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Extremist Outbidding In Ethnic Party Systems Is NotInevitable:

Tribune Parties in Northern Ireland

Abstract

Ethnic out-bidding models correctly suggest thahderatic stability is much more difficult
to achieve in divided societies with fully mobiltsethnic party systems. But they are not
correct when they predict that ethnic party systémesitably lead to perpetual extremist
outbidding leading to inevitable democratic collapdVe argue that the incentives of power-
sharing institutions combined with Downsian voteldeg motivations can encourage the
development of electoral strategies based on ‘ettriiune appeals’, where parties combine
robust ethnic identity representation with increhggagmatism over political resource
allocation. We test these arguments in Northertarice and show that though evidence of
direct vote-switching from moderate parties to osigly ‘extreme’ parties iprima facie
consistent with the outbidding thesis, attitudisahvergence between the nationalist and
unionist communities on the main political issuesiot. The recent success of the DUP and
Sinn Féin can instead be explained by these paitieseasedmoderationin combination

with their ‘tribune’ appeals.



The Changing of the Guards

In recent elections in Northern Ireland the UK dridh governments’ worst electoral nightmares
materialized. Eleven years after the IRA officidbdyinched the peace process in 1994 by announcing
a ‘complete cessation’ of its military operationSjnn Féin (SF) and the Democratic Unionist Party
(DUP), confirmed their new found respective domaratof the ‘nationalist’ and ‘unionist’ party
systems. The hard-line parties had won out fromptiece process at the expense of their respective
moderates in their own blocs. In the 2005 Westremptrliamentary elections lan Paisley's DUP
attracted 34 per cent of the vote, whereas the daggnant and more moderate Ulster Unionist Party
(UUP), led by David Trimble, managed less tharp&Bcent. The disproportional effects of single
member plurality (SMP) elections had previousipdféed the UUP since the formation of Northern
Ireland. This time, however, the plurality electasgstem almost wiped out the party's MPs. The
UUP was left with one junior-ranked MP. But thisisgvin fortunes was not just an aberration
produced by SMP. The DUP has been the leading istiparty in four successive elections (2003-
2005), under proportional election systems as aglSMP. The displacement of the historically
leading party has been very similar among Northetionalists. Sinn Féin has now out-paced the
more moderate Social Democratic and Labour Pafy.ES in six successive elections (2001-05).
This was not what was supposed to happen. Therbdwen a widespread expectation that the
SDLP, as the principal architect of the 1998 Gooddy or Belfast Agreement, and the UUP, its
‘partner in peace’, would receive electoral rewdatsreaching a historic compromise. Their leaders
did win the Nobel peace prize, but no comparat#etetal prizes came from the voters. The SDLP
and UUP’s negotiation of a historic compromise wadely held to presage a new era of internal
power-sharing government and cooperative NorthiSeatationships that would offer a brighter
future for all in Northern Ireland. But, to datée institutions negotiated in the Good Friday

Agreement have spent more time in suspended aoimgtan in active duty. Though the institutions



have not (yet) worked as intended, the ‘peace psicand the Belfast Agreement (hereafter, the
‘Agreement’) have transformed Northern Ireland’'stpaystem and voting behaviour.

Evaluating the prospects for an enduring settlerieenbt the main concern of this article
This article instead seeks to explain the transémion of the party system and the underlying shhifts
patterns of voting. The argument is developedxrsactions. Section 1 examines the logic of party
competition in ethnic party systems. It examinesithplications of the ethnic outbidding thesis, and
considers how ethnic party systems may be rescumd their predicted centrifugal fate. A
combination of Downsian vote-seeking motivationgtfim a bi-polar segmented electorate) and the
incentives of power-sharing institutions may enagerthe development of electoral strategies based
on what we call ethnic tribune appeals. Sectionx&reénes the survey evidence of the Northern
Ireland Election Studies which shows direct votétcwes from the more moderate to the more
extreme parties. Direct vote-switching from thed@i@te parties to the ostensibly ‘extreme’ paites
prima facieconsistent with the outbidding thesis, but we arthas their gains are mostly explained
by their increased moderation combined with thethnhic tribune’ appeal. Section 3 analyses
whether popular attitudes on some of the majorcipias of the Good Friday Agreement have in fact
converged or polarised. If the out-bidding thdsisorrect, increased electoral support for more
extreme parties should be accompanied by increattitgdinal polarization among voters on these
principles. But we demonstrate striking evidentattitudinal convergence. This presents a puzzle.
Why do we see inter-ethnic attitudinal convergeonemore moderate policy positions at the same
time that we witness dramatically increased supfmrthe more extreme parties? Sections 4 and 5
confront this puzzle. Section 4 presents evidafdhe parties, especially the DUP and Sinn Féin,

competing and being rewarded on the basis of ‘ethibune appeals’. Section 5 subjects this thesis

! It remains possible that the IRA’s verified destimt of its weapons in the summer of 2005

will help create the conditions in which stable powsharing arrangements can be sustained. Such at
least is the hope of the two governments exprdsstetir April 2006 joint statement
(http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk_politics/4883600.5tm




to some stringent tests by estimating multivariatedels that control for other factors known to be
strong predictors of party support. In Section 6digeuss the general implications of our findings f

the ethnic outbidding thesis.

Section 1. The Logic of Party Competition in Ethnc Party Systems

Moderation on the ethnic issue is a viable strategly if ethnicity is not salient. Once
ethnicity becomes salient and, as a consequerdssaés are interpreted in ethnic terms, the
rhetoric of cooperation and mutual trust soundsnfidlly weak. More importantly, it is
strategically vulnerable to flame fanning and thadiics of outbidding. Ceylon and Ulster
provide recent examples of the vulnerability of erates . . . In Ulster, Protestant extremists,
led by the Reverend lan Paisley, have held thergmge Unionist party in check, rendering

moderation impossible’ (Rabushka and Shepsle, 186R:

Once an ethnic party system is extensively molilisés made up primarily of ‘ethnic partiéghat
appeal almost exclusively to voters from their ogthnic group rather than as in non-segmented
societies (at least aspirationally) to all votefBheir mobilisation drives are ‘catch-us’ rathearh
‘catch-all’. Loyalties may have a strongly asdkiptcharacter so that few voters ‘float across’ the
primary political cleavage derived from the claghethnic identities. Elections resemble ethnic
‘headcounts’ or censuses. Party platforms tencktoharacterised by ethnic outbidding among rival
parties within each ethnic bloc (Rabushka and Seel72, Horowitz 1985: 349-60). Within-bloc

competition may develop a centrifugal dynamic agigs mobilize ‘their’ community, engaging in

2 These are partiestherbased on ethnic appeals to communities of shascedtor parties

based on rival nationalist appeals — such ndi&iregppeals may have either an exclusive ethnic
salience or be multi-ethnic in character (e.g.reaih nationalists comprised multi-ethnic coalitioms
Ethiopia).



extremist and emotive ethnic appeals that sughesttheir group’s vital interests are in danger of
being ‘sold out’. Any co-operative overtures bsaderate party in one bloc to like-minded forces in

other blocs immediately renders that party vulnierédothe accusation that it is naive or treach&rou

Centrifugal Dynamics: The Poalitics of Outbidding

Many ethnic party systems have developed this ifegdl dynamic. It was evident in late-twentieth
century Sri Lanka, Lebanon, and the former Yugadala8ome claim it is occurring in contemporary
Irag. The dynamic process begins in what we miglit‘Phase 1 - ethnic mobilisation’, the period
when single ethnic parties emerge to represent eftife main ethnic groups, typically following a
civil war, independence, decolonization, or sonfeeptegime changeThese parties usually develop
dominant, if not necessarily monopolistic, supportheir respective communities. At some point the
leading protagonists, either through calculateftindrest or external inducement, may be prepared
to engage in inherently risky inter-ethnic comprsesi. As Rabushka and Shepsle (1972: 151) put it:
‘From time to time, moderates appear in the elattarena of plural societies but usually fail ttane
long-run support from their constituents. Extrenaistrepreneurs resort to ethnic demand generation
and moderates are often compelled to adopt a mspromising stance to avoid defeat’. Thus the
out-bidding thesis predicts that the one thing thtdr-ethnic centripetal moves are almost certain
accomplish is to launch Phase 2 of the ethnic marsyem, namely the institutionalisation of intra-

ethnic competition (see Horowitz 1985: 354-60).

3 In the older literature on ethnic party systemd democratisation earlier pre-independence

stages of party development were analysed. Theraltistages of colonial rule incentivised the
maintenance of independence parties with (at kase) multi-ethnic support (e.g. Horowitz 1985:
309). But post-independence, the multi-ethnicypartcoalition is unstable, as the ‘national’ caatfl
against the colonial power loses salience aneéjdaced by intense distributive conflicts, led by
ethnic entrepreneurs engaged in what Sartori tals'unfair competition’ of out-bidding (Rabushka
and Shepsle 1972: 82). But we are concerned hétlidynamics of ethnic party competition once
such a system has emerged, rather than on itsigenes



In Phase 2 the accommodating centripetal moveBeotlbminant ethnic parties render them
vulnerable to counter-mobilizations within their mwegments by self-styled hard-line ‘saviours’ of
their cause. The once dominant ethnic partiesncalonger claim to speak unequivocally for their
communities. They now have more intransigent iattanic rivals mobilizing in their heartlands,
threatening to denounce any further cooperativeam@s ‘betrayals’ or ‘capitulations’. Given that
the costs of inter-ethnic concessions tend to bgitbéee and immediate (lost resources, symbols, or
securities), whereas the benefits may be moreweluand future-oriented (peace, prosperity, or
inward investment), in protracted conflicts thaistare of incentives may be stacked in favour ef th
intransigent rather than the more moderate parfié® outcome is all too familiar. The party syste
increases in size and bargaining complexity, ardinbentives and security of leaders to engage in
meaningful compromises are severely undermineddiihgrer 1972). Settlements are less likely to be
attempted, become harder to reach, and if struekleas likely to be stable. Indeed, Rabushka and
Shepsle (1972: 86) despairingly reason that ‘deawycin plural societies is a casualty of communal
politics’, so that ethnic conflict resolution is tnmanageable within a democratic framework (ibid:
217).

But what happens next? Grofman and Stockwell 32(8¥) correctly point out that a
weakness of the ‘plural society theory is thatrédicts only one outcome: instability and the efd o
democratic rule. Therefore, plural society theoaymot explain successful democracy outcomes'.
What are the implications for levels of polarizatiand the direction of party competition if these i
an ethnic party system? Is there only one outcoRPerhaps intra-ethnic competition continues
indefinitely and precludes progress, giving usadeshated system, with minor intra-ethnic swings. Or
perhaps the more extreme parties outflank and eefifze once dominant parties, returning the party
system essentially back to phase 1. That would thesite the possibility of a repeat cycle. Thideyc
of former ethnic radicals moderating their starmdy to be attacked and displaced in their turn by

newcomers who repeat the original transformatiay tttenounced, would be reminiscent of Roberto



Michels’ prediction in hisPolitical Parties (1911) that the cruel game of leadership betrayeal
replacement would continue without end.

The conventional prognosis, embedded in Rabushich Shepsle’s work, is that the
centrifugal competitive dynamic of ethnic out-bidglileads to ever increasing polarisation between
the communities so that little or no cooperativegpess is feasible: Sri Lanka from the 1950s
exemplifies the story. Fierce intra-ethnic comieii is clearly a serious constraint on conflict-
regulating endeavours. But it does not necesstdiigw that the ‘moderate ground’ will be vacated
by the main parties and that all electoral comioetitvill therefore be relentlessly centrifugal. &ift
all, it is only electorally rational for all or mo®f the main parties in each segment to move
permanently to the extremes of ethnic intransigahdkey believe that this is where most of the
voters are permanently located. They would haveet@ve there is an extreme bi-modal distribution
of voter preferences that becomes progressively moze extreme. In such cases Downs predicted
‘a reign of terror’ and revolution (1957: 120). éthnic conflicts, the operationalization of theigre
of terror’ would include the establishment of cohtsystems, or inter-ethnic wars, or contested
secession. Such outcomes are not rare. But ggtadly are not as inevitable as the out-bidding

thesis predicts.

Centripetal Dynamicsin Ethnic Party Systems?

In principle there are a variety of means througictv ethnic party systems may avoid the centrifugal
fate predicted by the outbidding motlelFirst a multidimensional cross-cutting cleavatyeicture
may permit enough ‘fluidity’ in ethnic relations tprevent the polarising consequences of a
permanent ‘minority-majority’ structure. Seconder in the absence of substantial cross-cutting

cleavages, the adoption of power-sharing instiigtimay lead to centripetal competition according to

4 We do not provide a full taxonomy of possible fliottregulating elements in party systems,

but rather focus on those relevant to the preszsd.



a Downsian logic, amended to take account of bipptaferences. We examine each of these
possibilities in turn’

One recent account of ethnic parties reminds usetiiaic divisions and even ethnic parties
need not be destructive of democracy. Chandra4{2P005) observes that ethnic divisions can be
fluid and that it is ‘institutions that artificigllrestrict ethnic divisions to a single dimensionaf]
destabilize democracy, whereas institutions thstiefomultiple dimensions of ethnicity can sust#in i
(2005: 235). Chandra, using the example of pgliticindia, argues that initial spirals of ethnig-o
bidding have typically given way, over time, totiést behaviour. Chandra’s interesting argumsent i
essentially premised on a development of crossaguttleavage theory, the idea that the
institutionalisation of symmetric cross-cutting akages (in India through policies of affirmative
action; language policy; recognition of statehocdh produce centripetal party behaviour. But
clearly if politicians are capable of activating ltiple dimensions of ethnic identity, and thereby
producing centripetal outcomes, there must be rttoma one cleavage out of which alternative
‘majorities’ (or winning pluralities) can be constted. India has at least four major aspects of
ethnic diversity that substantially cross-cut: laage, religion, caste and tribe. ‘There are soyman
ways to construct a majority in India, both in etaand the nation as a whole, that remarkableitfjuid

is lent to the majority-minority framework of patis. In Indian politics, permanent majorities are

° There are other perspectives. Philip Roeder anhl@d Rothchild (2005) advocate power-

dividing as an alternative to power sharing. Thiegrge that the latter leads to an ‘ethnificatibalb
policy disputes and elimination of crosscuttingasigges’ and the ‘concentration of institutional
weapons in the hands of ethnopoliticians, providirem with the means to back up their escalating
demands’ (Roeder 2005: 56). While this is not tlaegfor a full evaluation of this approach it is
worth noting that the power-dividing strategy isetially an alternative means (an alternative to
cross-cutting cleavages) of encouraging a meltiphjorities strategy for de-escalating conflict
(Roeder 2005:61). However, the Northern Irelandlairhas been defined by an essentially fixed
single majority-minority relationship since thetstavas created on that basis in 1921.



virtually inconceivable’ (Ahuja and Varshney, 20084). Thus in India cleavages are not one-
dimensional, mutually reinforcing and cumulativia.Northern Ireland they (mostly) are.

Thus, this potential source of centripetalism mmetric cross-cutting cleavages — does not
exist in Northern Ireland in any substantial fashiglectoral competition there is contained witam
ethnic dual party system; fierce party competitiasts within the context of an overall bipolar
constitutional cleavage (Diskin 1984; McAllisterdaNelson 1979; Evans and Duffy 1997; Mitchell
1995, 1999; O'Leary and McGarry 1996; Tonge 200Barty politics has been dominated primarily
by ethnic parties, which seek only the supporthef ¢lectorate on ‘their side’ of the constitutional
divide. All surveys demonstrate the ethnically esole nature of support for the four main parties i
Northern Ireland. For example, the 2003 Northeetahd Assembly election study (survey evidence)
shows that only 1.4 per cent and zero per cermpemively, of UUP and DUP voters were Catholic.
In the nationalist party system, one per cent ah$iéin voters and 1.7 percent of SDLP voters were
Protestant. Because very little ‘normal’ inter-bloc compatiti occurs, parties instead try to out-
mobilise each other rather than genuinely appeatfass-community votes. Within each bloc socio-
economic cleavages have sometimes been relevaxpiaining partisanship (especially within the
unionist community — see Evans and Duffy 1997), rhote recent work suggests that the cleavage
structure has simplified (Tilley, Evans and Mitdhgjpescript). Very few voters are not committed t
one bloc or the other, so there have been fewaglddhcentives to be moderate.

But reflection should suggest that in many ethpaity systems, as in contemporary Northern
Ireland, the goal of many rational voters will tee avoid a reign of terror, to avoid tyrannous
majority control, violently contested secessiompleMt irredentism or repressive down-sizing,
especially if any or all of these outcomes app#éay to be extremely costly. In Northern Ireland

large and increasing proportions of voters wardde power-sharing across the British unionist-Irish

® By contrast the bi-confessional but increasingrgimalized Alliance Party attracts more diverse
support (in 2003 its vote was composed of 50 per Beotestants, 29 per cent Catholics and 18 per
cent who stated ‘no religion’).
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nationalist divide, but without the need to abantt@ir ethno-national identities and aspiratiofbe
1998 Agreement, and its treaty form, the BritiseHrAgreement (‘the Agreement’) institutionalised a
set of power-sharing institutions and federal and-federal arrangements that mandate that (a)
executive power can only be devolved to the loeatigs if it is shared across both nationalities] a
(b) make both ethno-national groups long-term tani®nal preferences legitimate (O’'Leary, 1999).
To take just one example: in forming a Northerrained Executive (the name for the power-sharing
government), the Agreement provided a sequentigfgho allocation procedure which meant that
parties are ‘entitled’ to portfolios according tweir respective electoral strength. While partresy
opt-out of their proportional allocation, if theladation proceeds this will have the direct effett
improving the allocations of their intra-ethnic anter-ethnic rivals in other parties (O’Leary,
Grofman and Elklit, 2005).

Ethnic outbidding implies a spatial model in whisbcoming the ‘strongest defender’ of an
ethnic group necessarily involves incessant haeltiolarising behaviour. But in contexts in which
the traditionally more moderate parties have mdugther towards the centre to take advantage of
power-sharing institutions (e.g. the UUP-SDLP ‘made’ coalition that led the Northern Ireland
Executive between 1999 and 2002),s possible for the traditionally more extrearties to move
to more accommodating positidrand thus make themselves more ‘relevant for gaverel, whilst
simultaneously remaining the strongest ‘defendérthe ethnic causg. Though it is true that the
logic of competition in ethnic multi-party systefsssubstantially modified by the ascriptive natafe

voters’ resonant identities (in particular therattaues to be very little cross-ethnic vote movetjen

! The UUP and SDLP held the key posts of First Btar and Deputy First Minister, and had
three ministries each. Representatives of Sinn &gdnthe DUP were also ministers in the Executive,
the former much more enthusiastically than thefatt

8 This logic might not hold if the formerly extremarties anticipate that their centripetal
moves will result in flanking by new entrants.

o We arenot arguing that the 1998 Agreementhg origin or the only cause of centripetal

moves by Sinn Féin and the DUP. We discuss thiagiof these moves below.
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the calculations that parties have to make withiairt respective segmented party systems are
analogous to those faced by parties in conventiooalethnic party systems. Sinn Féin and the DUP
have increasingly calculated as Downs would predibey are considering ‘how many extremists
each loses by moving towards the center comparé¢d dw many moderates it gains thereby’
(Downs 1975: 117).

The DUP and Sinn Féin have increasingly become wigatall ‘ethnic tribune parties’,
parties that combine robust ‘ethnic identity maation’ with increased pragmatism over political
resource allocations (further incentivized by thewpr-sharing framework). Tribunes in ancient
Rome’s republic were officials elected by the plahe to protect their interests against patricians,
who usually monopolized the consulate. Tribunes thadright to veto legislation — as well as to
propose it, but they were not the key executivecef§ of the Republic; the two consuls were (Taylor
1949). The concept of a ‘tribune party’ was usgd.avau (1969; 1975) to characterise the French
Communist Party, a party that continued ‘to plag frart of tribune, laying stress on its defensive
role’ (Johnson, 1981: 151). Our term ‘ethnic tribuparty’ combines the traditional expressive
feature of tribune politics (the most robust defemaof the cause) with an emphasis that such a party
can seek to maximise the ethnic group’s share sdurees extractable from political participation.
The ethnic tribune party can be simultaneously matic (with regard to resources) and intransigent
(with regard to identity). In short, ethnic partyseems, just like non-ethnic party systems, may
contain both centripetal and centrifugal dynamigglgms, Merrill and Grofman 2005). Large
sections of Northern Irish voters want peace ampertion without abandoning their ethno-national
identities. That is not irrational or logically doadictory. Essentially, each community wants its
‘strongest voice’ to represent it, but sectioneath community wants this ethnic champion to act in
a more cooperative fashion, or at least in a lagsi-system’ or ‘rejectionist’ manner. Voting for
ethnic tribune parties implies a certain level ofransigence in advocating the ethnic groups’
interests, but does not necessarily entail theeasad overall polarisation implied by outbidding

models.
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Ethnic Tribune Parties: Success with Moderated Platforms
Provisional Sinn Féin began its life as an abstargt protest party, refusing to recognize theestat
and encouraging its supporters not to vote. Itsyento the electoral arena followed the unplanned
success of hunger-striking political prisoners imning votes and seats in both parts of Ireland in
1980-1. Following its first electoral contest an@dkthrough in 1982, Sinn Féin’s vote essentially
flat-lined at around 11 per cent, its average perémce during the ten elections between 1982-1994
(i.e. the elections before the IRA’s ceasefirejuiih it rose before and fell after the Anglo-Irish
Agreement of 1985 (see Table 1).

[Table 1 and Figure 1 about here]
During this period the SDLP had almost double tleeteral strength of Sinn Féin, and appeared not
to be directly losing votes to its new rival. Thigs possible because of the overall growth of the
nationalist bloc, which expanded from about 30qmart of Northern Irish voters in 1982 to just over
40 per cent by 2005.

There is some evidence that much of Sinn Féin'ty edectoral growth (in the 1980s and
early 1990s) was achieved by mobilising nationaiist-voters and new age cohorts rather than by
directly winning over SDLP partisans (O’Leary 1980¢Allister 2004; Mitchell 1999; Tonge 2005).
The 1994 IRA cessation of its armed campaign wearlyl the catalyst for Sinn Féin's renewed
electoral advances. The ceasefire, Sinn Féia'factoacceptance of the ‘consent principle’ (that Irish
re-unification requires the consent of majoritiesbbth Irish jurisdictions), and later its enthigsie
participation in all of the Agreement’s institut&nrendered the party much more acceptable and
attractive to wider groups of nationalist vote&nn Féin’s vote immediately jumped at the firss{po
ceasefire election in 1996 (see figure 2), andfblésved a consistently upward trajectory ever sinc
The peace process has clearly been the handmdi@&nroFéin’s electoral growth; its incorporation
into ‘ordinary politics’ has undermined the distineness of the SDLP’s strategic position as the

‘acceptable face’ of nationalist politics, andptincipal bargaining actor. At elections since 1996
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SDLP has been losing an average of 0.4 per cerdlgetion, whereas Sinn Féin has been gaining 1.2
per cent at each election. Sustained over a detede@et changes have amounted to an almost
complete reversal of fortunes (see table 1). Totls policy movement in perspective, Sinn Féin
went from being a party ‘violently opposed to cariation’ in the 1980s (O’Leary 1989: 583), to a
party that in 2006 nominated the leader of the DJBe First Minister of Northern Ireland. While the
symbolism was extraordinary, it was an obligataactical move by Sinn Féin. It wanted to see its
nominee installed simultaneously as Deputy Firshider. The positions of First Minister and
Deputy First Minister have equal power, like thasals of ancient Rome.

Since its foundation in 1971 as a party which @agoan earlier generation of inter-ethnic
compromises, the DUP developed a brand identithagarty of ‘No Surrender’; the ‘Ulster says
No’ party: ‘No’ to virtually any policy initiativeby the UK government which involved concessions
to nationalists (see for example, Smyth 1987; BrL@®86; Cochrane 1997; Tonge and Evans, 2001).
But three decades of stridently oppositional peditdelivered only modest electoral growth for the
DUP. The key event explaining the recent DUP elattsurge has clearly been the 1998 Agreement.
The implementation difficulties in the following s became a major electoral liability for the UUP
and a great opportunity for the DUP, one that hesnbskilfully exploited to maximum partisan
advantage. The DUP received clear electoral bsndfowever, by moderating its policy position
(Mitchell, O’Leary and Evans 2001). Far from cadlifor the scrapping of the Belfast Agreement,
which had been endorsed by Northern Ireland’s gpfiecluding a small majority of Protestants, the
DUP called for its ‘renegotiation’. This more nged opposition to yet another British-Irish
initiative repositioned the party more competitivebspecially with disillusioned UUP voters. The
DUP took advantage of the UUP’s internal haemorekaand was greatly aided by the plight of the
UUP leader, David Trimble, continually trying torpeade his party to continue supporting the
Agreement despite the failure of the IRA to startl dhen complete the decommissioning of its

weapons. While the IRA finally undertook its ‘actkcompletion’ in late 2005, it came too late for
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Trimble, and his party. The DUP surged past it lals at the 2003 Assembly elections, and
consolidated its dominance in subsequent electi(gee Figure 1).

Thus, before the onset of the ‘peace process'tlamdigreement, both of the more extreme
parties discovered real limits to their electonadvgth. They were important electoral niche players
to be sure, but not the dominant parties in trespective blocs that they aspired to become. The DU
was primarily a defensive ‘ethnic tribune party’party of protest that was simultaneously pragmatic
(with regard to political resources) and intranseig@vith regard to ethnic identity), while Sinn Rei
moved from being an abstentionist protest partyaromMbeing an ethnic tribune party. The changed
context of an end to the IRA’s long war and the nestitutional incentives provided by the 1998
Agreement facilitated carefully calculated strategnoves by both the DUP and Sinn Féin to

moderate their platforms whilst promoting theiritioas as their communities pre-eminent tribunes.

Section 2: Vote-Switching from the ‘Moderate’ to the ‘Extreme’ Parties

Aggregate electoral results show that the modgratées have declined and suggest that the more
extreme parties have gained at their expense. ildteekamine the sources of the increased votes for
the DUP and Sinn Fein. Evidence of significanedirvote-switching from the moderate parties to
the ‘extreme’ parties iprima facie consistent with the outbidding thesis, though rthigiins are
mostly explained by their increased moderation doptbwith their ‘ethnic tribune’ appeal. Survey
data from the Northern Ireland Election Studies1888 and 2003 are used to try to find direct
evidence of the success of Sinn Féin’s and the B@Rctoral strategié$ Tables 2a and 2b present

evidence of direct vote-switching between the ppakparties both before and after the Agreement.

19 Unfortunately no panel-study data is availableNorthern Ireland; we are therefore restricted to
cross-sectional analyses.

1 The 1998 Northern Ireland Referendum and Ele@itudly and the 2003 Northern Ireland
Election Survey were both representative post-elecurveys conducted immediately after the
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[Table 2a about here]

Before the Agreement there was much less evidehtikeo'moderate’ parties losing their
partisans directly to their more ‘extreme’ rival&ble 2a summarises respondents’ votes in the 1998
Assembly election, compared to their recalled wotihe 1996 Forum election. Among unionists (see
Table 2a) between 1996 and 1998 there was velgytigit gain from direct switches between the UUP
and DUP. Each party lost 13 per cent of its 199@ directly to its main rival (though given thaeth
UUP was the larger party at this time its losseth&oDUP were greater than vice versa; compare the
cell figures for total %). The DUP vote appearedren‘solid’, it retained 80 per cent of its 1996
voters, whereas the UUP managed to hold on to @lger cent of its 1996 voters. Indeed in 1998
the biggest UUP losses were to small unionist @ardind independent unionists. In 1998 the UUP
lost 13 per cent of its 1996 voters to the DUP adper sent to small unionist parties and
independent unionists. On the nationalist sidect&as a modest trend: the SDLP lost 11 per cent of
its 1996 vote to Sinn Féin, but in turn Sinn F&istl8 per cent to the SDLP. Thus, there was only a
small Sinn Féin net gain in direct switches of parteference.

The very significant alteration in party fortunestween the first and second Assembly
elections suggests that this pattern of modestimatige cannot have been maintained. In 2003 the
DUP became the biggest party in Northern Irelandydining nearly 8 percent of the overall vote, a
42 per cent increase on its 1998 vote. The UUpeat to third position, although its first preferen
vote was not as bad as widely expected, and ewgaadsed slightly. Given this reversal of fortunes
in the unionist party system we may ask where Hithase new DUP voters come from, and if they

came from the UUP why did the latter party’s vote correspondingly decline? Table 2b shows that

respective NI Assembly elections of June 1998 aodelhber 2003. Representative samples of 948
(1998) and 1000 (2003) adults were interviewetth@r own homes by face-to face interviews. The
guestionnaires and data sets are publicly avaikaidecan be downloaded from

http://www.ark.ac.uk.niltBoth surveys were funded by the UK’s Economic 8odial Research

Council.
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the UUP lost a massive 22 per cent of its 1998rgate the DUP in 2003. By contrast to earlier
trends, in 2003 the traffic was mostly one-way: ERéP lost only 4 per cent of its 1998 voters to the
UUP, a net gain to the DUP of 18 per cEnExamining the total per cent cell entries 5.2 gt of
the entire sample switched from the UUP to the DWRereas only 0.8 per cent switched in the
opposite direction. While there was much discus#i01996 of a ‘shredding of the unionist vote’, by
2003 it had consolidated behind the two principabnist parties, with the DUP as its pre-eminent
voice. The DUP extended these electoral gain@%52
[Table 2b about here]

Much of Sinn Féin’s electoral growth before the égment was achieved by mobilising prior
non-voters and new voters, rather than directlsaeting SDLP partisans (see for example O’Leary
1990: 345-8, and McAllister 2004: 140). Howevek 8tale of the apparent ‘swing in the two-party
vote’ in 2003 means that this explanation cannabaot for the most recent elections. Among
nationalists Sinn Féin was the party with the eedtwind in its sails and it sought to confirm its
dominance in 2003. In fact Sinn Féin surpassedxgéctations by gaining 23.5 per cent of the first
preference votes (a 33 per cent increase on it8 A89embly vote), while the SDLP’s vote declined
by 23 per cent (compared to its 1998 vote). Siém’E breakout performance in 2003 cannot be
explained solely by its better performance among oehorts of voters and historic abstentionists. |
must have converted previous SDLP partisans to dnetlectoral surge of this magnitude. Survey
evidence demonstrates that this is indeed whatdmgep Of those who voted for the SDLP in the
1998 Assembly election almost one fifth (19 pertgeefected to Sinn Féin in 2003 (Table 2b). By

contrast only 5 per cent of 1998 Sinn Féin votergiched to the SDLP in 2003, a direct net gain to

2 The UUP managed to maintain its first preferermte ¥n 2003, despite these direct losses to the
DUP, because it gained 14 per cent of its 2003 frota those who had supported the ‘other’ small
unionist parties in 1998, especially the UK Unidoiarty (UKUP) and the Ulster Democratic Party
(UDP). The minor unionist parties no longer hamng @lectoral strength. Thus, the electoral lifelin
that their erosion provided for the UUP in 2003 \wwame-time shift in support, unlikely to be
repeated.
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Sinn Féin between the two Assembly elections ofpéd cent. Examining the total per cent cell
entries (to control for the different size of thartes in the different time periods) 4 per centhaf
entire sample switched from the SDLP to Sinn F&hereas only 0.5 per cent switched in the
opposite direction. Another way of looking at tlissto consider the composition of the Sinn Féin
vote in 2003. In addition to prior Sinn Féin votérsontained 24 per cent who had been SDLP voters
in 1998 and 14 per cent who had been non-voterstiordon't recall how they voted in 1998). This
is compelling evidence that recent Sinn Féin elattgrowth has been principally at the SDLP’s
expense.

Thus both of the ostensibly extreme parties gaiime@003 from substantial direct vote-
switches from former partisans of the more modepatéies. This is consistent with what the ethnic
outbidding thesis predicts. But the outbiddingsteeexplains the increased popularity of the more
ethnically intransigent parties (and hence cermgafucompetition) as the result of leaders of the
outbidding parties profiting from increased segrakpblarisation, or ethnic entrepreneurs engaging
in ethnic demand generation that develops moresenst politics. So if the out-bidding thesis is
correct, increased electoral support for more extrgarties should be accompanied by increasing

attitudinal polarisation among voters on the majoestions at stake.

Section 3: Converging Attitudes to the AgreementiSce 1998

The full implementation of the Agreement was alseathlled when the second election to the

Northern Ireland Assembly was eventually held invelaber 20032 The dual premiership had

3 The United Kingdom government had twice postpahedscheduled second Assembly election
which should have been held by June 2003. Theposements were ostensibly to allow more time
for a much hoped for breakthrough in negotiatidms,were widely interpreted as a misguided
attempt to ‘put off the inevitable’: the UK Goverent correctly foresaw big electoral gains for the

DUP and Sinn Féin, and feared that outcome wowdteran even more difficult bargaining context.
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proven unstable and the Assembly had been suspemtletumerous occasions (McGarry and
O’Leary 2004). The ‘mixed record’ of the Agreemarnitistitutions since 1998 meant that the limited
experience of working with them was unlikely to Bamduced widespread and profound positive
attitudinal changes. Given this context it is grh surprising that we can detect some quite sharp
attitudinal shifts between the first two Assemblgotions, despite the institutions’ failure to deli
on expectations. While the Agreement involved mglex bundle of new institutions, procedures
and expectations, some of its core features armic@d in the survey questions reported in Table 3.
The same questions were asked in 1998 and aga(om

[Table 3 about here]

On the first two questions in Table 3 - the congitinal guarantee that Northern Ireland should
remain part of the UK as long as this is the wikh majority in Northern Ireland, and support foet
setting up a Northern Ireland Assembly - there besn very little change, and both propositions
continue to have strong support. Levels of actiwgpsrt for setting up the Assembly actually rose
among Sinn Féin and DUP supporters. Among Sinn [pdéirisans support for the Assembly
increased from 76 per cent in 1998 to 94 per cer®003, whereas support among DUP partisans
increased from 57 to 70 per cent (all relationsihigsntioned in the text in this section are statishy
significant at the p<0.0001 level; see Table 3details). It is interesting, and consistent witle t
observation that Sinn Féin’s leaders have modethtgid policy stances, to see that support for the
‘consent principle’ among Sinn Féin’s supportexg@ased by 11 per cent. Thus, by 2003 two-thirds
of self-identified Sinn Féin partisans supportdt ‘guarantee that Northern Ireland will remain part
of the United Kingdom as long as a majority of ge®ple in Northern Ireland wish it to be so’.

One of the most contentious aspects of the Agreefoemany unionists was the provision of
‘North-South bodies’, the North-South Ministeriabhcil and a number of executive agencies
designed to coordinate policy between Northernatréland the Republic of Ireland. This was a
prominent part of the symbolically important ingtibnal embodiment of the ‘Irish dimension'.

Nationalists are overwhelmingly in favour of sudhks, but for unionists, and for the DUP in
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particular, strident opposition to ‘Dublin interégrce’ in Northern Ireland, had long been an
important principle and a prominent rallying crgtrikingly, despite its huge symbolic resonance for
many unionists, the experience of North-South kmdigpears to have been much less threatening in
practice. Over five years opposition to North-$obbdies declined by 13 per cent among UUP
supporters (who were much less opposed to begh,veihd by 25 per cent among DUP partisans
(see table 3). One perhaps surprising and couilieiy trend is the sharp drop in nationalist suppo
for the amendment the Republic of Ireland’s consitinal claim to Northern Ireland. Catholic
support for removing the former irredentist claimomped from 41 per cent to 25 per cent. We
suspect this shift probably reflects frustrationtla failure to fully implement the Agreement.
Nationalist Ireland had delivered on its side @& bargain, and some may feel the concession has not
been reciprocated.

The most positive findings — and strongest evidesfceonverging popular attitudes - can be
found in the last two items in table 3: support lcommissioning of paramilitary weapons and
mandatory power-sharing. While support for theotlemissioning of all paramilitary weapons was
high in 1998 and has increased among all sectibtiseopopulation, the most notable change is a
substantial rise in Catholic support for decomnoissig from 81 to 93 per cent. This movement
particularly reflects opinion-shift among Sinn Fésupporters — their active support for
decommissioning increased by 22 points from 65tpé cent.

A defining feature of any consociational politieatangement is the need for significant sections
of the main protagonists to lvéglling to share power. It is thus encouraging that tlostrdramatic
shift of opinion revealed in Table 3 concerns supfor mandatory power-sharing between the
parties. Overall support for power-sharing hasdased by 13 per cent, and by 15 per cent among

Protestants. Active support for power-sharing éased between 1998 and 2003 across all major

14 The new Atrticle 3 of Ireland’s Constitution reciges ‘that a united Ireland shall be brought

about only by peaceful means with the consentrofority of the people expressed, in both

jurisdictions in the island’.
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parties with pronounced shifts among Sinn Féin etpps (+12), the UUP (+18) and a truly dramatic
rise of plus 33 per cent amongst DUP voters. Desii the difficulties of the intervening five ymsa
with the Executive and Assembly repeatedly suspinaled each parties hopes put on hold, popular
support for mandatory sharing of executive poweawvisrwhelming, and on the increase.

Therefore there is substantial convergence in @opattitudes to the main features of the
Agreement, rather than the increased attitudin#ri@ation that the outbidding thesis leads us to
expect. What can explain this apparent paradoitefr-ethnic attitudinal convergence on more
moderate policy positions, with at the same tinsdtically increased support for the more extreme

parties?

Section 4: Voting for Ethnic Tribune Parties: ‘Who best stands up for us?’

While attitudes to the individual components of thgreement have converged on more moderate
policy positions, as detailed above, overall apptaf the Belfast Agreement sharply divides the
principal communities, substantially on the badip@rceptions of each community’s relative gains
and losses from the Agreement and its on-goingémphtation. While the Agreement continues to
attract the support of two-thirds of the Northeldnd population, this overall popularity is dodts
virtually unanimous support among nationalist veté&y 2003 68 per of UUP supporters (down 21
points) said they would still vote ‘yes’ if a neeferendum on the Agreement was held, whereas only
23 per cent of DUP supporters (down 13 per cetid) they would support the Agreeméntverall,

by 2003 of the supporters of either unionist pavhyo voted ‘yes’ in 1998, just over one-fifth had

!> For a detailed analysis of diminishing unionigpsort for the Agreement see Hayes, McAllister
and Dowds (2005).
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changed their vote to ‘nd®. In addition, since the Agreement was signed Ustenincreasingly
perceive that nationalists have been the main maeés of the Agreement (see figure 2).

[Figure 2 about here]
The pattern is very clear: there is a pronouncedriél effect’ in Figure 2. In 1998 quite large
minorities of unionists (39 per cent of UUP suppm} were willing to believe that the Agreement
might benefit unionists and nationalists more @slequally. But this perception changed quite
quickly: the proportion that believed that natiastl were benefiting much more than unionists
steadily rose, so that by 2003 three-quarters of WHupporters and virtually all DUP partisans
perceived nationalists as the primary beneficiasfabe Agreement.

Thus, in the five years prior to the 2003 eledioiter-ethnic negotiations over the
implementation of the Agreement (for example, ttraggle to form and re-form an Executive; the
decommissioning of paramilitary weapons; reformpaficing; conflict over flags, symbols and
language) were on-going and divisive. Partly bseathe innovative inter-ethnic pro-agreement
coalition had broken down, it was always likelyttttze 2003 contest would revert to a fierce intra-
ethnic battle within the main blocs, with the rivaérties mainly focused on emerging as their
community’s pre-eminent tribune party.

The parties were competing not so much on the bekis traditional ‘strength of
unionism/nationalism dimensiof’,but on relative perceptions of haffectiveeach party has been
in representing the community’s ethno-nationalregés. The former are ‘spatial location’ variables
(dimensions running from ‘very strong unionist/paglist’ to ‘not very strong unionist/nationalist’,

whereas the latter (our ethnic tribune variablehgaxamined below) is an ethnic ‘valence’ variable

'® The data from which these figures are drawn ateepvoduced here but are available from the
authors on request.

"While there are significant associations (Chi squests) between cross-tabulations of party
support and the ‘strength of unionism/nationalisariables, the latter are not significant in any of

our regression models and thus were dropped.
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‘people’s judgements of the overall competencehsf rival political parties’ (Clarke et al 2004:i8)
representing their ethnic community. Fortunatehew question in the 2003 election study allows us
to directly measure each parties ‘ethnic tribunpeap. The key question asks ‘which party do you
think has been theosteffective voice for unionists / nationalists (segta questions) in Northern
Ireland?’ (emphasis in original question wordinghe results in Table 4 are striking.

[Table 4 about here.]

Three times as many respondents perceived Sinnr&tiar than the SDLP to be the most
effective party in representing the interests diamalists. Self-identified partisans efrery party
placed Sinn Féin first in their evaluations. Sk#in supporters unanimously picked their partyhas t
most effective. Indeed the only party that wasstanttially divided on the subject was the SDLP, and
even a bare majority of its partisans (53 per c@mdped that Sinn Féin was more effective in
representing nationalists! A modicum of normalisy restored when we turn to perceptions of
representing unionists, at least in the sensettizapartisans of each of the two main parties judge
their own party as being the most effective deferafethe union. Nevertheless, the findings are
worrying for the UUP. Even among its own suppatanly 60 per cent judged it the most effective
voice for unionists, while 40 per cent picked th&J®Das most effective. DUP partisans are not
divided on the subject: 93 per cent pick their qpanty as most effective.

Thus, the cross-tabulation of partisan support #wedethnic tribune variable contained in
Table 4 strongly suggests that relative judgemehthe perceiveaffectivenessf each party ‘in
standing up’ for their communities ethno-nationdkrests may be a major factor in accounting for
the shifts in electoral support to Sinn Féin anel BFRJP. The next section tests the ethnic tribune
variable in a multivariate framework for which othariables known to be strong predictors of party

support are controlled.

Section 5: Testing the Ethnic Tribune Voting Thesis
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Separate models predicting voting for Sinn Féin mgnBatholic voters (Table 5) and voting for the
DUP among Protestant voters (Table 6) are showswbeEach table follows a common strategy and
format. Model 1 enters a small set of attitudivealiables that were found to be the best prediabrs
SF/DUP voting. Model 2 introduces the ethnic tribwariable. Models 3 and 4 then sequentially add
variables known to be powerful predictors of cutnesting (namely, voting in the prior 1998 election
in Model 3; and then ‘trust’ in the relevant paegders in Model 4).

Before examining the models we should note thammesing party support in Northern
Ireland has always been somewhat problematic, gha&nsome respondents tend to claim to be more
moderate than they really are (e.g. Whyte 1990). 4rbparticular all surveys underestimate, often
dramatically, the levels of true support for Sirir(see Breen 2000). The estimate of party suppor
used her® are a significant improvement on the estimatemfparty identification which are often
used as a proxy for voting intention. Nevertheldssels of Sinn Féin support continue to be
understated in the survey, even using mock balloseems likely that some actual Sinn Féin voters
claim to pollsters that they vote for the more nratke SDLP. This under-representation of the Sinn
Féin vote probably means that the effects obsarnvéte analyses could have been even stronger than
those reported here.

A number of attitudinal variables sharply differiate between Sinn Féin and SDLP voters
(fuller descriptive statistics are available frame tauthors but are not reproduced here to savespac
Sinn Féin supporters were much more likely to tddeeview that reform of the police has ‘not gone
far enough’, whereas levels of IRA decommissiordang ‘about right’. A survey question which asks
respondents about their levels of satisfaction wi&mocracy in Northern Ireland is perhaps the most
revealing. Much greater numbers of SDLP identifi€sd per cent) report that they are ‘fairly

satisfied’ with democracy in Northern Ireland comgghto only 27 per cent of Sinn Féin partisans.

'8 The Northern Ireland Election Studies (of 1998 aa63) attempted to ameliorate this problem by
simulating the voting process by means of presgrtath respondent with a mock STV ballot paper
of the actual candidates in their constituency Whi&spondents are invited to complete in private.
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This basic pattern of SDLP supporters being momgerd with the status quo and less likely to
believe that a united Ireland is a serious prosisepeated across a wide range of survey qusstion
While both nationalist parties are overwhelmingty favour of the Belfast Agreement, SDLP
supporters are much more willing to take the vidattsome of its details could benefit from
renegotiation, whereas Sinn Féin partisans agréewhat has become the mantra of their leaders:
‘the Agreement is right and just needs to be imgleted in full’

[Table 5 about here]

Model 1 shows Sinn Féin voters are much more likelybe generally dissatisfied with
democracy in Northern Ireland (indeed this vagat@mains significant in all of our models). They
are also much more likely to subscribe to an ‘Iriglentity, than a ‘Northern lIrish’, ‘Ulster’ or
‘British’ identity. Reform of policing has been camemains a highly emotive issue in Northern
Ireland, and Sinn Féin voters believe that polefenm has ‘not gone far enough’. They also believe
(perhaps rather optimistically) that the experieatpower-sharing has made a majority of unionists
more reconciled to Northern Ireland one day joirtimg Republic of Ireland?=0.051). Finally those
who believe that Westminster Governments shoule ltaw say at all’ in Northern Ireland affairs are
more likely to be Sinn Féin voters.

Our ethnic tribune variable — ‘Sinn Féin has bdenmost effective voice for nationalists’ —
is introduced in Model 2 and is significant@t0.001. The attitudinal variables remain significa
Model 3 in a further test of the ethnic tribuneiahle introduces prior voting for Sinn Féin in the
1998 Assembly elections: this is in effect a vat@ehing model. Again the tribune variable remains
significant indicating that it is not simply a cegience of prior political orientatiofis.Model 4 by
entering controls for ‘Trust in Gerry Adams’ andist in Mark Durkan’, is an especially tough test

for the ethnic tribune varialffebut it remains significant at p=0.025 . It isaalsteresting that in the

9 |1n Model 3 two of the attitudinal variables losgrsficance and are dropped from the equation.
% The Pearson correlation between ‘Sinn Féin thet eféective voice for nationalists’ and ‘Trust
Gerry Adams’ is 0.403.
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final model those generally dissatisfied with deraog in Northern Ireland and with policing reform
remain more likely to vote Sinn Fein, despite tlatools for prior Sinn Féin voting and trusting
Gerry Adams.

It might reasonably be expected that the unionikhie tribune variable (‘DUP the most
effective voice for unionists’) will have an evanamger effect than its nationalist analogue gitreat
divisions among the unionist parties in 2003 wégecér than among nationalists. After all although
we have seen in Table 4 that most nationalists ede®inn Fein as the more effective voice for
nationalists, few believed that the SDLP had ‘smlfi- the ethno-national cause. By contrast the
DUP has consistently alleged that the UUP was ertjdg protracted capitulation to the Irish
Republican movemeft.

[Table 6 about here]

As expected DUP supporters are much more likely gée cent) to believe that the Good
Friday Agreement (GFA) is ‘basically wrong and sldobhe abandoned’, compared to only 21 per
cent of UUP partisans who take that view. DUP rote also much more likely (61 per cent) to
disagreewith the statement that ‘the experience of powsrisig has meant that nationalists are now
more content that Northern Ireland should reman @lthe UK’ (compared with 39 per cent of UUP
supporters). There is some evidence of a preferéorcethnic segmentation. DUP voters are more
likely to object to a close relative marrying someaf another religion, and they are much more
likely (than UUP supporters) to prefer to send rthehildren to single-religion schod!s. DUP

partisans generally believe that police reform ‘hase too far’, do not agree with any statemerds th

2 prominent among DUP election posters are slogastsas ‘David Trimble — the IRA’s Delivery
Boy' and ‘Ulster Unionism: Delivering Terrorists Government’, and a series of cartoons titled
‘David [Trimble] the Incompetent’. These and anaBsent of other posters can be viewed at
http://www.dup.org.uk/.

22 Sixty per cent of DUP supporters prefer singlegieh schools for their children compared with 34
per cent of UUP supporters.
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Sinn Féin have become more compromising toward®nists, and do not believe that the
government of the Republic of Ireland should hawe say in internal Northern Ireland affairs.

Model 1 shows that DUP voters are strongly oppdsetie Belfast Agreement. The ethnic
tribune variable (‘DUP the most effective voice famionists’) is introduced in Model 2 and is
significant atp<0.001. As before Models 3 and 4 sequentially theédvariables ‘voting behaviour in
1998’ and ‘Trust lan Paisley / Trust David Trimblelt is striking that the ‘DUP the most effective
voice for unionists’ variable remains significantea in Model 4 at p=0.006. Indeed in a further
especially tough test of the ethnic tribune vagallodel 5 controls for DUP party identificatiGh.
The result is that even having controlled for ‘V&EP in 1998’, ‘Trust lan Paisley’ and ‘DUP Party
ID’, the ethnic tribune variable remains a sigrafit predictor of DUP voting in 2003 ja¢0.001.

Thus even when subjected to demanding multivadatdrols the evidence is consistent with
the argument that ethnic tribune appeals contribigrificantly to the new found dominance of the

DUP and Sinn Féin.

Section 6: Discussion and Conclusion

Once an ethnic party system is fully mobilised dbidding thesis predicts a contagion of extremist
politics which destabilises and ultimately preveathnic conflict regulation within a democratic

framework (Rabushka and Shepsle 1972). In Nortlretand, it is clear that both of the ostensibly
extreme parties gained in 2003 from substantiacatlivote-switches from former partisans of the
more moderate parties. Although thispisma facieconsistent with the outbidding thesis we have
argued that their gains are mostly explained byr thereased moderation combined with their

‘ethnic tribune’ appeal. Moreover, the outbiddthgsis explains the increased popularity of theemor

% This is a tough test because valence judgementssarally ‘arrived at through two principal and
related shortcuts: leadership evaluations and jp@etytification’ (Clarke et al 2004: 9). In ourtda
‘DUP Party Identification’ and ‘DUP most effectiwmice for Unionists’ correlate at 0.46.
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ethnically intransigent parties (and hence cergdafucompetition) as being due to entrepreneurs
engaging in ethnic demand generation that deveatop®e extremist politics. Thus if the out-bidding
thesis is correct, increased electoral supportniore extreme parties cannot be accompanied by
increasing attitudinal convergence among voterdhenmajor questions at stake. But substantial
popular convergence in attitudes to the main featof the Agreement is exactly what we found. We
then asked: what can explain this apparent paraflinter-ethnic attitudinal convergence on more
moderate policy positions, with at the same tinsdtically increased support for the more extreme
parties?

Our answer is that while most voters want peacepaneer-sharing they simultaneously also
want their strongest tribune to protect their ethational interests. Identity voting for ethnitdbtme
parties — a kind of ethnic valence appeal - impéieertain level of intransigence in advocating the
ethnic group’s interests, but does not necessanitgil the increased overall polarisation impligd b
outbidding models. Electoral strategies basedeathnic tribune appeals’ combine the traditional
expressive feature of tribune politics (the modtusi defender of the cause) with a concern to
maximise the ethnic group’s share of political gses that can be derived from on-going inter-
ethnic negotiations and policy implementation. Jlite ethnic tribune party can be simultaneously
pragmatic (with regard to resources) and intramgi@eith regard to identity), so that ethnic party
systems, just like non-ethnic party systems, carttath centripetal and centrifugal dynamics.

The out-bidding models derived from plural socittgory correctly suggest that democratic
stability is much more difficult to achieve in dildd societies with fully mobilised ethnic party
systems. But they are not correct when they prditiiat ethnic party systems inevitably lead to
perpetual extremist outbidding that in turn leanlsnievitable democratic collapse. There are some
grounds for optimism. The incentives of well desig power-sharing institutions, may induce even
formerly ‘hardline’ ethnic parties to moderate thpiatforms and compete centripetally, providing
they can protect themselves from the charge ok&el (and hence new entrants) by developing an

ethnic tribune appeal. Northern Ireland is ongstliation of how this might happen in a region well
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known to have suffered from decades of outbiddiagypbehaviour. Thus, even in ethnic party
systems therean be electoral incentives towards moderation, piagidhat the parties making the

centripetal moves believe that they can protecm#edves against flanking by new entrants.
Successful electoral mobilisation based on ethitiane appeals help guard against potential flapkin
by new entrants. So far, the DUP has not beenusyi challenged by an ultra-loyalist movement -
though this could change if it ever joins a powlearing government with Sinn Féin). And so far Sinn
Féin has not been challenged by a new ‘more reqaidilielectoral entrant to the nationalist party
system.

Before the onset of the peace process both of thee rmastensibly ‘extreme’ parties had
discovered real limits to their electoral growttheTchanged context of an end to war and the new
institutional incentives provided by the 1998 Agremt, facilitated carefully calculated strategic
moves by the DUP and Sinn Féin to moderate theitfqggins while retaining their base electoral
support. We have not suggested that the histbribard-line ethnic parties are becoming unalloyed
vote-seekers. Like other parties they also sef&eofind policy benefits (Muller and Strom 1999).
They know they are unlikely to become and remagaterally dominant by maximising ‘ultra’ policy
positions within their segmented electorates. Tdgicl of the institutions of power-sharing implies
that executive power can only be acquired throughtirathnic agreements and de facto or full
coalitions. Thus, both motivations, electoral affite-seeking, with the right institutional inceveis,
may propel even ethnic parties toward moderatetfiophas.

With appropriate power-sharing institutions evelnnat parties can derive electoral rewards
by competing on more moderate platforms, providimgy can develop an ‘ethnic tribune appeal’,
that is the perception that they most effectivedypresent their groups ethno-national interests.
Therefore, out-bidding models may predict incodgect Of course, consociation requires that
successful ethnic tribune parties must becomengilto become parties of government, to take the

joint premiership, in other words, to become thastds. In Northern Ireland Sinn Féin is clearly
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willing to take one consulate, it remains to bensebether the Democratic Unionist Party is willing

to take the other: it has indicated conditions undsch it may do sé*
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Figure 1

Electoral Support in Northern Ireland, 1970-2005
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Figure 2: Unionist perceptions of who has benefitted most from the Agreement
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Table 1: Electoral Fortunes by Period, 1973-2005

Period Average Inter-election gain
(SD) (mean)
SDLP 1973-81 (n=8) 20.2 (3.3) 0.6
1982-93 (n=7) 20.3 (2.2) 0.8
Since Ceasefires 1996-05 (n=9) 20.1 (2.4) -0.4
Since Agreement, 1998-2005 (n=6) 19.1 (2.1) -0.4
Sinn Fein 1973-81 (no elections contested)
1982-93 (n=7) 11.5 (1.2) 0.4
Since Ceasefires 1996-05 (n=9) 19.9 (3.4) 1.2
Since Agreement, 1998-2005 (n=6) 21.8 (2.4) 1.1
UUP 1973-81 (n=8) 32.3 (5.5) -3.1
1982-93 (n=7) 32.3 (3.2) 0.4
Since Ceasefires 1996-05 (n=9) 23.8 (4.8) -1.3
Since Agreement, 1998-2005 (n=6) 21.6 (3.4) -1.6
DUP 1973-81 (n=8) 12 (6.7) 3.2
1982-93 (n=7) 18.1 (4.7) -1.3
Since Ceasefires 1996-05 (n=9) 22.1 (6.6) 1.4
Since Agreement, 1998-2005 (n=6) 25.1 (5.7) 2.3
APNI 1973-81 (n=8) 9.7 (3.7) -0.7
1982-93 (n=7) 8.2 (1.2 -0.2
Since Ceasefires 1996-05 (n=9) 54 (1.5) -0.6
Since Agreement, 1998-2005 (n=6) 46 (1.1) -0.6

Note includes all elections in Northern Ireland exciéytse to the European Parliament; the latter give
a highly misleading impression of relative partyesgths, mainly because only three seats are
available.
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Table 2a: Before the Agreement: party switches beteen 1996 and 1998

1998 Vote (NI Assembly Election)
Alliance UUP DUP SDLP SF Other Other Total
unionist
Alliance N 26 9 1 3 1 2 2 44
Row % 59 21 2 7 2 5 5
Col % 53 5 1 2 1 4 4
Total% 4 1.4 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.3
UuUP N 3 115 22 13 16 169
Row % 2 68 13 8 9
Col % 6 64 20 68 53
Total% 0.5 17.5 3.3 2 2.4
1996 Vote | DUP N 12 75 1 2 1 3 94
Row % 13 80 1 2 1 3
Col % 7 68 1 3 6 10
(NI Forum Total% 1.8 11.4 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.5
SDLP N 4 128 16 3 151
: Row % 3 85 11 2
E|eCtIOI‘l) Col % 8 84 22 6.7
Total% 0.6 19.5 2.4 0.5
SF N 4 46 50
Row % 8 92
Col % 3 64
Total% 0.6 7
Other N 2 6 1 18 3 30
unionid Row % 7 20 3 60 10
Col % 4 3 1 36 7
Total% 0.3 0.9 0.2 2.8 0.5
Others N 1 1 1 1 6 10
Row % 10 10 10 10 60
Col % 2 1 1 2 13
Total% 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.9
Didn't vote / | N 13 36 13 14 7 15 12 110
DK Row % 12 33 12 13 6 14 11
Col % 26 20 12 9 10 30 27
Total% 2 55 2 2.2 1.1 2.3 1.8
Total 49 179 111 152 72 50 45 658

Note For the 1998 vote, respondents were asked to leden mock ballot paper of the actual candidabtesesting their own constituency. For 1996,
the question asked was: ‘Thinking back to the Foelewtion, that is the one that took place in 1886 decided who would be represented in the
peace talks, you could cast just one vote for artypist. May | just check, which party did youtedor then, or perhaps you didn’t vote in that
election?’. Source Northern Ireland Referendum and Election Stud9819
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Table 2b:

After the Agreement: party switches betwen 1998 and 2003

2003 vote
Alliance UuP DUP SDLP SF Other Total
Alliance N 21 2 1 4 1 1 30
Row % 70 7 3 13 3 3
Col % 75 1 1 3 1 2
1998 Vote Total % 3.5 0.3 0.2 0.7 0.2 0.2
UuP N 2 101 31 1 5 140
Row % 1 72 22 1 4
Col % 7 72 19 1 12
Total % 0.3 17 5.2 0.2 0.8
DUP N 5 108 6 119
Row % 4 91 5
Col % 3 65 14
Total % 0.8 18.2 1
SDLP N 1 2 92 24 7 126
Row % 1 2 73 19 6
Col % 4 1 79 24 17
Total % 0.2 0.3 15.5 4 1.2
SF N 1 3 59 63
Row % 2 5 94
Col % 4 3 59
Total % 0.2 0.5 10
Other U N 1 20 6 1 10 38
Row % 3 70 16 3 26
Col % 4 14 4 1 24
Total % 0.2 3.4 1 0.2 1.7
Others 1 1 1 2 4 9
11 11 11 22 44
4 1 1 2 10
0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.7
Didn’'t vote | N 1 13 17 15 14 9 69
/DK Row % 1 19 25 22 20 13
Col % 4 9 10 13 14 21
Total % 0.2 2.2 2.9 2.5 2.4 1.5
Total 28 141 166 117 100 42 594

Note For the 2003 vote, respondents were asked to letenp mock ballot paper of the actual candidabesasting their own constituency. For 1998, the
question asked was: ‘Thinking back to the 1998 Addg election, that is the one that took placeunel1998 to elect the first Northern Ireland Assimb
Can you tell me to which party you gave your fpstference vote?’

Source Northern Ireland Election Study 2003.
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Table 3: Change in attitudes to some main featfrése Agreement between the first and secondmbbeelections (%)

DUP UUP Sinn Féin SDLP Protestants Catholics Overall total
1998 2003 1998 2003 1998 2003 1998 2003 1998 2003998 1 2003 1998 2003
NI Remain in UK
Support 98 96 98 98 55 66*** 77 79 97 94 70 70 86 4 8
Neither 1 1 1 1 19 16 15 18 1 3 16 19 7 10
Oppose 0 2 0 1 21 14** 4 3 1 2 8 7 3 4
DK 1 1 1 0 5 4 4 0 1 1 6 4 4 2
NI Assembly
Support 57 70*** 86 89 76 94**+* Qb 88***| 79 77 87 (3] 82 79
Neither 18 14 9 5 9 3 3 7 10 12 4 7 8 11
Oppose 22 13** 3 4 5 2 0 3 8 8 2 3 5 7
DK 3 3 2 2 10 1 2 2 3 3 7 4 5 3
North-South bodies
Support 17 35*** 53 63** 85 94** 90 89 46 49 86 8 63 66
Neither 20 24 19 21 4 3 5 9 18 22 5 7 13 16
Oppose 58 33** 25 12%* 7 2kxx 1 1 31 22%*% 3 2 19 14*
DK 5 8 3 4 4 1 4 1 5 7 6 3 5 5
Remove ROI's Claim
Support 82 81 82 76* 24 14** 47 30**% 78 75 41 25* | 63 53***
Neither 10 9 7 15 12 21 19 34 9 15 16 33 13 23
Oppose 4 5 5 6 49 60** 23 33**% 6 6 28 36**| 14 18
DK 4 5 5 3 15 5 11 3 7 4 15 6 10 5
Decommissioning
Support 90 97** 95 99** 63 85** Q1 98*** | 94 98** 81 93** | 89 9Q5***
Neither 4 1 3 0 12 7 5 1 3 1 7 2 5 2
Oppose 4 1 1 1 17 Vi 1 0 2 0 6 3 3 2
DK 2 1 1 0 8 1 3 1 1 1 6 2 3 2
Power-Sharing
Support 32 65** 69 87** 84 96** 90 97 61 76*** 8 96*** 71 84*+*
Neither 33 15 17 8 8 3 4 2 19 11 6 3 13 8
Oppose 27 15%* 10 i Nhald 1 0 0 1 14 g 1 0 8 5
DK 8 5 4 1 7 1 6 0 6 5 8 1 8 3

The significance tests are two samphéests comparing proportions across two indepersmples: <0.01;** p<0.001; *** p<0.0001.

Notes respondents were asked ‘Looking back on somkeoptoposals contained in the Good Friday Agre¢noenild you tell me how you now feel about . . .’
(all coded on an ordinal 5 point scale from strgraglpport to strongly oppose, with ‘don’t know’ asesidual sixth categoryNI remain in UK ‘the guarantee
that NI will remain part of the UK for as long asnajority of the people in NI wish it to be sd\l Assembly‘the setting up of a NI AssemblyNorth-South
bodies ‘the creation of North-South bodieRemove ROI’s clainithe removal of the Republic of Ireland’s congtiibnal claim to Northern Ireland'.
Decommissioningdecommissioning of paramilitary weaponsPower-Sharing‘the requirement that the Executive is power-siggr Party affiliation is by a
standard party identification question.

SourcesThe Northern Ireland Referendum and Election $i@98; The Northern Ireland Assembly Election $ta603.

38



Table 4: Ethnic Tribune Voting. Which party has been the most effective voice
(a) for nationalists and (b) for unionists?

Party
identification
2003

Alliance
DUP
UuP
SDLP
SF
Other

Total

(a) Voice for nationalists (b) Voice for unionists

SF

77
83
71
53
100
81

75

(%)
SDLP

23
17
29
47

19
25

DUP

42
93
40
41
64
59

61

(%)
UUP

58
7
60
59
36
41

39

Voice for Nationalists / Party ID cross-tabulatidtearson Chi-Square of 87 significant at P<0.0GIZ™, df=5.
Voice for Unionists / Party ID cross-tabulation:aPgon Chi-Square of 169 significant at P<0.001. N5 df=5.

Note (a) Which party do you think has been the nafgctive voice for nationalists in Northern Inet¥ (code only
one). (b) Which party do you think has been _thetraffsctive voice for unionists in Northern Irelan@®dde only one).
Source Northern Ireland Election Study 2003.
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Table 5: Voting Sinn Fein at the 2003 NI Assembly [Ection

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4:
‘Attitudes only’  Attitudes + ‘SF + SF Vote ‘98 + Trust variables
most effective’
L P-value L P-value L P-value L P-value
Dissatisfied with NI 0.50 0.01** 0.55 0.001** 0.54 0.002** 0.56 0.009**
democracy (0.15) (0.16) (0.17) (0.22)
Identity: ‘Irish’ 2.13 <0.001*** 2.24 <0.001*** 1,92 <0.001*** 1.75 0.003**
(0.44) (0.48) (0.49) (0.59)
Power-sharing has made
Unionists more -0.27 0.051 -0.33 0.034*
reconciled to ROI (0.14) (0.16)
Police Reform 0.94 0.013* 0.99 0.017* 0.77 0.08 1.39 0.011*
‘Not gone far enough’  (0.38) (0.412) (0.44) (0.55)
How much Say Should 2.13 <0.001*** 1.87 0.001**
Westminster Govt have (0.53) (0.57)
‘No Say’
SF ‘most effective voice 2.56 <0.001** 1.81 <0.001** 1.34 0.025*
for nationalists’ (0.51) (0.51) (0.59)
Vote 1998 SF 3.19 <0.001***  2.72 <0.001***
(0.58) (0.73)
Trust Gerry Adams 2.83 <0.001***
(0.58)
Trust Mark Durkan -2.61 <0.001***
(0.64)
Constant -3.74 -5.71 -6.08 -5.58
N 213 213 213 213
R? (Nagelkerke) 0.43 0.56 0.64 0.77
Baseline % Correctly
Predicted 58.5 58.5 58.5 58.5
Final % Correctly
Predicted 73 80.9 83 87.6
-2 Log Likelihood
(change) 89.7 124.8 152.6 197.7

Notes Logistic regression models predicting voting Skein at the 2003 NI Assembly election among Cathalho voted. The dependent variable
is first preference votes as indicated by markeqlica STV ballot papers, of the candidates whaailly stood in the respondents constituency.
Voting for SF is coded as 1, Others as 0. Resoltsmns show logit coefficients (their standardesy and the exa®-Value. For convenience
asterisks highlight: significance atp%0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001.
Variables and codingDissatisfied with NI democracwith five point scale from ‘very satisfied’ todh at all satisfied’; Irish identity: coded 1=
‘Irish’, 0= ‘British’, ‘Northern Irish’ or ‘Ulster’; power-sharing ‘the experience of power-sharing has meant thatday a majority of unionists will
agree to Northern Ireland joining the Irish Repeiboded on five point scale ‘strongly agree’ strongly disagree’police reform a categorical
variable asking ‘do you think that reform of thdipe in Northern Ireland has gone too far, hasgumste far enough, or is about rightfow much
Say ‘how much say do you think a Westminster goveminaé any party should have in the way Northerfalnd is run? Coded on a four point
scale from ‘a great deal of say’ to ‘no say atall’

SF most effectiveWhich party do you think has been the most dffecvoice for unionists in Northern Ireland’. Thete 1998variables
are coded (0, other; 1, SF), and refer to the NdeAbly election of 1998). THEustvariables are coded (0, no; 1, yes) to the questidere is a
list of some of the main political leaders in Neaxnth Ireland. Which of them, if any, would you geairtrust to act in the best interests of all the
people in Northern Ireland’.
Source The 2003 Northern Ireland Election Study, funtigdhe UK’s ESRC.



Table 6: Voting DUP at the NI Assembly Election 208

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5
‘Attitudes only’ Attitudes + + DUP Vote + Trust +
‘DUP most ‘08 variables DUP Party ID
effective’
L P-value L P-value L P-value L P-value L P-value
GFA 1.01 <0.001*** 0.94 <0.001*** 0.67 0.009** 0.54 0.037*
(0.23) (0.23) (0.25) (0.26)
Nationalists -0.29 0.031*
more content
to stay in UK (0.13)
Schools
‘Prefer 0.59 0.026* 0.59 0.04*
own (0.27) (0.29)
religion
only’
Police 0.62 0.038* 0.83 0.01* 0.87 0.016*
Reform (0.30) (0.32) (0.36)
‘Gone too
far’
Role of IRL  0.45 0.091
Govt (0.27)
‘No Say’
DUP ‘most 2.27 <0.001*** 1.62 <0.001*** 1.04 0.006** 1.07 0.007**
effective (0.35) (0.38) (0.38) (0.39)
voice for
Unionists’
Vote 1998 256 <0.001*** 2,17 <0.001*** 1.56 <0.001***
bup (0.39) (0.40) (0.44)
Trust lan 1.32 <0.001*** 0.93 0.008**
Paisley (0.32) (0.35)
Trust David -0.90 0.006**
Trimble (0.33)
DUP Party 2.07 <0.001***
ID (0.37)
Constant -2.61 -4.74 -4.13 -3.03 -2.68
N 326 326 326 326 333
R 0.31 0.44 0.57 0.60 0.64
(Nagelkerke)
Baseline %
Correctly 526 52.6 54.2 54.2 52.6
Predicted
Final %
Correctly 71.4 76.1 82.0 83.5 86.9
Predicted
-2 Log
Lijke“ho 84.4 129.3 180.3 195.5 214.5
0
(change)

Notes Logistic regression as in Table 5. Voting for Bi$ coded as 1, Others as 0. Results columns letgivneoefficients (their standard
errors) and the exaBValue. For convenience asterisks highlight: digance at p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001.

Variables and coding&FA: Which is closest to your own opinion of the Agremt? (1, ‘The Agreement is basically right and peds to be
implemented in full’; 2, “The Agreement is basigatight but the specifics need to be renegotigtd8d'The Agreement is basically wrong and
needs to be abandoned or renegotiatdtijionalists UK ‘The experience of power-sharing has meant thabnalists are now more content
that Northern Ireland should remain part of the UK’disagree/strongly disagree; 2, neither; 3eafgtrongly agree)Schools'If you were
deciding where to send your children to school, gou prefer a school with children of only yowrmreligion, or a mixed-religion school?
Police reform ‘Do you think that the reform of the police in Mwern Ireland has gone too far, has not gonerfangh, or is it about rightRole
of IRL govt: ‘How much say do you think an Irish governmehaoy party should have in the way Northern Irelaun?

The other variables, SF most effective, Vote 1988the ‘trust’ variables are coded in the same reaas in Table 5.

Source The 2003 Northern Ireland Election Study, funtgdhe UK’s ESRC.
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