IO U14U-2382

West
uropea

- Politics

VOLUME 13

JANUARY 1990 NUMBER 1

West European Peace Movements: An Application of
Kitschelt’s Political Opportunity Structures Thesis L. Marvin Overby

New Politics: Just Post-Materialist? The Case
of the Austrian and Swiss Greens Markus Kreuzer

Political Impediments to the Resumption of Labour
Migration to Western Europe  Anthony M. Messina

The Break-up of the ‘Socialist Family’:
Party-Union Relations in Spain; 1982-89  Richard Gillespie

Thatcher’s Enterprise Society and Electoral Change Pippa Norris

The Political Transformation of a Social Democratic
State: As the World Moves in, Norway Moves Right ~William M. Lafferty

The ‘Party-State’ in Greece and the Fall of Papandreou  Kevin Featherstone
The European Elections of June 1989 Hermann Schmitt

Further Europeanisation? The Irish General Election Brendan O’Leary and
of June 1989  John Peterson

Luxembourg: The European Parliament and National
Elections of June 1989 Michael Smart

Book Reviews

FRANK CASS -LONDON




i
i
{
!

Further Europeanisation? The Irish General Election
of June 1989

By Brendan O’Leary and John Peterson

Charles Haughey, the Irish Taoiseach (Prime Minister), ended weeks of
speculation when he called a general election in the Republic of Ireland on
25 May 1989. He requested the President to dissolve the 25th Déil Eireann
and he chose 15 June as polling day — to coincide with the European
elections due on that date. The minority Fianna Fail government had
been in office since February 1987, just over two years, and had suffered
seven defeats in Dail Eireann during that period, on relatively minor and
procedural matters. The government had been riding consistently high
in the public opinion polls since the spring of 1988, and when it was
defeated by the opposition parties on the question of special funding for
haemophiliacs who had contracted AIDS Haughey decided the prospects
were good for winning an overall majority.

The campaign marked Haughey’s fifth attempt to lead Fianna Fail to
an overall majority. Moreover, he made the alleged need for a majority
government the central issue in Fianna Fail's campaign. The electorate
were informed that the key choice was between sound government and
multi-party chaos. They none the less chose the latter option as Haughey’s
fifth sally proved to be as unsuccessful as his previous close encounters with
the voters. Having fought a disastrous campaign, in which the party lost
some 6-7 per cent of the public support it enjoyed? when the election was
launched, Fianna Fail won almost exactly the same first-preference vote it
had obtained in February 1987, 44.1 per cent, but lost four seats (see Tables
1 and 2, and Figure 1). Fianna Fail failed to win anything like a sufficient
tally of the key marginal seats it had targeted and ended up unexpectedly
losing seats to all the other major parties and independents.

TABLE 1
PARTY POSITIONS IN DAIL EIREANN: BEFORE AND AFTER

Feb 1987 June 1989 Gains/Losses
Fianna Fail 81 77 (-4)
Fine Gael 51 55 (+4)
Progressive Democrats 14 6 (-8)
Labour Party 12 15 (+3)
Workers’ Party 4 7 (+3)
Democratic Socialist Party 1 1 (0
Green Party 0 1 (+1)
Independents/Others 3 4 (+1)

166 166
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IR FIGURE 1
ST-PREFERENCE VOTES 1987 AND 1989 COMPARED

Parties’ First-Preference Share (%) February 1987
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the Progressive Democrats (PDs) ‘Legislative participation’ in discussions
on policy. Fine Gael skilfully offered Fianna Fail an Israeli-style coalition
deal, an offer which they knew Fianna Fail could only refuse. The gesture
was primarily intended to portray Fine Gael as prepared to actin the national
interest. The PDs, who had fought the campaign in an electoral coalition
with Fine Gael, declared that they would honour their promise to vote for
Dukes as Taoiseach. The impasse was obvious, and Haughey was defeated
in the nomination for Taoiseach by 86 votes to 78, when the Dail reassembled
on 29 June. Only one independent deputy outside the ranks of Fianna Fail
had voted for Haughey. Subsequently Dukes, nominated by Fine Gael and
the Progressive Democrats, was defeated by 103 votes to 61 votes, and Dick
Spring, the Labour leader, nominated by his party and the Workers’ Party,
was defeated by 138 votes to 24.

After displaying considerable reluctance, if not petulance, Haughey was
obliged to tender his resignation as Taoiseach to the President andtohead a
caretaker administration. This outcome was unprecedented in Irish politics,
and created immense speculation because of uncertainty surrounding the
relevant constitutional provisions. Article 13 (1) of Bunreacht Na hEireann
(Constitution of Ireland) makes it clear that only Déil Eireann can nominate
the Taoiseach, and suggests that the President can play no formal role in find-
ing a Taoiseach when no party or coalition enjoys a majority in Dail Eireann.
Article 13 (2) 2 declares that “The President may in his absolute discretion
refuse to dissolve Dail Eireann and on the advice of a Taoiseach who has
ceased to retain the supportof a majority in Dail Eireann’. Article 28 (10 and
11. 10) states that “The Taoiseach shall resign from office upon his ceasing
to retain the support of a majority in Dail Eireann unless on his advice the
President dissolves Déil Eireann and on the reassembly of Dail Eireann
after the dissolution the Taoiseach secures the support of a majority in Ddil
Eireann. If the Taoiseach at any time resigns from office the other members

of the Government shall be deemed also to have resigned from office, but
the Taoiseach and the other members of the Government shall continue to
carry on their duties until their successors shall have been appointed’.

Three controversies were buried in the potential constitutional interpreta-
tions of these articles. First, would the President, for the first time in the
history of the state, exercise his absolute discretion and reject a request
for a dissolution if Haughey were to make such a request? Second, would
the President have the right to play the role, executed by presidents and
monarchs in other parliamentary systems, of finding another prime minister
who could win the confidence of the legislature? Third, and most intriguing
of all was a truly explosive question: would the caretaker Taoiseach, who had
never enjoyed the support of the 26th Diil, actually have the constitutional
right, as part of his duties, to request a dissolution?

Sadly for lovers of constitutional imbroglios these questions were not
definitively answered because the crisis of governmental formation was
solved. albeit at an Italian pace. Since negotiating a grand coalition govern-
ment with Fine Gael was unthinkable for Fianna Fail, the feasible scenarios
were reduced to two: a request by Haughey to the President to dissolve
the Dail and have another election, or a deal between Fianna Fail and the
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FIGURE 2
PARTY SUPPORT IN IRISH TIMES/MRBI POLLS 1987-1989
Party Support March 87-June 89
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(Source : Irish Times, 6 July 1989)

Haughey therefore seemed to be triumphant in late 1988. The parties of
the Left remained small and divided. Fine Gael’s new leader, Alan Dukes,
had embarked upon what became known as the ‘Tallaght strategy’, which
amounted to support in the Ddil in the national interest for the govern-
ment’s economic programme. Fianna Féil was the primary beneficiary of
Fine Gael’s generosity; at least, so the polls suggested. Furthermore Fianna
Fail’s actions in government had removed the distinctive policy stance and
electoral market niche of the Progressive Democrats, and this breakaway
party appeared destined to go the way of all ‘flash parties’.# With the
Exchequer borrowing requirement reduced, and the national debt/GNP
ratio stabilised and falling, Haughey, the newly established statesman, and
his party seemed racing certainties for a comfortable victory in the next
general election. The claim that the hard times were over and that good
times lay around the corner was not unbelievable.

Fianna Fail had conventionally and understandably been described as the
predominant party in the Irish party system,’ and it appeared in the spring
of 1989 that it was about to re-establish its hegemony. Fianna Fiil is the sole
party to have formed a majority government in the 23 general elections since
1923, and it achieved this feat under its first three leaders, Eamon de Valera,
Sean Lemass and Jack Lynch, on seven occasions.b Moreover it has formed
a minority government on seven occasions,” and the government in either
majority or minority form after 14 of the 19 general elections held between
1932 and 1987, with an average share of the first-preference vote of just
over 46 per cent. However, since 1973 there have been six alternations in
government, three Fine Gael/Labour coalition governments, and seven
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their failure to dictate the electoral issues in the campaign. Spontaneous
discontent with the impact of cutback management on the health services
and ministerial gaffes rapidly put the government on the defensive.1! When
questioned about the health service Haughey made the mistake of saying
that ‘We were not aware. . . . I personally was not aware . . . of the full
extent of the difficulties and hardships’. And Dr John O’Connell, a Fianna
Fail candidate in Dublin, riposted to the complaint that some patients had
been left to sleep overnight on trolleys in corridors with the remarkably
insensitive contention that ‘A trolley is a bed on wheels so it doesn’t mean
that people are being neglected’. With assurances of this kind it was perhaps
not surprising that one Independent candidate was elected to the Déil on
the sole ticket of saving the local hospital in his area. With even more
stunning skill Haughey responded to a Wexford widow who asked him to
raise the widows” pension with the remark that she should ‘Get married
again . . . you're young enough and good-looking enough to get married
again’! The fact that the polls throughout the campaign showed a rising
left vote, especially in Dublin, which threatened to ruin Fianna Fail's
chances of an overall majority, pushed Haughey into implausible ‘red
scare’ tactics which brought his party no discernible benefits, and merely
served to increase the credibility of the left surge. The only feature of
Fianna Fail’s expensive election campaign that was well managed was its
decision to avoid a head-to-head television debate between Haughey and
Dukes. Their campaign managers, led by Seamus Brennan, judged that
Dukes’ technocratic and statistic-studded style of argument would come
across much less effectively in an interview format. They proved to be
correct. Haughey came off best in an RTE programme focused on the
two main contenders for Taoiseach held two days before the election —
although it was also widely felt that the interviewer had been harder on
Dukes than Haughey. Haughey’s performance on that occasion may well
have halted the slide in his party’s support.

The regional breakdown of support for Fianna Fiil (see Table 3) was more
or less unchanged in aggregate. In Dublin City Fianna Fail lost working-class
support to the parties of the left but this loss was compensated by increased
middle-class votes prepared to reward the government’s €conomic record,
and anxious to ensure governmental stability. In Munster, despite the losses
sustained by the PDs, Fianna Fiil failed to recover support on anything like
the scale one might have expected, and in Connaught/Ulster the party suf-
fered net losses over what became known as the (fishing) ‘rod licence’ issue
— a complex story worth an article in itself — and as a result of the impact of

cuts in health services.

Fine Gael

The other major party in the Irish p2rty system, Fine Gael, was reasonably
content with its showing in the polls and with the outcome of the election.
It gained five seats. Its election pact with the the PDs persuaded some of
the electorate that there was an alternative government (o Fianna Fail.
The party campaigned for a rationalisation of the country’s fiscal system,
for staged tax-cuts and greater commercialisation of the public sector, but
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deputies barely scraped into the D4il. The party lost heavily in Dublin
(see Table 3), where middle-class voters turned to Fianna Fail, and lost
oOn a similar scale in the rest of Leinster and Munster. Its smaller losses
in Connaught/Ulster were of no benefit

as the party had failed to establish a
,Umwo there. The one consolation for the .

, it seems that Irish political
culture is now inhospitable territory for a declared party of the economic
right, especially when its hairshirt has been stolen, and the PDs’ future seems
to consist mostly of political obituaries.

TABLE 5
EUROPEAN RESULTS
% First Preferences 1989 1984 Net Gain Seats 1989 1984 Net Gain

F¥ 315 39.2 =17 6 8 -2
FG 216 322 -10.6 4 6 -2
rD 1.9 ] +11.9 t () +1
Le 9.5 8.4 +1.1 1 0 +1
wp 7.5 4.3 +3.2 i 0 +1
SF 23 5.2 -29 0 0 0
Gp 3.7 ) +3.7 0 0 0
Others 11.9 10.7 +1.2 2 1 +1

Index of volatility for 1989: 16.38. (see Table 2 fo
The Left: Labour and the Workers’ Parry

The combined left vote — when one adds the first preference vote for the
Labour Party, the Workers’ Party, for independent socialist deputy Gregory
and deputy Kemmy of the Democratic Socialist Party — was 15.5 per cent,
the highest left vote since the Labour Party’s performance in 1969 (see Table
4). The left vote in the Dublin region, where the Workers’ Party outpolled
Labour, was a spectacular 21 per cent. The two parties of the left, although
in competition with each other none the less mana .

r index calculation)
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candidates in the Dublin region.
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and jobs, and increased public expenditure to be financed from increased
growth and revenue. However, the primary focus of their campaign was on
the social consequences of the government’s retrenchment policies.

The Workers’ Party also increased their number of deputies by three, and
their share of the first preference vote. They won 5 per cent of the first
preference vote and with seven deputies became eligible for special Dail
funding and privileges for the first time. They also did very well in the
European elections (Table 5), sending their leader, Proinsias de Rossa,
to represent Dublin in Strasbourg. Their success owed a great deal to the
presence of youthful, dynamic and high-quality candidates — youthfulness
being an especially important electoral asset for all parties’ candidates in a
disproportionately young electorate —as well as to their now well-established
tradition of working hard for their constituents.

Both parties of the left remain content to be Tribune parties for the
time being: the Workers’ Party building an urban working-class vote, the
Labour Party aiming for a wider social base. And as both ruled out entering
a coalition with any of the parties of the centre or right they stand to gain
from any misfortunes suffered by the parties of government. However,
whether the left can break through the historic 20 per cent ceiling on its

vote remains to be seen.

The Two Green Fringes
Sinn Féin, the party which supports the IRA’s terrorist campaign in North-
ern Ireland, fared extremely badly in its electoral campaign to win seats in
Dail Eireann. Its first preference vote dropped from 1.9 per cent in 1987 to
1.2 per cent, and it also lost ground in the European elections (see Table 5)
where its vote fell from 5.2 per cent of the first preference vote in 1984 to
2.3 per cent in 1989. But in the latter campaign its fall in support is partly
explained by the fact that its candidates stood down in Munster in favour of
Father Patrick Ryan, the priest suspected of involvement in running arms
for the IRA and the cause of a diplomatic row between Britain, Ireland
and Belgium in 1988. Standing on an anti-extradition platform he polled
6.3 per cent of the first preference vote. However, despite this one-off
protest vote for the turbulent priest, the fact is that Sinn Féin have failed to
build any electoral momentum in the South, even in the propitious circum-
stances created by severe deprivation in inner-city Dublin and working-class
housing estates in the Dublin region. This failure in the Republic, on top
of electoral setbacks in the local government and European elections in
Northern Ireland, suggests that Sinn Féin’s prospects for growth are over.
It is a rather different green fringe, the ecological rather than the Irish
nationalist variety, which looks set for organic growth in electoral support.
The Greens returned their first deputy, Roger Garland, to the Dail, and
surprised themselves and the opinion polisters by their relatively good
showing in both the national and European elections. Since Ireland has
developed its own concerned and allegedly post-materialist middle class,
and has multiple environmental issues which can achieve political salience,
there seems no good reason to believe that the Greens’ success will be
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very distinctive in its political culture, in its voting system, its parish-pump
politics, its social egalitarianism, and in the historic foundations of its two
main political parties in a civil war — but it continues to become perceptibly
more like many of its West European neighbours.
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9. Haughey, previously Minister for Finance, was charged with but found not guilty of
illegally organising the dispatch of arms to Northern Ireland in the Dublin Arms Trial
of 1970. Questions surrounding his character and judgement resurfaced again in the nine
month caretaker government he led in 1982. Those with an interest in conspiracies and
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11. In afocused choice of four key issues in an IMS/Sunday Independent poll conducted on
8 June health (39 per cent) was seen as the most important issue with unemployment

second (30 per cent), taxation (18 per cent) and then emigration (9 per cent) — Sunday
Independent, 11 June 1989.

12. A score of 100 indicates perfect proportionality. A score of > (or <) 100 indicates that a
party’s share of seats has exceeded (or is less than) its share of first-preference votes. The
proportionality index (see Table 2) can also be used a measure of party skill in nomination
strategy and vote transfer management.
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