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ABSTRACT

Three perspectives on the causes of communal conflict are visible in extant work: a focus on ancient hatreds, on leaders, or on the context that leaders “find” themselves in.  Leaders therefore  have all the power to mobilize people to fight (or not to) or leaders are driven by circumstantial opportunities or the primordial desires of the masses to resist peace or coexistence with historical enemies.  Analysts who focus on leaders or context recognize that external actors affect internal conflicts, but little systematic research has explored the processes relating the domestic politics of nationalist mobilization to factors in the international arena.   How does the international arena affect the competition among leaders?  How do skillful leaders draw in external actors to lend credibility to their own views?  This paper asserts that leaders compete to frame identity and mission, and explores the degree to which international factors affect whose “definitions of the situation” are successful in precipitating mobilization shifts among potential followers.  A unique finding of this longitudinal study of Northern Ireland is that the role played by international institutions and actors is affected by how domestic actors perceive, cultivate, and bring attention to the linkages between the two spheres.

INTRODUCTION

Despite the burgeoning literature on nationalism within both the comparative and international relations fields, there has been little systematic research into the processes relating the domestic politics of nationalist mobilization to factors in the international arena.  To date, most work only offers broad, general hypotheses about the effects of international relations on “debates” among leaders within communities to define group identity.  How does the international arena affect the competition among leaders?  How malleable are national identities in light of different international political opportunities and resources provided to competing leaders?  How do skillful leaders draw in external actors to lend credibility to their own views?  

The answers to these questions are clearly crucial, and are explored here in a longitudinal study of Northern Ireland.  In “hotbeds” of conflict around the world today—from Northern Ireland to Afghanistan to Nigeria—international actors involved in efforts at conflict-reduction, conflict-resolution, or democratization reject the arguments of those political leaders who are “exclusive” with regard to other groups in the given state’s society.  Instead, in most cases those leaders who receive the approving imprimatur of the US or the UN tend to be more “inclusive”:  those who are trying to persuade their kinsmen that the path to peace lies in accepting the common bonds and future paths shared by, for example, Catholics and Protestants in Northern Ireland, or whites and blacks, Zulu and Xhosa in South Africa.  Some actors in the international community have begun to take an interest in the way leaders of newly “reconstituting” states wish to define their states’ identities because of an unspoken assumption that the international community can help build loyalties to multinational or multiethnic states; the Dayton Agreement’s provisions for rebuilding Bosnia constitute one of the most involved examples of this international effort.  Foreign policy makers should become more conscious of the importance of the relationship between leaders’ different constructions of a given situation and identity mobilization, because as a result of their policies the visions of these leaders are often legitimized or delegitimized.

 The lack of comparative empirical research on these issues is surprising given that much of current U.S. foreign policy does operate on the assumption that the international dimension can alter peoples’ conceptions of identity.  This paper asserts that leaders compete to frame group identity and mission, and it explores the degree to which international factors affect whose frames or “definitions of the situation” are successful in precipitating mobilization shifts among potential followers.  One of the most important findings of this study of Northern Ireland
 is that the role played by international actors is affected by the degree to which domestic actors perceive, cultivate, and bring attention to the linkages between the two spheres.  This paper begins with a description of the need for this kind of work given extant literature and is followed by an explanation of the framework assembled to fill this gap.  In the interests of space, the framework is followed by an illustration of the findings with examples from several Northern Ireland cases.  Finally, I discuss the implications of this study for both extant literature and policy formulation.

STATE OF THE LITERATURE


Since the end of the Cold War, the media, scholars, the United Nations, and foreign policy makers in many states have paid increasing attention to the phenomena of ethnic nationalism and internal conflict, though quantitative analyses indicate that the occurrence of these conflicts has not increased in this period (Gurr, 1994).  One of the most common beliefs about these conflicts is that they are rooted in ancient hatreds between peoples who have been killing each other (even if intermittently) for hundreds of years (for example, Kaplan, 1993).  In the coverage of these conflicts which adopts this perspective, three assumptions are apparent:  ethnic identities are ancient and unchanging; these identities motivate people to persecute and kill in the name of the group; and ethnic diversity itself inevitably leads to violence (Bowen, 1996).  Statements of the Bush administration about the Bosnian conflict exemplify this view, especially the rich metaphors depicting all of Central and Eastern Europe as a boiling cauldron of primordial animosities.


On the other hand—and especially as external actors see it to be in their interest to get involved—we often hear a great deal about leaders.  To read the statements of Clinton and his foreign policy team, the paramount cause of the unrest in Yugoslavia since the early 1990s has been Slobodan Milosevic.  Michael E. Brown’s (1996) recent edited book assesses the many causes of internal conflict and offers a conclusion that he argues is “contrary to what one would gather from reviewing the scholarly literature on the subject.”
  Instead of the most proximate causes being contextual, “bad leaders” manipulate the context (that is, structural, economic/social, and cultural/perceptual conditions) to mobilize followers around more or less violent missions (Brown, 1996: 23).  


A third perspective, and the focus of a book edited by Barbara Walter and Jack Snyder (1999), argues that this newer emphasis on elites’ aggressive aims should be balanced with “an emphasis on how different environments may shape these aims.”  They do not argue that the setting makes puppets out of elites, but they do see the need “…to examine more closely how different settings on the ground might affect groups’ decisions to fight, to negotiate, or to remain at peace” (Walter, 1999: 2).  For these authors, the conditions of fear and uncertainty produce a security dilemma that informs the choice sets of leaders.  


Taking these three perspectives—the focus on ancient hatreds, on leaders, and on the context that leaders “find” themselves in—leaders either have all the power to mobilize people to fight (or not to fight) or leaders are driven by circumstantial opportunities or the primordial desires of the masses to resist peace or even mere coexistence with historical enemies.  Only leaders who take advantage of the situation or who follow the masses by appealing to these sentiments will gain or stay in power.  


I argue that this recent work on nationalism, internal conflict, and international security is laudable for moving beyond the “ancient hatreds” approach.  Still, it is missing half of the equation even as it has recognized the need to focus on elites and on the role of environmental conditions.  The Brown and the Walter and Snyder projects have helped us get this far, but the next step is systematic study of the relationships between leaders and context—and what has been missed is that the arrows point in both directions.  Here leadership scholars, using “new” empirical tools, can offer insight.  An additional problem is that many of these publications, especially those appearing in International Security, have focused on cases in which more exclusive nationalist leaders have come to power and the “unfortunate” aspects of the domestic (and sometimes international) setting that allow this to happen.  Case selection bias is therefore an issue, as many articles have been about Yugoslavia (such as Gagnon, 1994/95), Rwanda, and explosive areas of the former Soviet Union (Kaufman, 1996), for example—where extremely exclusive ideas (exclusive about “other” groups in society, that is) have taken hold.  Again, these analyses give great emphasis to the contextual factors that permitted even encouraged the dominance of the more exclusive leaders.  Scholars of ethnic conflict recognize this essential relationship as a situation of “ethnic outbidding” discussed by Horowitz (1985), among others (Mitchell, 1995).  Exemplary of this dynamic combined with the limited way of viewing external involvement is Kaufman’s (1996: 110) assertion that foreign actors may play an important role in the inciting of ethnic wars with the main effect of “…providing the means for extremists to cause war.”  


Admittedly, it is difficult to study the “dogs that do not bark,” but there are ways to increase the variation in cases.  I begin by recognizing that in most cases of nationalist mobilization there is in fact competition to define group identity and mission (an assertion with which few analysts would disagree), and look at cases where more exclusive leaders have both succeeded and failed in the competition with more inclusive leaders.  I demonstrate how external powers play a role in shaping (1) the types of messages those leaders used and (2) which leaders’ messages appear to “win” or resonate most with potential followers.  In essence, I draw attention to how the dynamic of “ethnic outbidding” can be altered by third parties.  Even more importantly, the research findings presented here are unique in exploring the reverse relationship that highlights a different kind of agency so often missed by analysts.  Indeed, an important role of leadership is revealed:  these individuals and their parties also manipulate the external world to channel the role the international and domestic contexts play in the process of domestic mobilization.  Examples from the case studies show how leaders framed the behavior of external actors to fit with their more inclusive or more exclusive views of the situation.  Further, how inclusive or exclusive the leader is tells us a great deal about how—and even if—the leader pulls in the international community.  Thus, it is not just context that governs whether extreme or more moderate nationalists come to power; it is the fit between behavior of international actors and the ways in which competing leaders “frame” the domestic and international contexts in a more exclusive or more inclusive manner. 

FRAMEWORK


This model of leadership mobilization draws together the factors discussed above.  In order to understand the kinds of strategies that are most successful in mobilizing potential followers, it is necessary to consider the role of four contextual variables, two of which are  domestic (repression and alignment of elites who maintain the status quo) and two international (involvement/mediation by external actors and regional integration).  Finally, key parts of the equation are the comparative ways that the competing leaders respond to this contextual environment and the ways that their strategies relate to those more “objective” environmental conditions.  Figure 1 summarizes this model, and the remainder of this section describes its derivation and operationalization in more detail.   The diagram shows that the international political opportunities, created (or not) by actors and norms may affect the domestic political opportunities.  Also, it shows that the political opportunities affect leaders and their strategies at two different stages.  It will be shown that it is key to consider how leaders frame the context because it will help demonstrate their role as agents (they are not just pushed by these contextual factors).  The diagonal, two-way arrow depicts this; the discussion of the cases will elaborate the point.  The relationships are explored with a structured, focused comparison (George, 1979) of four cases of nationalist (the largely Catholic community) leadership in Northern Ireland, where popularity of more and less exclusive leaders has shifted over time.  

Figure 1





International involvement/mediation




Regional integration







  Change in stability of elite alignment




  Repression


Leaders


Strategies



“Winning” Strategies

As argued above, there is a gap in empirical work concerning the relationship between leaders and their environment and what leaders do to get people to follow.  One way to approach this is to consider how leaders filter the environment in a way to convince their followers that the leader’s “definition of the situation” is the “only” one that makes sense.  These definitions of the situation, which include the challenges to the “group,” who falls inside and outside of the group’s boundaries, and the way to address the challenges, are called framing strategies here.  The idea that strategies affect how people judge and evaluate their choices draws on work in political psychology, especially public opinion research (for example, Iyengar & Kinder, 1987; Iyengar & Kinder, 1991; Nelson, Clawson, & Oxley, 1997).  

Indeed, we cannot fully understand the roles of elites unless we focus on the match between the objective and perceived environments (Brecher,(1972).   As for the objective environment (what is being interpreted by these leaders), a survey
 revealed four specific variables that are most commonly observed in literature about mobilization and nationalist conflicts.  In fact, these variables correspond well with Brown’s (1996) discussion of the distal causes of internal conflicts—structural, economic, cultural, political, and regional/international.  These are repression, change in the stability of elite alignment,
 international involvement
, and regional integration.

By analyzing, in a structured, focused comparison
 (George, 1979), how these factors correlate with leaders’ strategies and how the leaders themselves talk about these particular factors we can gain initial insight into the “two-way” relationship discussed above.  The dependent variable is the kind of strategies used by the more successful leader, while the independent variables are those environmental conditions listed above.  For each case, predictions were made about the kind of strategies the four variables are expected to promote.  The analysis then shows what these strategies were and the hypotheses are evaluated accordingly.  Both the strategies and these contextual variables are discussed below after a few words about case selection. 

As with any study, it is important to say a word about case selection, because scope conditions for any conclusions depend on this.  Cases were chosen in which there was an ongoing debate over identity in states holding contested elections.  In such periods of debate, it is argued that individual leaders are likely to have an impact on the political process.  When there is a lack of consensus about the future, some types of mobilization strategies have a high degree of resonance and bring about shifts in the orientation of the group.  Indeed, leadership scholars note that individual leaders are more likely to have an effect on the course of events when the political environment “admits of restructuring” (Greenstein, 1987:  41;  also Hermann, 1976).  Therefore, the central scope condition for this project is a legitimation crisis brought about by external influences and the social mobilization of a part of the domestic society (for example, Deutsch, 1953) that had the status of political minority.     

Northern Ireland is a case that fits these criteria nicely.
  Findings here are generalizable to an important set of cases.  First, they are relevant to countries democratized to the extent that there are contested elections with genuine competition for power—that is, where there are observable electoral shifts.  Second, they are applicable when a crisis of legitimation has led to a period of uncertainty and there is competition for the votes of the political minority.  The number of cases meeting these two criteria is increasing as the holding of democratic elections is viewed as a prerequisite for entry into the club of aid-deserving states (Sisk, 1998).  Further, the Carter Center and other election watch groups around the world have been documenting recent elections in states where political minorities have an increasing role in politics; this makes it relatively straightforward to judge whether the elections are viewed by area specialists to be fairly contested.  


In order to study the variation in success of more and less exclusive leaders, secondary sources were consulted to define crucial periods of competition over time in which two leaders of the political minority competed and one was widely accepted to be more successful than the other.  For Northern Ireland, four cases emerge:  1982-1983, 1986-1987, 1996, and 1997.  

Leader Strategies

Competing leaders often define “similar” situations in different ways.  In fact, extant theories about nationalism, identity, and international relations are actually different ways of interpreting behavior and often inform the practices of politicians (see Vasquez, 1993).  I argue that several major bodies of literature give us a “bottom line” about different constructions of a situation often used by leaders seeking to mobilize nationalist groups; usually only implicitly, these theories inform the way leaders view political relationships.  A “mobilizing strategy” is derived and operationalized from each approach.  

Some leaders approach communal conflicts with a “relative deprivation” mindset, emphasizing the injustice facing the ingroup. This idea gives us the Justice strategy (see, for example Davies, 1963; Gurr, 1970; Gurr, 1993; Gurr, 1994; Lederer, 1986; Walker & Pettigrew, 1984).  Other leaders seem to argue that the most important characteristic is the role taken by another group, such as the threat from that group or that an “other” is to blame.  From the range of literature emphasizing this aspect, the Enemy/Ally Image strategy is derived (Coser, 1956; Cottam, 1986; Cottam, 1977; Finlay, Holsti, & Fagan, 1967; Herrmann, 1985; Herrmann, 1988; Mercer, 1995; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).  

A third view that may structure a leader’s perceptions and interpretations dwells on institutional structures and/or political laws that exacerbate or alleviate communal tensions.  Here this kind of emphasis is called the Governance strategy (for example, Gunther & Mughan, 1993; Horowitz, 1985; Lijphart, 1977; Lijphart, 1996; Lijphart, Rogowski, & Weaver, 1993; Nordlinger, 1972).  The fourth strategy is called the Storytelling strategy; the focus is on how the group defines its identity as connected to the past.  Often emphasis is on how the current group suffers as earlier generations of an “imagined community” did and therefore must fulfill the quest for self-determination (Anderson, 1991; Connor, 1994; Smith, 1995).  The final strategy is the Identity strategy.  Indeed, all leaders have “theories in their heads” (to adapt a Lippmann image) about what kinds of groups make up a society, the important bases of identification, and how certain peoples are similar and/or different (Brewer, 1991; Brewer, 1996 are social psychology approaches to identity which emphasize that individuals may have many self-identities which vary in their salience; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).

Most scholars acknowledge that these general theoretical categories are not mutually exclusive and that they even address different aspects of ethnopolitical life.  For example, social identity theory (from which the Identity strategy is derived) has been applied to the ways in which people balance different identities according to the size and other characteristics of group membership while relative deprivation theory (which provides the Justice strategy) is focused on the factors that push people to political action (primarily violence/rebellion).  Together, the derived strategies cover the aspects of any given situation which may be the focus:  Who are we? How are we different from “them”?  How are we similar (Identity delineation)?  What is our situation?  Is it getting worse or better (Justice)?  Who are our friends/enemies? How do others affect us or relate to us (Outgroup Image, which may be Enemy or Ally)?  How should we govern our relationships with others?  What kinds of institutions are good or bad for us (Governance)?  What binds us together as a nation? What is our shared past and future (Storytelling)?  The following table summarizes the literature sources, the name of the strategy model, and the major theme of each strategy.    

Table 1

Summary of Strategy Types

Literature Source
Strategy Model
Basic Themes

Social Identity Theory; Optimal distinctiveness
Identity strategy
Who are we?  Who are we similar to and different from?

Relative Deprivation

Theory
Justice strategy (Injustice or Justice Positive)


Our situation is unjust, unfair OR

We are doing better; we are starting to make gains 

Theory of Images; 

Minimal Group Paradigm
Enemy Image strategy/Ally Image strategy


They threaten us; they are to blame; they betray us OR

They share our goals; they share our situation; or they share our culture

Consociational theory;

Elite consolidation theory
Governance strategy (negative or positive)


These laws, institutions, structures do/will discriminate against us; negotiating with them is bad for us OR 

These laws, institutions, structures are/will be good for us; negotiating with them will help us

Imagined communities literature; 

Social construction approaches to identity
Storytelling strategy


We are connected to our countrymen who have gone before us and those who come after us; we must realize our self-determination of the nation; we have been persecuted for centuries

A content analysis method was developed and used to detect the use of these strategies in the public speeches of the leaders that were collected in field research; intercoder tests have established the reliability of the method.
  The coding is evaluated in several ways.  First, the percentage frequencies a leader used each strategy are compared.  For example, in a given period, one leader may employ the Justice strategy 80% of the total number of strategies detected (which means his main emphasis was the terrible plight of the ingroup) while the other leader used the Governance Positive strategy 60% of the total (which means his main emphasis was the need for new laws and/or institutions to make life better).  From this profile, two very different “definitions of the situation” are apparent.  Second, an exclusivity index is calculated to compare leaders and assess which leader was more or less inclusive.
  Continuing with the same example, the first leader (80% Justice) is much more exclusive than the second (60% Governance Positive).  An important aspect of the exclusivity index takes into account not just the strategies the leaders use but the targets of those strategies.  This helps give a view of whom the leaders were arguing were the subjects of injustice, who was included as enemies and allies, who should be negotiated with to build new institutions, et cetera.  For example, a leader emphasizing that all subgroups in society are victims of injustice is more inclusive than a leader who focuses only on the minority as victims. This is very important information because monitoring changes in these targets over time will allow a way to see when subtle changes may precede big shifts in leaders’ definitions of the situation.  Most work now only offers a way to see these dramatic shifts once they happen.  Building a longitudinal dataset like the one created in this project provides an important basis for future monitoring.   Finally, and less formally, another dimension of a leader’s speeches was evaluated: if and how he talked about the four contextual factors.  Next I elaborate on these factors and how they were expected to correlate with strategy type. 

Environmental Conditions

How do environmental conditions relate to the strategies leaders use and to which are more successful?  The four contextual variables (international involvement/mediation, regional integration, repression, and changes in stability of elite alignment) were treated as independent variables in order to see how they correlate with the strategy profiles of the leaders.  The involvement and non-involvement of international actors in internal conflict and especially in nationalist leadership competition are expected to influence the ways in which people see their options.  More specifically, as people listen to competing leaders describe their plight in various ways, the behavior of external players and the presence/absence of international institutions affect how valid a leader’s definition of the situation is.  The following is an exaggerated example:  If one leader (here, imagine Ian Paisley, a very exclusive Protestant leader in Northern Ireland, in 1999) is saying, “They are all against us; everyone wants us dead so we must fight to save our nation,” yet there is widely publicized aid for Protestants from the United Nations, the United States, Britain, and the European Union, and maybe even cooperation from the historical enemy (here, Catholics), his message makes no sense to most potential followers in the Protestant audience.  

The phrase “international institutions” has two interconnected meanings.  First, in the more traditional sense they are organizations in which member states come together to debate and make decisions about issues deemed to be within their purview (such as the United Nations, the European Union, the Organization of African Unity, and the Front Line States).  Second, institutions are those norms that evolve over time from interactions in the international arena, that not only facilitate cooperation among (self-interested) states and constrain their behavior but also have “social content” which “diffuses” in a way that can shape the identities and interests of states (Checkel, 1999; Finnemore, 1996a; Finnemore, 1996c;  see also, Klotz, 1995).  For this study, norms of conflict resolution and democratic procedure are important in this sense.  The two uses of the concept are interconnected because it is often practices growing out of organizations that create and sustain particular norms.  For example, the establishment of the IAEA (International Atomic Energy Agency) has bolstered the norm that only “rogue states” refuse to submit to the nuclear site inspections regime.   As pointed out in a recent article by Jeffrey Checkel (1999), the constructivist approach to the question of how international institutions (especially norms) affect identities and interests of states is appealing, but significant links in the process are left under-theorized.  “At issue, then, is how norms ‘out there’ in the international system get ‘down here’ to the national arena and have constitutive effects” (Checkel, 1999:  85).  In trying to address this question, Finnemore (1996b) has discussed the idea of “moral entrepreneurs”—individuals who help create norms, perhaps taking the international practices and incorporating them into states’ ideas about normative behavior.  This too is a useful approach, but not unique in that leadership scholars study exactly this, with perhaps some of the tools for which Finnemore is searching.  The framework here allows a consideration of both aspects because the structured, focused comparison is a way to explore the validity of hypotheses about how the behavior of international actors affects strategies, and the content analysis allows us to see if/how the “entrepreneurs” brought these international factors into the conflict as they see it.  


The following questions and related hypotheses were asked about this variable (see Table 2).  Do influential external actors (most often the United Nations, and/or the United States, and/or a regional state or organization) consider the issue an internal issue to be dealt with by a sovereign state, or is the issue defined as an international problem/threat to international security?  Relatedly, is there mediation or intervention by the UN, IMF, EU, OAU, United States, or other global or regional actors?  If so, is the involvement neutral
 or is it on the side of one competing leader?  Three hypotheses stem from these questions.  If the international community regards the situation as an internal conflict (visible in United Nations statements and resolutions, for example), and there is no action by international actors to address perceived problems, people in the target community (political minority) are likely to be more open to exclusive appeals.   If the relevant actors in the international community call for international attention to help resolve the problem but are otherwise “neutral,” more inclusive strategies are expected to be more appealing.  If the intervention or mediation by actors in the international community favors one leader over another, then that leader is expected to win whether his strategies are inclusive or exclusive.

There is now much attention being paid to regional integration in Europe, and there seems to be optimism that deepening economic and political bonds at this level will provide people with an overarching sense of European identity (for example, Risse, 1998).  This is directly related to leaders’ efforts to mobilize people around more or less exclusive notions of their ethnonational identity “at home” because—if the optimism is not wrong-headed—then this “new” identity provides a commonality with their historical enemies.  One of the fathers of functionalist theories of European integration, Ernst Haas, described integration as the process of shifting loyalties toward a new center (Haas, 1958); in the terms of this project, this means people are likely to have more inclusive views of their identities as integration proceeds because they perceive higher-level common bonds with all people in a region.  Therefore, a second international process variable examined here is regional integration.  For this variable, questions asked about each case are:  Are there regional initiatives promoting an overarching system and identity, economic and/or political?  Do these regional organizations have any authority to affect political and/or economic aspects of the country?  If the answer to either or both questions is yes, an additional question is asked:  Have relationships with others in the region expanded since the last period?  Again, the same kind of dynamic is suggested:  people’s judgements of leaders’ appeals are affected by how well this environmental condition matches with what the leader is saying.  The “presence” is expected to affect the “credibility” of leaders who appeal to commonalities (or are more inclusive).  In a nutshell, the greater the regional integration, the more likely a more inclusive leader is to be successful.  If there is no regional integration, this variable is not expected to be significant.

Two aspects of the domestic setting are expected to be important factors affecting peoples’ lives in a way that impinges on their judgements of competing leader’s “definition of the situation.” These factors are also expected to be discussed by elites. These are a change in stability of elite alignment and the degree of repression.  To put the former in more common terms, it simply means a change in the relationship between the powers that maintain the discriminatory status quo.  Until there is a shift in this relationship (which exists as part of the case selection criteria), there is no “opening” or opportunity for the political minority to make gains.  A leader espousing more inclusive approaches (for example, one using mostly Governance strategies) will make little sense in this environment.  The elites important here are the colonial power;
 the dominant power in the disputed country, here called the controlling power; and the primary regional actor that has helped maintain a balance.  In Northern Ireland the relevant alignment concerns Britain, the unionists, and the Republic of Ireland.  To go beyond the general suggestions in the literature that changes in elite alignment provide opportunities for mobilization efforts, this study examines how the alignment of these three types of actors
 has “tightened” or “loosened,” and hypothesizes which combinations favor exclusive or inclusive views.
  Table 2 summarizes the propositions.

The repression variable is expected to affect the strategies and which strategies win in a similar way.  Hypotheses are as follows.  If the community is victim, more exclusive strategies used by a leader (in that case, mostly Justice Negative and Enemy strategies would be likely) are expected to be more appealing, therefore that leader will be the beneficiary of the mobilization shift.  The logic is that appeals to protest resonate more than calls to negotiate under repressive conditions.
  The state may crush this opposition as in Tiananmen’s Square, but it is expected to gain followers prior to a response from the state.  If a single party is subject to repression, but things are promised to get better for most of the community, then the leader with more inclusive strategies is expected to be the beneficiary of the mobilization shift. Repression is measured here by the system the state uses to control dissent.  Common elements are emergency powers acts and the stringency with which they are employed by policing forces, censorship, harassment, curfews, et cetera (see Weitzer, 1990). 

Table 2:

Summary of Environmental Conditions 

and Expectations

Item



Coding Categories

Indicators/Questions









Source of Data

International 


Define as internal


Do the influential actors to which the 


intervention/mediation

issue and neutral/


political minority appeals (most often the 

by states, international 

Define as international 

United Nations and/or United States) 

organizations, or non-

issue and neutral/


consider the issue an internal issue to be 

governmental actors

Define as international

dealt with by a sovereign state, or is the 

issue and sympathetic

issue defined as an international problem or 

to one leader 


threat to international security?  If 

internal/neutral, this variable promotes 

the winning of more exclusive strategies; if 
international and neutral, this variable 

promotes the winning of more inclusive strategies; if sympathetic to one leader, this variable promotes the winning of that  leader, though international community is likely to support only inclusive leaders in most cases.






United Nations statements, 

resolutions, and/or reports; U.S. 

State Department statements and

reports; secondary sources; news 

reports from New York Times 

and the London Times 

Regional Integration

No change or 


Are there regional initiatives that promote 





Increase



an overarching system and identity 









(political or economic)? Do these regional 

organizations have (potential) authority to 

affect political and/or economic aspects of 

the country?  If no to either or both, then No change.  If yes to either or both, have relationships with others in the region expanded since the last period?  If yes, then Increasing.  If no, then Unchanged.

Secondary source studies of the region, including both quantitative and qualitative descriptions of the progress of  integration

Changes in stability 

Tightening/Loosening

Do the relationships among the colonial of elite alignments A, B, and C 




power, controlling power, and regional 

actor grow stronger and more cooperative in maintaining the status quo or in undermining it, or do they grow weaker and less cooperative in maintaining or undermining the status quo?  If stronger, then tightening.  If weaker, then loosening

Secondary source descriptions of

country histories and current situation

State Repression


Combinations of high 

Compared to the previous 
time period, did 

and low on the community 
the state pass more legislation, and/or 


and the individual parties

exert more time and resources to arrest and 

control either the community of the political 

minority or any of the leaders’ parties? 

Were there repressive events of state 

violence? If yes to one or both, then Higher

Secondary source descriptions of


policing, justice procedures


The role of the international dimension is expected to be doubly important because the behavior of external actors can affect these two domestic variables.  Indeed, there are cases in which condemnation of repression by international organizations, the US State Department, and/or non-governmental organizations such as Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch has pushed governments to ease up on political minorities (and perhaps in some cases to become more repressive).  Likewise, when external actors have leverage in foreign policy relationships with the colonial, controlling, or regional power, the external power may push for a change in the stability of elite alignment.   The depiction of the model in Figure 1 (see above) allows for these relationships and, more broadly, shows the expectation that the environmental conditions will affect which strategies leaders will choose as well as which strategies are favored to win.  The next section of the paper will discuss the research to illustrate what is depicted in the rest of that figure:  that the more successful leaders are those who do choose the strategies the more “objective” environment “pushes” them to choose.  

CASE STUDY SUMMARY: NORTHERN IRELAND, 1982-1997


Gerry Adams and his Sinn Fein party first entered politics in Northern Ireland in 1982.  They worked to draw international attention to Britain’s colonial domination of the area, linking the plight of nationalists to that of the blacks persecuted by South Africa’s apartheid regime.  Their campaigns played up the abuses by the British army and their Protestant “puppets”; Adams condemned the evils of the sell-outs in Dublin who gave up the ideal of independence for the whole island when they accepted the 1922 compromise to leave the North a part of Britain.
  He cursed the economic crisis facing West Belfast residents and proclaimed that negotiation or constitutional solutions to the conflict were dead-ends.  The only answers were “Brits Out!” and the overthrow of capitalist Dublin in favor of a new socialist Irish republic.


This campaign swept Adams and SF onto the scene with a victory that surprised everyone:  in 1982 Assembly elections, they captured 34.9% of the Catholic vote and in 1983 Westminster elections, this number grew to 42.8%.  Compared to 65.1% and 57.2% (respectively) for the more established John Hume and Social Democratic and Labour Party (SDLP), observers considered this a landslide (O'Leary & McGarry, 1993).  Adams’s success reinvigorated the republican ideals that started the Irish war of independence in 1916.  But it was horrifying to many others because Adams, Sinn Fein, and the Irish Republican Army advocated political violence to achieve their goals.  


Between 1986 and 1987, Adams’s tirade against imperial tyranny continued, but success this latter period went to John Hume.  This leader of the SDLP defined the situation in Northern Ireland in a dramatically different way from Adams, as had also been the case in the earlier period:  the crisis in Northern Ireland was a problem of representation, not of colonialism.  If the nationalists/Catholics could only have a voice in the political system and be allowed equal access to jobs and housing, tensions would defuse.  Better governance and a focus on common goals—only possible with the involvement of the British and Irish governments—would alleviate the country’s problems. 


These two leaders were consistent in their appeals in both 1982-1983 and 1986-1987.  Flashing forward to 1996 and 1997, there was a surge in the popularity of Gerry Adams even as he had changed his slogans, calling for peaceful negotiations with the British, the Protestants, and the Irish Republic.  Why did the mobilization strategies of Adams have such success in the early 1980s and not the late 1980s?  On the other hand, why did John Hume’s appeals draw so many people his way in 1986-1987 but not in the early 1980s?  And how, in 1996, was Gerry Adams able to change his tune about the conflict and still maintain—even increase—his popularity?


To give the reader a sense of the findings in the study, this section will compare the leaders’ strategies in the first and second cases with those in 1996, when the dramatic change in Adams is correlated with greater international involvement.  The comparison will be discussed in terms of the way in which the leaders employed the individual strategy types, with a few representative quotes, then the totals of the exclusivity indices are compared.


In the two early periods, the main themes of Adams and Sinn Fein were as follows.  Justice Negative:  the working class Irish of Northern Ireland, as well as all peoples of the world struggling against capitalist domination, were victims of imperial injustice (see quote below).  Enemy Image:  the British colonial government and army, the middle class sell-outs in Dublin and Northern Ireland, and the Protestant operatives of the British pose threats to the lives of the Irish republicans.  For example, in the following statement, while not as focused on immediate threat of death, Adams makes clear who the enemies are:

[The British and Irish establishment] made the mistake of believing their own propaganda.  The believe that Sinn Fein flourishes in conditions of deprivation, unemployment…Indeed, whilst recognizing that Britain may make some concessions to Dublin and the SDLP, and that the EEC and US financial aid may be made available as part of a mistaken analysis that we will be undermined, any such concessions are not attributable to the efforts of those politicians but can be claimed by the struggling nationalist people…

Governance Negative:  the only discussions of institutions and laws emphasized that the unjust rulers and their institutions had to be “smashed.”  Storytelling: the central focus with regard to history was that all the martyrs of the past had to be redeemed; the hunger strikers, the heroes of 1916 and the mythical figures of ancient Irish history could not have died only for the present republicans to give up the fight.  Identity strategy:  the ingroup for Adams excluded middle-class Catholics in Northern Ireland and in the Republic, as well as Protestants who were merely tools of Britain.  Along with working class republicans, for Adams all freedom fighters and victims of capitalism the world over were often part of the ingroup.  The following statement is exemplary:

In expressing solidarity to those suffering in prisons we recall in the 15th year of this last phase of our historic struggle for independence those throughout the world who are engaged in similar struggles. To our black brothers and sisters in Africa, and especially those who struggle under apartheid in South Africa we express solidarity.  To those in Central America, oppressed by totalitarian regimes, to the Palestinians, deprived of a homeland, to the Basques and to all men and women denied freedom and to people committed to gaining freedom, we pledge our solidarity, mindful that the successful conclusion of our struggle is a victory for you, just as a victory for you is a victory for us.

For Hume, in terms of the framing strategies, his rhetoric was as follows (it was similar in both early periods).  Justice Negative:  as noted above, economic deprivation of everyone in the province of Northern Ireland created a system of injustice.  Both parts of the community were victims.  Beyond economic deprivation, Hume was insistent that the community of Northern Ireland was unjustly exposed to violence by a few bad men.  Enemy Image:  Hume’s use of this strategy provided the rest of his thoughts about the injustice.  The enemies were the “men of violence,” especially the IRA and the rest of the republican movement.  They kept out economic investment and made people live in fear:

The continuing campaign of violence of the Provisional IRA is legitimately a matter of overwhelming concern to both sections of the community…We see in those parts of the community where the Provisional IRA are more active the spread of a foul social cancer…What has followed is the…pornography of death and nihilism on our gable walls, and the deep corruption of the young…We say to the Provisionals:  “You are not Irish republicans; you are extremists who have dishonoured and are dishonouring the deepest ideals of the Irish people.”
    

 Governance Positive:  For Hume, the only solutions had to come from the negotiated establishment of new institutions, which would bring about peace and growth.  In his use of this strategy, Hume spent a great deal of time talking about the environmental conditions of the elite alignment, regional integration, and international examples and help.  The following excerpts make this point.  

We all need a new and generous vision.  We need both to abandon the sterile exclusivity of “ourselves alone” and we need the positive encouragement of the third party—the British Government—not by creating structures which underline and advertise our abnormality, but by patient public policy which commits them and us to a New Ireland forged by mutual respect and agreement. (1982)

We have to live together…We are not wedded to any one form of Ireland or any rigid set of institutions.  We are concerned to see that all traditions are respected and have a role to play. (1982)

…We ought to be encouraged by the example of the European Community…In this century alone, the peoples of Europe have been locked in the savagery of two world wars with the bitterness and slaughter that goes far beyond anything we have experienced on this island.  Yet 34 years after the second World War, as a result of an agreed process, they have been able to create one parliament to represent them, one community—and the Germans are still Germans, the French are still French.  They have a unity in diversity.  Is it too much to ask that we on this small island do precisely the same thing? (1985)

As with the Governance and Enemy Image strategies, Hume’s use of the Storytelling frame was different from Adams.  For Hume, history should be used not to call for redemption of the martyrs but to learn the lesson that people will continue to die senselessly if they cannot resolve to live peacefully together.  He does not try to deny that there were those who died for the cause, but he draws a very different meaning from the fact.

Northern Ireland today represents unfinished business in the ancient conflict between our two islands…We are all of us at fault.  We can indulge in an endless exchange of “What aboutery?”…What about Bloody Sunday? What about 1916?  What about 1689?  And so on, each whatabout being used to justify another tragedy….Let us instead, all of us, ask ourselves just one question.  What about the future? (1982)

Also, he draws the Protestant community into that history in a more positive way and “reminds” his audience that Protestants are Irish too and they share similar, “enlightened” values: 

[The Irish Protestant tradition] is an old and honourable tradition in this island.  It has produced great and good people:  Swift and Goldsmith will forever exemplify their talent, Gratton and Burke their altruism, and the American War of Independence, the American Constitution, and as many as eleven American Presidents their capacity and their love of liberty…

In terms of the Identity strategy, as the discussion above makes clear, Hume primarily depicted the ingroup in a few ways.  First, in Northern Ireland it was the whole community—Catholics and Protestants (he did not deny that there were two religious traditions, but often emphasized their similar plight).  Protestants who were unionists—seeing themselves as only British (which in reality was most all Protestants)—were a separate (out)group.  A second common depiction of the ingroup was all the peaceful, normal people (as opposed to men of violence).  Third, more “global” ingroups he also referred to were those of “democrats/social democrats” and “Europeans.”  


In terms of the formal content analysis and of the exclusivity index, the following tables show the differences in the leaders.  For the sake of simplicity, I show only the strategy profiles for the first period in Table 3; the 1986-1987 profiles look very similar.  

Table 3:

Strategy Profiles for 1982-83


Adams

1982-83

(n=618)
Hume

1982-83

(n=652)

Identity

(N. Ireland)a
.3%
6.3%

Enemy Image


23.9%
11.7%

Justice Negative


22.2%
22.5%

Storytelling


14.6%
20.2%

Governance Negative
14.2%
7.8%

Governance 

Positive
11.2%
22.1%

Ally Image


7.8%
5.7%

Justice Positive


6%
3.5%

aThis means the percentage of all strategies that leader refers to the in-

group as all the people in Northern Ireland.  So, for example, Adams 

number here is so much lower than Hume’s because Adams’s ingroup 

references tend to be more exclusive, referring to people of Ireland as a 

whole, which as he uses it, excludes unionists.

As Table 4 shows, Adams is a great deal more exclusive than Hume in both periods. 

Table 4:  Totals of Exclusivity Indexa

1982-83
1986-87

Hume

total/% change
3105
4226



Adams

total/% change


11,397
16,619

aAs stated in the previous section, this is the total of the exclusivity of the 

leaders’ strategies (see footnote 9) added to the total of the exclusivity of the 

targets of the leaders’ strategies.  The higher the number, the more exclusive 

the leader is judged to be. 

After investigating the ways in which these two competing leaders were talking about the conflict in Northern Ireland in the early and later 1980s and looking at the results of the content analysis, one is left with the sense that they are surely describing different parts of the world.  It is therefore even more striking that the similar appeals “performed” very differently in helping the leaders succeed over time.  Can this be explained by the “match” between the environmental conditions and the strategies—that in each case the more successful leader seem to hit on what the people were feeling?  For the answer to be affirmative, there would have to have been changes in the four contextual variables so that they predicted more exclusive strategies in the first period and more inclusive strategies in the second.  The historical analysis (using the structured, focused comparison) shows that this is in fact the case.


These two situations can be summarized briefly.  The early 1980s were the hunger strike years, when the British were firmly on the side of the Protestants regarding the need to maintain complete domination of Northern Ireland—any concession to the nationalist movement would mean giving in to “criminal” pressure and giving up sovereignty.  So, while the elite alignment was strongly reinforcing the status quo, repression on the entire nationalist community was high as the British rounded up innocent (and guilty) Catholics feared to be terrorists.  In addition, the Anglo-American “special relationship” and the need to keep the NATO alliance strong meant that the United States and the European states stayed out of the situation and defined it as an internal issue.  The fact that Britain could exercise a veto on the UN Security Council also paralyzed action by that organization.  Finally, the regional integration variable was not expected to be significant in this case.  All of the variables thus predict that the leader promoting cooperation and negotiation made little sense in 1982-1983 and—indeed—compared to Adams, Hume’s words fell on deaf ears.  


In contrast, the later 1980s show changes in all of these variables.  The British and Irish were cooperating as a result of the Anglo-Irish Agreement of 1985.  In this treaty, both powers recognized that they both had to play a role in bringing about a negotiated peace. As a result of this process, in combination with pressures from the European sector and groups such as Amnesty International, Britain had lessened its repression on the nationalist community (while keeping up the pressure on the IRA).  For most people, talks were bringing about a better life.  Further, European integration was moving ahead; the process deepened and made Northern Ireland a top recipient of regional aid.  Beyond Europe, the United States began to define the problem as an international issue, as Hume brought in the help and associated publicity of Senator Kennedy, New York Governor Hugh Carey, Senator Moynihan, and House Speaker Tip O’Neill.   In this “new world,” Adams’s tirade seemed out of date.


Thus far, the analysis shows how the context favored certain appeals over others and this affected which leader was successful.  We have not yet seen the other side of the coin as discussed in the first part of this paper.  What does this case as described thus far have to do with leader agency?  I argued that we have to pay attention to how the leader pulls in these environmental factors and makes them real, so to speak.  How do the winning leaders talk about the environmental conditions that were argued to have been significant?  In the first case, Adams talks about all three of the conditions (I will discuss two of them),
 and when he does so he describes them in the same way the mechanism was expected to work.  In other words, in reference to the repression variable, he described the repressive British government and their operatives and argued that the only way to deal with them was not through talking but by forcing them out of Ireland.  On the other hand, Hume made the opposite argument:  we have to talk to show them that there other ways of dealing with us except by force. He focused on the changing relationship between Britain and Ireland and Britain and the unionists; he even argued that the change was beneficial for the community of Northern Ireland.  His argument was similar to the hypothesized relationship:  efforts at negotiation are promoted when the two countries work together and the British move toward a more neutral role vis-a-vis the parties in Northern Ireland.   

In terms of the international dimension, when discussing international actors and involvement Adams did so in a very exclusive way.  The United States was just part of the capitalist conspiracy and it was all of “them” against all of “us” (the oppressed, the freedom fighters).  When he went out in the world, his entourage was focused on bringing back money, but not for the whole community, only for the republican cause (Sinn Fein and the families of prisoners).  In contrast, Hume sought money for all of Northern Ireland through official development aid and investment projects.  Also, for Hume involvement of the United States and others in the international community would promote inclusive aims—negotiation to address the fears of all the parties in the province. 


The point to be made here is more clear when the cases are studied over time.  Hume’s agency changed the situation because his inclusivity matched the dominant normative order more than Adams’s did.  If capitalism had fallen victim to the latter’s movement of the oppressed, then the setting in the province may have taken a different turn.  Hume kept up his themes and because he was responded to, in essence they became a self-fulfilling prophecy, changing the environmental conditions for the next case.  Again, if he had not been successful in pulling in the international community, the environmental conditions in the later 1980s would probably have still favored Adams.  This is why I argue that to understand leaders and the way the environment affects their success we have to see it as a relationship:  leaders say what they say about these factors, framing them much like they are framing the other aspects of the “definition of the situation,” and the actors whose behavior forms part of the mechanism in these factors behave in ways or support processes that reinforce or undermine what the leaders are saying about them.  This “response” sets the context for the next mobilization episode.  Indeed, Adams’s agency is visible in the third mobilization shift as he completely revamps his definition of the situation but maintains and even increases his followership.   Table 5 summarizes the preceding discussion.

Table 5:  Summary of Northern Ireland Cases a


Change in stability of elite alignment
Repression 
International involvement

/mediation
Regional integration
Overall prediction
Strategies of

winning

leader/leader
Contextual factors emphasized by winner b
Findings about indiv strategies significant?

N. Ireland 

1982-83
Exclusive
Exclusive
Exclusive
Not sig
Exclusive
Exclusive/

Adams
Elite align,

Repression,

Internatl., 

Regional 
Yes (.018)

N.  Ireland 

1986-1987
Inclusive
Inclusive
Inclusive
Inclusive
Inclusive
Inclusive/

Hume
Elite align,

Repression

Internat’l,

Regional
Yes (.018)

a Boldface type indicates that the prediction in the cell matched the outcome.  Boldface type in the next to last column indicates that the 

contextual factor emphasized by the winning leader was a significant predictor of the winning strategies.  In other words, the bolded cells 

in the other columns matched with what the winning leader was saying.  The last column refers to the results of the exact tests for 

significance.  For each case, the environmental conditions yielded predictions about the top three individual strategies that the successful leaders would be most likely to use in such a context.

b This column is a summary of the discussion:  if any of the four contextual variable are listed in the column, it means the leader referred to this

aspect of context in his speeches.  If the factor is in boldface type, it means the leader talked about it in the way the factor was predicted to “work” (with the hypothesis that either more inclusive or more exclusive strategies are favored—see previous columns where that prediction is listed).  For example, in case 2, Hume did refer to repression, but he discussed how the Anglo-Irish Agreement had reformed policing and justice 

affairs (which is supposed to make people more “susceptible” to inclusive strategies).

The rhetoric of the two nationalist leaders throughout the 1980s shows the battle to define what was going on:  who are the people(s) is Northern Ireland, what is their history and its meaning, what are the challenges they face, and how can these challenges be met?  By 1996, however, it appeared that John Hume’s “world” –and not Adams’s—was the one in which the province found itself.  As argued above, that leader played an important role in bringing about the new state of affairs, because Ireland, Britain, the European Union, and the United States responded to Hume’s efforts to pull them in.  Why, then, is it Gerry Adams who was widely considered the most “successful” leader in the 1996 Assembly election?
  

Gerry Adams and Sinn Fein did increase their support so that the losses to the SDLP in the post-Anglo-Irish Agreement period (1986-1987) were regained.  Indeed, in the 1996 Forum elections, Sinn Fein captured 42% of the nationalist vote—back to the 1983 levels.
  The nature of this shift is not only reflected in electoral results but in the perception of their meaning in evaluations by observers.  A brief summary reveals that the context in terms of the four variables continued to predict toward more inclusive strategies; in fact, regional integration progressed after the Maastricht Treaty creating the European Union in 1992; repression continued to lessen; the stability of elite alignment continued to change to push away from the early status quo; and the Americans made a commitment to support the peace process.  

I argue that what was different—how Adams and Sinn Fein became so popular—is that Adams changed dramatically in a way that better fit the environmental conditions.  On one hand, this change was “forced” by that context.  But where we see the leadership agency is that Adams also used the international dimension in a way that made it “not neutral” (recall that “neutrality” would have promoted more inclusive strategies) and in that way changed the effects of that contextual variable.  Indeed, by sounding more like Hume, Adams gained recognition as a legitimate political actor from the British, Irish, and American governments; he had been officially a “terrorist,” but the shift from “terrorist” to “negotiator” was dramatic and highly publicized.  So, all the variables were predicting that a leader with more inclusive strategies would be most successful, Adams shows a drastic shift toward the inclusive end of the scale, and yet he also draws in the international actors to give him more publicity. 

Why was SF forced to change?  After the perceived advances of the SDLP and setbacks or stabilizing of SF documented in the previous period, the situation for SF became even more dismal.  For example, the Enniskillen bombing in late 1987, the accidental IRA killings of several Australians in Belgium, the massive damage in the London Stock Exchange bombing in 1992, a broadcasting ban imposed on political parties connected with paramilitary groups in both the United Kingdom and the Republic of Ireland, and Gerry Adams’ loss of his West Belfast parliamentary seat in 1992 are a few of the events that damaged nationalist (and international) sentiment toward Sinn Fein (Bew & Gillespie, 1993).  

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, changes within republicanism and in the relationship between republicanism and constitutional nationalism were started by and are the result of many factors including Sinn Fein’s aforementioned difficulties.
  In addition, by 1996, significant changes in the structure of the international system and the norms of the system had shifted the context of the struggle between the two nationalist parties.  For example, the period between the late 1980s and the first IRA cease-fire of 1994 was marked by:  (1) the ending of SF’s abstentionism in the Irish Republic’s Dail; (2) changes in the social and political profile of nationalists in Northern Ireland toward a larger middle class with a greater interest in a capitalist economy; (3) the growing economy of the Republic of Ireland; (4) deepening integration in the EU and the effect of the European Union’s single market and regional programs on the need for North-South integration in Ireland; (5) the end of the Cold War; (6) changes in British leadership to John Major (in 1997, the impending election of Labour leader Tony Blair became even more influential); (7) changes in the United States’ role and the mediation of neutral George Mitchell; (8) failed talks between Hume and Adams in 1988 and more successful talks in 1993;
 (9) shifts within the unionist bloc promoted by Britain’s denial of this peoples’ Britishness in statements such as the Downing Street Declaration, and by “pan-nationalism,” or increased cooperation among Hume, Adams, and the Dublin parties; and finally, (10) enough IRA-British attacks and counterattacks to leave the region in a political and military stalemate.  

An examination of the leaders’ appeals shows that Hume remained fairly consistent in his depiction of the situation, including the way in which he talked about the environmental conditions.  Economic deprivation is the primary cause of problems (Justice Negative); again history should teach lessons (Storytelling); negotiation is the only way out (Governance Positive); working with the international community is the best way to address the economic and political problems.  A few excerpts are exemplary of Hume’s rhetoric. 

In the first ever statement on our (NI) problem by an American President, Jimmy Carter in conjunction with our good friends Senators Kennedy and Moynihan, Speaker Tip O’Neill and Governor Hugh Carey urged the British and Irish Governments to work together to solve our underlying problem and offered economic assistance if they did so….the International Fund for Ireland has already created some 25,000 jobs in Northern Ireland.  Now President Clinton has put our problem at the top of his agenda throughout his Presidency, fully supported by Senate and Congress and will shortly be visiting our part of the world…and gives a powerful injection of hope and encouragement to the continuing peace process. (1995)

We have built up an important network of support in the European Commission, in the European Parliament and throughout the socialist parties of Europe…We held a meeting with European Commission President Jacques Delors to urge him to support the peace process.  Delors and in turn Jacques Santer have responded magnificently, with the special 350 million pound European Programme for Peace and Reconciliation. (1995)

…We will be working to build an economy, to tackle and solve our serious unemployment problem and to provide a decent standard of living for all of our people.  In doing this we shall make the very positive use of the international contacts that we have been building in both Europe and the United States in order to create jobs by seeking inward investment…(1998)

There are a few important differences in Hume’s rhetoric, especially the decreased use of the Enemy Image strategy (see Table 6).  Sinn Fein, Adams, and the republicans had become allies for the most part.  Another difference is Hume’s Identity strategy, as shown in the table, his percentage of Northern Ireland ingroup references goes down.  This reflects two changed qualities.  When describing the ingroup he increasingly emphasizes the European dimension of identity and the Irish dimension.  The latter means that, in terms of this one strategy, Hume takes on some of Adams’s language that emerged in the 1990s, by referring more to the unionists as “Irish of a different tradition” (Hume had used this phrase before, but did so much more in the 1990s).  Still, when the outgroup references over time are examined (not shown here), Hume continues to recognize that unionists do feel loyalty to a different identity but that the European Union model can be applied so that the state identity is not the terminal identity—the highest allegiance.  Adams, in contrast, tends to speak as though the unionists are deluded by the British connection, and as soon as it is severed the Irish Protestant tradition will become aware of their common roots with Catholics.  In this way, Hume is still more inclusive with regard to the current society. 


Turning to Adams, perhaps the best place to begin showing his dramatic shift is the joint statement issued by him and Hume at the end of their 1993 talks: 

Everyone has a solemn duty to change the political climate away from conflict and towards a process of national reconciliation, which sees the peaceful accommodation of the differences between the people of Britain and Ireland and the Irish people themselves.

If one recalls the earlier statements about getting the  “Brits Out” and descriptions of the “capitalist sell-outs” in Dublin, it is apparent how much of a change this is.  In addition, consider: 

If John Hume and I proved anything it is that there is another way.  It doesn’t have to be the same old story—it is possible to change the script and look to the future with renewed hope and optimism. (1996)

Though the following excerpts are from 1998, they reflect changes in the way Adams perceived the “other,” and show that the Ally Image and Governance strategies replaced many of the Enemy Image and Justice Negative strategies visible in his earlier appeals:  

…We who carry so much pain must not allow our hurt make us insensitive to the hurt and pain of the unionists.  We must make it clear that we have no wish to dominate them…Our vision compels us to build a bridge into the hearts and minds of those who we once described as our enemy. (1998)

…There is a common need:  to recognise the integrity of the other; to be at peace with each other; to understand the way we have hurt one another; to listen to one another; to find our common ground; to celebrate our difference as diversity. (1998)

Likewise, Adams’s references to the roles of the international community and the elite alignment variables reflect the switch from a more exclusive way of talking about these contextual aspects to a more inclusive, positive mode:

Dialogue and negotiations is the only way to resolve conflict.  It was dialogue, between Sinn Fein, John Hume, the Irish Government and Irish America which worked in August ’94…So what is a viable peace process?  It clearly has to be inclusive.  Excluding people won’t work. (1996)

…International assistance is required to tilt the balance of possibilities towards the democratic conclusion.  In particular this means Irish-America and the US administration.  Equally important is political and popular opinion in Britain itself and this is one area about which our party needs to develop thoughtful strategies similar to our US initiatives. (1996)

Table 6 summarizes the predictions and if/ the way in which Adams talked about the context.

Table 6:  Summary of Northern Ireland Cases a


Change in stability of elite alignment
Repression 
International involvement

/mediation
Regional integration
Overall prediction
Strategies of

winning

leader/leader
Contextual factors emphasized by winner b
Findings about indiv strategies significant?

N. Ireland 

1982-83
Exclusive
Exclusive
Exclusive
Not sig
Exclusive
Exclusive/

Adams
Elite align,

Repression,

Internatl. 
Yes (.018)

N.  Ireland 

1986-1987
Inclusive
Inclusive
Inclusive
Inclusive
Inclusive
Inclusive/

Hume
Elite align,
Internat’l,
Regional
Yes (.018)

N. Ireland 

1996
Not sig

(no change)


Inclusive
Inclusive/

Adams
Inclusive
Inclusive
Exclusive but move/

Adams
Elite align,

Internat’l

No (.24)

a Boldface type indicates that the prediction in the cell matched the outcome.  Boldface type in the next to last column indicates that the 

contextual factor emphasized by the winning leader was a significant predictor of the winning strategies.  In other words, the bolded cells in 

the other columns matched with what the winning leader was saying.  The last column refers to the results of the exact tests for significance. 

b This column is a summary of the discussion:  if any of the four contextual variable are listed in the column, it means the leader referred to 

this aspect of context in his speeches.  If the factor is in boldface type, it means the successful leader talked about it in the way the factor was 

predicted to “work” (with the hypothesis that either more inclusive or more exclusive strategies are favored—see previous columns where 

that prediction is listed).  For example, in case 3, Adams did not discuss regional integration, but he did talk a great deal about his linkages 

with the international community in an inclusive way.

Table 7 presents the content analysis of the strategies, showing the “new way” Adams defined the situation, and compares it to Hume.  Table 8 places the strategy profiles of the two periods side by side to emphasize the changes. 

Table 7: 

Strategy Profiles for 1996


Hume 1996
(n=269)
Adams 1996

(n=677)

Identity 

(N. Ireland)
4.1%
.5%

Enemy Image


1.9%
9.7%

Justice Negative


16%
13.9%

Storytelling


16%
22.7%

Governance Negative
2.6%
10.2%

Governance Positive
43.1%
32.9%

Ally Image


7%
6.8%

Justice Positive


9.3%
3.2%

Table 8: 

Comparison of Strategy Profiles


Hume 

1982-83

(n=652)
Hume 1996
(n=269)
Adams 1982-83

(n=618)
Adams 1996

(n=677)

Identity 

(N. Ireland)
6.3%
4.1%
.3%
.5%

Enemy Image


11.7%
1.9%
23.9%
9.7%

Justice Negative


22.5%
16%
22.2%
13.9%

Storytelling


20.2%
16%
14.6%
22.7%

Governance Negative


7.8%
2.6%
14.2%
10.2%

Governance Positive


22.1%
43.1%
11.2%
32.9%

Ally Image


5.7%
7%
7.8%
6.8%

Justice Positive


3.5%
9.3%
6%
3.2%

Turning to the exclusivity index (Table 9), the total scores reflect how Adams began to shift to more inclusive strategies.  By 1997,
 despite a more repressive environment, Adams won with more exclusive strategies as expected but the momentum of the earlier shift still meant that relative to himself, he became even more inclusive.  Perhaps responding to these changes in the environmental conditions, Hume (still more inclusive overall) becomes more exclusive in 1997.  In essence, as they approach the signing of the peace agreement in 1998, the two leaders’ framing moves toward each other. This finding that both leaders change to be more like the other is very important to literature on ethnic systems.  As noted above, literature about the role of electoral institutions in divided societies emphasizes that more moderate leaders are easily outflanked by more extreme nationalist appeals.  Further, Northern Ireland is usually held up as a case exemplary of this phenomenon.   While this outcome may happen in any given case, the study of the dynamics of Irish nationalism in Northern Ireland shows that a more moderate leader, as well as particular international circumstances and how both leaders try to use these circumstances, can affect the discourse in significant ways over time. 

Table 9:  Comparison of Change Between Shifts

(Totals of Exclusivity Index a)


1982-83
1986-87
1996
1997

Hume

total/% change    


3105
4226

(36% more exclusive)
574.5

(86% more inclusive)
1967

(242% more exclusive)

Adams

total/% change


11,397
16,619

(46% more exclusive)
16,524

(.6% more 

inclusive)
4594

(72%

more inclusive)

a The higher numbers indicate that the leader showed greater exclusivity in his appeals.   For the percent 

change, the old index is subtracted from the old and this number is divided by the old index. 

While there are still obstacles to the peace plan agreed in April 1998, the fundamental dynamic of the conflict has changed significantly over time.  By examining the rhetoric of the competing nationalist leaders, observers are able to monitor this change. Hume’s own words best sum up what has happened: 

At this point in our history, we have achieved a truly valuable unity…the unity of purpose undertaken on behalf of all the people of these islands, North and South, East and West.  Nationalists, republicans, and unionists—we have all traveled far in our thinking and attitudes over the years of this peace process…what was the inconceivable is now the common place and the norm. (1998; my emphasis)

I argue that the change is not brought about only by variations in the context or by variations in the leaders; only by understanding how the leaders try to employ the environmental conditions and how actors respond who “participate” in those conditions can we understand the process of leadership mobilization.  In this proposition, the argument is similar to leadership scholar Howard Gardner’s (1996) theory about direct leaders:  “they lead by telling stories that affect other individuals and by embodying the stories in the way they conduct their own lives” (p. 109).  How successful leaders can be in “living their story,” so to speak, tells observers something about their success in leadership.  

The environmental conditions/contextual variables are not only “opportunities” that are “out there”; leadership analysis has to pay attention to how leaders discuss these dimensions because individuals often make their own opportunities.
CONCLUSION


In these cases, the studies of the struggles between leaders to be the voice of the political minorities indicate four conclusions.  First, leadership is best conceptualized as a relational term, which may be hinted at in Brown (1996) and in Walter and Snyder (1999), but not demonstrated or studied systematically.  Leadership is a relationship among what followers are experiencing, what is going on in the domestic and international settings (and several variables in these settings are shown to be especially significant), and how potential leaders can most effectively hit on the frame or “definition of the situation” that makes the most sense to people.  An African saying sums this point up well:  “Leaders say what the people are whispering” (De Waal, 1990).  The focus on competing leaders within the “same” nationalist group is shown to be a valid and useful approach because it demonstrates the range of ways in which the “same” situation can be interpreted so differently.  This in turn underscores the importance of leaders in the mobilization process, as opposed to the predominance of structural factors.  The context taken more “objectively” may be crucial, but it is necessary to understand how leaders are interpreting any situation to have a full picture of why they adopt particular strategies and why these strategies are more or less likely to be successful with different kinds of audiences. 


Second, if leaders “find” this match, what leaders say can change what people do by convincing them of more inclusive or exclusive ways of thinking about their political situation.  The case of John Hume in 1986-1987 illustrates this point well.   Previous work by Shamir (1994), Smith and Smith (1994), De Waal (1990), and Campbell and Jamieson (1992) has shown the importance of leaders’ rhetoric in their relationship with followers:  in crisis situations or other times of uncertainty, political talk is not cheap; words are deeds.  As Campbell and Jamieson (1992) note, leaders do not merely adapt to their audiences, they transform those who hear them into the audience the leader desires.   Studying leaders who are more and less successful in this effort gives us a more complete idea of how they “perform” this transformation. 

Third, leaders are affected by external actors in ways that can either promote or discourage more exclusive nationalism, so it is indeed useful that extant work focuses on international intervention (for a comprehensive discussion of measures external actors can take to prevent “nationalist mythmaking,” see Mansfield, 1995; Snyder & Ballantine, 1996).  The mediation and intervention behavior of other states or other organizations can push a leader to consider these foreign actors as a part of his constituency that needs to be mobilized so that he can acquire or maintain his position as a “legitimate” voice of the nation.  An example is the role of the United States when Gerry Adams was granted a visa for the first time in 1994 (the symbol of the shift from terrorist to politician discussed above).  Although we cannot attempt a counterfactual analysis here, it is plausible to argue that Adams would not have received such a high percentage of the vote in 1996 if the United States had not recognized him as a legitimate actor.  Once Adams was more accepted as a legitimate political actor in the international community, however, his constituency broadened and therefore so did the range of actors to whom he was accountable.  In 1996 and 1997, more inclusive strategies used by Adams (compared to the two previous periods) coincided with his need to convince external actors such as the Clinton Administration that he was keeping up his end of the deal by trying to get his (potential) domestic audience behind a permanent peace agreement. 

A significant implication emerges from this point.  An underlying assumption of this research was that the international community should try to act to promote leaders who are more inclusive, for this should help make the audience more susceptible to these more inclusive definitions of group identity and mission vis-à-vis other groups in the society and/or the region.  For example, if international actors can affect the situation so that the exclusive appeals of Justice Negative and Enemy Image are less likely to resonate, leaders will be pushed toward using more Governance Positive strategies.  More inclusive definitions of group identity and mission are in turn building blocks of a civil society in which, over time, people have more of a sense of multiple loyalties.  When we consider that Hume himself reached out to Adams and Sinn Fein (first in 1988 and then more successfully in 1993) and also that the role of the international community in 1996 was one of several factors getting the parties to the table in Belfast, this assumption is called into question.  This research shows that there may be particular points in time when it is necessary to support a more exclusive leader so that he can pull his followers along toward negotiations and get them to the “place” where they are forced by the institutions of a power-sharing assembly to define themselves more in terms of what they have in common with the unionists. 

Of course, foreign policy makers in other states will have to have a keen awareness that the goals of the more exclusive leader are to move toward negotiations and not simply to get international support for a negative platform.  This issue is addressed by a corollary to the above.  While international involvement does not necessarily promote a leader using more inclusive strategies relative to his competitor, the involvement of international actors in a way that brings a more exclusive leader into a position of legitimacy can push that leader to become significantly more inclusive relative to his previous definition of the situation.  For example, Adams showed a large increase in the percentage of Governance strategies he used from 1987 to 1996; at the same time the Enemy Image strategies and Justice Negative strategies decreased significantly as a percentage of all strategies used.  In terms of the exclusivity index scores, Adams was more exclusive than Hume in both 1996 and 1997, but compared to himself became increasingly more inclusive from 1987-1997.   Indeed, by talking to and not isolating an exclusive leader, actors in the international community can push that leader to broaden his constituency. 

Political processes in the international arena may also affect whether a leader’s Identity strategy resonates with potential followers.  The progress of integration in Europe, paired with the fact that Hume has been successful in bringing so much European economic support to Northern Ireland, surely made his appeals stronger—appeals claiming that all people in the British isles share the European identity and have many things in common based on it.  Though the regional variable was not as important in all the cases, there is a weak correlation between increases in regional integration and more inclusive Identity strategies.  This tells us that regional initiatives should be supported in order to pull a nationalist conflict “out of itself,” as people in Northern Ireland often say about the role of the EU.

Findings here also included effects that the international dimension had on the domestic variables.  For example, the international dimension may have influenced the way repression became a political opportunity for a leader promoting more exclusive strategies in 1997, but constrained the same leader in 1986-1987.  In 1997, Adams drew on international opinion to condemn state violence; similar claims in 1986-1987 were ignored as the international community promoted negotiation among parties and in reality repression was lessened.  Indeed, in that period, this lessened repression was praised by the United States and Europe, perhaps giving greater validity to Hume’s more inclusive strategies. Overall, the cases show that when there is repression that is emphasized by a leader and the international community stays out of the situation, the more exclusive strategies such as Enemy Image, Injustice, and Governance Negative are more likely to “resonate” with the audience of the leaders.
 

In terms of the elite alignment variable, the international dimension enhanced the prospects of a leader who was more inclusive because the actions of third actors such as the United States and the European Union at times pressured Britain to work more with the Republic of Ireland and to loosen ties to unionists when nationalists were suffering because of those ties.

The fourth conclusion is the flip side of the third point:  these leaders also play an under-recognized (and certainly under-studied) role in changing the way international actors view and respond to their own situation.   Leaders do not only have to be responsive to the international community.  Leaders may be aggressive in pulling in the international community, calling on external actors to be responsible for the resolution of societal strife.  For Northern Ireland, the important actors were the United States and the European Community.  In more recent and future cases of this sort, however, these and a wider range of states, international organizations, and non-governmental organizations may become increasingly involved—or be pulled in by the leaders.  Because the “response” of the actors that constitute some of the contextual variables can play the demonstrated crucial roles, behavior (which may not always be intervention) must be consciously evaluated for its effects.


The implication of this study as it speaks to the dominant voices in IR literature now is that, even though more attention is being paid to the behavior of leaders in their environments, there is a need to draw on the tools of leadership analysis so we can learn more about the processes at work.  Offered here are empirical tools with which to analyze how leaders pitch their message so that it resonates with what the constituents and the context appear open to, and in so doing make particular situations more and less “real.”  So while several of the case studies in Walter and Snyder’s (1999) edited volume emphasize that exclusive appeals dominated in Yugoslavia and Rwanda because the conditions of fear and uncertainty produced acute security dilemmas, this study argues for a focus on how the leadership in these areas worked to make that kind of situation come to life for the people.  Finally, instead of a one-sided focus on how the international community can intervene to moderate the security dilemma in internal conflicts (see Mansfield, 1995 for a thorough discussion of the ways in which this may occur), I offer a way to measure how leaders draw in and use the international community to more and less exclusive ends.
  Armed with an understanding of these relationships among policy manipulable variables (George, 1993), more specific policy relevant advice can be developed.


Such “advice” would be along the following lines.  Scholars and foreign policymakers can learn from this study how actors in the international arena who want to see more inclusive leaders succeed in places where there are protracted social conflicts can have the greatest chance of affecting the identity debate.  The findings indicate how these actors can (1) change relationships among the parties involved in the conflict; (2) push leaders toward thinking of their constituencies more broadly; (3) lessen the pressures on the leaders' followers that make them vulnerable to exclusive appeals; and (4) pay attention to the way in which the leaders are depicting the environmental conditions in order to stay on top of how they see particular opportunities and constraints offered by these factors and to guard against the international community being used to promote exclusive ends (unless that is judged to be the best option).   
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NOTES





� In a larger study,  I also examined cases in Rhodesia/Zimbabwe over time, and compared the two sets of cases (the European and the African case).


� Brown argues that the dominant paradigm is the “ancient hatreds” approach.  He also offers several statements from Clinton and other elites that nicely exemplify this view. 


� This “survey” includes wide-ranging research in the following literatures:  social movements, nationalism and ethnic conflict, foreign policy decisionmaking, and social psychology (especially work on intergroup conflict, identity, and persuasion).


� This means a tightening or a loosening in the relationships among the powerful groups maintaining the status quo in society that keeps the political minority from sharing an equal position.  Both this and the repression variable are drawn from work on social movements � ADDIN ENRef ��(McAdam, McCarthy, & Zald, 1996)�.


� There are of course many kinds and degrees of “international involvement,” including different actors that fall into the category (states, non-governmental organizations, terrorist groups, multinational corporations, international organizations…).  Below I discuss how this variable was defined in this study, as a first step toward future research about this broad category.


� A structured, focused comparison is a type of case study analysis that is called for when one has too many variables yet too few cases to determine strong, causal relationships (and when one anticipates that the variables may be related to each other in interesting ways).  With particular hypotheses in mind, the same set of  questions about each variable is asked for each case in order to compare the kinds of effects the variables have in each case.  By using this approach, one has a better sense of the overall performance of each variable and if/how it relates to the other factors; some hypotheses may be shown to be valid in all cases, invalid in all cases, or only valid when seen in combination with certain other factors.  In the end, more specific hypotheses can be derived for future research.


�Indeed, Northern Ireland fits within the scope conditions.  In the 1960s, this area experienced demographic transformations whereby the dominated group (Catholics, or the perceived nationalist community) grew rapidly, socioeconomic development proceeded and encouraged urbanization, and the nationalist community began to undergo rapidly increasing politicization.  The state moved closer toward a legitimation crisis where the identity of the country (as Irish, British, or uniquely Northern Irish) was the focus of debate.  Rhodesia/Zimbabwe from 1979-1990 was also studied in a larger project.  More discussion about case selection and scope conditions can be found in Grove, unpublished dissertation, The Ohio State University, 1999.


� Space constraints make it impossible discuss the method in detail.  Since my main objective in this paper is to report the unique approach and implications of the study, I have not elaborated on the content analysis.


� This index was created because it is readily apparent that the individual strategies can be classified by degrees of exclusivity:  the Enemy strategy is very exclusive, the Injustice strategy is too; the Governance strategies are more inclusive but the Governance Negative is more exclusive than the Governance Positive, etc. (the way the index was created is explained fully in Grove, unpublished dissertation, The Ohio State University, 1999).


� It is recognized that “neutral” is a tricky term and that, in fact, no involvement fits the dictionary definition of neutral.  However, the term in this study is used to denote involvement that pays little or no attention to one leader or another, but simply asserts the need for a resolution.  Also, note that whether involvement favors one leader or another in this study refers to the leaders of the political minority.  This means that involvement in favor of the political minority may not be neutral at all with regard to the unionist and nationalist parties in Northern Ireland, but can still be neutral (as defined here) in the contest between leaders of the nationalists (Adams and Hume).


� Data include U.S. State Department statements and reports; other governments’ statements of support; UN statements, resolutions, or reports; declarations by IOs or NGOs; news coverage from the New York Times, and the Times of London; and secondary sources describing this aspect of the cases.


� Sources of data for this variable are secondary source studies of the region, which include both quantitative and qualitative descriptions of the progress of integration.  


�Though this may be a former colonial power, the relationship often remains important.


� The relationships examined are between the colonial power and the controlling power (alignment A), between the colonial power and the regional power (alignment B), and between the controlling power and the regional power (alignment C).  


� The terms “tighter” and “looser” are conceptualized as follows.  To say alignment A is “tighter” means that the colonial power is more likely to back the demands of the controlling power to maintain the status quo.  When alignment A is “looser,” the colonial power has moved away from backing the controlling power’s demands.  When alignment B is “tighter,” this means the regional actor and the colonial power are working together.  If they favor the status quo this could help the controlling power, but if they favor recognizing minority demands, a tightening of the colonial-regional alignment could undermine the controlling power.  The “tightness” or cohesion within the installed power’s bloc is also important, but shifts in it may be a result of loosening in the relationship with the colonial power (in a period of uncertainty that such loosening produces).   


� A large body of work has addressed the relationship between repression and political violence.  Although the dependent variable for this study is not violence, the issue of mobilization is related in that the latter is a prelude to collective violence. The general hypothesis in much of the literature is two-pronged:  If a regime is repressive, then it will be difficult to mobilize people against the status quo.  If this repression increases, mobilization will become even more difficult.  Despite all the research, there is no definitive conclusion about the effects of repression.  One survey of over 100 studies between 1965 and 1990 shows that seventy percent of these studies confirm this negative relationship between repression and mobilization � ADDIN ENRef ��(Hoover & Kowalewski, 1992, cited in Krain, 1998)�. Still, empirical studies have shown that the relationship between repression and mobilization is, not surprisingly, more complicated than this linear view. There may be a “window” of opportunity in which leaders are able to mobilize groups because of state repression.  In fact, Irvin’s study of the IRA in Northern Ireland shows that recruitment of hard-liners goes up when there is more state repression � ADDIN ENRef ��(Irvin, 1993)�.  Monitoring changes in the levels of repression over time provides a way to examine the relationship more closely, so that a better understanding can be reached on this important issue.  A more dynamic approach is especially necessary when the purpose is to understand mobilization shifts between competing groups over time.  


� After Ireland’s long history as a British colony, Northern Ireland remained in union with Britain as part of an agreement to end the Irish war of independence.  Since the majority Protestants were opposed to union with Ireland, which was desired by the minority Catholic population, the North remained a province of the United Kingdom.  Notwithstanding its signing of the Anglo-Irish Treaty that established this arrangement, the Irish Free State maintained constitutional claims to all the territory of the island.  The facts that London allowed considerable autonomy from the 1920s and that Protestants had political dominance enabled them to maintain a regime that discriminated against Catholics (for example, in terms of access to voting rights, jobs, housing, and education).  Consumed with economic problems and the need to build the Irish republic, nationalists in the South did not pay much attention to the nationalist cause in Northern Ireland.  It was not until the 1960s, in the form of the civil rights movement, that Catholics in Northern Ireland began to protest their situation in large numbers.  This movement in turn provided the opportunity for the emergence of several new parties and revamped traditional parties, with different ideas about the meaning that the Irish nationalist identity should have for Catholics in the province. It was not until the early 1980s that there was direct electoral competition among nationalist parties; for this reason the first case in the study is 1982.  


� This statement is from 1985 but is similar to statements made earlier.  This one was chosen simply because it included most of the “enemies” together.


� This statement is from Adams’s Presidential Address at the 1984 Ard Fheis (annual conference). While it is not from 1982-1983, it is very similar (but more illustrative, which is why I chose it) than statements made in those years.


� This statement is from the Presidential address at the 1982 Annual Conference.


� Recall that the regional integration variable was not expected to be significant in this case.


�This election was intended to select those who would attend all-party talks.  The forum idea emerged as a compromise measure when a first round of talks after the 1994 republican and loyalist cease-fires stalled on the issue of decommissioning.  The British government insisted that all paramilitary organizations start surrendering their weapons before all-party peace talks could begin.  Several of the parties, supported by the United States, argued that the decommissioning and the talks should take place in parallel.  The Unionists, led by newly-elected David Trimble, indicated that they might agree to this idea if constitutional negotiations took place through an elected assembly.  This plan for all-party talks was pushed ahead by the actions of American diplomats (especially the Ambassador to Ireland, Jean Kennedy Smith), National Security Advisor Anthony Lake, and former US Senate majority leader George Mitchell.  In November 1995, the work of US actors with the British and Dublin governments led to the issuing of the Downing Street Joint Communiqué.  This announced that both governments would work with an International Commission (chaired by Mitchell) to achieve compromise on the decommissioning issue.  In January 1996, Mitchell issued a study that said the paramilitaries would probably never surrender their weapons first, and that to start negotiations all parties should commit to six principles of democracy and non-violence.  This plan would commit Sinn Fein (and the IRA) to the democratic process for the first time, and provide a way to proceed with decommissioning during the peace process (as opposed to before or after) � ADDIN ENRef ��(Coogan, 1996: 409)�.  The Irish parties expected Mitchell’s plan to clear the way for all-party talks to begin by the end of February.  However, Unionist pressure on Major led to the call for elections as a precondition for the all-party talks. Major’s decision was an outrage to Dublin and the Northern Ireland nationalists, as well as Irish-Americans.  Frustrated by what they called the British government’s “stalling tactics,” the IRA broke the cease-fire with the London Canary Wharf bombing on 9 February 1996.  In response, the Irish and British governments broke contact with Sinn Fein negotiators until the IRA reinstated the cessation.  Still, the elections would be held in May 1996 and talks excluding Sinn Fein would begin that summer. 


� Adams gained even more support in 1997; this paper will only discuss 1996 to illustrate the shift from the late 1980s.


� A 1987 Sinn Fein policy document, A Scenario for Peace, was a forerunner of more fundamental shifts within Sinn Fein in the 1990s.  This document stated that the established nationalist parties should launch an international campaign to bring about peace, and for the first time hinted that British withdrawal alone would not solve the problems between the two traditions who share the island. Further transformation was encouraged by (1) talks between John Hume and Gerry Adams in 1988 and again in 1993; (2) Northern Ireland Secretary Brooke’s 1990 statement that Britain would not stand in the way of Irish unity as long as a majority in Northern Ireland voted for it; and (3) the formalization of this statement in the December 1993 Downing Street Declaration signed by British Prime Minister John Major and Irish Taoiseach Albert Reynolds.  In the latter, the British accepted that the people of Ireland alone by agreement between the two parts should be allowed to exercise the right to self-determination on the basis of consent, freely and concurrently given, North and South.  Towards a Lasting Peace in Ireland (1992) articulates a more complete analysis of Sinn Fein’s recent perspective and reflects changes in how four actors are depicted:  Britain, the Republic of Ireland, the SDLP, and the unionist people.  In this statement, SF recognizes Britain’s role as persuader and emphasizes pluralist concepts, which was a major move away from the original “Brits Out” strategy.  In the 1992 document and in many speeches and statements since, republicans “discussed the removal of the unionist veto in terms of winning unionist consent through both positive reconciliation and British involvement in conflict resolution and persuasion” � ADDIN ENRef ��(Bean, 1996: 12)�.   Towards a Lasting Peace also shows a major shift in Sinn Fein’s view of the Republic of Ireland and the SDLP.  The new emphasis is on the need for dialogue between republicans and constitutional nationalists, so they can present a united front to negotiate with Britain for the “self-determination” of Ireland.  The Dublin government is called on to meet its responsibility of providing democratic (not socialist, as SF had demanded) answers to bring peace to Ireland:  SF had thus moved away from the idea of socialist revolution to sweep out the collaborationist establishment � ADDIN ENRef ��(Bean, 1996: 16)�.  Finally, a change in the republican view of the unionists is visible, from seeing the Protestant community in Northern Ireland as part of the conflict and not a product of British occupation.  Up until recently, the unionists have been viewed as “political collaborators…They drew strength from the reality of British power and from a false consciousness” promoted by their privileged position.  The key idea was that when the British withdrew, this people would realize who they really are (Irish, albeit of a “different tradition”) and would join in sharing a political system with other Irish people � ADDIN ENRef ��(Bean, 1996:  18)�.  Now Sinn Fein leaders emphasize the need for nationalists/republicans to understand the fears of unionists so that everyone could work together on building a new political system.  The unionist people have been used and manipulated by the British, and nationalists have to make them feel protected and esteemed within new structures.  


� The 1988 talks foundered because the focus was on differences in policies, strategies, and goals between SF and the SDLP; perhaps the largest obstacle was Adams’s refusal to agree with Hume that Britain was “neutral” and would support unity by consent.  In 1993, the talks were more productive because inter-party differences were set aside to focus on the issue of an IRA cease-fire and how to get Sinn Fein into inclusive negotiations.  Hume’s talks with Adams caused a major rift within the SDLP because SF was at low ebb; dissenters argued that Hume’s actions brought SF back from their near-defeat.  One SDLP councilor stated, “We helped Sinn Fein and now they are standing on our fingers” (interview with author, Belfast, September 1997).  The joint statements issued by Hume and Adams during this period were especially objectionable to some SDLP members, especially because these statements were faxed to newspapers on Sinn Fein paper.  Further, the fact that Adams and Hume decided not to publish the details of the agreement reached in 1993 created great debate in all circles � ADDIN ENRef ��(Fay, 1996)�.  


� The 1997 case is not discussed here, but prior to the Westminster elections of that year, the context has shifted back toward a prediction of that the more exclusive leader should win (government abuses during the summer marching season increased repression and tightened the alignment between the British government and the unionists). 


� The cross-case comparison suggested the following hypotheses about these relationships which should be explored in future research—especially given the importance accorded to these two variables in the literature on social movements and nationalist group behavior.  (1) When repression of the minority community is lessened and therefore promotes more inclusive strategies, and actors in the international community are involved in treating the situation as an international concern and involvement is “neutral,” the leader with more inclusive strategies is favored by that context.  (2) When repression is increased and therefore promotes more exclusive strategies, and the international community defines the situation as an internal/not international concern, then more exclusive strategies are favored. (3) When repression is lessened or increased (and therefore promotes either more inclusive or more exclusive strategies, respectively), and actors in the international community are involved in treating the situation as an international concern but involvement favors one leader in particular, that leader is more likely to be successful. A broader, overall finding in this case study that is of significance to literature on both social movements and nationalism is the fact that contextual factors, especially the individual factors as they combine with each other, are important to the competition among nationalist leaders for the hearts and minds of followers.  Few studies have looked systematically at the role of these four variables, even though a large body of literature argues that each is important � ADDIN ENRef ��(for a thorough review of this literature, see the chapters in McAdam et al., 1996)�. 


However, these leaders also play an under-recognized (and certainly under-studied) role in changing the way international actors view and respond to their own situation.


� Although counterintuitive, in some phases of a protracted conflict, it may be “better” in terms of the ultimate goal of national reconciliation for the international community to lend support to a more exclusive leader over a more inclusive one (only if this leader has moved toward greater inclusivity over time).  This may be the only way to “bring on board” a significant section of the community.  This was the case in Northern Ireland in 1996 and arguably in Zimbabwe in 1990 (see below).
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