Available at: www.inis.gov.ie/en/inis/article.pdf/files/articledf [Accessed 4 August
2009]

— (2004) Citizenship Referendum: The Government's Proposalgril, pp.1-27,
[Online] Available at:
www.inis.gov.ie/en/inis/Govtproposals.pdf/Files/Gmwposals.pdf

[Accessed 4 August 2009]

287



— (2004)Information Note: Proposal for Constitutional Amemeht and Legislation
Concerning the Issue of the Irish Citizenship ofi@an of Non-National Parenipp.1-
11[Online] Available at:

WWW.inis.gov.ie/en/inis/information%20note. pdf/&lnformation%20note.pdf
[Accessed 4 August 2009]

— (2008),Information Leaflet No.1: General Information orish Citizenship pp.1-7
[Online] Available at:

http://www.inis.gov.ie/en/INIS/Information%20L eaf¥®€20N0.%201%20-
%20270209.pdf/Files/Information%20Leaflet%20No.Y6Z2D-%20270209.pdf
[Accessed 5 October 2009]

Department of Social, Community and Family Affai(000) Supporting Voluntary
Activity, Government White Pape(Dublin: Government Publications), pp.1-185
[Online] Available at:
http://www.pobail.ie/en/CommunityVoluntarySuppowéiitePaperonCommunityandVol
untaryActivity/file,2200,en.dofAccessed 1 October 2009]

Department of the Taoiseach Press Room, ‘Votingwi#snean Ireland will continue to
have one of the Most Liberal Citizenship Laws inrdpe’, 26/05/2004 [Online]
Available at: http://www.taoiseach.gov.ie/index.asp?doclD=17[#ccessed 15 April
2009]

Fajujonu v. Minister for Justice[1990] 2 IR [copy obtained from Supreme Court
administrative offices directly]

Green Party (2004)0 good reasons to Vote No in Citizenship Refenendo June 11
Statement Launched with Green Party Campaign too8&pthe Citizenship Referendum,
21 May [Online] Available at:
http://www.greenparty.ie/en/news/news_archive/1@dgoeasons _to_vote no_in_citize
nship_referendum_on_junel JAccessed 5 August 2009]

Irish  Nationality and Citizenship Act 2001 [Online] Available at:
http://www.irishstatutebook.ie/2001/en/act/pub/0idex.html [Accessed 10 October
2009]

Irish  Nationality and Citizenship Act 2004 [Online] Available at:
http://www.oireachtas.ie/documents/bills28/actsA283804.pdf [Accessed 10 October
2009]

Kunquian Catherine Zhu, Man Lavette Chen v. Seryet# State for the Home
DepartmentJudgment of the Court of 19 October 20[nline] Available at: European
Navigator,http://www.ena.lufAccessed 20 April 2009]

288



Labour Party, (2004) ‘Citizenship Referendum Juri¥: 1Facts? No! Figures? No!
Reasons? No! Vote NOrabour Party Campaign Leaflet, May [Online] Avaiklat:
http://www.labour.ie/download/pdf/citizen_ref vote.pdf[Accessed 5 August 2009]

Lobe and Osayande v. The Minister for Justice, ltyuand Law Refornj2003] IESC 3-
[Online] Available at: http://www.bailii.org/ie/cases/IESC/2003/3.htnjAccessed 20
August 2009]

Oireachtas Debates (4 February 200#migration Bill 2004 [Seanad]: Second Stage
(resumed)Dail Eireann, pp.425-593

— (11 March 2004pocial Welfare (Miscellaneous Provisions) Bill 206eport and
Final StagesDail Eireann, pp.271-322

— (7 April 2004)Leaders Question®ail Eireann, pp.813-828

— (21 April 2004)Twenty-Seventh Amendment of the Constitution BDK2 Second
Stage Dail Eireann, pp.1177-1332

— (22 April 2004) Twenty-Seventh Amendment of the Constitution BOK2 Second
Stage (resumedpail Eireann, pp.1-132

— (28 April 2004)Twenty-seventh Amendment of the Constitution BOK2 Committee
Stage (resumegdpail Eireann, pp.707-864

— (29 April 2004),Twenty-Seventh Amendment to the Constitution 8@ 2Report and
Final StagesDail Eireann, pp.796-1001

— (30 April 2004) Twenty-seventh Amendment of the Constitution Bill42 Second
Stage Seanad Eireann, pp.628-708

— (5 May 2004)Twenty-Seventh Amendment of the Constitution BOK2 Committee
Stage Seanad Eireann, pp.752-821

Oireachtas Library (2004)orrespondence Regarding use of Irish Maternitypitags by
Non-NationalgDublin: OPUB)

Progressive Democrats Press Room, ‘Statement byT&maiste on the Citizenship
Referendum’, 21/05/2004 — The Progressive Demodiatsanded as a political party in
November 2008. This statement is therefore no lorayailable. It was previously
available online atvww.progressivedemocrats jildccessed 10 March 2008]

— ‘McDowell Address at Launch of PD Citizenship Refedum Campaign’, 25/05/2004
— Previously available online avww.progressivedemocrats.ijAccessed 10 March
2008]

289



Taskforce on Active Citizenship (2006) ‘Speech by Taoiseach, Bertie Ahern, T.D. at
the Conference on the Future of the Community aoldiMary Sector’, 23 May [Online]
Available at:www.activecitizen.ie/index.asp?loclD=12&doclDFBccessed 1 October
2009]

— (2007) The Concept of Active Citizensh{ipublin: The Taskforce for Active
Citizenship), pp.1-16 [Online] Available at:
http://www.activecitizen.ie/UPLOADEDFILES/MarQ7/Coept%200f%20Active%20Cit
izenship%20paper%20(Mar%2007).gdtcessed 15 October 2009]

290



Appendix A

Interviews

Anonymous, TD and Member of the Public Accounts #&mel Education and Science
Committee, 2002 — 2007, (Dublin, 15/06/2009)

Bertie Ahern, Taoiseach, 1997 — 2008, (Dublin, 68009)
Mary Hanafin, TD and Government Chief Whip, 2002004, (Dublin, 12/08/2009)

Dr. Declan Keane, Master of the National Matermityspital Holles Street, 1998 — 2004,
(Dublin 5/08/2009)

Tony Killeen, TD and Minister for Labour Affairs #ie Department of Enterprise, Trade
and Employment, 2004 — 2007, (Dublin, 17/06/2009)

Conor Lenihan, TD and Member of Fianna Fail 200dz€nship Referendum Campaign,
(Dublin, 08/06/2009)

Aine Ni Chonaill, Founder and Public Relations €¥fi of Immigration Control Platform
(ICP), (Telephone Interview, 28/08/2009)

2901



