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Su m m a r y

This Ph.D. thesis examines what public opinion polls undertaken in the Republic of 

Ireland tell us about public opinion. The main source of data used in this research is 

media commissioned opinion polls that have been undertaken on behalf of The Irish 

Times and Independent Newspapers Ltd. by Irish Marketing Services (IMS), Lansdowne 

Market Research and the Market Research Bureau of Ireland (MRBI). Between 1970 and 

2005 there have been over three hundred polls. Until now there has been no single study 

o f what Irish opinion polls tell us about public opinion over the last three decades. In 

this respect, this dissertation represents the first academic book length treatment of 

public opinion in the Republic of Ireland.

A general question addressed in this dissertation is what do these opinion polls tell 

us about Irish public opinion? This dissertation argues that opinion polls perform two 

functions with regard to public opinion. Firstly, polls may mirror public opinion by 

showing what public opinion is on a variety of topics. Secondly, polls illuminate public 

opinion like a lamp and facilitate understanding how public opinion changes and why 

public opinion exhibits specific patterns. In examining these ‘what’, ‘how’ and ‘why’ 

questions this work compares the insights offered by the Mirror Theory of opinion 

polling and the Belief-Sampling Model of survey response.

In addition to these three big questions this research work examines an important 

puzzle -  why is public opinion on many issues, as measured in polls, inconsistent? This 

dissertation shows that quite often the public does not have overarching views but has 

instead bundles of opinions. Consequently, opinion inconsistency is not evidence of 

problems with polling but an illustration of a key feature o f public opinion. Within this 

study this fundamental aspect of public opinion is investigated using the idea that poll 

questions can be categories as being either ‘hard’ or ‘easy’. By using this concept of 

question hardness it is possible to gain more insight on what opinion polls tell us about 

public opinion.

Using a variety of empirical techniques this dissertation investigates the success of 

opinion polls in predicting election outcomes and some key factors underpinning 

political satisfactions ratings. Moreover this study demonstrates that public opinion 

toward the Northern Ireland issue has been remarkably stable over the last thirty years. 

With regard to liberal agenda issues public opinion has become more liberal over the last 

three decades although conservative values persist and remain important. On economic



matters the polling data reveal that on the one hand the Irish public opposes increased 

taxation to fund public spending, a position typically associated with a rightist 

orientation. Nonetheless, on the other hand, there is strong support for government 

intervention into the economy in order to promote greater levels of socio-economic 

equality in society. Opinions toward the process of European integration have been 

strongly positive since the mid-eighties. Yet, there is reason to suspect that the standard 

questions used in Eurobarometer to measure overall attitudes toward the EU are 

primarily reflecting an economic aspect of Irish public sentiments toward integration. 

This dissertation concludes that opinion polls do provide a unique and valuable insight 

into Irish public opinion. However, poll results do not speak for themselves and need to 

be interpreted with care.
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In t r o d u c t io n

The polls can make a useful contribution to social science i f  they are treated rigorously and with certain precautions.

Pierre Bourdieu (1979: 124)

W h y  s t u d y  ir i s h  p u b l ic  o p i n i o n ?

Modern Ireland is typically described as following a series o f transitions in the realms of 

society, politics and economy. The rate of societal change has been remarkable and 

perhaps equates most closely in Europe with the post-communist transition experience. 

Most o f the discussions and explanations of how Ireland has developed over the last four 

decades have focused on how political and social institutions have led the process of 

change. Quite often the emphasis has been on institutional or elite led decision-making 

where citizens are treated as spectators. As a result, most commentaries have 

emphasized factors, such as government economic policies or the attitudes of the 

Catholic hierarchy toward social reforms, which were seen to drive public opinion.

Consequently, much less systematic attention has been paid to public opinion itself 

leading a student of Irish society to think that public opinion may not really matter. This 

dissertation redresses this balance by showing that understanding public opinion in 

Ireland is fundamental to any explanation of why Ireland has changed since 1970. The 

process of societal change cannot be simply understood as top-down in nature. The 

evidence demonstrates that the general public has played a crucial, and in some cases a 

determining, role in the evolution of the society that exists in twenty-first century Ireland.

There are of course many methods for examining public opinion, ranging from the 

study o f different forms of political participation such as electoral behaviour, street 

protests and demonstrations, to the signing o f petitions or writing o f letters to 

newspapers. However, the most systematic means of studying public opinion comes 

from the taking o f opinion polls. There is an enormous literature on public opinion poll 

results in America and Europe since the Second World War, but relatively litde has been 

written in Ireland about citizen’s attitudes. This stems in part from the fact that opinion 

polling in Ireland only started around 1970 and opinion poll reports were for many years 

not archived in any systematic manner. Moreover, there has been a general scepticism 

about the utility of opinion polls to tell us important things about Irish society.
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This study marks an important new departure in this respect for two reasons. 

Firstly, it is the first work to examine all published opinion polls thus giving the most 

comprehensive picture of public opinion possible. Secondly, this dissertation provides 

the first systematic analysis of public opinion in Ireland where the focus is squarely on 

public opinion, what it is, how it is measured, and most importantly how opinion polls 

should be interpreted. In this dissertation we demonstrate that the study of public 

opinion through the use of opinion polls requires a framework for understanding how 

respondents answer opinion poll questions. Put simply, this study shows that opinion 

poll results cannot and should not be taken at face value.

This deceptively simple insight is of fundamental importance in how one interprets 

opinion poll results. A critic might say that it is obvious that Irish public opinion became 

more liberal toward abortion, divorce and homosexuality since 1970 or that popular 

support for a united Ireland has declined with the Northern Ireland peace process. This 

is perfectly clear from referendum results. However, such criticism ignores the fact that 

referendum results provide litde direct evidence as to why citizens voted in a particular 

way with regard to the future of Northern Ireland or legalising divorce or abortion.

This is not to suggest that because opinion polls occur more frequently than 

referendums polls they automatically provide better answers to this why question. In this 

respect, it is fundamentally important to consider that not all opinion poll questions are 

the same. Quite often studies of public opinion take poll results at face value where 

inconsistent answers on a specific issue are seen as evidence of the limits of polls or the 

ignorance of citizens. This study will not adopt this position. Rather than seeing 

inconsistency within poll results as a methodological or substantive problem that should 

ideally be removed, this study will demonstrate that this feature of opinion polls is in fact 

a central feature of public opinion.

There is a veiy simple answer as to why we should expect poll results on a specific 

topic to exhibit inconsistency -  not all poll questions are the same. Some are relatively 

“easy” to answer and others are “hard” as they require much more consideration. An 

example, of an easy question is “Would you like to see a united Ireland?” A majority in 

the Republic of Ireland will respond positively to this item. In contrast, a hard question 

might be “Would you be willing to sacrifice the goal of a united Ireland as part of the 

peace process to end the violence in Northern Ireland?” By treating these different types 

of poll questions on the same issue separately this study develops a means of providing
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more valid inferences of opinion poll data thereby enriching our understanding of public 

opinion.

Beyond the specifics of Irish public opinion this study makes a contribution to the 

study of mass attitudes more generally. Within most countries there are many 

commercial polls undertaken every year. Consequently, a major question is what to do 

with a large volume of polling data. It is important to note that most commercial poll 

data emanating from companies such as Gallup exists in an aggregated format where 

results are presented in terms o f percentage responses for a variety of subgroups based 

on age, location, partisanship, etc. A critic might assert that all that is possible with such 

information is “data mining” where a researcher picks interesting features of the data and 

simply reports findings in descriptive tables and graphs. O f course, all students of public 

opinion are constrained by the nature and extent of the polling evidence available for 

study. However, the key difference between simple data mining and sound scholarly 

work stems primarily from the types of questions a researcher asks of the data.

Without wishing to labour the obvious, research questions that ensue from explicitly 

stated theoretical considerations are most productive. While the details o f public opinion 

polls are important and need to be described the primary goal of studying public opinion 

stems from the possibility of generalisation. In this respect this dissertation examines the 

following general questions, questions that are applicable to all countries where opinion 

polling is undertaken.

• When and why does public opinion change, does the public simply follow elite 
decision-making?

• What is the mechanism of public opinion change -  does change come solely 
from citizens changing their minds on an issue?

• While great political and social changes are seen to coincide with historical events 
such as watershed elections, what happens within public opinion beyond such 
key events, is there a discernible evolution in mass attitudes over time?

• What are the criteria for making valid inferences from opinion poll data? Should 
all poll questions be treated in the same manner? How do we ascertain opinion 
poll and survey question quality?

• Is there reason to think that contextual factors are important in interpreting poll 
results? Does the meaning of standard poll questions evolve over time as 
circumstances change? It is obvious for example that vote intention questions 
asked during election campaigns are fundamentally different to those asked 
during inter-election periods. Is this logic is equally true for questions for a wide 
range o f other issues.

In summary, this dissertation not only provides a narrative of different aspects of Irish 

public opinion, thereby enriching our understanding of Irish society, it also demonstrates
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how well our general theoretical understanding of stability and change in public opinion 

matches with the evidence. Moreover, this work contributes to a new wave of 

scholarship that highlights the fundamental importance of taking into account how 

respondents actually answer poll questions and what impact this has on our 

interpretation of aggregate level public opinion.

P u b l ic  o p i n i o n  a n d  t h e  ir i s h  s o c ia l  s c ie n c e s

One of the central claims within the social sciences in Ireland is that Irish society has 

undergone a profound change since 1970. A key argument in many articles and books is 

that the citizens o f twenty-first century Ireland think differently about the society within 

which they live, the economy within which they work, and the political system within 

which they participate and are represented, than was the case in the 1970s. In short, 

what is being argued is that “public opinion” in Ireland has undergone a fundamental 

change for a host of social, economic and political reasons.'

Surprising as it might seem, much of the evidence put forward to support this thesis 

of great societal change is based on indirect measures. Many examinations of Irish 

society are historically based with an emphasis on the actions of key political actors or 

the adoption of groundbreaking pieces of legislation. While reference is often made to 

“public opinion” and how important it is in understanding the status quo and sources of 

change in Irish society, there has been to date no comprehensive attempt to evaluate the 

nature of public opinion in Ireland and how it has changed over time. In contrast to all 

other forms of evidence on public preferences, with the possible exception of election 

results, public opinion polls are the only means by which citizens are directly asked to 

express their views on a regular basis.

Consequently, until public opinion is brought more directly into investigations of 

societal change in Ireland existing research must be seen as lacking a fundamental 

component. In order to bring this missing piece of the puzzle to its rightful place in 

discussions of sources of stability and change within Irish society it is necessary to fill an 

important gap. At present we do not have a comprehensive picture of public opinion in 

Ireland although there are over two hundred opinion poll reports available in the public

> There is an extensive literature on various facets o f societal change in Ireland since 1970. The following references 
provide a recent snapshot o f  the main themes: Schmitt (1998: 210-22); Inglis (1998: 249-59); Hug (1999: 4); Finnegan 
and McCarron (2000: 239-40, 271-8); Cassidy (2002: 40-44); Coakley (2005: 39-60); Fahey, Hayes and Sinnott (2005: 
218-33).
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domain for consultation.^ This set of polls represents not only Irish citizens’ opinions 

on public affairs, but is a primary source that is unrivalled because of its frequency (at 

least four to eight polls per year).

In this dissertation we will try to see what the voices represented in opinion poll 

reports tell us about public opinion. To a starding degree answers to questions such as: 

what do Irish people believe in with regard to politics, the economy, the liberal agenda. 

Northern Ireland and the European Union are scattered across a wide range of 

publications. There is clearly a need to bring all the available opinion poll evidence 

together and establish in a comprehensive and consistent manner what opinion polls tell 

us about Irish public opinion.

While opinions polls undoubtedly have their limitations, and are by no means the 

only method of studying public opinion, they are unique in giving citizens a direct voice. 

Moreover, opinion polls do so in a manner where the usual barriers to public 

representation such as economic disadvantage or peripheral geographical location are 

compensated for in the polling process. In essence, one could argue, “sample surveys 

provide the closest approximation to an unbiased representation o f the public because 

participation in a survey requires no resources and because surveys eliminate the 

selection bias inherent in the fact that participants in politics are self-selected” (Verba 

1996: 1). In short, this dissertation aims to bring citizens to the centre-stage, rather than 

treating them as “bit players” in the larger social, political and economic dramas that 

have shaped Ireland since 1970.

If one considers for a moment the opinion poll data available one discovers a 

curious puzzle. Across a number of issue areas trends in expressed opinions on the same 

issue elicited very different levels of response from those interviewed. It seems that with 

regard to topics such as Northern Ireland and abortion the Irish public did not have 

single opinions, but different views relating to various facets of these issues. Such 

dissimilar trends while intrinsically important have key implications for how we evaluate 

public opinion polling data and whether these data should be taken at face value.

As a precursor to our examination of Irish public opinion it is necessary to construct 

solid foundations and create an inventory of what public opinion poll data are available 

for investigation. While a more detailed overview is provided in chapter 1 here we will 

introduce the main sources of data and their key characteristics so as to illustrate why

2 Much o f  this information is available in the Irish O pinion Polls Archive (lO PA ). lO P A  was created by Professor  
Michael Marsh, Departm ent o f  Political Science, Trinity College Dublin. The archive or database may be searched 
over the internet and is located at; h ttp ://w w w .tcd .ie /P o litica l_ S c ien ce /IO P A /
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Irish public opinion poll data merits a more detailed investigation than that provided in 

previous research work. From the outset it is important to be aware that not all opinion 

polls are the same and that the opinion poll evidence may be broadly divided into two 

strands.

M e d ia  c o m m is s io n e d  p u b l ic  o p i n i o n  p o l l s

The primary sources of data used in this dissertation are public opinion poll results that 

have been published in the Republic of Ireland since 1970. Three commercial marketing 

companies have undertaken this work: Irish Marketing Services (IMS), Lansdowne 

Market Research and the Market Research Bureau of Ireland (MRBI). The results of 

these polls have been published predominantly in the Irish Independent, Sunday Independent 

and The Irish Times ^nd occasionally on Irish state television (RTE).^ These opinion poll 

results exist in the form of reports of aggregated statistics where the opinions expressed 

by individual respondents have been summed up on the basis of socio-demographic and 

partisan categories.

Between 1970 and 1998, IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI have asked about three 

thousand six hundred survey questions in the Republic of Ireland in more than two 

hundred and twenty polls.'* All of these data are available at the aggregate level. While 

all opinion poll results are based on individual responses it is the aggregated opinions of 

groups that are of primary interest to pollsters and the media who commission them, as 

they represent the potential answers of many other citizens. In this respect, poll reports, 

which are the main evidence, used in this dissertation are based on a fundamentally 

important assumption. “Opinions cluster by groups... [e.g. sex, age, marital status, class, 

region, urban-rural, partisanship] ... consciously or unconsciously people tend to identify 

with such groups ... and to draw their opinions from these identifications” (Lane and 

Sears 1964: 2).

3 IMS and MRBI were founded in the early 1960s and remained independent domestic companies until the late 1990s 
when IMS became part o f the international conglomerate Millward Brown and MRBI joined Taylor Nelson, Sofres 
(TNS). For the sake of consistency the original company names will be used throughout the text. The Irish Independent 
and The Irish Times are the two main broadsheet daily newspapers while the Sunday Independent is the most popular 
Sunday paper. Lansdowne Market Research was founded in 1979. Many of the polls conducted by IMS have been 
produced in cooperation with Lansdowne, hence the use of the term TMS/Lansdowne' in this dissertation.

Other polling companies within Ireland such as Behaviour and Attitudes Ltd., Bluebird, Red C and agencies based in 
the UK such as Gallup, MORI and ICM have undertaken opinion polls on political issues for a number of other Irish 
newspapers such as Ireland on Sunday, the Sunday Tribune, the Star (Irish edition). Where appropriate reference will be 
made to these polls but the main focus will be on polls produced by IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI. These three 
companies have undertaken the vast majority of polls published in the Republic of Ireland.
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A c a d e m ic  s u r v e y s  o f  p u b l ic  o p i n i o n

Fortunately, media commissioned polls constitute only one strand in the opinion poll 

evidence available for examination. In addition, there have been a series of academic 

surveys many of which are cross-national in nature thereby providing us with the 

opportunity to do comparative research and tell a much richer story. Moreover, a 

number of these academic surveys have been undertaken at more than one point in time 

thus facilitating some measure of change in atdtudes, beliefs and values. In contrast to 

media commissioned polls that have been implemented by commercial marketing 

companies, the surveying unit of the Economic and Social Research Institute (ESRI) has 

for the most part undertaken academic surveys.

The most important academic surveys relating to public opinion undertaken in 

Ireland since the 1980s are the European Values Survey (EVS) carried out in 1981, 1990 

and 1999 and various modules of the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) that 

have examined a variety of themes such as “role of government” since 1985. More 

recently there have been the Irish Social and Political Attitudes Survey (ISPAS) 

undertaken during the winter of 2001/2, the (first) Irish National Election Study (INES) 

in the summer of 2002 and the two waves of the European Social Survey (ESS) during 

the 2002 to 2005 period.

However, the greatest opinion polling project in the European Union is 

Eurobarometer, a Commission sponsored biannual series of surveys undertaken in all 

member states since 1970. This is the best source of public opinion toward the EU and 

process of integration. Fortunately, Eurobarometer contains other questions on a wide 

variety of topics relating to policy preferences, general values such as left-right 

orientation and satisfaction with democracy. While Eurobarometer is not strictly 

speaking an academic surveying programme it has been widely used by scholars in their 

work aimed at developing a better understanding o f public support for European 

integration (see, Niedermeyer and Sinnott 1995; Marks and Steenbergen 2004).

All these academic surveys have a number of features in common. First, academic 

survey questionnaires are generally longer than those o f media commissioned polls and 

they often use standardised question formats allowing strict comparison across time and 

between countries. Secondly, apart from Eurobarometer polls, academic surveys take 

place infrequently. In the case of the European Values Survey (EVS) project these 

surveys are carried out once a decade. This means that they are not suited to charting 

change as it occurs. This is where media commissioned polls have a distinct advantage.
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Thirdly, the opinion data from academic surveys are available at the individual level in 

electronic data files for the purpose of statistical analysis. For this reason, academic 

surveys facilitate more detailed investigations than is possible with the aggregated poll 

reports available from IMS, MRBI and Lansdowne.^

C o m p a r is o n  o f  m e d ia  c o m m is s io n e d  p o l l s  a n d  a c a d e m ic  su r v e y s

One can readily see from these brief descriptions of the main forms of opinion polling 

undertaken in Ireland that not all mass surveys are the same. The IMS, Lansdowne and 

MRBI polls are characterised by their strong contemporary focus where the goal is to 

take the “pulse of public opinion” with less than two-dozen questions. Their scope is 

focussed on the “dynamic” nature of Irish politics investigating who is currently popular 

and some reasons as to why this is the case (e.g. unpopular government budgets, political 

scandals, etc.). This feature is both their greatest strength and weakness.

The media commissioned polls strength comes from the fact that they provide the 

most proximate public opinion evidence to contemporary events while their weakness is 

that the number of questions that have been asked consistently in all media 

commissioned polls is small. This means that we have quite a lot of information on 

changing levels of party support and measures of the prevailing political mood as 

indicated by ratings of satisfaction with government, the Taoiseach and party leaders. 

Unfortunately, the polling evidence on policy preferences is much less extensive. This is 

because many of the policy questions asked examined current events such as proposed 

hospital closures, etc. This is where the use of academic surveys has definite advantages 

because of their more extensive questionnaires and adoption of standardised question 

formats in successive surveys across time and within different countries.

In short, commercial and academic polls are complementary rather than rivals. They 

have different goals and are essentially designed to ask different kinds of questions and 

hence provide different types of answers. Commercial polls published in the media are 

constructed with the specific purpose of measuring opinion change on a small number of 

key indicators and mirroring such change as frequently and as accurately as possible. 

Consequently, IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI polls chart what aspects of public opinion 

have changed. In contrast, relatively infrequent academic surveys are interested in 

understanding, in as much detail as possible, what is the nature of opinion stability and

 ̂ IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI have provided a few individual level data files to researchers mainly in the context o f  
elections. It is only recently that the individual level files used to create the aggregate level reports have been made 
available for later analysis following publication. For more details, see the Irish Social Science Data Archive (ISSDA) 
website: < h ttp ://w w w .ucd .ie /~ issda>
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why it exhibits particular patterns. This broad division of opinion polls leads us to a 

more detailed discussion of what opinion poll data can tell us about public opinion.

C o n c e p t u a l is in g  t h e  r e l a t io n s h ip  b e t w e e n  t h e  f o r m  a n d
FUNCTION OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF OPINION POLLS

We have just seen that the ‘form’ or type of opinion poll (i.e. media commissioned or 

academic) tells us important things about how much we can learn about public opinion 

from opinion polls. By comparing and contrasting the advantages and disadvantages of 

different types of opinion polls we immediately begin to see the link between the form of 

polls and their function in answering ‘what’ and ‘why’ questions. In other words, all 

opinion polls measure what opinion is and also give some measure of why opinion is one 

thing and not another. Commercial polls published in the media aspire to be 

“snapshots” and give the most comprehensive picture of what̂ \M\c opinion is at many 

points in time. The key function here is to provide a “mirror” of public opinion in 

society.

In contrast, academic surveys with the facility of asking many questions look more 

deeply into why public opinion has a specific configuration and in this respect these 

surveys try to illuminate like a “lamp” meaningful patterns among opinions. To clarify 

this line of reasoning more clearly we could say that the key functions of public opinion 

poll results can be summarised in the metaphor of “The Mirror and the Lamp.”

From one perspective, opinion poll results try to describe the world as it really is, by 

representing social reality as accurately and as neutrally as is possible. This represents a 

vision prevalent in the media and among pollsters that published opinion poll results 

should reflect like a mirror what is happening in the world. In essence, pollsters like 

newspapers envisage themselves as embarking on a (Humean) search for “the facts” that 

are presented to the public who are then free to make their own interpretation.

<< Figure 1, about here >>

Alternatively, the goal of those wishing to measure public opinion is to highlight and 

analyse the attitudes that are prevalent within society but are nonetheless not well 

understood. Here there is the underlying theme of a Platonic search for an essence of 

what lies behind the facade of daily life. Opinion poll results enlighten society by 

bringing to public notice what was once hidden from view. Quite often this is primarily 

an academic goal, but one where mass survey results and subsequent analyses are
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sometimes publicised in the media. Figure 1, illustrates in a simple typology our 

expectations of what we might be able to learn about public opinion from opinion polls.

The four cells of this typology show the information potential o f opinion polls in 

terms o f questionnaire size and frequency of polling. The main message stemming from 

this typology is that the form and function of polls arise from the goals underpinning 

their original design. This figure shows that polls that act either as mirrors or lamps on 

society are best seen as ideal types. All polls perform to some degree both of these 

descriptive and analytical functions.

As media commissioned polls form the vast bulk of opinion polling undertaken in 

Ireland and reflect most closely on all elections and national developments that have 

occurred since 1970 these polls will be the primary source of data used in this 

dissertation. Academic surveys will play a supporting role as many of these projects have 

been analysed elsewhere. In the next section a practical demonstration o f the mirror and 

lamp functions of opinion polls will be given.

O p i n i o n  p o l l s  a s  m ir r o r s  a n d  l a m p s  o n  p u b l ic  o p i n i o n

In the previous sections we have outlined how media commissioned opinion polls used 

to measure public opinion are a unique and under-utilised resource within Irish social 

science. If Irish public opinion is to be given “centre stage” and extensive use is to be 

made o f media commissioned polls, a key consideration is: how much can such polls tell 

us about Irish public opinion? Here the example of the 1995 divorce referendum will be 

used to illustrate the mirror and lamp functions of opinion polls. This referendum 

campaign was remarkable for three reasons.

First, the final result was the closest recorded in all Irish referendums. Second, 

during the campaign the rules of the game were changed with the Supreme Court’s 

‘McKenna judgement’ where the government was forbidden to spend public money to 

secure a ‘yes’ vote. Third, in a High Court case challenging the legality of the 

referendum, opinion poll evidence proved to be crucial and reveals the most important 

official example of mass surveys being used to understand what were the vote intentions 

o f citizens during the campaign and why voters voted as they did. In short, the High 

Court case examined through the use of expert witnesses the mirror and lamp functions 

o f Irish opinion polls to answer the important question: did the government’s advertising 

campaign “materially affect” the outcome?

10



Polls as mirrors o f public opinion: Jack Jones (2001: 212-3) emphasised in light of his 

expert testimony during the High Court case following the 1995 divorce referendum that 

the term “opinion poll” was restricted to two situations: (a) the provision of basic poll 

figures for publication with “limited factual commentary” by a staff journalist; (b) 

publication of poll results with “objective and factual” interpretive analysis by the polling 

company.®

From this perspective, opinion poll results are seen to be political measurements 

that reflect like a mirror the state of opinion. The most typical example is the use of vote 

intention questions during election campaigns. If the polls act as accurate mirrors and 

reflect what public sentiment is toward a party they should be able to predict the election 

result (within the limits of sampling error).^

<< Figure 2, about here >>

The opinion poll data shown in figure 2 demonstrates public support for reform during 

the second divorce referendum campaign. This campaign could be said to have started 

in early 1995, when it became public knowledge that a referendum would be held before 

the end of the year. Figure 2 reveals that the countdown to the referendum had three 

distinct phases: (a) increase in support for divorce between February and May, (b) decline 

in support for divorce between May and November 4 and, (c) stabilisation in support for 

divorce from November 13 to polling day. Within the media much ink was spilt in trying 

to explain a 22 percent change in support in the ‘yes’ and ‘no’ camps, as the polls were 

seen to mirror public opinion in a factual and objective manner. This belief was 

underscored by the fact that the final poll predictions of the ‘yes’ and ‘no’ votes were 

very accurate being within one percentage point of the actual result.

Polls as lamps on public opinion: In the High Court case following the divorce 

referendum of 1995, the Anti-Divorce Action Group contended that the Irish 

government’s spending of public funds (half a million pounds) on an advertising 

campaign had “materially affected the outcome.” The difference between the ‘yes’ and 

‘no’ votes in the referendum was 9,114 votes out of 1.6 million (i.e. 0.6 percent) implying 

that a swing of as litde as five thousand votes could have changed the result from a ‘yes’ 

to a ‘no’. The core question in the High Court case was whether or not it was possible to

6 In the Irish 77ffl«/MRBI series, Jaci( Jones as Chairman of MRBI regularly wrote such “formal" commentaries as a 
“service for Irish 7;/bm readers” Qones 2001: 213).
 ̂This Is a question that will be examined in some detail in chapter 3.
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demonstrate that the government’s advertising campaign influenced the outcome. 

Consequently, the case depended on being able to show why the Irish public voted by a 

tiny margin to support legalising divorce in Ireland, and parcel out the independent 

effects of various factors such as the government’s advertising campaign. The MRBI 

opinion poll evidence could not definitively answer this very specific legal question. This 

was primarily because no poll questions were asked to track this aspect of the campaign 

Qones 2001:196).

During the final month before the referendum MRBI not only measured vote 

intentions, but also why respondents were ‘for’ or ‘against’ legalising divorce. This 

polling data highlighted two key patterns. First, there was a dramatic change (22 percent) 

in vote intentions. Second, the reasons given for intending to vote ‘yes’ or ‘no’ remained 

largely constant. The MRBI series of referendum polls illuminates why the public 

supported or opposed the proposed divorce legalisation. For the ‘yes’ voters the key 

reason given seems to have been freedom to start a new life. In contrast, ‘no’ voters 

were mainly concerned about preserving the integrity of the family and following 

Catholic Church doctrine. However, this evidence also puts us on our guard. Some key 

features o f opinion change during the three weeks between these polls were not captured 

in these results. Although, there was a large change (12 percent decline in the ‘yes’ vote 

and an 11 percent increase in the ‘no’ vote, between October 21 and November 13) in 

voting intentions this was not reflected in equally large changes in the reasons given by 

‘no’ voters -  other than a 7 percent increase in the “other comments” category.®

In this section we have demonstrated how polls reflect what public opinion is, and 

how polls can illuminate why public opinion exhibits a certain pattern. We have also 

seen that opinion poll results do have inherent limitations and that the data does not 

speak for itself. These themes will be developed in more detail in chapter two. For now, 

we will turn to what previous research has been undertaken using public opinion poll 

data in Ireland.

P r e v io u s  w o r k  o n  t h e  a n a l y s is  o f  p u b l ic  o p i n i o n  i n  Ir e l a n d

The literature on Irish “public opinion” in its most general sense is rather scant. In fact, 

there has been no academic book length examination of public opinion. There are 

numerous articles and book chapters using opinion poll data where public opinion is 

treated as a causal factor helping to explain, for example, an election result. Public

* In fact, there is a strong case to be made here that only a panel design (i.e. the same people interviewed on  two or 
m ore occasions) could have provided reliable data into the impact o f  the campaign.
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opinion is rarely treated as the focus for study. However, such a generalisation obscures 

important differences in the portrait of Irish public opinion painted by the two different 

types of opinion polling.

M edia com m issioned po ll literature on public opinion: The only book that has 

addressed Irish public opinion as its central theme is Jack Jones’s In Your Opinion (2001). 

This partly autobiographical work examines the history and evolution of political opinion 

polling in Ireland since 1970. The main focus of his book is polls undertaken by MRBI 

for The Irish Times heWeen 1982 and 2001. Consequently, this is primarily a professional 

pollster’s account of the opinion polling process and illustrates the accuracy of MRBI 

polls in mirroring election results. The weakness of the book is that the data examined is 

restricted to MRBI polls and there is litde consideration of how to critically evaluate 

published poll results. Moreover, interpretation of the polling data is restricted to 

specific events and there is litde overall sense as to how public opinion has evolved and 

changed over time.

Beyond this single book, opinion poll data is most often used where public opinion 

is treated as an explanatory factor for change in society. A good example is Chrystel 

Hug’s (1999) treatment of The Politics of Sexual Morality in Ireland. This is a sociological 

and legal history of “liberal agenda” issues in contemporary Ireland. At various points in 

this book, most often relating to referendums on divorce and abortion, public opinion 

poll results are introduced to help explain public sentiment toward proposed legislation 

and voting behaviour. Beyond treating the poll results as a mirror of contemporary 

public opinion litde further use is made of the polling data. The focus is on change in 

legislation rather than in public opinion.

Use of opinion data in Ireland has been very strongly linked with electoral politics. 

Following all general elections since 1977 there have been analyses of “how Ireland 

voted” using opinion poll data (see, Penniman 1978, 1987; Laver, Mair and Sinnott 1987; 

Gallagher and Laver 1992; Marsh and Mitchell 1999; Gallagher, Marsh and Mitchell 

2003). Individual chapters in each of these edited works range from aggregate level 

mirror-like profiles of the electorate to detailed individual level analyses of the socio

demographic and attitudinal factors associated with vote choice. Richard Sinnott’s Irish 

Voters Decide (1995) is the most definitive work dealing with voting behaviour in Ireland 

in all elections since 1918. This book combines official election results, census data and 

public opinion poll findings to examine turnout, vote choice, party and candidate support 

and the nature and extent of issue voting. Here opinion polls are used to examine why
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voters voted in the manner that they did. However, again the focus is squarely on 

explanations of electoral behaviour where public opinion is used to help explain patterns 

of stability and change.

Academic survey literature on public opinion: There have been a number of books 

and articles that have examined Irish public opinion mainly using EVS and ISSP mass 

survey results.^ The three waves of EVS facilitate an examination of change in Irish 

beliefs and values between 1981 and 1999. The key goal of works such as Fogarty, Ryan 

and Lee (1984), Whelan (1994) and Fahey, Hayes and Sinnott (2005) has been to reflect 

like a mirror contemporary values on a wide range of topics such as religion and morality, 

work, politics and partisanship, identity, Northern Ireland, left-right values and 

confidence in political institutions. In addition, using mainly subgroup, cross-national 

and cross-time comparisons, there have been detailed investigations that have illuminated 

(in a lamp like manner) which specific groups hold particular values, why this might be 

the case, and whether public opinion in particular domains has been stable or represents 

a significant deviation from internadonal patterns or a break with the past.

While EVS has been used to examine the different value systems of various 

subgroups Michael Mac Greil has undertaken the only book length work on how 

different subgroups see each other and the atdtudinal and socio-demographic basis for 

such perceptions. Using the same survey questions asked first in 1972/3 and later in 

1988/9 Mac Greil (1980, 1996) used a specific social-psychological perspective to 

examine why the Irish public have various types of prejudices, and how these have 

evolved. A key feature of this work, which is typical of other research in this field, has 

been the use of survey data first and foremost to cast a mirror on Irish society and then 

through attitudinal and subgroup analyses to illuminate why specific attitudinal patterns 

are observed.'”

In fact, most analyses of academic surveys are aggregate level, i.e. involve 

comparisons and contrasts between subgroups. Despite the fact that individual level 

datasets are used in conducting these analyses relatively little individual level model 

building is used in published work." Consequently, the methods used to illuminate the

9 Research on ISPAS and IN E S also strongly relates to them e o f  public opinion in Ireland. B ook length treatments o f  
these surveys are forthcom ing (2005).
•0 See, N ic G hiolla Phadraig (1976); Fogarty, Ryan and Lee (1984); Breslin and Weafer (1985); W helan (1994); Cassidy 
(2002); Fahey, Hayes and Sinnott (2005).
'I This may arise for tw o reasons. Firstly, the theory being tested is not an individual level one. Secondly, individual 
level m odels o f  survey data require a certain technical sophistication and patience on the part o f  readers. For the sake 
o f  public accessibility such individual level statistical analyses are often not presented.
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underlying features of Irish public opinion are oftentimes more restricted than the limits 

imposed by the survey data itself.

A KEY PUZZLE W ITHIN IRISH PUBLIC O PINION

There is litde doubt that Ireland has undergone considerable change since public opinion 

polling began in 1970. With fundamental institutional reforms it is assumed that citizens’ 

attitudes and values adjusted accordingly. And there is much evidence to suggest that 

there have been great changes in Irish values over the last thirty-five years.

•  In 1970 there was strong support for a united Ireland in the Republic where the 
effects o f the “Troubles” dominated the news. Yet, by 1998 the Irish public 
seemed to sacrifice a core political goal for the sake o f peace within Northern 
Ireland. Was this change accompanied by an equally dramatic evolution in 
nationalist values, and if so, when did this happen?

• In 1970 discussion of liberal agenda issues such as abortion, contraception, 
divorce, and homosexuality were almost taboo subjects. Nonetheless, by the late 
1970s support for new legislation in all of these areas led to great public debates. 
The series of referendums on abortion and divorce highlight remarkable changes 
in opinion, but also the persistence of traditional conservatives values.

• In 1970 the Irish economy was predominantly agricultural and oriented toward 
serving the British market where emigration was an ever-present strategy for 
relieving the problems associated with a labour surplus. By the late 1990s, 
Ireland had a labour shortage and was trying to cope with the effects of 
immigration. The pessimistic outiook of the past seemed to be replaced by a 
self-assured confidence in the future and the ability o f the Irish economy and 
workforce to be successful at an international level.

•  In 1970 a key goal of the Irish government was accession to the European 
Economic Community. For much of the Irish public the Common Market was 
largely unknown and it was only through a strong government led campaign that 
the accession referendum was successful. During the eighties and nineties 
popular support for integration in Ireland was often the highest in the whole 
European Union. And yet, despite the substantial level of financial transfers to 
Ireland from the EU, the Irish electorate rejected the government’s attempts to 
ratify the Nice treaty in 2001.

While at one level there would seem to have been significant opinion change in each of 

these four issue domains the opinion poll data suggests a rather puzzling picture. For 

example, if we take the Northern Ireland question we can see from figure 3 that although 

the Irish electorate voted in the Good Friday Agreement referendum o f May 1998 to 

amend constitutional claims toward creating a united Ireland public opinion on this issue 

has changed littie since 1968.

In fact, figure 3 illustrates two distinct sets of opinions toward Northern Ireland. 

The top line in figure 3 shows public opinion on the “easy” question o f whether Irish
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citizens would like to see a united Ireland. Here we see that there has always been strong 

support for the principle o f having a united Ireland and these sentiments have not 

changed over time as one might have expected with the peace process. In contrast, the 

bottom line represents responses to “hard” questions where the goal of a united Ireland 

has been compared with other desirable objectives such as creating peace.

<< Figure 3, about here >>

The key pattern in figure 3 is that there are persistent differences in levels of opinion 

between considerations of desirable goals (easy facet) and the means to achieve such 

goals (hard facet). The two distinct trends represented in this figure demonstrate 

consideration of different facets o f the same issue leads the public to give consistently 

different response profiles. Moreover, the pattern represented in figure 3 reveals that 

public opinion toward Northern Ireland is marked by considerable stability. This is an 

important finding as it indicates that despite important political changes with the peace 

process public attitudes in the Republic have remained constant. Similar dual trends to 

those revealed in figure 3 can be shown for public opinion toward the liberal agenda, the 

economy and the European Union.

This highlights an important puzzle: Why is public opinion on different facets of the 

same issue so different? One would expect that opinions relating to an issue, especially 

salient ones such as Northern Ireland would be represented by a single overarching 

perspective. Figure 3 suggests that this is not the case. Respondents often do not have 

single opinions on public issues, but a number of opinions related to different facets of 

questions of public concern such as abortion. Northern Ireland, the EU, etc. This fact 

has two important implications. First, great care must be taken in the interpretafion of 

poll results, as they do not refer to a single opinion they cannot be taken at face value. 

Second, interpretation of poll results can only be built upon an understanding o f how 

respondents answer poll questions during interviews.

As we will see in chapter 2 the puzzle highlighted in figure 3 arises in part because 

different types of questions on the same issue lead respondents in opinion poll interviews 

to take different consideradons into account. Thus as students o f public opinion we 

need to be careful in trying to understand what opinion polls measure. Failure to do so 

will lead us to mix up what are in reality different questions resulting in conclusions that 

are grounded in methodological artefacts rather than real opinion change.
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R o a d m a p  o f  t h e  d is s e r t a t io n

In this dissertation we will aim to demonstrate how public opinion polls can be used to 

inform our knowledge of public opinion in the Republic of Ireland. This research 

represents an important advance on previous work for two reasons. First, the focus is 

squarely on public opinion and not on how public opinion helps to explain some other 

phenomenon. Second, this dissertation will examine all of the public opinion poll data 

available in the public domain. No previous work has attempted such a task. In 

addressing this core issue of what opinion polls tell us about public opinion this research 

will investigate four main questions:

• What is public opinion in Ireland on a variety of issues?
• How does one interpret opinion poll results -  should they be taken at face value?
• How does public opinion change over time and what factors help explain

opinion stability and change?
• Why does public opinion exhibit certain patterns?

The “what” question evaluates the ‘mirror function’ of opinion polls and provides

information about the nature of public opinion. As we have noted in the last section 

understanding what opinion poll questions tell us may not be a straightforward matter. 

The “how” and “why” questions assess the degree to which opinion polls can perform 

the ‘lamp function’ and facilitate understanding the foundations of Irish public opinion.

Given the task at hand this dissertation will have four main organising principles or 

integrating components within all chapters. The data component forms the foundation 

for this research and determines the substantive themes that can be investigated. The 

methodological component alerts us to the limitations inherent in the data available and 

the type of inferences that may be drawn from analysis. The substantive component 

reflects the core content of the polls -  what do they tell us about public opinion in 

specific issue areas, this may reflect policy making or electoral concerns. The final 

theoretical component relates to the meaning that may be inferred from using opinion 

polls to investigate public opinion, and will be dealt with in the conclusions to separate 

chapters and most directly in the final chapter. Let us now briefly outline the content of 

this dissertation.

The first chapter will provide an overview and inventory of all the opinion polls 

commissioned and published by the Irish media [The Irish Times, Independent 

Newspapers and RTE). This chapter oudines the substantive content of opinion poll 

questions asked and describes general features of the poll data available for analysis. This
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chapter represents the main data component section of the dissertation. In addition, this 

chapter will critically describe the sampling design and methodology used in Irish polls.

In chapter 2 the core methodological component of the dissertadon is introduced. 

Here key features of the questionnaire design used in Irish opinion polls are described 

and critically evaluated. Furthermore, this chapter will outline a model of how 

respondents answer questions as this has a direct bearing on how opinion polls and 

public opinion itself is conceptualised. This chapter shows that the mirror and lamp 

functions o f opinion polls are susceptible to certain types of bias. The presence o f such 

bias presents serious problems in the interpretation of opinion polls and lessons we 

might learn about public opinion.

Chapter 3 introduces the theme of poll accuracy and precision and builds on the 

previous two chapters by examining a central question asked in all media commissioned 

opinion polls -  vote intention in the next general election. By comparing poll 

predicdons and actual election results we have the only definitive test of how well 

opinion polls mirror public opinion. In this chapter we see that poll estimation o f vote 

intendons illustrates many of the methodological difficulties in effectively measuring 

public opinion. Moreover, many of the technical problems associated with elecdon 

predicdon are associated with the theoredcal conceptualisadon of the function of 

opinion polls. Is their main funcdon to accurately mirror public (i.e. electoral) behaviour 

or is the key funcdon o f polls to aid understanding by illuminadng key facets of public 

opinion?

In the following chapter, the focus while remaining on politics shifts away from 

vodng to consideration of how the general “polidcal m ood” evolves over time. As the 

media is in the entertainment business it commissions poll quesdons that emphasise the 

“horse race” nature o f poliUcal competition in order to generate newsworthy headlines. 

While vote intendon quesdons are often interpreted in this manner the media also tries 

to assess the political mood of the electorate using a variety of sadsfacdon ratings. 

Examinadon of these ratings brings together important substandve, methodological and 

theoretical consideradons. In chapter 4 we use a special stadsdcal (dme series) technique 

to analyse the interrelationship between satisfacdon radngs and vote intendons for 

incumbent government pardes.

Chapter 5 initiates the substantive part of this dissertadon. In this chapter we begin 

by examining public opinion toward two key “liberal agenda” issues, i.e. abordon and 

divorce. There is reladvely litde poll data on the other liberal agenda issues such as
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contraception and homosexuality primarily because legislation in these areas did not 

involve referendums. Here we approach a key theme within opinion polling -  the 

different response patterns to ‘hard’ and ‘easy’ questions. The existence of such patterns 

allows us through a process of comparison and subgroup analysis to evaluate both the 

descriptive and analytical potential of opinion polls as a means of studying public 

opinion.

Chapter 6 examines Irish public opinion toward the Northern Ireland question. 

Most of the poll questions relating to this topic deal with political initiatives toward 

creating peace. In this chapter we will look at trends in opinion on four topics -  support 

for Articles 2 and 3 of the Irish Constitution, public aspirations for a united Ireland, 

attitudes toward the border and withdrawal of the British army from Northern Ireland. 

The findings o f previous research are tested with more extensive data and we illustrate 

the importance o f distinguishing between ‘hard’ and ‘easy’ questions. As in chapter 5 we 

will look at what the mirror and lamp functions o f opinion polls tell us about Irish 

citizens attitudes toward the Northern Ireland question.

The final two substantive chapters are alike in that both use Eurobarometer data and 

address directly the question of opinion change. We start this process in chapter 7 where 

an examination is made of what left-right means in Ireland by comparing opinion poll 

data from a variety of sources. Just as in chapters 5 and 6 the methodological and 

theoretical components of opinion poll research play an important role in understanding 

what left-right poll questions might mean to the Irish public. Again we see that 

identification of questions as being ‘easy’ or ‘hard’ provides important insights into how 

opinion polls reflect what public opinion is and illuminate why it exhibits particular 

patterns.

In chapter 8, Irish public opinion toward the European Union and the integration 

project is examined in terms o f polls relating to the five referendums held on this issue 

between 1972 and 2002. Here some important methodological concerns arise where we 

try to assess levels o f public support for integration and reasons for such support using 

IMS and MRBI poll results. As much of these poll data are linked to specific time 

points, i.e. referendums, we will use Eurobarometer poll data to investigate the long-term 

evolution of Irish opinion toward integration. This chapter will show how 

Eurobarometer poll data may be used to reflect public opinion and investigate, whether 

popular sentiment toward the EU is changing, and some reasons as to why.
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The concluding chapter will pull together the evidence presented in chapters 1 to 8 

and evaluate what opinion polls tell us about public opinion in Ireland, how public 

opinion has changed in Ireland over the last three decades and the utility o f using a 

m irror and lamp conceptualisation o f mass survey data. Such an evaluation will be 

placed within the context o f the data, methodological, substantive and theoretical 

consideradons oudined in each o f the chapters. In addidon, we will summarise the 

evidence assembled regarding the what, how and why questions within Irish public 

opinion and the answers that are given to us in the polling data. Some remarks will also 

be made on the key puzzle idendfied within Irish public opinion and fruitful lines of 

inquiry for future research.
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Figure 1, Typology of the form and function that opinion poll results provide 
with regard to examining the nature of public opinion

Number of questions in a poll
High Low

High

Frequency 
of polling

Low

fll Polls act as strong mirrors and 
lamps. Opinion poll results facilitate 
individual or subgroup based 
analyses. It is possible to have 
attitudinal and socio-demographic 
models. Time series analysis also 
possible with individual and 
aggregated data.

[2] Polls with a handful o f core 
questions operate primarily as 
mirrors o f public opinion. O ften 
poll results are available as aggregate 
data. Analysis is limited to subgroup 
analyses. Limited time series analysis 
possible with exogenous data such as 
economic variables.

[4] Polls act mainly as a lamp and 
are typically academic in nature. 
These polls facilitate individual or 
subgroup analyses in addition to 
individual level attitudinal and socio
demographic models. Scope for 
time series analysis is restricted due 
to the small number o f time points.

[3] This refers to isolated polls 
undertaken perhaps once for a 
specific purpose. Information is 
context specific and consequently 
such poll results act as an isolated 
mirror and a lamp o f limited power 
depending primarily on the timing 
and reason for the poll.

Note, a “high ”  hequenq o f polling refers to survey series that have a t least four polls per year A  “high" number o f poll questions refers to 
questionnaires with more than twenty-four items. The number o f questions in  a survey gives a measure o f the endogenous information content 
o f a poH where interpretation o f the survey results can be undertaken with information generated within the poll itse lf For example, i f  a poll 
only asked vote intention questions such data provides a t best a mirror o f the electorate's intent. However, interpretation as to why the 
electorate has a particular preference ordering would have to come from information outside the poll, e.g. recent economic news, media coverage 
o f political developments, previous election results, etc.
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Figure 2, Public opinion toward legalising divorce in the Republic of Ireland, 
during the 1995 referendum campaign (percent)
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This figure presents all known poll questions inquiring about vote intention in the 1995 divorce referendum. In the early polls, prior to 
September 30, the public knew neither the exact wording nor timing of the referendum. Full details of the question wording are given in 
appendix 5-4.
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Figure 3, Comparison of hard and easy facets of public opinion support for a 
united Ireland in the Republic of Ireland, 1968 -  2003 (percent)

United Ireland (hard question responses) 
United Ireland (easy question responses)

Note details o f the survey questions used in this chart are available in appendix 6-3. The top line refers to poll questions that simply asked 
respondents their personal preferences for a united Ireland. The bottom line is based on responses to questions where the future status of 
Northern Ireland was discussed with reference to a variety o f political solutions, o f which a united Ireland was ju st one choice. Given the 
differences in question format these ‘easy ’ and ‘hard' questions are represented as different time series.
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C h a p t e r  1

P u b l ic  o p i n i o n  d a t a  a n d  o p i n i o n  p o l l  d e s ig n

Essentially, there are three main elements in an opinion poll: the content: the sample of persons to be interviewed;
and the interpretation of the findings.

Jack Jones (2001: 19)

I n t r o d u c t i o n

The question of whether opinion polls can act as a mirror or lamp on public opinion is 

fundamentally influenced by the nature of the opinion poll data and the design of 

opinion polls. Any assessment of what IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI opinion polls tell us 

about Irish public opinion must start with an examination of the types of questions asked 

and the technical criteria used to implement questionnaires to a nadonal sample o f the 

Irish populadon. In this sense, what opinion polls tell us about “public opinion” can be 

divided into two distinct questions: (a) What types of questions or “opinions” are 

investigated in opinion polls? (b) Which members o f  the “public” are interviewed? 

Consequently, the twin goals of this chapter are to outline the types o f opinion poll 

questions that have been asked in Ireland since 1970 and to describe the sampling design 

used by IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI.

The work undertaken in this chapter provides the necessary foundations for the 

investigadons undertaken in chapter 2, which will look at questionnaire design in the 

Irish context and oudine an influential theory of how respondents answer survey 

questions. In chapter 3 we will look at the electoral record of Irish opinion polls where 

the ability of commercial surveys to efficiently select national samples and implement 

appropriate questionnaire designs is put to the test. The focus in chapters 1, 2 and 3 is 

thus on providing a framework for assessing the ability of Irish opinion polls to mirror 

public opinion. These three chapters provide the necessary background to our analysis 

of what citizens think on a range o f substantive issues that are examined in chapters 5 

through 8. These substantive chapters have a common theme in the sense that the goal 

is to see what polls tell us about public opinion, but also why poll results exhibit certain 

patterns.

This chapter will start by briefly summarising the opinion poll data available for 

examination in the Republic of Ireland. This will be followed by an inventory of the 

opinion polls where all survey questions have been coded on the basis o f content. In
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section three, the discussion moves to consideration of the sampling design and 

methodology used in IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI polls. In the concluding section some 

brief comments will be made concerning the quesdon of how well Irish opinion polls 

reflect public opinion.

O p i n i o n  p o l l  d a t a  a v a il a b l e  i n  t h e  r e p u b l i c  o f  Ir e l a n d

The data used in this dissertation is taken from opinion polls undertaken by Irish 

Marketing Services (IMS), Lansdowne Market Research and the Market Research Bureau 

o f Ireland (MRBI). The origins o f opinion polling in the Republic of Ireland can be 

traced back to the early 1960s. However, it was only in the 1970s that the current form 

of political opinion polling for the main national daily and Sunday newspapers began. 

Between 1970 and 2005 these three market research companies undertook more than 

three hundred and forty public opinion polls.

In addidon, political parties and governments have commissioned private opinion 

polls. MRBI undertook twenty-four such polls between 1973 and 1982. This figure 

grew to one hundred between 1983 and 2001 Qones 2002: 291-2). However, political 

opinion polling constitutes only a small albeit salient portion of the total work done each 

year by market research companies in Ireland. In the early 1980s for example, MRBI 

undertook on average eighty commercial polls annually while political opinion polling for 

The Irish Times typically involved five surveys a year. Thus, political opinion polling 

probably accounts for less than ten percent o f all annual market surveying projects (note 

Jones 2001: 292). This is not to deny that there have been other marketing companies 

who have undertaken public opinion polls that have been published in the media. 

However, these other polls have been much less extensive in nature.

What makes the IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI polls unique in the Republic of Ireland 

is their orientation toward contemporary public affairs and the very public way in which 

their results have been disseminated. For the media, political elites and public these polls 

are one of the few systematic indications of public sentiments toward political actors and 

public policy. For academics, media commissioned polls were for many years the only 

source of empirical data on political preferences beyond election results.

In keeping with the original goal of making the IMS, MRBI and Lansdowne poll 

results public, most of these surveys undertaken since the 1970s have been organised and 

placed on an internet searchable database by Professor Michael Marsh, Department of
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Political Science, Trinity College Dublin.' This Irish Opinion Poll Archive (lOPA) 

contains 217 polls (i.e. 134 IMS and 83 MRBI polls) reporting the results of interviews 

undertaken between 1970 and 1998.^ However, the lOPA database constitutes just 63 

percent of the total number of polls (N=342) examined as an additional 125 polls have 

been used for this research. Some of the additional data collected comes from 

documentation assembled by Professor Richard Sinnott, University College Dublin. This 

additional data includes polls undertaken in the 1970s and monthly omnibus surveys 

carried out in the 1980s that included some political questions. Unfortunately, much of 

this body of data was never been formally archived and has for the most part been lost. 

Nonetheless, a special effort was made in this dissertation to locate as many o f these 

datasets as possible.^

P r o f il e  o f  t h e  c o n t e n t  o f  ir is h  o p in io n  polls

Within the Republic of Ireland most opinion polling has been undertaken by 

IMS/Lansdowne (59 percent) and MRBI (39 percent) with the remaining 2 percent 

consisting of isolated polls undertaken by smaller Irish market research companies or 

contracts given to British companies such as ICM or MORI. Figure 1-1 illustrates that 

opinion polling in Ireland effectively started on a consistent basis in 1977. In fact, it was 

the success of the polls during this general election campaign to correctly predict the 

election result, in contrast to the efforts of the pundits, that resulted in the emergence of 

media commissioned polling in Ireland (Meagher 1980; Jones 2001:15-18, 291).

<< Figure 1-1, about here >>

There is unsurprisingly a definite cycle to polling each year where most surveys are 

undertaken during May and June and later during October and November.'' These 

months match the times generally chosen by Irish governments for holding elections and 

referendums. An examination of the annual count of questions asked by 

IMS/Lansdowne and MRBI in the domain of general elections and party politics (the

'  The Irish Opinion Polls Archive (lOPA) is located at; h ttp ://w w w .tcd.ie/Political_Science/IO PA /
2 In order to facilitate this research the lO P A  data was transferred to an MS ACCESS database. Details o f  this process 
and o f the entire poll data used for analysis are given in appendices 1-1 and 1-2.
3 For example an im portant set o f m onthly IMS (omnibus poll) individual level data files deposited by John  F. Meagher 
(founder o f IMS) for the period March 1980 to  April 1981 in the ESRC Data Archive in Essex are unusable as the data 
files are in a old “double-punch” format. A ttem pts to recover these files were not successful.

The m ost influential study o f seasonality in surveying by Vigderhous (1981: 257) found that completion rates were 
highest in January to March, while April, June, July, August and Decem ber had lower rates. Later research by Steeh et 
al. (2001) and Losch, Maitland and Lutz et al. (2002) has found that seasonality does not seriously affect survey data 
collection and most likely plays a relatively m inor role in dealing with increased non-response rates.
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largest category of survey items) shows a strong relationship between the number of 

questions asked and whether the year in question had a general election. In figure 1-1 we 

can see that the general elections of 1981, 1982 (Februaiy and November), 1997 and 

2002 stand out particularly clearly while the Dail contests of 1987, 1989 and 1992 appear 

to have involved less media commissioned polling. Such evidence demonstrates the 

primary interests of the media who commission IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI to 

undertake polls on their behalf.^

Turning to the substantive content of Irish opinion polls undertaken between 1970 

and 1998 period we can see from figure 1-2 that almost two-thirds of all questions asked 

related to general elections and party politics. These items dealt primarily with vote 

intentions, reasons for vote choice, government satisfaction, and party leader ratings. 

The second largest group of questions relates mainly to key public issues such as divorce 

and abortion that were subject to a series of seven referendums. In addition, this 

category contains questions relating to perceptions of key institutions in Irish society and 

attitudes toward crime, corruption, the legal system and key policy areas such as 

education.

<< Figure 1-2, about here >>

The third and almost equally large category relates to poll questions asked on Northern 

Ireland and relations with Britain, the EU and associated referendums and Ireland’s 

policy of neutrality. It is interesting to see that despite the huge economic changes that 

occurred during this era where Ireland went from “bust to boom ” economic issues have 

accounted for a relatively small number of questions -  in fact less than one-in-fifteen of 

the total number o f items asked.

Another important feature o f the poll data is the fact that the two main surveying 

companies have developed “spheres of expertise” perhaps reflecting the priorities of 

their clients. IM S/Lansdowne have asked more questions on issues relating to national 

politics. Northern Ireland, the EU, etc. In contrast, MRBI has asked most questions 

relating to society and the economy (see, appendix 1-3). Having examined the content 

and nature of Irish opinion poll data we will now turn our attention to the sampling 

design and methodology used by Irish polling companies when doing face-to-face 

interviewing.

5 In general, pollsters work exclusively with a single (media) newspaper com pany. Initially, IMS /  Lansdowne wori<ed 
with The Irish Times and MRBI with Independent N ew spapers. H owever, in O ctober 1982 IMS and MRBI ‘sw itched’ 
clients and this is the pattern that persists to this day.
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Sa m p l in g  d e s ig n  a n d  m e t h o d o l o g y

Within all opinion polls there is always the key question of whether the poll is 

representative of the target population. This involves consideration of sampling design 

and more pardcularly topics such as use of quota samples and design effects. Each of 

these topics will now be examined in terms of Irish opinion polling practice.

Sampling design: Each public opinion poll is designed to select a sample that is 

representative of the total electorate. The sampling procedure is based on the most 

recent decennial Central Statistics Office (CSO) census data. In the last two decades 

such census information has been updated with “midterm” data (1986, 1996) and more 

recently with Quarterly National Household Survey (QNHS) data. To create a 

representative sample of adult respondents (aged 18 years or more) all Irish marketing 

companies use a multi-stage probability quota sample of clusters of households located 

within a ‘District Electoral Division’ (DED) or ward.®

The sampling process takes place in three stages. In the first stage, approximately 

ten Primary Sampling Units (PSU) are used as a sampling frame for choosing one 

hundred sampling points at random. All sampling points are based on the DED, ward or 

groups of these. These are the smallest administrative units for which the CSO can 

generate aggregated data. PSUs and sampling points are selected by the method of 

probability proportional to size, where areas of larger population have a greater chance of 

being selected. In the second stage, one household is chosen at random from the current 

electoral register within each of the selected one hundred sampling points. Finally, in the 

third stage, interviewers go to the selected households and select a respondent (typically 

aged 18 years or more) to be interviewed.

Having completed the first interview the interviewer proceeds from the initial 

household address. A ‘random walk algorithm’ determines which subsequent households 

are chosen to conduct further interviews. This random walk procedure is designed to 

ensure that all households within a sampling point have an equal probability of being 

selected. Within each sampling point the random walk is repeated nine times following

® Stratified random sampling assumes that measurements within the strata, being homogenous with differing stratum 
means, have a smaller variance than if simple random sampling was used for the whole population with the same 
sample size.
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the initial interview. Overall the team of interviewers will administer a questionnaire to 

around one thousand respondents across the entire country/

Interviewers have a control sheet detailing the demographic, class and occupational 

profile required by the polling agency to have a nationally representative sample. 

Respondents are selected using quotas where those interviewed are chosen to reflect 

important characteristics of the electorate, i.e. sex, age, marital status, occupation/class 

and area of residence.® Interviewers continue through their random walk until they fill 

their quotas.

To summarise, Irish pollsters when undertaking face-to-face interviewing for media 

commissioned surveys implement what is technically referred to as a “multistage 

stratified cluster based quota sample.” In the next two sub-sections we will briefly 

examine two aspects of this sampling methodology and their impact on poll quality.

Use o f quota samples: For historical reasons there is mistrust among public opinion 

researchers of the quota sampling procedure used by Irish pollsters. Companies such as 

Gallup in the United States used a similar non-probabilistic form of quota sampling until 

1948 for political polling and election prediction. In the 1948 presidential election, while 

all the main survey companies had representative samples their final polls predicted the 

wrong election result.^ One of the key concerns associated with quota sampling is that it 

is interviewers who choose respondents rather than some fixed decision rule designed to 

ensure random selection. This freedom of interviewers to select respondents increases 

the likelihood of selection bias where easily accessible and approachable potential 

respondents are targeted for inclusion in a poll.

Survey design effects: Multistage stratified cluster quota sampling is one method of 

producing national surveys in a cost effective manner with interviewing taking place over 

one or two days. As noted earlier respondents are chosen typically from one hundred 

sampling points. These sampling points are effectively “clusters” of respondents.

 ̂ In  order to ensure that each interview is a standard one, all interviewers are given training and specific instructions 
regarding particular questionnaires. Quality control checks are also used where in the case o f IMS interviewer 
supervisors re-contact twenty percent o f the respondents interviewed to ensure they have been interviewed and to elicit 
any problems with the interview from  the respondent’s perspective. Currently, IMS has a team of 350 field interviewers 
while MRBI has som ewhat fewer field staff (120).
® These demographic data on which the quotas are based on estimates derived from  the Quarterly National Household 
Survey (QNHS) undertaken quarterly by the CSO on national samples o f  about thirty nine thousand. The data for 
occupation that is used to  construct a measure o f social class is derived from the Joint National Readership Research 
QNRR) bi-annual surveys undertaken by Lansdowne Market Research. Irish polls definition of social class is unique to 
the marketing industry.
9 A similar event took place in Britain during the 1992 general election where m ost pollsters using ‘tried and tested’ 
quota sampling procedures predicted incorrectly that Labour would win the election. Thereafter, quota sampling was 
abandoned by most polling companies with the notable exception o f  M ORI.
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Statistically speaking selecting an additional respondent from the same sampling point 

adds less new information than would a completely independent selection. For this 

reason Irish polls do not have the same variance as a true random sample meaning that 

effective sample size reduced (Levy and Lemeshow 1999: section 9.6).'“

Effective sample size is the actual sample size divided by the design effect. The design 

effect is a factor that reflects the precision of a poll esdmate due to the difference 

between the sample design actually used and a simple random sample. Design effects 

vary not only across survey companies (sometimes known more generally as house effect^, 

but also across questions within the same survey due to intraclass correlation}  ̂ For 

example, respondents who live near to each other (i.e. within the zone covered by a 

sampling point) are likely to have the same socio-economic characteristics and similar 

political preferences.'^ In general, design effects increase when the number of sampling 

points is relatively low and when intraclass correladon is high. In Ireland, the number of 

sampling points used by pollsters has increased over time (from 50 in the 1970s, to 75 in 

the early nineties, to 100 since 1997) implying that the accuracy of recent survey 

estimates is likely to have improved.

It should be noted that the sampling errors quoted by Irish polling agencies in their 

reports refer to random samples rather than cluster samples.'^ Simple random samples 

of about a thousand respondents have an “accuracy level” o f ±3% at the 95% confidence 

interval level. By taking design effects into consideration a more appropriate estimate for 

a multistage stratified cluster quota sample would be ±4% (i.e. the sampling error from a 

simple random sample muldplied by the square root of two as a reasonable 

approximadon o f the design effect of clustering, see Levy and Lemeshow 1999).

C o n c l u s i o n

At the start o f this chapter it was argued that what public opinion polls tell us about 

“public opinion” may be reduced to two quesdons. Firstly, what types of “opinion” are

•0 F or co n stitu en cy  p o lls  th is b e c o m e s  an ev en  greater prob lem  b ecau se  th e  c lustering e ffec t increases w ith in  sm aller  
geograp hical areas (see, M arsh and M cE lroy  2003).
•> Intraclass correla tion  is th e  lik elih ood  that tw o  resp o n d e n ts  in  th e sam p le c luster have th e  sam e value for  a g iven  
variable, relative to  tw o  resp o n d en ts  c h o sen  c o m p le te ly  at random  from  th e entire p op u la tion . W ith geographically  
d eterm in ed  sam p lin g  p o in ts  (or clusters) intraclass correla tion  ten d s to  be lo w  o n  d em ograph ic  variables but h igher for  
s o c io -e c o n o m ic  and attitudinal variables (K alton  1977).
■2 F or ev id en ce  o f  c lustering  e ffe c ts  w ith in  th e Irish con tex t, s ee  Fahey and W illiam s (2000: 234); M cE lroy  and M arsh  
(2003: 171).
‘3 A n  exam p le  illustrates th e  im p ortan ce  o f  d esign  e ffec t. W ith  a national three-strata c luster sam ple o f  5 ,546  
h o u seh o ld s  w ith  20  sam p lin g  p o in ts  po ll estim ates  have a c o n fid en ce  interval (C l) o f  + / -  13.2% . For 60  sam p lin g  
p o in ts  th e C l falls to  + / -  7 .2%  w h ile  w ith  a s im p le  ran d om  sam p le th e C l is + / -  4.2% . See, 
h t tp : / /w w w .c p c .u n c .e d u /p r o je c t s /r lm s /p r o je c t /ev a l_ sa m p le .h tm l.
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investigated in opinion polls? And secondly what members of the “public” are 

interviewed?

With regard to the first question we have found in examining the profile of Irish 

opinion polls that IMS/Lansdowne have asked the largest number of questions and that 

these two polling agencies have implemented most survey items on politics, Northern 

Ireland, the EU and external affairs. In contrast, MRBI has asked most questions on 

society and institutions, and the economy. This comparison implies that IMS and MRBI 

offer somewhat different mirrors on Irish society and illuminate different aspects of 

public opinion.

Turning to our second question, the evidence presented shows that opinion polling 

is not simply a matter of going out and asking the public a series o f questions, recording 

the answers given and tabulating the results. Opinion polls as measuring instruments 

depend fundamentally on appropriate sampling procedures, and questionnaire design -  a 

topic that will be addressed in the next chapter. The sampling methodology used within 

Irish opinion polls is one that is consonant with the professional code o f practice 

espoused by the European Society for Opinion and Market Research (ESOMAR). There 

has been some discussion o f the sampling methodology used by Irish pollsters following 

problems associated with election predictions in the 1997 and 2002 general elections. 

While some remarks will be made later on this issue in chapter 3 this dissertation will 

assume that the polling data examined derives from representative national samples.

More generally, the manner in which opinion polls results are presented in the media 

demonstrates that the poll reports used throughout this dissertation were primarily 

constructed to be mirrors of public opinion. However, because of space constraints 

within the daily media agenda much of the richness o f polls and their potential to 

illuminate many more details o f Irish public opinion is rarely exploited. One o f the goals 

of this dissertation is to assess and exploit this potential. Before pursuing this objective 

we still have an important task to accomplish, and that is to critically evaluate the 

questionnaire design used in Irish opinion polls. While this chapter has shown how 

opinion polls reflect the views of the Irish public through the use o f sampling 

procedures, this is of course no guarantee that the responses derived from a 

representative sample match in any meaningful way what the public is thinking. In 

chapter 2 our focus will switch to what happens during an opinion poll interview and 

what this tells us about the ability of opinion polls to measure public opinion.
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Figure 1-1, Number of polls undertaken in the Republic of Ireland annually, 
1969-2005 (count)

D IMS /L ansdow ne 
■  MRBI

M  ̂ o  O ther

CD CD CD U ) CD 
CD 00 CD CD OO CD

^  ^  CD ^  
CD CD CD CD

rs) ro roo  o  o
o  o  o

1
ro ro rs) rs)o  o  o  oo  o  o  oro CO -p- tn

Note the majority ofpolls in this figure refer to newspaper commissioned polls. This annual estimation of polls is a conservative figure as not 
all polls been archived. Also the estimation for IM S is influenced by the availability of omnibus data (i.e. monthly market research surveys 
with some political questions).
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Figure 1-2, Number of survey questions asked by general issue domain, 
1974-1998 (percent)
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Note that within this dissertation this categorisation of poll questions has been modified. For example, questions on Northern Ireland and 
the E U  are dealt with in separate chapters as are items relating to vote intention and satisfaction with government and party leaders.

33



C h a p t e r  2

P u b l ic  o p in io n  m e a s u r e m e n t
AND QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

Despite their importance for understanding and evaluating surveys, the study of the survey response 
process is in its infancy, having only begun in earnest in the 1980s.

Tourangeau, Rips and Rasinski (2000: 2)

I n t r o d u c t io n

For opinion polls to be a m irror on society or a lamp that illuminates facets o f public 

preferences there m ust be an object to reflect or illuminate. A fundamental, and rarely 

discussed assum ption behind opinion poUing is that opinions can be m easured.’ 

However, for som ething to  be m easured it m ust exist. The biailding blocks o f public 

opinion research are t}'pically denoted as opinions, attimdes and values.^ In an ideal 

world respondents would always tell the truth as they see it and opinion poll questions 

would in a transparent and neutral scientific manner validly and reKably measure 

respondent’s opinions. In short this (ideal) model o f the opinion poOing process may 

be expressed as follows.

Public opinion = O pinion poll measurement

Consequently, in opinion poll reports it would be a simple m atter o f presenting results 

in a tabular or graphical format. M oreover, charting opinion m ovem ents over time 

would be a straightforward question o f comparing questions on the same issue and 

charting the evolution in response patterns. In chapter 1 we outlined the importance 

o f  ensuring that an opinion poU has an accurate representative sample o f  the 

population. However, this is a necessarj' though not sufficient condition for measuring 

public opinion.

In this chapter we wiU focus on the interviewing process and questionnaire design 

and dem onstrate how bo th  o f  these considerations determine the quality o f  an opinion

’ The seminal articlc establishing attitude m easurem ent in the social sciences was written by Thurstone in 1928. He 
made the bold claim that despite the complexit)' o f  views on “disputed social issues” attitudes and opinions could be 
measured if certain assumptit)ns were made.
2 Theoretically opinions, attitudes, beliefs and values are distinct concepts, ht)wever, in realit)' with opinion polls 
these distinctions becom e reduced to  individual responses that relate to immediate events or relate to  long-term 
orientations. I'o r simplicit)’ the term  “ opinion” will be used here in a generic sense to denote responses to opinion 
poll questions. For a clear introduction to their interrelationship, see Yankelovich (1991: 120-5).
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poll. This chapter also forms a bridge between chapters 1 and 3 in revealing how 

accurate sampHng o f respondents is no guarantee o f  polling accuracy or precision. A 

central them e examined in this chapter is that respondents may not have real opinions 

on an issue and may simply make up an answer from  the “top-of-their-heads.” 

M oreover, even if respondents have real opinions and are inform ed they can only 

respond to the question asked. Consequendy, if the question is “ faulty” (e.g. open to 

m ore than one interpretation) the resulting opinion poU data will also be fault}" or 

biased. In addition, opinion poU questions differ in a qualitative sense, where some 

questions are “hard” requiring lots o f  inform ation and consideration and some are 

“easy” as they stem from  standing predispositions.

Many o f  the insights outlined in this chapter are theoretical and methodological in 

nature, bu t nonetheless have fundamental implications for our assessment o f  what 

opinion polls can tell us about public opinion. As we shall see, many o f the ideas 

outlined in this chapter will surface again, m ost especially in the substantive chapters 

(5-8). This chapter will start by outlining a theoretical m odel o f  sur\'ey response, which 

it is argued provides an invaluable insight into the nature o f  opinion poll data. The 

second section will provide an example o f  the response process and reveal the complex 

nature o f  opinion measurement. The following section, which forms the heart o f  this 

chapter, will examine questionnaire design and im plem entation issues using six 

different criteria. In the final section there wiU be some concluding comments.

O p i n i o n  p o l l s  a s  m ir r o r s  o f  p u b l ic  o p i n i o n

In the introductor}' chapter we noted that pollsters and many consumers o f  poll 

reports t}-picaUy see opinion polls as “m irrors” o f  public opinion. For simplicity, we 

will denote this perspective as the MilTOr TheoiJ of opinion polling. Such a perspective is 

based on  the view that w hen a respondent answers an opinion poll question they 

simply recall a “ready m ade” answer. O n this basis poU questions are true 

measurem ents in that they measure opinions on topics on which respondents have 

opinions. O ne im portant implication from such a theory o f  how respondents answer 

poll questions is that aU citizens (i.e. potential poll respondents) have constructed in 

advance answers to any questions a pollster might wish to ask.

This M irror Theor)' o f  opinion poUing was seen from  the 1930s to have two main 

problem s. First, small changes in the wording or response options in poU questions 

may influence how inter\dewees respond (Schuman and Presser 1981). Second, if  the
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same people are asked the same poll questions on two successive occasions [in a panel 

sur\^ey] there is often considerable inconsistency in the answers given (Converse 1964). 

These two phenom ena known as ‘response effects’ and ‘response instabilit)'’ 

respectively led to two modifications o f  the basic M irror Theorj' o f  opinion poUing.

The first modification called the Non-Attitude Model argued that the M irror Theory 

o f  opinion polling worked only for a subsection o f the public who had real opinions. 

For this group opinions were m easured in an opinion poU like a m irror without error. 

The remaining group effectively answer poll questions in an idiosyncratic m anner 

whose overall response pattern gives the appearance o f  random  answering. A t an 

individual level treating the public as being aU the same leads to a distorted picture o f 

pubUc opinion. In essence the relationship between public opinion and poll results was 

seen for those with real opinions to be:

Public opinion = Opinion poll m easurem ent (1)

For those without real opinions, the argument in defence o f  poUing was that opinion 

poUs could not be expected to  measure accurately something that did not exist 

(although respondents felt compelled in interview situations to provide some sort o f 

response other than “don’t know ”).

The second revision o f the M irror Theory o f  opinion polling called the 

Measurement Error Model contended that aU poll estimates o f  opinion included an 

irreducible am ount o f  “m easurem ent error” inherent in all poll questions.’ In effect, 

the error in poUs was not due to  the public who kindly and patiently answered the 

questions posed in surv^ey inter\news, bu t in the questions themselves due to faulty 

design (Achen 1975). The basic logic o f the M easurement E rror Model may be 

represented by equation 2.

Public opinion = Opinion poU m easurem ent + Error (2)

As the error term  was seen to be essentially random  (i.e. the error for each individual is 

independent and normally distributed) public opinion poll estimates are assumed to 

deviate from  true public opinion by a random  am ount where, theoretically speaking, 

estimates would be either too high, or too low, on roughly half o f  the occasions on

3 Measurement error should not be confused with sampling error (which was introduced in chapter 1) as both have 
different origins and refer to separate and distinct aspects o f  the opinion polling process.
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which the poll question was used (assuming that it was not a perfecdy designed 

quesdon that produced no error).

Despite these modifications resting on verj' different assum ptions the N on- 

Attitude and Error-M easurem ent Models still nonetheless support the basic intuition 

lying behind the M irror Theon^ o f  opinion poUing. However, research during the 

1980s showed that some o f  the key implications o f  bo th  o f these modifications o f the 

M irror Theory o f  opinion poUing did not fit with the polling results being analysed. 

For example, let us focus on the problem  o f response inconsistency. Research has 

dem onstrated that the Non-A ttitudes model prediction that response instabilit}^ 

depends on the salience o f an issue is no t always the case. Furtherm ore, the E rror 

M easurement M odel’s contention that response instability should be independent o f 

respondent characteristics was also found to  be incorrect. The respondent’s level o f 

knowledge can be an im portant factor (Feldman 1989; Zaller 1990).

Such evidence prom pted a move away from  the M irror Theory o f  opinion polling 

where citizens are seen implausibly to have “real opinions” on all subjects that a 

pollster m ight conceivably ask questions. O ne o f  the m ost influential new theories o f 

opinion poll response is the Belief-Sawpiing Model. Here citizens are no longer seen as 

‘filing cabinets’ from  which pollsters puU information. AH respondents do not answer 

opinion poll questions in the same way. This is not simply because some citizens are 

m ore inform ed than others, but stems primarily from  different processes by which 

inform ation is used as a basis for providing an answer.

This perspective has two im portant implications that differentiate it from  the 

M irror Theory o f  opinion polling (and its two variants). First, citizens do no t answer 

poU questions by recaUing “pre-cooked” opinions. Instead opinions are conceived to 

be “distributions o f considerations” — i.e. a set o f inform ation that may be used to 

answer a particular question. Second, the inform ation set used to answer a poU 

question is no t fixed and will vzry systematically across differing inter\dew situations. 

In effect, the Belief-Sampling Model o f public opinion may be represented as:

Public opinion = Opinion poU m easurem ent + Bias + E rror (3)

According to the m odel o f sun^ey response given in equation 3, different kinds o f  poll 

interview situations will bias the t}^pe and content o f inform ation used by a respondent 

to  answer a question (Zaller 1992; Feldman 1995; Tourangeau, Rips and Rasinski 2000: 

178-9). As a result, opinion polls can never act as true mirrors o f public opinion
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because poll responses are inherently unstable as they are based on a sample o f relevant 

inform ation and considerations. In addition, the design o f  “better questions” will not 

rem ove this variability in responses. D ifferent situations bias the sampling o f 

considerations used to answer poU questions leading to  response effects and opinion 

instability. Zaller (1992: 35) argues in this respect that opinion polls are best thought 

o f as m easuring “opinion statem ents” rather than “public opinion.”

If the BeUef-Sampling M odel is a more realistic explanation o f the response 

process in opinion polling than the M irror Theorj? are we to conclude that the public 

has very few fixed opinions on any m atter and opinion polls cannot effectively m irror 

som ething that is inherendy fuzzy? O ne im portant insight in providing an answer to 

this question is to understand that what we think opinion polls can tell us about public 

opinion depends fundamentally on how we see public opinion. Over a half-centur}' o f  

polling has revealed one simple truth — very few citizens have fixed opinions or high 

levels o f knowledge on public affairs.

In short, as Lippm ann (1922) cogently argued in a pre-polling era, the democratic 

state where the public have stable and reasoned views on a wide range o f public issues 

does not exist. M oving away from  this naive and constricted view o f public opinion 

changes fundamentally our conceptualisation o f  opinion polls and m oreover how we 

view citizens. W hat the Belief-Sampling Model highlights are unrivalled opportunities 

for using opinion polls to illuminate the nature o f  public opinion itself through a 

deeper understanding o f  how citizens provide answers to poU questions.

The key point being stressed here is that factors that were once thought o f as 

“problem s” within opinion polls now appear to be central features o f public opinion. 

If  public opinions are not fixed one may argue that different kinds o f opinion poll 

questions can simulate the responses likely in different kinds o f  public debates (see, 

Kinder and Sanders 1990). As we shall see later in a num ber o f chapters, hard and easy 

poll questions reflecting different facets o f an issue exhibit very different response 

patterns (Carmines and Stimson 1980). In essence, different kinds o f questions exhibit 

framing effects where the t\^pes o f questions asked and the topics discussed do not tell the 

public w hat to think, but they do influence what the public think about. By comparing 

responses to different t}^pes o f questions we have the opportunity to examine not only 

how opinions are created, but also the effectiveness o f  opinion poUs.

^ ( 'o n v c rsc  (1990: 372) has succinctly sta ted  o n  th is p o in t th a t “ T h e  tw o  sim plest tru th s I know  ab o u t the 
d istribu tion  o f  political in fo rm ation  in m o d ern  electorates arc th a t the  m ean is low  and the variance is high. Relative 
to  w hat, given o u r lack o f  units o f  m easurem ent? Relative to  naive expecta tions.”
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Having outlined one o f the m ost influential theories o f  surv^ey response and some 

o f its key implications, we wiU now attem pt to dem onstrate some o f the practical 

advantages o f  using the Belief-Sampling Model as a means o f evaluating opinion poll 

responses in the Irish context. Here use wiU be made o f  opinion poll data on the issue 

o f abortion.

B e l i e f -s a m p l in g  m o d e l  a n d  t h e  a b o r t i o n  is s u e

One o f  the m ost salient and divisive issues within pubUc opinion in Ireland is abortion. 

This issue has been the subject o f five referendums (i.e. 1983, three separate proposals 

in 1992, and m ost recently in 2002) and a considerable am ount o f  opinion polling. 

M oreover, the responses given to opinion poll questions provide one o f  the few 

sources o f  inform ation on why respondents supported amending the Constitution in 

1983 so as to  give a m other and her unborn child equal rights. The anti-abortion 

proponents o f  this am endm ent believed it would prohibit any abortion legislation 

being introduced in the Republic o f  Ireland by the legislature or judiciar}" as had 

occurred in Britain (1967) and the USA (1973) respectively.^

At first sight the abortion issue would seem to be a straightfonv^ard one as m ost 

citizens would be expected to have some opinion on this emotive issue. However, 

referendum  campaigns have shown that making amendm ents to the Constitution is a 

complex m atter as sometimes it is no t clear how these am endm ents will be interpreted 

by the Courts. For example, in 1992 the Irish Supreme Court in the X  case stated that 

abortion is legal in Ireland for specific health related reasons and this is the current 

legal situation. However, for many the Irish electorate’s support o f  a constitutional 

am endm ent giving equal rights to  the life o f  a pregnant m other and her unborn child in 

1983 am ounted to a legal ban on abortion. This was the view taken by the Attorney 

General and the High Court in the X  case. However, the Supreme Court subsequendy 

ruled that the Irish electorate in 1983 did not vote for a com plete ban on abortion.^

During the 1992 referendum  on abortion voters were asked to make abortion 

illegal in Ireland except where abortion was necessary to  “save the Ufe, as distinct from 

the health o f  the m other.” While this distinction between the “Ufe” and “health” o f

5 P rior to the  1983 refe rendum  ab o rtio n  w as illegal in the  Republic Ireland u n d er the  O ffen ces A gainst the P erson  
A ct (1861). The P ro-L ife  A m en d m en t C am paign (I’LAC]) so ugh t to  ensu re  th a t abo rtio n  rem ained illegal in Ireland 
by am ending  th e  ( 'o n s titu tio n  so  as to  give explicit p ro tec tio n  to  the  unborn . 'I 'he pro-life  lobby saw th e  passing  o f  
the  1983 am en d m en t as p ro v id in g  a constitu tional ban  o n  abortion . I low ever, the  legalit)' o f  this claim  rem ained 
un tested  until the  X case in 1992.
^  In realit)’ legal abo rtio n s are n o t undertaken  in Ireland because o f  restrictive guidelines created  by the  Irish M edical 
(x)uncil. A ny d o c to r  w ho  is found  to  be  ignoring  these professional guidelines though  acting  w ithin the  law w ould 
run  the risk o f  seriouslv jeopard ising  their career p ro sp ec ts  (I lug  1999: 191).
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the m other might seem like legal casuistry it ensued from the fact that the X  case 

allowed abortion in Ireland on the grounds o f  threatened suicide by the mother. For 

many Pro-Life (conserv^ative) groups this am ounted to a liberal abortion regime, as they 

argued that the grounds o f  suicide effectively made abortion available to anyone who 

sought it.

MRBI found “considerable confusion” among the Irish electorate during the 

abortion referendum  campaign o f  late 1992 (Jones 2001: 135-6). O ne quarter o f those 

interviewed admitted to being confused, a further third expressed opinions toward the 

availabilit)' o f  abortion that did not match with their vote intentions in the referendum. 

In fact, as table 2-1 shows less than half o f  those interviewed (44 percent) had what 

could be called consistent opinions.

<< Table 2-1, about here >>

Jones (2001: 137) interpreted such results in his expert commentar}' in The Irish Times 

evidence o f  an “inform ation deficit” among the electorate. In short, he argued opinion 

inconsistency was greatest among those who were unable to express their “true 

opinions” because they did not fully understand the constitutional amendment. Such 

an interpretation fits in with the M irror Theory o f  opinion poUing and the assumption 

that all m em bers o f  the Irish public had an opinion about abortion, but could not 

m atch it coherentiy with vote intentions as political leaders had not explained the 

referendum  proposal in an effective manner. Is this true, do Irish citizens have strong 

opinions on abortion that are related to level o f  political knowledge? The Belief- 

Sampling Model would lead us to think that the situation is not that simple.

A similar referendum  occurred again in M arch 2002 where voters were asked to 

rem ove suicide as grounds for abortion.^ Fortunately, the Irish Social and Political 

Attitudes Sur\^ey (ISPAS) undertaken during the winter o f 2001/2 investigated attitudes 

toward liberalisation o f  abortion in Ireland. The advantage o f  this survey is that it 

examined vote intentions on the relatively straightforward issue o f  “strengthening the 

ban on abortion” or opposing such a move. In addition, ISPAS examined the 

acceptability, using a four-point scale, o f  four different scenarios when abortion might 

be allowed under law. These scenarios briefly described in table 2-2 ranged from  a

’ The referendum  o f  2003 following the legal complexity o f  previous abortion referendums tried to define when life 
started as the m om ent o f  “implantation” rather than “conception.” This resulted in a confusing debate about the 
legality' o f  emergency contraception (morning-after-pill); sec Kennedy (2002: 120).
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restricted to a less restrictive abortion regime. In M arch 2002, the Irish electorate 

vo ted  in a referendum  on scenario 1 and this proposal was rejected.

<< Table 2-2, about here >>

T he primar)’ merit o f  using the ISPAS sur\"ey is that it allows us to see w hether vote 

intentions in an abortion referendum  were consonant with attitudes toward abortion 

and  additionally w hether such consonance was influenced by level o f  political 

inform ation. The M irror Theorj" o f opinion poUing would lead us to  expect that vote 

intentions should m atch opinions toward abortion with m ore liberal regimes being 

m ost unacceptable for those w ho supported a ban on abortion. Furtherm ore, those 

w ho  are m ore inform ed should exhibit higher levels o f  consistency between their vote 

intentions and opinions. In contrast, the Belief-Sampling M odel would argue that the 

link between opinions on abortion and vote intentions is no t likely to be so simple 

because respondents regardless o f  level o f informedness may not have single opinions 

on  abortion. As a result, the four different scenarios outlined in ISPAS may not have 

been seen by respondents as representing a steady progression from  conservative to 

liberal options.

As ISPAS was fielded before the referendum  campaign the opinions expressed 

w ould have reflected the pre-dispositions or values o f  respondents rather than the 

short-term  effects o f  a campaign. In addition, ISPAS has a measure o f  level o f  political 

knowledge allowing us to examine whether this factor is im portant in explaining 

differences in opinion consistency within the Irish public. As noted earlier pollsters 

such as Jack Jones (2001: 137) have argued that consistency between vote intentions in 

abortion referendum s and preferred legal framework governing the provision o f 

abortion were strongly conditioned by level o f informedness.

O ur expectation is that those who favoured strengthening the ban on abortion 

w ould have found the m ost limited circumstances for abortion the “m ost acceptable.” 

Table 2-2 reveals that this is no t true for those with the lowest level o f political 

knowledge and is in fact only true for those with high information. However, the 

expectation that those against strengthening the ban on abortion would express 

increasing support for a more liberal abortion regime is also no t true. The implication 

here is that many respondents only favoured abortion under limited circumstances. 

F o r those who supported an abortion ban, differences in die level o f political 

knowledge were im portant as those with high levels o f  inform ation found scenario 1
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the least unacceptable (19 percent) o f  all the scenarios outlined. For the low 

inform ation segment the m ost Liberal abortion scenario (i.e. 4) was not any more 

unacceptable than the least liberal scenario (i.e. 1). Such invariance suggests that this 

group was against abortion regardless o f the circumstances.

For each abortion regime scenario in table 2-2 we have calculated measures o f 

association for each level o f  inform ation to see how well vote intentions in a future 

abortion referendum  tallied with opinions toward abortion. W here vote intentions and 

expressed opinions are consonant the measure o f association (Phi) should be positive 

and statistically significant (p£.05). This is the case for all levels o f inform ation in 

scenario 1. In contrast, if vote intentions and attitudes toward abortion are logically 

m ism atched (e.g. intend to vote for an abortion ban and yet express opinions that 

favour allowing abortion) the measure o f association should be negative and 

statistically significant as revealed in scenarios 3 and 4. Lastly, if there is little 

association between vote intentions and opinions toward abortion the coefficient o f 

association will no t be statistically significant -  a pattern evident for all levels o f 

inform ation in scenario 2 o f  table 2-2.

For those against the abortion ban, scenarios 1 and 2 drew the highest levels o f 

support am ong the low and highly informed implying, once again, that for many a 

liberal abortion law was not desired. Significandy, scenario 2 that relates direcdy to the 

Supreme Court judgement in the X  case had a powerful impact on the opinions 

expressed for all inform ation groups. It was the m ost unacceptable scenario for aU 

inform ation levels, although it was not the m ost liberal circumstances, proposed for 

abortion. M oreover, the measures o f  association (Phi) between vote intentions in an 

abortion referendum  and opinions toward abortion for scenario 2 are the only ones not 

to show any standard level o f  statistical significance.

AU o f  this evidence dem onstrates the framing effects o f the issues raised in the X  

case and the 1992 abortion referendum. For scenario 2 respondents were drawing on 

ver)’ specific considerations that led those against abortion to find this option to  be the 

m ost unacceptable. Such a stance appears at first sight to be illogical. However, this 

pattern does make sense within the BeHef-SampUng Model, because the considerations 

relating to the X  case and the legacy o f the 1992 abortion referendum  would have 

framed the abortion issue in a particular way for many (older) respondents.

The data presented in table 2-2 also suggests that many less politically inform ed 

citizens had not considered scenarios 3 and 4 as grounds for abortion. Consequently,
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the observ'cd inform ation effects were greatest in the response patterns revealed in 

scenario 1. Here the measures o f  association (Phi) are all positive, significant and 

increase in value with higher levels o f political information. Furtherm ore, the negative 

coefficient o f  association for scenarios 3 and 4 for all inform ation levels indicates that 

there is a m ism atch between vote intention in a future abortion referendum  and 

attitude toward abortion. However, the Belief-Sampling M odel warns us to be m indful 

that scenario 3 and 4 included the emotionally powerful terms o f  “rape” and “incest.” 

N o t surprisingly, any discussion o f abortion including these terms is likely to have 

involved different considerations to scenarios 1 and 2.** The differential data patterns 

and associations evident in table 2-2 dem onstrate that this is m ost likely the case.

The purpose o f this section has been to illustrate poll response effects and the role 

that level o f  political knowledge and different considerations can play in the answers 

chosen by respondents. While the N on-A ttitude Model contends that real opinions are 

m ore prevalent am ong the highly inform ed we ha^^e dem onstrated from  our simple 

analysis in table 2-1 that this is not the whole stor)^ Even the m ost knowledgeable 

segments o f  public opinion do not give responses that are always coherent. Overall, 

this evidence fits m ost closely with the insights offered by the Belief-Sampling Model 

o f  survey response.

B e l i e f -s a m p l in g  m o d e l  a n d  t y p e s  o f  o p i n i o n  p o l l  q u e s t i o n s

The Belief-Sampling M odel o f  surv^ey response predicts that in different inter\4ew 

contexts respondents w l U interpret the questions asked by an interviewer differendy. 

Reversing this logic. K inder and Sanders (1990) have argued that different ty^pes o f 

questions on the same issue can have similar effects on observed survey responses as 

those associated with contextual changes. This is because by asking a specific sort o f 

question respondents are prim ed in line with the logic o f the Belief-Sampling M odel to 

use particular considerations in providing an answer.^

However, by changing the wording, or form at, o f  a poll question on the same 

issue very different considerations may be used in formulating an answer. 

Consequently, we can say that different surv^ey questions relating to a single issue 

illuminate different facets o f this issue. Carmines and Stimson (1980) applied a similar

** This is no t strictly speaking corrcct. Scenarios 1 and 2 derive from the X case o f  I'ebruary 1992 and the case o f 
D ecem ber 1997 were the results o f  the rape o f young teenagers within the hom e environm ent. However, these 
cases were m ost associated with the legal “ threat o f suicide” question.

Zaller (1992: 59-61) refers to this idea that individuals feel differendy about different aspects o f the same issue as 
“ Ambivalence D eduction.”
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t}"pe o f logic in theit study o f  issue voting when they put forward the idea that there are 

broadly two main t\'pes o f  issues — “hard” and “easy” issues.

Stemming from  this work the intuition being developed here is diat not all opinion 

poll questions on a specific issuc are o f the same t}’pe. Therefore, it is reasonable to 

expect that in a database o f  poll questions there wiU be subsets o f  surv^ey items that 

measure different facets o f public opinion on a specific topic such as abortion. 

M oreover, it is im portant to identify these facets and to construct separate poll trends 

in order to ensure valid inferences. Following the broad logic outlined by Carmines 

and Stimson, we will maintain in this dissertation that poU questions on a topic can be 

broadly divided into “hard” and “easy” ones. Such a strategy raises the problem  of 

how it is possible to differentiate between hard and easy questions.

Here we wiU use insights from  Carmines and Stim son’s influential article and argue 

that poll questions that refer to a hard facet o f  an issue outHne the means by which a 

specific policy will be implem ented and require knowledge and careful thought to be 

answered. In contrast, questions that refer to easy facets o f  an issue relate either to 

policy goals or symbolic considerations that often have a long history and refer 

t^-pically to unresolved conflicts. O f  course, this differentiation between ‘hard’ and 

‘easy’ questions does no t foUow a simple “rule-of-thum b”, bu t should be seen mainly 

as a m atter o f degree rather than kind where poll items are best seen as lying along a 

continuum  where there are different degrees o f “hardness.” Nonetheless, in order to 

provide a consistent basis for the use o f the hard/easy question concept it is 

appropriate at this point to provide some form  o f  definition.

Definition of Hard and Easy questions

The theory developed by Carmines and Stimson (1980; 82) contends that differential 

responses to an issue question wiU be conditioned by a key variable. For issue voting 

this key variable was seen to be the level o f political inform ation possessed by a 

respondent. As we are dealing in this dissertation primarily with different opinions on 

the same issue the impact o f  political knowledge o f respondents is not likely to be always 

important. Empirical analysis o f the N orthern  Ireland, abortion and EU issues shows 

this to be the case. Such a finding makes sense if one accepts that issues in toto are 

either im portant to the public, or they are not.

However, the insight o f  the Cartnines and Stimson’s theory that opinion 

differences should be conditional on a key variable remains valid. In chapters 5 and 7 

we will make the case that the impact o f age as a conditioning variable is fundamentally
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im portant in understanding public opinion relating to the liberal agenda and N orthern 

Ireland respectively. In these chapters, the age variable wiU be used as an indicator o f 

differential socialisation.

However, in elaborating a m ore precise definition o f  Carmines and Stimson’s 

concept o f  hard and easy issues and to use these concepts to categorise opinion poU 

questions it is necessary" to take account o f four additional criteria that relate direcdy to 

the nature o f the opinion poll questions asked. First and forem ost we m ust consider 

the content o f  the questions. Hard questions refer to the policies or means used to 

achieve a desired goal. Easy poll items refer to policy goals that have a long historj' or 

relate to widely supported symbolic considerations (Carmines and Stimson 1980: 80).

Secondly, consideration o f the format o f the poU questions implem ented is also 

crucial. Items that simply ask a respondent to  agree/disagree with a single goal or 

policy are m uch easier to answer than items that involve the respondent making a 

choice between two or more desired policies to achieve a specific objective (see, 

chapter 6). Typical examples o f hard questions include;

•  Questions that ask about preferences for increased governm ent spending in 
conjunction with the possible consequences such as increased taxation (see, 
chapter 7).

•  Sur\'ey items that force respondents to choose between two desirable goals 
such as protecting Irish independence or supporting efforts to unite fuUy with 
the EU (see, chapter 8).

Thirdly, items in a poU that involve considering policy options also prom pt 

respondents into considering the possible consequences o f  different courses o f 

action. Typical examples in Ireland are responses to constitutional am endm ent 

questions asked in polls during referendum  campaigns (see, chapter 5).

Lasdy, the Context under which poUing takes place is im portant because the 

considerations used by respondents to answer questions during referendum  campaigns 

is likely to  be different when an issue is no t the subject o f intense partisan and media 

debate. In effect, the timing o f poU questions wiU influence the degree to which 

respondents wiU consider the consequences o f  expressing a specific opinion (see, 

chapter 5). M oreover, as the political context changes over time the considerations 

used by respondents to answer such trend questions will change as the meaning o f  the 

poll item evolves. This implies that poll items that were once easy questions can 

become hard ones or vice versa. This process is best shown with an example. 

Desiring a united Ireland in 1970 at the start o f  the ‘Troubles’ was som ething quite
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different to expressing a preference for a united Ireland during the Belfast Agreem ent 

campaign in 1998 (see, chapter 6).

In summary’, these four criteria, i.e. poll question content, format, policy 

consequences and context o f poUing, determine whether respondents are asked hard or 

easy questions. This definition o f  the hard and easy distinction in poU items provides a 

m ore precise operationalisation o f  Carmines and Stimson (1980) key insight that survey 

questions that examine hard issues require much m ore mental effort for respondents to 

answer than easy ones remains intact. Here we also incorporate a central aspect o f  the 

Belief Sampling M odel o f  surv^ey response, which is that die considerations used by 

respondents to answer poll questions vary systematically across contexts and over time. 

In the next section we wiU move beyond definitional issues and demonstrate how the 

theoretical considerations o f the BeHcf-SampHng M odel inform  our understanding o f 

the methodological problem s o f  questionnaire design and implementation.

Q u e s t io n n a ir e  d e s ig n  a n d  im p l e m e n t a t io n

The Belief-Sampling Model o f  surv^ey response conceptualises m ost respondents as 

having only a passing interest in politics and public affairs. Consequendy, when 

relatively uninterested citizens are confronted in an interview situation with questions 

on issues that they only consider occasionally this has im portant consequences for how 

they are likely to  react to specific t}"pes o f  questions. Lacking any firm opinions on an 

issue, respondents will use whatever inform ation first comes to mind when answering 

many opinion poll items. This implies tiiat questionnaire design and implementation is 

a crucial elem ent in the opinion polling process.

Consequendy, salient features w ithin the construction o f the questionnaire and the 

interview itself are likely to have im portant effects. In this section we will dem onstrate 

that many o f the well-known questionnaire design effects are not isolated phenom ena, 

but can be profitably understood within the framework o f the Belief-Sampling Model 

(note, ZaUer 1992: 77). In the following sub-sections, we wiU dem onstrate using six 

examples the im portance o f questionnaire design.

Question wording effects: A good example o f a question wording effect occurred 

during 1978 when IMS and the ESRI asked questions about N orthern Ireland. In 

particular both surv^eying agencies were interested in measuring attitudes in the 

Republic toward the communities in N orthern  Ireland and assessing the degree o f
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perceived social distance. The logic behind both  the IMS and ESRI sun^ey items are 

the same, bu t the phrasing is different as we can see;

Here are some statements about people in the North. I  would like to know i f  you agree or disagree with these 
statements, (a) People in the North, Protestant and Catholic have more in common with each other then they 
have with people in the South? (IMS: C M C /m d/J.780/6, March 91978, question 11a).

Northern Ireland is a topic of interest and concern for many people. I  would like to get your views on some 
aspects relating to the Northern problem. Would you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 
Catholics in Northern Ireland have more in common with Northern Protestants than they have with Catholics 
in the Republic? E SRI, July -  September 1978, question 51 (see, Davis and Sinnott, 1979).

These two sur\xys, undertaken within six m onths o f  each other, exhibit a twenty- 

percentage point difference in support for the view that citizens living in N orthern  

Ireland have m ore in com m on with each other, despite their denominational 

differences, than with citizens living in the Republic o f Ireland. The m ore “bland” IMS 

question format, which did not state anything about N orthern  Ireland being a “concern 

for many people” or place undue emphasis on “Catholics in N orthern  Ireland” and 

“N orthern  Protestants” elicited a m uch lower level o f  perceived social distance than 

the ESRI surv^ey item.'*'

Question bias effects: Many o f the social welfare questions asked by pollsters both  in 

Ireland and elsewhere ignore economic realities. Quite often these questions ask a 

respondent whether they would like to have m ore social ser\4ces, bu t no account is 

given o f  the potential costs and benefits o f the policies proposed. MRBI in Septem ber 

1988 asked a t\'pical social welfare question: “Are you in favour or no t o f  the 

governm ent spending m ore money to reduce the level o f  poverty in Ireland?” 

Unsurprisingly, 88 percent o f respondents were in favour o f  increased governm ent 

spending." However, when this question was followed with “W ould you stiU be in 

favour if it meant that better-off people would have to pay higher taxes?” there was a 22 

percent drop in support for such a policy (see, table 7-3 and appendix 7-3 for details).

These ‘increase governm ent spending’ t\-pes o f questions are easy for surv^eying 

companies to write and convenient for respondents to answer. However, such 

questions take no account o f economic realities. In fact, such polling data are o f  no use 

to  policy makers though such items are o f  course useful within the realm o f  political

■" O f  coursc public opinion toward issues such as N orthern  Ireland could have changed in a m atter o f  days after 
some violent event. In 1978, there were 81 killings and 755 bom bs planted in the N orth, Although the IMS and 
liSRl surveys were taken four to six m onths apart there does no t seem in retrospect to have been any m ajor acts o f 
violence that m ight explain the opinion difference observed between these two surveys (see, appendix 2-1).
"  M R B l/3680/88, The Irish Times. September 5-6,1988, question 11.
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rhetoric. There is strong reason to believe that if respondents are given some idea of 

the downsides to  these t\^es  o f  social spending proposals support will be much less. 

More generally, almost all social welfare poll questions are biased as they equate 

increased governm ent spending with social improvements. Respondents might feel that 

social provisions would be greater if governm ent interv^ention was less. In short, 

pollsters rarely ask social welfare questions that are based on economic realities and 

coax respondents to give answers that are o f  dubious utility (see, Wiebe 1953: 349; 

Yankelovich 1991; 24-27; W eissberg 2002).

Question ordering or priming effects: The m ost frequently asked question in Irish 

opinion polls is the vote intention item. Normally, this question is asked at the same 

point in an interview, m ost often close to the start. There is a good reason for this 

questionnaire design decision. It is well known in polling research that partisan based 

questions are susceptible to the influence o f answers to other questions relating to 

governm ent perform ance and poUcy preferences. In January 1991, MRBI asked its 

vote intention question at the end o f its surv^ey inter\tiew rather than at the beginning, 

as is normally the case.

<< Figure 2-1, about here >>

The resultant estimates for Fianna Fail were higher than the preceding (+9 percent) 

and subsequent (+7 percent) poU estimates respectively. In order to set this question 

in the proper context, aU MRBI poll estimates o f  support for Fianna Fail from  early 

1987 to late 1992 (i.e. during the twenty-fifth and twenty-sixth Dail’s) are shown in 

figure 2-1. O ne can see from this figure that the MRBI estimate for Januar\^ 1991 is 

rather high. It is at the upper bound o f the 95 percent confidence inter\^al for 

contem porary polls. So while it is not possible to definitely say that this poU estimate is 

an outlier due to a question ordering effect the evidence is nonetheless suggestive. 

Significantiy, MRBI did not place the vote intention item as the last question in its 

surv^ey again indicating some internal concerns about question ordering effects.'^

Ambiguous poll questions: Given the revelations from  the various tribunals o f 

inquiry since 1997 into political corruption in Ireland, IMS asked in late 2001 what 

voters thought o f  political parties more generally. The m ost salient point in these poU

T'or an example o f  priming cffccts with an issue question, i.e. introduction o f  the ICuro, see Lyons (2003: 11-12).
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results is that Fianna Fail scored highest on all the part}’ attributes investigated by IMS. 

Significandy, 39 per cent o f  Fianna Fail’s own supporters thought that the part)’ was the 

“m ost politically corrupt.” W hat is m ost telling from  these data are that Irish voters, 

especially supporters o f the smaller parties, were willing to endorse positive attributes 

such as “best at getting things done” to other parties and m ore particularly Fianna Fail. 

For example, only half o f aU Fine Gael identifiers stated that Fine Gael was best in this 

respect, while over three-quarters o f Fianna Fail supporters stuck with their part)’. In 

fact, 17 per cent o f  Fine Gael voters believed that Fianna Fail was best at getting things 

done (see, appendix 2-2).”

While these poll results are interesting this “part)^ image” question is less than 

satisfactor)’ because the item  is ambiguous. Respondents could have expressed what 

they thought was the prevailing opinion on parties as depicted in the media. 

Alternatively, those intervtiewed may have expressed their own personal opinion. W hat 

this really tells us about party’ image in Ireland is difficult to say. M ore generally, the 

Belief-Sampling Model warns us data that we suspect results from  different 

considerations cannot be taken at face value. T o  do so is equivalent to mixing the 

results o f  two different poU questions, and thereafter proceeding to make inferences 

based on what are effectively heterogeneous data.

Similar but incomparable poll questions: A persistent them e within the media has 

been that extensive reporting o f  corruption in public instimtions has had an 

underm ining effect on public confidence and trust. There has been consistent interest 

within the media and am ong academics in this issue. For this reason, there are sur\^ey 

datasets for Ireland on national (and some international institutions) for two decades, 

which facilitates obser\^ation o f stability or change over time. Previous research has 

found that Ireland has similar levels o f confidence in public institutions to  other 

European countries and for many institutions “ the level o f confidence expressed is 

somewhat greater than the E uropean average” (Hardiman and W helan 1994: 103).

<< Table 2-3, about here >>

Table 2-3, shows data on public confidence/trust from  five different sur\’eys that ask 

what at first sight seems to be the same question. However, they do so in ways that do 

not make them  strictiy comparable. The EVS and ASES items are ver)’ similar in terms

Iwidcncc presented in this sub-section draws from l.yons (2002: 12).
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o f  question form at and their focus is on confidence. Eurobarom eter questions 

concentrate on the level of trust and use dichotom ous response options and this makes 

the marginal distributions somewhat different. In contrast, IMS is somewhat unique in 

focussing on the concept o f providing leadership while MRBI followed the example o f 

Eurobarom eter. M oreover, IMS and MRBI chose to focus on different institutions.

The key problem  here is that the type o f  sur\^ey question helps determine the 

expressed level o f public response because the concepts o f  ‘confidence’, ‘level o f  trust’ 

and ‘providing leadership’ while strongly related nonetheless yield different response 

patterns. There is also the problem  here o f  question wording and response option 

differences. All o f  these m easurem ent concerns underm ine the face validity o f  these 

items — which surv^ey item is m ost appropriate for examining specific research 

questions associated with theories o f  mass-elite linkage? From  a public opinion 

perspective, these results highlight the need to be cautious about statements that argue 

public confidence in institutions is changing.

Response effects: In surv^ey questions with a closed response form at respondents are 

expected to choose the option that best fits their answer to the question asked. This 

assum ption seems intuitively plausible especially for salient issues. Unformnately, 

polling experience indicates that the t)pe  and num ber o f  response options given can 

gready influence a surv^ey’s estimates o f public preferences.

H ere we will look at two sur\^ey questions asked in 1988 on the preferred 

constitutional status for N orthern  Ireland. Both items had a similar wording in 

substantive terms as seen below, but had a different response option form at (see, 

bo ttom  o f  figure 2-4 for details).

<< Table 2-4, about here >>

W ithin the IMS poll the m ost popular options for bringing peace to N orthern  Ireland 

were “a united Ireland” (30 percent), followed closely by “power sharing between the 

Unionist and Nationalist communities with constitutional guarantees to protect the 

minority” (29 percent) and thirdly a federal Ireland (14 percent). However, when 

com parison is made with the data from  the ESRl surv^ey we discover a surprising result 

— the power-sharing option that was supported by almost three-in-ten respondents in 

the IMS poU was m uch less popular in the ESRI survey. In fact, the ESRI research
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found that 19 percent thought power sharing was desirable and this option for solving 

the problem s in N orthern  Ireland was ranked fifth out o f  seven options given.

This rather dramatic dissirrdlarit}- in rankings appears to have resulted from 

differences in the response options implemented. Specifically, in the ESRI sur\^ey the 

pow er sharing response option made no reference to “constitutional guarantees to 

protect the minorit}'.” Furtherm ore, the IMS sun^ey item  was simpler in that 

respondents just picked the option they Uked m ost, while in the ESRI question, the 

respondent had to rate each option as being desirable, no t desirable but acceptable, or 

undesirable. W hich o f these sur\^ey items was m ost representative o f Irish public 

opinion is impossible to assess, but it does indicate that both  sets o f results need to be 

treated with some caution. In general, the logic o f  the BeUef-Sampling Model warns us 

to be vigilant toward question form ats that have the potential to p rom pt different 

considerations during surv^ey interviews.

W ithin this section we have shown through six examples that there is evidence 

within Irish opinion poll data to support some o f the main tenets o f the Belief- 

Sampling Model o f  survey response. Irish respondents like their counterparts 

elsewhere do not have fixed opinions on many issues and hence are sensitive to small 

changes in the interview context. This is an im portant finding as it goes against the 

commonly held vtiew, as espoused in the M irror Theory o f  opinion poOing, that the 

pubUc have real opinions on many issues discussed within the media.

C o n c l u s io n

The first goal o f this chapter has been to show how consideration o f  public opinion 

m easurem ent and questionnaire design informs our understanding o f  what opinion 

polls can tell us about public opinion. The second objective has been to dem onstrate 

in the Irish context the application o f  theoretical and m ethodological insights derived 

from  the acadeinic Hteramre on opinion polling. Until now  such a task has rarely been 

attem pted and there is little published work in the field o f  opinion polling methodology' 

and surv-ey response theory^ within the Irish social sciences. For the m ost part opinion 

poll and academic survey results are taken at face value, a position we have 

dem onstrated that is likely to lead to inv'alid inferences.

W ithin this chapter we hav^e shown that different conceptualisations o f what takes 

place during an opinion poll intei'view strongly determ ines how we evaluate public 

opinion poll results. The contention that opinion poll results directiy “m irror” public 

opinion, while stiU influential in many quarters, is based on an unrealistic understanding
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o f  how respondents answer poll questions. A review o f the opinion poUing literature 

reveals that the mass survey evidence does not support many o f the implications o f  the 

two main variants o f  the Mirror Theory o f opinion poUing, where for example 

knowledgeable respondents always express m ore consistent or truer opinions than their 

less inform ed fellow citizens.

Ironically, the m ore realistic Belief-Sampling theorj^ o f surv^ey response indicates 

on the one hand that opinion poUs may not accurately reflect public opinion, but on 

the o ther hand shows how the “problem s o f polling” illuminates how opinions are 

form ed and recorded during interviews. In the second part o f  this chapter we have 

highlighted with six examples how questionnaire form at can affect in im portant ways 

the opinions m easured by Irish pollsters. It should be stressed here that the objective 

o f  this chapter has not been to underm ine the legitimacy o f  Irish opinion poU data, but 

rather to dem onstrate its inherent characteristics and provide guidance for more 

productive interpretations and inferences.

Having outlined in chapters 1 and 2 the nature o f opinion poll and questionnaire 

design in Ireland, we are now in a position to assess the electoral record o f the polls. 

This is the topic that will be addressed in chapter 3 with regard to how well Irish 

opinion poll predictions based on vote intention questions have m atched acmal 

election results. An im portant caveat is required here. Use will be made o f  the term 

“m irroring” public opinion at the aggregate level. I f  opinion polls correcdy predict 

election outcom es (i.e. within sampling error) we will say that the poUs appear to 

“m irror” public opinion. This use o f  the term  “m irror” is different to that implied by 

the individual level response processes outlined in the Belief-Sampling Model.
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Figure 2-1, Example of a question ordering effect: first preference vote 
intentions for Fianna Fail in MRBI surveys, 1987-1992 (per cent)
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Notes: A ll M R B I surveys had total samples of one thousand respondents. The sampling error for registered voters is ± 3  percent, at a 95  
percent confidence interval. Thus i f  50 percent oflrefand's registered voters were found to be willing to give Fianna Fail a lirst preference 
vole in the next general election, one would be 95 percent sure that the true figure would be between 47 and 53 percent (50 ±  3) had all 
registered voters been interviewed in many polls, rather than ju st a single sample. Sampling error increases as the sample size decreases, so 
statements based on various population subgroups, such as separate figures reported for Fianna Fail, Fine Gael or the Labour Party, are 
subject to more error than are statements based on the total sample. Typically Fianna Fail (subgroup) support contains about three to 
four hundred respondents Such estimates would typically have a sampling error o f approximatefy 5  percent, represented here as a 
confidence interval The M R B I Fianna Fail estimate for January 1991 is indicated by a larger black square.
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Table 2-1, Cross-tabulation of attitude toward the availability of abortion in 
Ireland and vote intention in the abortion referendum of November 
1992, (percent)

Attitude to the availability of abortion in Ireland

a

co
B3

Should be 
available to 
everybody

Available 
on threat 

to physical 
life of the 

mother

Available 
on threat 

to physical 
life and 
suicide

Never in any 
circumstances

No
opinion

Total

0)

b. V

Will vote 
“yes”:

C 3
o S
kM -o o>>
ra  w
tvi S
05 irt

favour
limited
abortion

Will vote 
“no”:

lOt- 21B lie 5c lA 48

Qi 3 JS yi
_c
c_o
cu

retain 1983 
ban on 
abortion

Don’t

6» 6C 6C IIB lA 30

c
wo

know /  no 
opinion

3^ 6-4 4 /I 4 4 5^ 22

> Total 19 33 21 20 7 100

Source: Jones (2001:136). Note letter superscripts refer to a categorisation of public on the basis of a crosstabulation of 
the answers to these two poll questions.

Segment of public opinion that had no fixed opinion (24 percent)
® Segment of public opinion whose vote intentions were consistent with their attitudes toward abortion (44 percent)
^ Segment of public opinion whose attitude toward abortion is mismatched with the appropriate vote intention in the 
referendum (32 percent)

Which of the phrases on this card comes nearest to your own opinions about the availability of abortion in Ireland? 
R O TA  T E  OPTIONS, (a) Should be available for anyone who wants it; (b) Should be available i f  a threat to the life o f 
the mother; (c) Should be available i f  a threat to the life of the mother including suicide; (d) Never in any circumstances. 
M R B I/4090/92, 09 /11 /92 , The Irish Times, question 14.

The wording on the Ballot Paper on the Right to Life/Abortion issue will be - SH O W  C A R D  -  “I t shall be unlawful 
to terminate the life of an unborn unless such termination is necessary to save the life, as distinct from the health, of the 
mother where there is an illness or disorder o f the mother giving rise to a real and substantial risk to her life, not being a 
risk o f self-destruction”. W ill you vote ‘yes' to put the amendment in the Constitution, or ‘N o ’ not to put it in? 
M R B I/4090/92, 09 /11 /92 , The Irish Times, question 15.
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Table 2-2, Comparison of attitudes toward the availability of abortion in 
Ireland and vote intention in a future abortion referendum by level 
of political information, Winter 2001/2 (percent)

Scenario I: Abortion to save a woman's life excluding Scenario 2: Abortion to save a woman's life including the
the risk o f suicide risk o f suicide

Low information Acccptablc Unacceptable Total Low information .Acceptable Unacceptable 'Total

I'avour abortion ban 24 18 42 T'avour abortion ban 13 27 40

Against abortion ban 24 34 58 Against abortion ban 23 37 60

Total 48 52 100 'Total 36 64 100

Phi=.170, p=.003 Phi= -.045, p=.429

Medium information Acccptablc Unacceptable Total Medium information .\ccep  table Unacceptable Total

I'avour abortion ban 30 23 54 Favour abortion ban 18 35 53

Against abortion ban 21 26 46 Against abortion ban 16 31 47

Total 51 49 100 'Total 34 66 100

Phi= .123,p=.003 Phi= -,001,p=.981

High information Acccptable Unacceptable 'Total High information Acceptable Unacceptable 'Total

I'avour abortion ban 39 19 58 I'avour abortion ban 22 35 57

Against abortion ban 14 29 42 .\gainst abortion ban 14 29 43

Total 52 48 100 Total 36 64 100

l>hi=.346, p<.001 Phi=.072, p=.210

Scenario 3: Abortion to save a woman's life including 
the risk o f suicide or pregnancy resulting from rape or 
incest

Scenario 4: Abortion to save a woman's life including the 
risk o f suicide OR pregnancy resulting from rape or incest 
OR to protect the woman's physical or mental health

Low information Acccptablc Unacceptable Total Low information Acceptable Unacceptable 'Total

I'avour abortion ban 23 17 40 1‘avour abortion ban 25 16 40

Against abortion ban 47 14 60 Against abortion ban 44 15 60

Total 70 30 100 'Total 69 31 100

P h i^  -.207, p<.001 Phi= -.143, p = .013

Medium information Acccptable Unacceptable 'Total Medium information Acccptable Unacceptable 'Total

Favour abortion ban 29 24 53 Favour abortion ban 28 25 53

Against abortion ban 33 13 47 •\gainst abortion ban 35 12 47

Total 63 37 100 'Total 62 38 100

Phi= -,165,p<.001 Phi=  -.222, p<.001

High information Acccp tabic Unacceptable 'Total High information Acceptable Unacceptable 'Total

Favour abortion ban 26 31 57 Favour abortion ban 23 33 56

Against abortion ban 34 9 43 Against abortion ban 33 10 44

Total 60 40 100 'Total 56 44 100

Phi= -.337, p<.001 Phi= -.349, p < .001

Source: ISP  A S , questions A 17, F 39 and Q15. Vole intention was a 7-point scale (l=deHnitely vote in favour o f strengthening the 
ban on abortion: 7=deHnitely vote against strengthening the ban on abortion) where points 1 &  2  were coded as “favour abortion ban" 
and 6 &  7  were coded as “against abortion ban”. Circumstances for an abortion were rated on a 4-point scale (Inm ost acceptable: 
4=least acceptable) where points 1 &  2  were coded as “acceptable" and 3 &  4 as “unacceptable", Level of information is based on the 
number o f correct answers given in a simple political knowledge quiz where those interviewed were asked to identifying five political 
leaders. Respondents who answered four of live correctly were coded as “high information", two or three correctly “medium information” 
and one or none correctly “low information ”. Scenarios 1 to 4 represent a progression from limited abortion (as proposed by the Irish 
government in the March 2002 referendum) to progressively more liberal grounds for abortion. Phi is a measure o f association for 
variables at the nominal level o f measurement where - I  is a perfectly negative association, 0  indicates no association and - t l  a perfectly 
positive association.
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Table 2-3, Confidence, trust or perceived leadership attributed to Irish public institutions and media, 1981-2003 (per cent)

Source

Concept measured

EVS

Confidence

IMS

Confidence in leadership

EB 47, 52 & 59 

Trust

ASES

Confidence

MRBI

Trust Substantive
Change

Year

Institutions
1981 1990 1999 Jul-92 Nov-96 Oct-98 Oct-00 Mar-02 Mar-03 1997 2002 2003 2000 Oct-02

Religious /  church institutions 78 72 58 38 31 28 32 28 19 58 38 31 - - Decline

Army /  militar)' 75 61 63 - - - - - - 83 80 75 73 - D ecline

Education 67 73 88 - - - 55 - - - - - - - Increase

Trade Unions 37 43 47 25 25 31 - 27 26 54 46 48 - - Increase

Police 86 86 86 - - - 50 - - 78 71 64 71 - Same

Parliament 52 50 33 - - - - - - 38 45 35 35 34 Decline

Civil service (bureaucracy) 54 59 62 - - - - - - 61 64 - 64 59 Same

Social welfare system 59 - 59 - - - - - - - - - - - Same

European Union (EU) - 71 60 - - - - - - 57 52 50 - 53 Decline

United Nations (UN) - 59 64 - - - - - - - 66 59 - - ?

Health care - - 58 - - - 72 - - - - - - -

Justice /  legal system 57 47 56 41 37 40 28 36 30 59 58 50 55 - Decline

Political parties - - 20 - - 17 10 - 20 24 20 27 26 Same

Commercial companies (large) 50 52 - 33 38 37 - 36 30 39 35 31 56 - Decline

Governm ent - - - 22 21 20 - 26 16 39 43 32 34 34 Same

Political leaders

Media
- - - - - - - - - - - 30 - -

Press 43 36 35 37** 49>f* 26 43** 44 37 45 52 51* 33 ?

Radio - - - - - - - - - 73 71 77 - - Increase

Television - - - - - - * - - 69 67 75 - 44 Increase

See appendix 2-3 for details of question wordins. * Refers to “the mass media" ** lournalists {newspapers and R TE)



Figure 2-4, Response option effects in attitudes toward the future of Northern 
Ireland in the Winter of 1988 and Spring of 1989

E S R I IM S

Choice of solution Desirable N ot desirable Unacceptable Ranking 
but acceptable

Desired Ranking 
option

1‘ull integration with Britain

N orthern Ireland as an integral part 
o f  the United Kingdom **
The whole island o f  Ireland to  be 
part o f  the United Kingdom  again

10

4

24 65 

3 93

©

0

3 ®

A return to majoritv’ rule

Power sharing between the 
Unionist and Nationalist 
communities (with constitutional 
guarantees to protect the minorit)')

19 32 49

3 0 

29 0

An independent Ulster

A totally independent N orthern 
Ireland *

22 33 45 ®

13 ®

A I'ederal Ireland - - 19 0
A I'ederal Republic o f  N orthern  & 
Southern Ireland 42 33 25 0

A united Ireland 30 O
A 32 county Republic with one 
central governm ent 
A 32 count)' Republic with 
provincial and central governments

75

48

13 12 

30 22

o

0 -

N 753-945 1,036

* A  totally independent Southern &  Northern Ireland.
** Northern Ireland as an integral part of the United Kingdom with civil rights for all
*** The whole island of Ireland to become an integral part of the United Kingdom with regional governments in Dublin and Belfast.

Note encircled numbers refer to the ordered ranking of responses according to popularity.

Question wording:
"To continue with Northern Ireland, I  would like you to tell me what you think o f the following possible solutions to the present problem. 
Would you consider each of them to be desirable, not desirable but acceptable, don't know, unacceptable? ESRI: Survey of Altitudes in 
Ireland, MacGreil 1989, question 46.
"Which of the following options, in your opinion, would best help to bring peace to Northern Ireland?" IM S: PMacN/mb.J.11345, 
10/04/88, question 20.
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C h a p t e r  3

T h e  e l e c t o r a l  r e c o r d  o f  ir is h  o p in io n  p o l l s

It is literally impossible to interpret opinion poll figures correctly, unless the actual questions, and the 
background, including previous Figures are examined [ . . . /  Many observers frequently see the figures as 
predictive -  this, too, is a misinterpretation [...] Another strange misinterpretation is claiming that poll 
figures had been inaccurate because they were not identical to results of elections, when the poll in question 
had been conducted anything from a weei< to three months earlier. This claim implies that public opinion 
remains static in the face of lively debate.

Jack Jones (2001: 292-3)

In t r o d u c t io n

O ne o f  the key motivations behind the commissioning o f  opinion polls by the media is 

to provide estimates o f  who is likely to be successful in the next general election. In this 

sense, the vote intention questions contained in all Irish opinion polls attem pt to reflect 

the current levels o f support within the electorate if an election were held “ tom orrow .” 

In chapters 1 and 2 we have illustrated the basic criteria that are necessary to provide 

accurate election poll results. Here we wiU use these insights to assess the electoral 

record o f  Irish opinion polls.

This chapter wiU introduce and use two new concepts. M tror Accuracy refers to the 

degree to which the percentage estimates o f party support provided in final pre-election 

opinion polls match with the first preference support observed in actual election 

outcom es. Estimates that are within random  sampling error (± 3 percent) wiU be 

considered accurate, although some reference will also be made to sampling error 

corrected for design effects (± 4 percent). In contrast, Lamp Precision is a measure o f  the 

level o f correlation between inter-election or non-cam paign poU estimates o f  party 

support and actual election results. The object here is to evaluate the extent to which the 

patterns m easured in poU data m atch trends in electoral behaviour. The core idea behind 

lamp precision is that opinion polls have the potential to estimate the underlying 

relationships that underpin observed electoral behaviour.’

O ne reason that assessments o f  polling accuracy are im portant stems from  growing 

problem s evident in opinion polls during recent general elections (M cEkoy and Marsh

' VC'ith regard to use o f  the term “accuracy” in this chapter there is no suggestion that vote intention questions asked 
m onths o r years before an election should m atch very closely subsequent election results. I 'o r m irror accuracy final 
campaign polls will be compared with election results. The expectation here is that final poll results should ideally be 
similar to actual voting behaviour. With lamp precision we arc interested in relationships and the degree to which poll 
trends match with electoral trends. 1 lere the term “precision” refers to how closely both trends are correlated across 
many elections. I lere perfect correlation is treated as a useful standard to make comparisons between political parties.
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2003). There are some indications that the problem s that led British polling companies 

in 1992 to underestim ate the size o f  the Conser\"ative vote, and overestimate the Labour 

Part}- vote are becoming m ore im portant in Ireland. In recent elections, Irish pollsters 

have persistently over-estimated Fianna Fail support in final pre-election polls and under

estimated Fine Gael popularity. O n  this point, it is interesting to note that the quota 

sampling procedure with face-to-face interviewing that is stiU used by IM S/Lansdow ne 

and MRBI was abandoned in Britain after 1992 (except in the case o f  M ORI) in favour 

o f  telephone or internet polling.

The insights o f  the BeUef-Sampling Model o f  surv^ey response and the evidence o f 

questionnaire effects presented in chapter 2 dem onstrate that taking vote intention 

questions at face value, i.e. as simple m irrors o f public opinion, may result in 

m isinterpretation o f  the poll results and the drawing o f invalid inferences. The 

fundamental issue o f  having some understanding o f  how voters interpret poll questions 

is a key feature in evaluating the m irror and lamp functions o f opinion polls. Chapter 4 

win expand on the themes developed here and examine political satisfaction ratings — 

another core feamre o f all Irish opinion polls.

In the first section o f  this chapter we shall describe the characteristics o f  vote 

intention questions. The second section wiU outline the various adjustment procedures 

that have been used by Irish pollsters to im prove the accuracy o f  their pre-election vote 

intention items. The following section will assess how well polls track general election 

outcom es between 1977 and 2002. In the fourth section there will be an investigation o f 

the patterns in partisan responses to vote intention questions during the election cycle. 

The penultim ate section will briefly examine the im portant question o f  w hether general 

election campaigns m atter using the opinion poll evidence. The concluding section will 

draw together the empirical findings o f this chapter and evaluate the accuracy o f Irish 

opinion polls and assess the implications for our understanding o f  what mass sur\"eys tell 

us about public opinion.

C h a r a c t e r is t ic s  o f  v o t e  i n t e n t i o n  q u e s t i o n s

In theory political opinion polling is a straightforward business. A polling company only 

needs to ask a small num ber o f questions to those citizens who are registered to vote. In 

this section we will examine two central concerns. Firstly, the Belief-Sampling Model 

outlined in chapter 2 warns us to be m indful o f  the im plem entation o f  vote intention 

questions m ost especially with regard to question wording and response format.
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Secondly, diere is the im portant, though often ignored, issue o f  how to legitimately 

interpret vote intention poll items. For example, should the results o f all vote intention 

questions during inter-election periods be treated in the same manner, or should we 

expect campaign poll results to be qualitatively different because o f campaign effects? 

The BeUef-Sampling Model suggests that both  phases are not comparable, because the 

contexts are dissimilar and hence the considerations used by respondents to answer vote 

intention questions changes during the inter-election period.

Implementation of the vote intention question: Vote intention questions are asked in 

almost all Irish pubHc opinion poUs and form  a core part o f  a battery o f  three items that 

relate direcdy to party com petition and governm ent formation. Consequently, the vote 

intention item is usually asked first and is followed by a ‘forced choice’ question that 

attem pts to p rom pt hesitant respondents to express a preference. It should be noted that 

IMS and MRBI have asked two other questions (i.e. preferred governm ent/coahtion 

option and perceived likely winner o f the election) closely related to the vote intention 

item  in order to capture some strategic aspects o f  voting. Nonetheless, the elegance and 

simplicity o f the vote intention question make it an indispensable item  for poUing 

companies. For this reason, an evaluation o f  the vote intention item ’s strengths and 

weaknesses is an im portant first step before empirical analysis. The m ost obvious place 

to begin such a task is to first examine the form at o f the question used.

The wording o f vote intention questions has been largely constant over time.^ 

MRBI has consistendy asked its vote intention question after the governm ent and 

leadership satisfaction items. IMS for many years adopted a similar strategy. However in 

1993, IMS following the example o f  Gallup U K  (who had changed their poHcy in 1992) 

and began to ask the vote intention question first. While the possibility o f  priming 

undoubtedly exists it is no t clear that M RBI’s question order is in reaHt)  ̂ inferior. The 

t)'pical wording used by IM S/Lansdow ne foUows the general form at used by Gallup U K  

between 1943 and 2000 (see, Iving et al. 2001: 2).

If a Genera! Election were to take place tomorrow, to which Party or independent candidate would you give your Grst 
preference vote? IF ‘WOULD N O T VOTE/UNDECIDED/REFUSED' ASK: To which Party or 
independent candidate would you be most inclined to give your lirst preference vote? [IMS/Lansdowne, vote 
intention wording],^

2 During election campaigns both IMS and MRBI have used sample ballot papers where the candidates and parties on 
offer in each constituency were presented to respondents. O)m parison o f  the results from both  cjue.stion t\-pes 
indicates little real differences (Mclilroy and Marsh 2003: 163). As the party question is consistent over time this will 
be the focus o f  discussion here.
3 'I'he inclusion o f  “ independent candidates” has been a feature o f  IMS polls only since 2003.
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I f  (here was a general election tomorrow, to which party or independent candidate would you give your first 
preference vote? IF ‘DON'T KNOW PROBE AS FOILOWS -  Please think about i f  for a moment. [IvIRBI, 
vote intention wording]

In contrast, MRBI has developed and im plem ented its own vote intention question 

which is similar in the main question text to the IM S/Lansdow ne one, but is significantiy 

different in the instructions given to those respondents who give an uncom m itted 

response. This difference between the IM S/Lansdow ne and MRBI wording has not 

been examined in detail in previous research.

In order to investigate this question w ording difference we will use the 1992-1997 

inter-election period. During this era there was an almost equal num ber o f 

IM S/Lansdow ne (N=28) and MRBI (N=23) poUs and it is possible to assume that the 

only significant difference between the poll results was the question wording. If  we look 

at the evolution o f the “don’t know” polling estimates for both  IM S/Lansdow ne and 

MRBI in figure 3-1 we see a revealing pattern.

<< Figure 3-1, about here >>

Figure 3-1 shows there is considerable variation in don ’t know responses. This is not 

surprising because sample sizes were sometimes small (n<70) where the sampHng error 

becomes verj^ large (>10 percent). The goal here is to investigate if the inform ation 

effects surrounding general election campaigns are evident in bo th  the IMS and MRBI 

vote intention trends. We will rem rn to this topic in the penultimate section o f  this 

chapter. O ur expectation is that the level o f  “ don ’t know” responses will be lowest 

directly after an election and immediately prior to the subsequent one. M oreover, the 

num ber o f  uncom m itted responses will be highest in mid-election periods as political 

interest is less. Consequentiy, the trend in “don ’t know ” responses should foUow an 

inverted U shaped, or quadratic, trend (note, Gelm an and King 1993; H olbrook 1996; 

Alvarez 1997)."'

The OLS regression lines in figure 3-1 indicate very different trends over the 

election cycle implying different question form at effects. MRBI estimates o f  “d o n ’t 

know ” fluctuate, but alw'ays remain above 6 pcrcent, while those o f IM S/Lansdow ne 

declined as the 1997 general election approached. Such evidence suggests within the

'I'hc trends plotted in figure 3-1 are plotted as a quadratic (second-order polynf)mial) curves where the expectation is 
that the level o f  “don’t know” responses will be relatively low immediately after one election and immediately prior to 
the next. During the mid-term period there would be higher levels o f  uncertainty' as the public is paying less attention 
to politics. The trend exhibited in figure 3-3 describing voter uncertainty during a generic election cycle fits this 
c]uadratic logic based on information effects.
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Belief-Sampling Model (of surv^ey response) framework that the IM S/Lansdow ne vote 

intention question form at ‘facilitates’ respondents providing “inclined” answers in die 

run up to  general elections. For IM S/Lansdow ne the trend in levels o f  “don’t know ” is 

downw ard (despite considerable upsurges in specific polls) while in contrast for MRBI 

the trend is constant — there was no decline in the “don’t know” response rate as the 

1997 general election approached.^

T he telephone opinion poUs undertaken by ICM for the Ireland on Sunday newspaper 

have adopted a third t}-pe o f vote intention question based on ICM ’s extensive polUng 

experience in the UK.

Fianna Fail, Fine Gael Labour, the Progressive Democrats, Sinn Fein, Greens, other parties and
independent candidates would light a general election in your area. Which party would be most likely to get
your lirst preference vote at your polling station? [ICM, vote intention wording]

In the UK, some pollsters such as M ORI used to ask respondents how they would vote 

w ithout giving any party options, as is the current practice with IM S/Lansdowne and 

MRBI. ICM in contrast lists the parties in the question, and this strategy has the 

im portant effect in the U K  o f  boosting estimated support for smaller parties such as the 

Liberal Dem ocrats.

Examining the raw unadjusted poU data seems m ost appropriate as each polling 

company implements different m ethods to arrive at a final estimate thereby destroying 

any strict com parison o f  the surx^eying process. The unadjusted poll data for the 

different questions asked by ICM, IMS and MRBI in the final days o f the 2002 general 

election show that there are differences between the poUs m ost especially for Fianna Fail. 

Effectively these polling companies estimated electoral support for this part}" to be 

somewhere between 32 and 42 percent o f  respondents and highlight that obtaining good 

estimates for this part}" seems to have been a key problem  in 2002. In addition, the 

polling evidence also suggests that under-estim ation o f Fine Gael support was a 

particular problem  inherent to the work undertaken by IMS (see, appendix 3-1).

Interpretation of the vote intention question: The vote intention question has 

widespread use cross-nationaUy as a (proxy) measure o f vote choice m ost often beyond 

the immediate context o f a general election campaign. Research on pre-election (also

5 'I'hc quadratic trends represented in figure 3-1 indicate that conceptualising information effects as a second-order 
polynomial function does not fit the data verj' well (R-squared =,10 and =.35 for MRBI and IMS respectively). I'igure 
3-4 which contains data from 221 (rather than 51 polls in figure 3-1) indicates that a better model would be a third- 
order polynomial (or cubic) function, b'itting such a m odel to the IMS data in figure 3-1 improves m odel fit (R- 
squared =.58). This strategy has little impact on the MRBI model. ('Icarly, a cubic rather than quadratic relationship 
indicates a more complex dynamic model than that presented here and highlights the need for further research.
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known as “trial heat”) polling show that poll estimates o f  part}' support far away from  an 

election tend to be the m ost inaccurate (Gelman and King 1993; Lau 1994; Wlezien and 

Erikson 2002). This raises the question o f  the utilit}' o f  asking vote intention questions 

that are inaccurate and perhaps even misleading measures o f eventual vote choice.

W ithin political science there are two perspectives on this question. The first 

viewpoint adopting the Mirror Theory of opinion polling position asserts that vote intention 

questions are accurate. This is because there is a constant relationship between 

fundamental factors such as part}' attachm ent, perceived economic perform ance and 

satisfaction with governm ent/part}' leaders, and the responses given to vote intention 

questions in polls. In effect, in the language o f  the on-line processing m odel within 

cognitive psychology, sur\'ey respondents have “accessible” opinions on vote choice all 

o f  the time (Erber and Lau 1990). Consequentiy, vote intention questions have a 

legitimate and useful place in aU opinion poUs.

In contrast, the second perspective following the logic o f the Belief-Sampling Model 
contends that the accuracy o f vote intention questions var}' during inter-election periods, 

and are m ost accurate during general election campaigns where there are strong 

informational and priming effects (note. K inder 1998a). Thus the answers given to vote 

intention questions var}' over time depending on a variety o f  factors such as media usage 

and issue saliency (Zaller and Feldman 1992). Therefore, vote intention items are o f 

m ost research value during campaign periods and have m uch less reHabilit}' as sources o f 

inform ation during inter-election periods.

There is relatively Httie research on this issue in E urope and none at all in Ireland. 

Exam ination o f the vote intention question used in Eurobarom eter studies by Arceneaux 

(2006) tends to support the second perspective outlined above. This implies that Irish 

voters’ answers to vote intention questions are probably best seen as “ top-of-the-head” 

responses that tally m ore with actual voting behaviour as Election Day comes closer.*’ 

This has a very im portant implication. Responses to  vote intention questions beyond 

election campaigns will under estimate the impact o f  factors, which structure part}' choice 

on Election Day. For this reason, Arceneaux argues that the evidence provided by vote 

intention items will provide a conserv'ative test o f  any theories examined.

In other words, there is a greater likelihood o f concluding that hypothetical party 

choice responses are not based on a systematic preference structure. Such analytical

* O f  coursc strictly speaking it is not possible to definitively know that non-cam paign vote intention responses are 
different because there is no means o f  checking the validity o f  the answers given. The argument here is based on the 
assum ption that levels o f  informatif>n, on which vote intentions are based, vary' in systematic ways through an election 
cycle.
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consen^atism comes with a cost. There is the risk o f concluding that the responses given 

to vote intentions are based on whims when this is no t really the case. In statistical 

terms, this problem  is known as a t}^e II error (i.e. incorrectly accepting the null 

h \^o thesis o f no vote structuring mechanism).

A d ju s t m e n t s  m a d e  t o  v o t e  i n t e n t i o n  q u e s t io n  r e su l t s

The record o f pre-election opinion polling in Ireland, from  its start in 1977 until 1992 

was reasonably good where for example IMS estimates o f  support for the two largest 

parties (i.e. Fianna Fail and Fine Gael) were within 2 percentage points o f the actual first 

preference vote. MRBI also had a good record during this period, bu t under-estimated 

Fine Gael support from  1987. However, the record in the 1997 elections m arked an 

im portant change where the final published figures for both  IMS and MRBI markedly 

overstated (+5 percent) Fianna Fail support (Jones 2001: 162-5; M cElroy and Marsh 

2003: 162). This led MRBI in 1999 to begin publishing “adjusted” poU estimates o f  vote 

intentions, although it abandoned the procedure during the 2002 general election 

campaign. In this section, we will investigate the logic behind the adjustment o f vote 

intention data and its implications for our understanding o f  what opinion polls tell us 

about public opinion.

Polling limits imposed by undecided and unlikely voters: All vote intention 

questions give the respondent the option o f  stating a party preference, giving an 

“undecided” answer or replying that they will no t vote.^ In the past such uncom m itted 

voters (undecideds and self confessed abstainers) were either ignored, or they were 

allocated proportionately to aU parties in the publication o f “comm itted voter” poll 

results. W hat to do with undecided respondents or those w ho by their own admission 

are not com m itted to turning out to vote goes to the heart o f  what opinion polling is 

about.

If  opinion polling is primarily a process o f  putting a m irror in front o f the face o f 

society the responses o f  those who say they are undecided or wiU not vote are legitimate 

and relevant pieces o f information. O n the other hand, if  the goal o f polling is election 

prediction where pollsters want to focus like a lamp on those who wiU definitely vote and 

have clear party preferences; then ‘undecided’ and ‘will not vote’ responses are a problem

Recording a “don’t know” response occurs after a respondent has been asked to indicate a preference and should 
they hesitate they are prom pted to  indicate an inclination. Only after this prom pting fails is an undecided response 
recorded. Poll interviewers attem pt to minimise recording non-opinions and generally try to  leave “don’t know ” 
options as a last resort.

64



if they constitute a substantial num ber in a sample. It is o f  course possible to  reconcile 

both perspectives where opinion poll results primarily reflect public opinion during inter- 

elecdon periods, and illuminate the preferences o f key segments o f  the electorate (i.e. 

respondents certain to vote) where prediction is “ the name o f  the game” during relatively 

short general election campaigns.

From  an election prediction perspective, undecided respondents are potentially a 

large source o f error in estimating part}^ support from  vote intention questions. As this 

response group is a persistent, and perhaps growing, element in aU surv^ey samples poUing 

companies cross-nationally have felt compelled to find more effective m ethods o f 

managing this potential source o f  predictive error. Until the late nineties, Irish pollsters 

treated undecided voters in standard ways — ignoring them  or allocating them  evenly to 

all parties.

Internationally, other strategies have been tested where the focus has been on 

measuring the extent to which changes in question wording and im plem entation can 

improve the accuracy o f  poU estimates. Research by Hoek and GendaU (1996) found 

that various research strategies such as: (a) use o f  introductory^ contextual questions as a 

pre-cursor to eliciting voting intentions; (b) im plem entation o f  different question t)"pes 

and (c) adoption o f different vote intention question formats — do not result in higher 

poll accuracy. In fact, having samples where undecided levels are attenuated may lead to 

less accurate election predictions.

MRBI’s adjustment procedure and models of survey response: Since 1997, Irish 

pollsters have paid more attention to identifying likely and unlikely voters because this 

was seen to  be a key source o f  error in this general election.* T o illustrate how efforts 

have progressed the focus here wiU be primarily on strategies adopted by MRBl. In June 

1997, MRBI conducted an Election Day poll (not an exit poll) where support for Fianna 

Fail was over-estimated by 5 percent and all the o ther parties were under-estimated. 

iVnalysis o f the sample found that the main error occurred among those w ho had not 

voted prior to  being interviewed.

s IMS and MRBI have asked intention to vote questions since 1977. These polls consistently over-estimate the 
expected and recalled level o f  electoral participation. I^'urthermore, MRBI polls suffer from a question ordering effect 
where asking intention to turnout after the vote intention question primes the respondent. The success o f  1(!̂ M in the 
general election and Nice Treat)- Referendum in producing the best estimates o f  vote choice suggests that a better 
strateg)’ is to ask at the outset: (a) probabilit)' to participate in next election; (b) vote intention in next election; (c) 
participation in the last general election and vote choice; (d) self-description o f  past electoral participation, e.g. always 
vote, almost always, etc.
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This 1997 Election Day survey uncovered a pattern o f poll response dynamics that 

were bo th  surprising and worn^ing. O ne subgroup o f respondents under-reported their 

likelihood o f  abstention from  voting by stating insincerely that they would vote for 

Fianna Fail. A second subgroup under-reported their likelihood o f  voting for Fine Gael 

and o ther smaller parties or independent candidates. Further research in 1999 com bined 

with a series o f constituency level polls showed substantial differences in the response 

patterns to the standard vote intention question used in national surv'eys, and the 

simulated ballots used in constituency poUs.‘̂

This led to the creation o f  a new adjustment procedure based on a weighting 

variable.''' In effect on the basis o f  a single Election Day poll conducted in June 1997, 

MRBl created a profile o f those respondents who give misleading answers to survey 

questions. Using this inform ation MRBI weighted all poUs betu'een N ovem ber 1999 and 

April 2002 using data collected in June 1997. Such a procedure assumed that the profile 

o f  respondents m ost likely to give inaccurate answers remained constant during all o f  this 

tim e." M oreover, the exact m ethod used to construct this adjustment remains unclear, 

as M RBl has never specified clearly the methodology used in any o f its reports, 

newspaper commentaries or other publications (e.g. Jones 2001). In order to understand 

and justify their new adjustment procedure MRBl outlined a surv^ey response theory that 

identified two opinion poll response mechanisms — intentional and unintentional 

misreporting.

The main problem  caused by intentional misreporting by respondents is systematic 

response bias. Deliberate m isreporting o f  turnout deriv^es from well-known social 

desirability effects while under-reporting for Fine Gael relates to considerations that are 

as yet no t well understood. Unintentional m isreporting is based on the assum ption that 

some respondents simply lack sufficient inform ation to answer vote intention questions 

in a m anner that is consistent with their voting preferences. For example, respondents

'> U se o f  sim ulated  ballo ts item s in surveys is n o t new. I t seem s to  have been  developed first by MIU^I fo r a na tional 
survey u ndertaken  in A pril 10-18, 1979 fo r I''ine C5ael fo r  the  first E u ro p ean  Parliam ent elections (jones 2001: 26).

It shou ld  be  n o ted  th a t IM S /L an sd o w n e  and M RBI currenriy use the  term  “ core su p p o rt” in their rep o rts  to  re fe r  to  
the  prefe rences o f  all voters. Party su p p o rt figures are th en  ad justed  to  exclude “ d o n ’t k n ow s” (i.e. d o n ’t  know , will 
n o t vo te , refused). In  a th ird  step  a sccond  ad ju s tm en t is m ade. I’o r M RBI this involves using it’.s 1997 based  
w eighting  schem e on  the  party  su p p o rt da ta  excluding “ d o n ’t know s” . In  the  case o f  IM S th is final ad ju s tm en t on 
part)’ su p p o rt excluding “ d o n ’t know s” is based  on  rep o rted  part)' p refe rence  in the last general e lection  th a t is 
w eighted to  m atch  the  actual results o f  th e  last election.
'* IM S follow  a sim ilar strategy w here vo te  in ten tion  data  is w eighted  to  m atch  the results o f  the  last general e lection . 
This effectively assum es th a t the  struc tu re  o f  party  su p p o rt rem ains co n stan t betw een elections.
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confuse the party allegiance o f  candidates.'^ According to MRBI such unintentional 

misreporting results in over-estimates for Fianna Fail.

The MRBI adjustment procedure is an attem pt HteraUy to give greater weight to  

respondents who have “real” opinions. The thinking behind this strategy fits with the 

M irror Theor}^ o f opinion polling outlined in chapter 2. From  the M irror Theorj^ 

perspective, such respondents w ho give “ top-of-the-head” answers in opinion poU 

inter\"iews are a problem  because they invalidate the prem ise that opinion poU results 

reflect true opinions and hence reduce the reliability' o f  pre-election opinion polling.

However, the Belief-Sampling perspective would take a different position. O pinion 

poUs about poHtics, especially those on Election Day, prime respondents to give 

particular kinds o f  answers that are consonant with the pollster’s belief that elections are 

im portant — why else would a polling company want to conduct a personal in-hom e 

interview about politics? M oreover, for those uninform ed about politics such as the 

young and disillusioned the easiest answer to give an interviewer is one from  the “ top-of- 

the-head” where such respondents no t unreasonably pick the largest party, i.e. Fianna 

Fail. This party' has been at the centre o f  governm ent form ation after aU general 

elections since 1987.

A s s e s s m e n t  o f  h o w  w e l l  o p i n i o n  p o l l s  t r a c k  g e n e r a l  e l e c t i o n  
o u t c o m e s

The m ost intuitive way to assess the accuracy o f  Irish opinion poUs is to judge them  on 

the basis o f whether they are able to predict the correct level o f  first preference support 

for political parties in their final campaign poUs. This criterion can be called Mirror 

Accuracy. Here the poUs are judged on how accurately they m irror the exact percentages 

o f  support received by parties on Election Day. In this section we wiU use fmal pre

election poll estimates to assess the M irror Accuracy o f  Irish polls. An alternative view 

o f  opinion poll estimates o f party support sees the relationship between opinion poU 

responses as being correlated with actual voting behaviour. This we may caU Lamp 

Precision. Here the objective is to dem onstrate through strong correlations (r>.7) that 

opinion poll results foUow the same trends as election results. W ith lamp precision 

opinion polls are seen to reveal im portant underlying relationships. For example.

An internal MRBI m em orandum  indicates that in constituency poll research 25% could not name any I 'D  in their 
constituency, 5% could not identify the pady to  which a I'D  they named belonged, and 7%  incorrectly identified their 
named 'I'D  with a part\’. Thanks to Maura Murphy o f  MRBI for this information. Some care in interpretation is 
required here as inabilit)’ to m atch candidates and parties is only im portant if we are willing to assume that all voters 
vote for a candidate rather than a part)’. See, also Mclilroy and Marsh (2003: 163) who found that 7%  o f respondents 
in an IMS panel survey (May 13-28, 2002) mismatched candidates and parties.
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responses to vote intention questions reveal the link between part}’ attachm ent (that is 

no t directly measured) and actual voting behaviour.

Mirror Accuracy of final pre-election poll estimates: Looking first at the mirror 

accuracy record we can see firom figure 3-2 the errors in the final campaign polls for all 

nine general elections since 1977 for each polling company that published predictions in 

the media. IM S/Lansdow ne and MRBI are the only companies to have predictions in all 

these elections and their success has been mixed. For example, MRBI was accurate in 

predicting Fianna Fail support in the general elections o f 1977, 1981 and Februar)’ 1982 

and Fine Gael first preferences in 1987 and 1989. IM S/Lansdow ne in contrast predicted 

party support exacdy in 1977 for Fine Gael and has been within one percentage point o f 

the actual result on three other occasions for Fianna Fail and Fine Gael. However, the 

accuracy o f  final poU estimates in the last two general elections (1997 and 2002) has 

declined, and rather dramatically in the case o f  IMS where there has been serious over

reporting o f  Fianna Fail support and under-reporting o f Fine Gael first preferences.

<< Figure 3-2, about here >>

More generally, figure 3-2 illustrates a persistent partisan bias. O f  the twenty-one poll 

estimates for all nine general elections, Fianna Fail support has in absolute terms been 

over-reported on fourteen occasions and under-reported on just four (Novem ber 1982, 

1989 and 1992). Fine Gael estimates on the other hand are over-reported in absolute 

terms on seven occasions and under-reported on nine -  in fact such under-reporting has 

been a persistent problem  since 1987. In the case o f  the Labour Part)^ aU predictions 

have been within sampling error (+ 3 percent) o f  the final outcom e, and have quite often 

been within a percentage point o f  the officially recorded election result.

<< Table 3-1, about here >>

Table 3-1, shows the results o f  three error estimation measures (i.e. average, systematic 

and non-systematic, see bottom  o f table 3-1 for brief definitions) for the accuracy o f 

Irish opinion poUs in aU nine general elections (see, Buchanan 1986). These results 

confirm the impression in figure 3-2 that the polls over-estimate Fianna Fail support (by 

1.9 percentage points) and under-estimate Fine Gael first preferences on average by three 

tenths o f a percentage point.
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I f  comparison is made between the theoretically expected standard deviations o f the pre

election polls and the actual standard deviation o f  the poll estimates (i.e. non-systematic 

error) the latter should ideally be less than the former. The theoretical standard error for 

Fianna Fail support, the largest part}^ during the 1977-2002 period, is 1.6 percentage 

points and is m uch less than the non-systematic error estimated for this part)" (i.e. 2.4 

percentage points, see table 3-1).'^

I f  we multiply Fianna Fail’s non-systematic error estimate by 1.96 this yields a 

“margin o f  error estimate” o f 4.7 percentage points.'** The theoretical margin o f  error for 

simple random  sampling as reported by aU o f  the major polling companies for national 

samples o f  one thousand respondents is 3 percentage points. As noted in chapter 1, a 

m ore realistic margin o f  error estimate for clustered samples is 4 percentage points. The 

Fianna Fail margin o f  error estimate derived from  opinion polls does not compare 

favourably with the 3 to 4 percent margin o f  error range we would expect from sampling 

theory.

Statistical theory would lead us to expect one error (i.e. estimates m ore than one 

standard deviation from  the population mean, with a 95 percent confidence interv^al) 

larger than 4 percent for Fianna Fail in every twenty poUs. There are in fact two polls 

above this value — the final IMS polls for the 1997 and 2002 general elections. Taking 

the Irish opinion pollster’s less conser\'ative “industry standard” o f 3 percent, the poUs 

have exceeded this margin o f error value on seven occasions in the twenty-one fmal polls 

published in the media between 1977 and 2002.

This implies that final campaign poUs have a reliabilit}' o f  65-90 percent — a figure 

that contrasts with the industry standard o f 95 percent. Such evidence indicates that the 

margin o f error inform ation pro\aded with campaign poUs under-estimates their 

accuracy. Furtherm ore, the M irror Accuracy claimed by Irish pollsters is in reality less 

impressive than their claims justif}'.

Lamp Precision of opinion polls: In the last sub-section we dem onstrated the Mirror 

Accuracy o f Irish opinion poUs, i.e. correctiy predicting the actual election results within 

sampling error. Here the focus is not on opinion poUs accurately estimating the true

'I'hc standard error was calculatcd using the formula V(pq/n) where p is the average first preference support received 
by Fianna I'dil in the final pre-election polls (p=.46) with average sample sizes o f  one thousand respondents (n=1000) 
and q= l-p-
’■* Assuming that poll estimates o f  the true part}' support follows a normal distribution an absolute deviation o f one 
standard deviation with a 95 percent confidence interval encom passes an interval o f  one standard deviation on either 
side o f the population mean. The figure ‘1.96’ refers to the standard or z-score which allows us to estimate this 95 
percent confidence interval, Consequenriy, a poll forecast with a reported confidence interval o f  p<.05 will yield a 
confidence interval o f  (2.4x1.96) ±4.7 percentage points.
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level o f  party support in an election, but to see whether the response pattern in vote 

intention questions is correlated with the actual voting behaviour in elections. From  this 

Lamp Precision perspective the absolute differences between poll estimates and actual 

election results is no t a key criterion. The goal is to demonstrate the im portance o f 

underlying relationships, i.e. whether responses to vote intention questions are strongly 

correlated to voting behaviour.

Table 3-2 shows that the polls undertaken nearer to a general election for the three 

main parties are m ore strongly correlated with the general election outcome. This is 

evident in both absolute terms and when comparison is made with the correlations for all 

dates. This effect is m ost pronounced for Fine Gael and the Labour Party. Alternatively, 

as a means o f testing the validity o f this procedure, polls conducted early in a current 

election cycle should be m ore strongly correlated with the previous general election 

results.

<< Table 3-2, about here >>

As columns 3, 5 and 7 o f  table 3-2 show this effect is observed and is again m ore salient 

in the case o f Fine Gael and the Labour Party. Such correlation results indicate that 

pollsters’ vote intention questions explain 76 percent o f the variance o f the Fianna Fail 

vote, 98 percent o f the variance o f the Fine Gael vote and 92 percent o f  the Labour 

Party’ vote.’  ̂ Such results suggest that partisan support is m ost volatile in the case o f 

Fianna Fail.

In general, the vote intention estimates within Irish opinion poUs exhibit strong 

correlations (i.e. r=.76 to .98). As the concept o f Lamp Precision is based on the degree 

o f  correlation between poll estimates and vote intentions the results presented in table 3- 

2 suggest that Irish poUs do track quite well underlying vote structuring factors. In 

effect, the polling data reveals the power o f  vote structuring mechanisms such as party 

attachment. While it is no t possible to investigate further the nature o f these 

mechanisms with the data available it is feasible to look in a Uttie greater detail at the 

long-term patterns in vote intention poll responses for the three main parties. This is the 

topic to which we now turn.

The variance explained is calculated by stjuaring the Pearson correlation (r) value estimated, e.g. the variance o f  
Fianna Fail vote explained by the poll estimates is (-87)2 =  .76
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P a t t e r n s  in  p a r t isa n  r e s p o n s e s  t o  v o t e  in t e n t i o n  q u e s t io n s  
DURING THE ELECTION CYCLE

In our evaluation o f the Lamp Precision o f  Irish opinion polls in the last subsection we 

revealed a high level o f  correlation between vote intentions for particular parties during 

the election cycle and actual electoral support. In this section we wiU ver}  ̂briefly extend 

this analysis and look at how strongly vote intention responses during the election cycle 

correlate with each other. This is an im portant question because it reveals whether or 

no t there is a persistent underlying process dri\4ng responses to vote intention questions. 

The results presented in table 3-3 reveal that answers to vote intention items in Irish 

opinion poUs follow different patterns for the three main parties.

For Fianna Fail during m ost o f the inter-election period poll forecasts o f  support are 

not consistently correlated with one another indicating that short-term  factors are having 

im portant effects on poll responses. In fact, Fianna Fail poll forecasts are m ore strongly 

associated with actual voting behaviour (r=.87 from  table 3-3) than with other poll 

estimates during any phase o f  the inter-election period. This pattern is also true for Fine 

Gael and the Labour Part}'. There is however one notable exception — poll estimates 

close to successive elections are strongly correlated (.84) for Fianna Fail suggesting that 

general election campaigns play an influential role in mobilising vote intentions.

<< Table 3-3, about here >>

In contrast, poll estimates o f  support for Fine Gael are m ore strongly correlated with 

time as the second part o f  table 3-3 shows. The figures in the final colum n indicate there 

is an evolution in the pattern within polls for Fine Gael support where early polls in the 

electoral cycle show Uttie (or negative) correlations with polls undertaken within five 

m onths o f  a general election. The correlations betw een poU estimates o f  vote intention 

for the Labour Party have similar features to both  Fianna Fail and Fine Gael. However, 

vote intentions for the Labour Party are unique in that there is always a positive 

correlation between poU estimates throughout the inter-election period indicating lower 

volatility in support.

I ’his evidence builds on the knowledge derived in the previous subsection where our 

assessment o f  Lamp Precision indicated the im portance o f  some vote structuring 

mechanism operating over the long-term. Here we have dem onstrated that this vote 

structuring process is m ost strongly associated with Fine Gael. This contrasts with our 

M irror Accuracy results where we find polls have trouble dealing with “shy” Fine Gael
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supporters. Equally im portant is the discover}’ o f  evidence indicating significant election 

campaign effects, m ost especially in the case o f  Fianna Fail. Such a finding prom pts us 

to investigate w hether Irish general election campaigns matter?

Do IRISH GENERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGNS MATTER?

The primar)' effect o f  general election campaigns is informational, voters learn more 

about parties and their policies prior to making a choice on Election Day (Alvarez 1997). 

I ’he vote intention questions within Irish opinion poUs while containing valuable 

inform ation concerning party choice also give a measure o f  the level o f uncertainty 

among the electorate about political parties. In short, variation in the level o f “don’t 

know” or “undecided” is an indicator o f  public uncertaint}" about the political choices on 

offer.

Consequently, vote intention data allows us to examine an im portant question. D o 

general election campaigns act as periodic sources o f  political information? If the signal 

from  political parties such as Fianna Fail and Fine Gael intensify during election 

campaigns, and attenuates thereafter, we would expect to see lower levels o f uncertainty 

immediately prior to elections. Mathematically, as we outlined in an earlier section, the 

expected relationship between the level o f  uncom m itted responses registered in opinion 

polls and num ber o f  days to the next election should be quadratic (inverted U shape) in 

namre.

<<  Figure 3-3, about here >>

An examination o f  the evolution o f  uncertainty^ concerning part}^ support during the 

general election cycle shown in figure 3-3 demonstrates that there is evidence supportive 

o f  the inform ation effects hypothesis where in simple terms election campaigns provide 

citizens with sufficient inform ation to decide how to vote (see, Gelman and King 1993: 

433-35; H olbrook 1996: 54-9; Alvarez 1997). As one would expect there is considerable 

variation in the poU data which reflects a wide variety o f  factors such as house effects (i.e. 

variance specific to  a particular pollster) and coding differences where for certain periods 

the “don’t know” category and “will not vote” option seem to have been treated 

interchangeably. Nonetheless, the effect while weak is present and should be considered 

a conser\^ative estimate because we have not parcelled out methodological artefacts in 

this simpUfied analysis.
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This result tallies with the argum ent that election campaigns provide voters with 

‘fundamental inform ation’ that allow them  to vote on the basis o f  their preferences 

(Gelman and living 1993; Arceneaux 2006). The data allows us to take one more step 

where we can Xxj to see when this inform ation effect begins to kick in and have a 

measurable impact. O ur expectation is that this should occur during the election 

campaign proper, i.e. in the final thirt\" days before an election.

In figure 3-4 the data have been aggregated on the basis o f  seven time periods, and 

what we see is a rather surprising result -  voter uncertainty in Ireland declines m ost prior 

to the general election campaign. The scale o f  this effect is limited, 2.5 percentage 

points, and our indicator is no t perfect, bu t there seems to be a progressive decline from 

about twent\' m onths before an election until the start o f  the campaign.

<< Figure 3-4, about here >>

Despite limitations in the data the message contained in figure 3-4 is clear. Irish general 

election campaigns have limited effects in convincing self-reported undecided voters. If 

this result is valid one is confronted with the question, is it possible to see what impact 

this trend has on party support during general election campaigns?

Figure 3-5 shows the evolution o f  party support through the electoral cycle. Labour 

Party support is largely constant over time while support for smaller parties and 

independents increases during the campaign period. The patterns for Fianna Fail and 

Fine Gael are surprising for two reasons. First, there is a high level o f  stability in party 

support as m easured by the vote intention question. Second, change in support for the 

two main parties peaks in the immediate pre-campaign period (30-59 days). Fine Gael 

support reaches a high point while that o f  Fianna Fail and the ‘others’ dips, giving the 

appearance o f  a drift toward Fine Gael. Such an impression could be illusory. This is 

because the aggregate data trends do not allow us to accurately track such apparent 

support flows. Therefore, care in interpretation is required.

<< Figure 3-5, about here >>

An inspection o f poU estimations o f vote intentions for the two main parties during 

election campaigns reveals little in the way o f dramatic changes. There may in fact be 

considerable gross flows with littie net change. If  examination is made o f variation in 

support for ‘others’ such estimates seem to be strongly affected, as one would expect by
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inform ational factors. Discussion o f informational effects m ust for the time being 

rem ain tentative until a m ore rigorous analysis can be undertaken.

C o n c l u s io n

In evaluating what opinion polls tell us about public opinion a central concern is how 

well polls match observ^ed behaviour. In this respect, general elections provide an 

objective external validation where pollsters have traditionally com pared their estimates 

o f  part}' support with those witnessed on Election Day. In this chapter we have 

developed two concepts — M irror Accuracy and Lamp Precision and examined the 

electoral record o f Irish pollsters from two perspectives. These two perspectives fit 

neady with the two functions o f opinion polls outlined in the introductor}- chapter o f this 

dissertation.

The empirical analyses presented in this chapter reveal that the M irror Accuracy o f 

Irish opinion polls exhibits systematic bias because support for Fianna Fail is over

estimated and Fine Gael is under-estimated. In contrast, the Lamp Precision criterion 

suggests that opinion poUs do in fact measure quite precisely attitudinal predispositions 

that structure electoral behaviour leading to a strong level o f  correlation (r>.76) between 

poll estimates o f  part}’ support and election outcom es between 1977 and 2002. The key 

implication here is that opinion poU results may not reflect the exact level of opinion 

w ithout error or bias, bu t poll results do exhibit strong relationships between the attitudinal 

and obser\'ed behaviour characteristics o f the public.

We noted in chapter 2 that the conceptualisation o f opinion poUs as reflecting public 

opinion revolves around accepting a M irror Theory o f opinion poUing. W ith regard to 

vote intentions during an election cycle this theory o f  opinion poUing is unrealistic as it 

assumes that all respondents have “real” opinions. Many voters in Ireland and elsewhere 

rarely think about politics beyond election campaigns. The evidence presented in the 

penultim ate section o f  this chapter would tend to support such a h}fpothesis. In this 

respect, the Belief-Sampling Model seems a m ore realistic perspective.

Significandy, the error and bias com ponents o f opinion poU responses have become 

m ore im portant since 1997. O ne simple reason for the decline in the M irror Accuracy o f 

polls may stem from the fact that general election campaigns are no longer as effective in 

inform ing and mobilising voters, as was the case in the past. However, testing such a 

hypothesis requires further research. In the next chapter we wiU move beyond political
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opinions associated with elections and examine what opinion poll results tell us about 

public satisfaction with governm ent and part}' leaders.
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Figure 3-1, Investigation of a ‘question format effect’ for the vote intention items 
used by IMS/Lansdowne and MRBI through comparison of the 
levels of “don’t know” in polls between 1992 and 1997 (per cent)

Don't know (IMS^-ans)
Don't know (MRBI)
OLS regression quadratic  trendline  (MRBI) 
OLS regression  quadratic trendline (IM S^ans)

22
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y = -0.0055x’ + 0.1143X + 9.3954 
R̂  = 0.348
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Note the data refers to those respondents in IMS/Lansdowne and MRBI polls during the 1992-1997 inter-election period that responded, 
“don’t know" to the vote intention question. A s IMS/Lansdowne and MRBI use different question wordings to prompt "don't know" 
respondents to choose a party there is an expectation that this may lead respondents to answer differently. The OLS regression lines indicate 
very different trends over the election cycle implying different question format effects. For IMS/Lansdowne the trend in levels of “don't 
know” is downward (despite considerable upsurges in specific polls) while in contrast for MRBI the trend is largely constant -  there was no 
decline in the “don V  know" response rate as the 1997general election approached.
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Figure 3-2, Absolute error in final poll predictions of main party support in nine 
general elections, 1977-2002 (per cent)

-10

1992 2002 2002

Note final poll estimates have been based on different criteria. The poll results used are the best estimates published by the polling company 
in question. Opinion polls tom  1977 to 1997 are based on estimates where undecided responses were allocated evenly to each o f the main 
parties. Fianna Fail (FF). Fine Gael (FG) and the Labour Party (Lab). Since 1997 attempts have been made to attenuate an over
reporting bias favouring Fianna Fail through a variety o f procedures most o f which are concerned wth identifying “lil<ely voters” a common 
strategy used by pollsters cross-nationally. The IM S item has had a number o f dilfering formulations such as: “I f  you do vote in the 
forthcoming general election, which party will you give your first preference vote to? /  To which party would you be most inclined to give your 
first preference vote to?” The M R B I item is generally “I f  there was a general election tomorrow, to which party would you give your first 
preference vote? IF  ‘D O N ’T  K N O W  P RO BE A S  F O LLO W S -  Please think about i f  for a moment. For the 2002general election 
the poll question was different in that respondents were given a sample ballot paper with all the candidates in their constituency and asked to 
nil it in as they would do so on election day.
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Figure 3-3, Evolution of uncertainty concerning party support during the 

general election cycle, 1969-2002 (per cent)
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D ays to the election

Nole this dataset refers to those who replied, “don't know", “undecided" or “refused" to the vote intention question in opinion polls on 221 
separate polling days. Respondents who stated they would not vote are excluded as it is assumed this was their sincere preference and 
consequently does not refer to uncertainty about party or candidate choice in a future election. Days to election refers to the number o f days 
from when they poll was undertaken and the subsequent general election. The solid line is a quadratic trend fit to these data and relates to a 
hypothesised relationship discussed in the text.
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Figure 3-4, Decline in level of voter uncertainty concerning party support 
during the general election cycle, 1969-2002 (per cent)
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These data refer to the mean level of undecided during six time periods during the general election qcle. A s this dataset is derived from a poll 
of polls (N=221j each of the seven time points is based on survey estimates derived from five to nine thousand respondents. The sampling 
error of these estimates is of the order of I to 2  percent In single polls with a thousand respondents sampling error is typically estimated to 
be 3 to 4 percent. This figure represents an aggregation of the data presented in figure 3-5, but includes additional poll data relating to 
elections in 1969 and 1973. Such an aggregation facilitates seeing more dearly when in the general election cycle the decline in respondent 
uncertainty occurs.
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Figure 3-5, Evolution of party support through the general election cycle and 
comparison with actual election results, 1977-2002 (per cent)
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Note these data refers to the mean level of core party support as measured in opinion polls during six time periods during the general election 
qde. The line graphs on the left refer to opinion poll estimates while the dot plots on the right denote mean level of party support among the 
electorate from 1977 to 2002.
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Table 3-1, Accuracy of twenty final national opinion poll predictions of first 
preference support for the main parties in nine general elections 
1977-2002, (per cent)

Fianna Fail Fine Gael Labour Party

Al] polls (N=20)
Average error +2.3 + 1.4 + 1.3
Systematic error -1.9 +0.3 -0.3
Non-systematic error +2.4 + 1.8 + 1.7

IMS polls (N=9)
Average error +3.0 + 1.6 + 1.2
Systematic error -2.3 +0.2 -0.6
Non-svstematic error +3.1 +2.2 + 1.4

MRBI polls (N=9)
Average error + 1.8 + 1.3 + 1.2
Systematic error -1.6 +0.2 -0.6
Non-systcmatic error + 1.9 + 1.6 + 1.7

Mean actual results 44.1 30.5 10.7
Standard error 1.2 2.0 1.2
Std. deviation 3.7 5.9 3.5

Note poll prediction percentages are subtracted from the actual first preference election percentage. Therefore, negative values are overestimates 
and positive values are underestimates. The error calculations are made for each o f the three main parties vote as a share of those with a 
partisan preference, or as a percentage of the “government party" vote. The government party measure is interesting for government formation 
because it refers to the fact that voters have always been faced with choice o f having a Fianna Fail or Fine Gael led single party government
or coalition. This measure predicts who will be the top party and how far ahead o f the second party.

“A  verage error” is the mean differences between the predicted percentage and the actual first preference vote percentage ignoring i f  the error is 
an overestimate or underestimate. This error measure while intuitive conceals biases such as consistent over or under estimates for 
particular parties.

“Systematic error” is the mean differences between the predicted percentage and the actual first preference vote percentage taking into account 
i f  the error is an overestimate or underestimate. This error measure reveals poll biases toward specific parties but under estimates the 
size o f the errors as large over estimates may cancel out equally large underestimates.

“Non-systematic error” is the standard deviation o f the individual errors around the mean o f the errors for all nine general elections. This 
error measure assesses the performance o f opinion polls in terms o f the deviations that would be expected given sample sizes of
approximately one thousand respondents after allowing for biases such as non-voters, undecided’s, switchers, etc. This measure is
similar to the ‘margin of error' used in opinion polls and indicates how widely poll predictions vary discounting systematic error
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Table 3-2, Correlations between mean poll estimates and actual election 
results for Fianna Fail, Fine Gael and the Labour Party, 1977-2002

Days to the FF poll 
election estimates -  

prospective*

FF poll 
estimates -  
retrospective**

FG poll 
estimates -  
prospective*

FG poll 
estimates -  
retrospective**

Labour poll 
estimates -  
prospective*

Labour poll 
estimates -  
retrospective**

0-59 .87 .46 .99 .46 .96 .11
60-149 .47 .43 .96 .39 .71 .46
150-299 .25 .08 .89 .63 .66 .48
300-599 .75 .14 .43 .35 .77 .44
600-999 .26 .33 .20 .57 .17 .88
1000+ .58 .65 -.31 .88 <.01 .95
All dates .47 .34 .69 .53 .53 .53

*  Correlation between (vote intention) poll estimates and total Srst preference support in the next general election 
** Correlation between (vote intention) poll estimates and total first preference support in the previous general election

This table refers to 9  elections where data for vote intentions include those who replied don't know, refused and m il not vote. The correlations 
are based on the mean forecast o f all surveys conducted during each time countdown period (0-59 days, 60-149 dap, etc.) for all election years. 
These mean forecast values for Fianna Fail Fine Gael and the Labour Party were correlated with the actual election outcome. A  similar 
procedure was used to calculate mean poll forecasts with actual election outcomes for the previous general election. The table should be interpreted 
as follows. The Pearson correlation between opinion poll estimates in last 59 days prior to the next general election and opinion poll estimates is 
.87  while the correlation with the previous general election is .46  The correlation between all inter-election polls and elections at time t and t-h l 
is given in the linal row “all dates. ”
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Table 3-3, Correlations between mean inter-election polls estimates during the 
electoral cycle for Fianna Fail, Fine Gael and the Labour Party 
(including don’t knows), 1977-2002

Fianna Fail Days before an election
Days before an 
election 0-59 60-149 150-299 300-599 600-999 1000-h

0-59
60-149

150-299
300-599
600-999

1000-h

1.00 0.40
1.00

0.06
0.68
1.00

0.60
0.47
0.61
1.00

0.16
0.63
0.63
0.53
1.00

0.84
0.28

-0.30
-0.79
-0.19
1.00

Fine Gael Days before an election
Days before an 
election 0-59 60-149 150-299 300-599 600-999 1000-h

0-59
60-149

150-299
300-599
600-999

1000-i-

1.00 0.94
1.00

0.89
0.89
1.00

0.39
0.66
0.78
1.00

0.07
0.34
0.68
0.77
1.00

-0.40
-0.21
0.17
0.45
0.79
1.00

Labour Party Days before an election
Days before an 
election 0-59 60-149 150-299 300-599 600-999 1000-h

0-59 1.00 0.80 0.73 0.87 0.30 0.11
60-149 1.00 0.93 0.96 0.68 0.36

150-299 1.00 0.93 0.70 0.55
300-599 1.00 0.71 0.44
600-999 1.00 0.93

1000-h 1.00

Note correlations are pairwise with N ’s (i.e. number of polls available for analysis) ranging from 5 to 9  and relates to the responses given in 
approximately live to nine thousand interviews between 1977 and 2002.
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C h a p t e r  4

Sa t is f a c t io n  w it h  g o v e r n m e n t ,
THE TAOISEACH AND PARTY LEADERS

Satisfaction ratings mean no more, and possibly much less, than the semantics convey. In the wide open spaces of 
mid-term surv^s, th^ conv^’ the message that electors are generally satisfied with the performance of the party leader 
or government, and the criterion is fa r  removed from providing any indication whatsoever of voting intentions in an 
election. In expressing satisfaction, electors are saying that they are happy with the administration and want it to 
continue in office .. .

Jack Jones (2001: 97)

I n t r o d u c t io n

In chapters 2 and 3 we noted that the prevailing conceptualisation o f  opinion polls 

among the pollsters and the media is that poll results should ideally reflect public 

opinion. Consequendy, pollsters in their m easurem ent o f  political opinions use phrases 

such as “m onitoring the political m ood” or taking the “political pulse” o f  the electorate. 

Tlus is no t to suggest that pollsters have a simplistic view where a single item such as 

vote intention is seen to m irror all the im portant details o f public opinion toward politics. 

In September 1982, IMS for example devised a composite polling measure called the 

Political Index that was described as “a summar}' o f  the electorate’s opinions on key 

political issues.” This index was com posed o f  six questions and constituted the core 

battery o f  items asked in its monthly omnibus polls during the 1980s.’

In effect, this strategy adopted by IMS dem onstrates that tracking variation in vote 

intention questions during inter-election periods Uke a “m irror” is a rather Limited 

exercise. This is because once the media knows what opinion is toward governments, 

parties and party leaders they are inevitably drawn to ask why does it exhibit a particular 

pattern and how does it change over time. Consequently, the interrelated use o f 

governm ent and party leader satisfaction ratings and vote intention items allowed 

opinion polls to operate as lamps illuminating why the electorate was changing its 

opinions toward specific parties and politicians. Here we wiU focus on three poU 

questions that are asked in alm ost all opinion polls. These questions investigate vote 

intention for governm ent parties, satisfaction with governm ent and with the Taoiseach 

and satisfaction ratings for partj' leaders.

' I'hcsc six political index questions related to (a) -Satisfaction with governm ent perform ance; (b) Satisfaction with the 
perform ance o f the main part)’ leaders; (c) Preferred outcom e o f  any forthcoming general election, i.e. desire for a 
change o f government; (d) \'iew s as to whether or no t there should be a general election now; (e) \ 'o tin g  intentions; 
and (f) Preference for 'I'aoiseach.
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In this chapter we wiU examine two main questions. First, is it sensible to view 

political satisfaction ratings as mirrors of the political mood of the Irish electorate? 

Second, what is the relationship between political satisfaction ratings and vote intention 

questions? Here we wiU inquire whether or not different poll questions help us 

understand some features of political popularit)^ In a similar manner to chapter 3, we 

will attempt to comprehend how poll respondents answer political satisfaction questions 

during inter\-iews. This wiU be important in helping us to understand what these specific 

t)'pes of poll questions tell us about public opinion.

In the first section of this chapter there will be a brief methodological discussion of 

the nature and origins of political satisfaction questions. The second section wiU outUne 

what the poU results teU us — which governments have been the most popular and which 

Taoisigh and part}- leaders have received the highest satisfaction ratings. The third 

section will look at the relationship between vote intentions for government parties and 

satisfaction ratings for the government and Taoiseach over the long-term. O f course 

public opinion is often important because of short-term changes. An example of 

politically significant short-term effects wiU be briefly described in section four. The 

concluding section will endeavour to provide answers to the main questions posed and 

assess the implications for our understanding of public opinion.

In t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  p o l it ic a l  s a t is f a c t io n  q u e s t i o n s

It is important to first consider the origin, nature and purpose of political satisfaction 

ratings. In this section we wiU examine government satisfaction rating questions and 

items that assess the public’s approval of the Taoiseach and main part}̂  leaders 

performance. The goal here is to understand how the public interprets these questions 

and how they are different (if at aU) from vote intention items. Moreover, the discussion 

of the Mirror Theory of opinion polling and the Belief-Sampling Model of surv'ey 

response in chapter 2 gives us a useful framework for evaluating these different t}'pes of 

questions. For example, is it reasonable to think that vote intention and political 

satisfaction ratings during inter-election periods are strongly influenced by contextual 

effects as postulated by the Belief-Sampling Model?

Government satisfaction ratings: The use of satisfaction rating questions in opinion 

polls has a long histor\^ At an international level, it was Gallup who first developed the 

question format that is now used in may countries such as Ireland. Satisfaction items 

form a core part of the “tracking” (i.e. mirroring of pubHc sentiments) which poUing
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companies undertake over the long term. In the UK, Gallup’s governm ent satisfaction 

rating was first asked in 1946 and has been im plem ented frequendy using the same 

wording form at since 1956.

In Ireland, the first governm ent satisfaction ratings were collected by IMS for This 

Week Maga^ne in N ovem ber 1970. It should be noted that IMS is affiliated with Gallup 

International and hence uses a variet\' o f  poll questions that draw on Gallup’s extensive 

experience. MRBI first used a governm ent satisfaction question in a private poll for Fine 

Gael in April 1973, and has asked this item regularly in its Irish Times poll series since 

O ctober 1982.

The governm ent satisfaction items used by IMS and MRBI as shown below are for 

practical purposes identical and functionally equivalent. This implies that it should be 

possible not withstanding questionnaire and house effects to combine the responses to 

these questions to create a m ore extensive time series charting the evolution in 

governm ent satisfaction from  the 1970s onwards. Plotting trends using governm ent 

satisfaction data from  both  polling companies exhibits no significant systematic 

differences and supports our contention that the IMS and MRBI items are equivalent.

A re you satisfied or dissatisfied with the ivcr̂ ' the government is rtinning the country'  ̂ Response options: Satisfied,
dissatisfied, don ’/  know (IMS wording)

Would you say that you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the manner in which the government is running the country?
Response options: Satisfied, dissatified, don ’/  know (MRBI wording)

Unfortunately, Irish pollsters ask questions on approval o f the governm ent’s handling o f 

specific policy fields only intermittendy. Therefore, it is impossible to see definitively 

what, if any, policy reasons underpin changes in approval. This is an im portant limitation 

as m uch o f  the “new science” o f (aggregate) public opinion tracks the electoral 

consequences o f cyclical changes in public policy preferences (Stimson 2004: xv îi, 58-95; 

Stimson 1992; Erikson, M acKuen and Stimson 2002).

MRBI has always asked the governm ent satisfaction question first in their surveys 

followed by leadership satisfaction ratings and thereafter vote intention.^ IMS pursued 

this strategy' until O ctober 1993 when, as noted in chapter 2, it changed its policy 

following the example o f Gallup UK. Currentiy, MRBI asks the political satisfaction 

ratings first followed by the vote intention question. In contrast, IM S/Lansdow ne adopt 

the reverse strategy. Analysis o f  the polling data for these three items from  1987 to  2005

2 During general election campaigns governm ent satisfaction questions arc not asked. This is to reduce the risk o f  
confusing respondents when the Ddil has been dissolved.
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indicates that this question ordering has ver}’ litde discernible effect, as the estimates for 

IM S/Lansdow ne and MRBI are ver)' similar for this whole period. Nonetheless, there 

are two im portant patterns in the data. O n the one hand, prior to late 1993 polling 

estimates o f vote intention for incum bent governm ents and satisfaction with these same 

governm ents were ver\’ similar. O n the other hand, from  1994 until 2002 governm ent 

satisfaction ratings were persistentiy higher than vote intentions for parties in 

governm ent. It is tem pting to attribute such an effect to economic factors (such as 

opinions associated with the “Celtic tiger”), but m ore research is required to test this 

hypothesis.

M ore generally, it is im portant to stress that the different questionnaire formats 

followed by IM S/Lansdow ne and MRBI reflect concerns over question ordering effects 

— a topic discussed earlier in chapter 2. The question ordering followed by MRBI 

adheres to  a protocol established by Gallup since 1956 because o f  fears o f a specific 

question-ordering problem  known as the consistentj ejfect? This sur\"eying phenom enon 

relates to the propensity o f respondents to give answers to sur\xy questions that are 

consistent with responses given earlier in an inter\tiew (Schuman and Presser 1996: 27- 

35). W ith regard to presidential popularit}', Sigelman (1981) found that placing this 

specific item first or last in a questionnaire does no t affect the level o f approval, bu t does 

have an impact on the level o f  opinionation (i.e. willingness to express an opinion).

The implication here is that the published results for net governm ent satisfaction in 

Irish opinion polls are likely to be conser\^ative estimates o f  approval due to their 

placem ent at the start o f  interviews yielding less opinionated responses. M ore generally, 

the im portance o f questionnaire layout in prom pting different considerations for poU 

responses fits in with the logic outlined in the Belief-Sampling Model.

Satisfaction with the Taoiseach and opposition party leaders: Early versions o f the 

satisfaction with Taoiseach questions asked by MRBI in two polls in 1974 were 

‘com parative’ in nature."* The standard ‘absolute’ wording used today was first 

im plem ented by IMS in August 1976, and has been asked in almost all subsequent 

political opinion polls. The Taoiseach/part)^ leader satisfaction questions generally

3 O )m parison o f  surveys where the governm ent satisfaction item was asked first with polls where it wa.s asked later in 
an intcr\’iew reveals no significant differences beyond what m ight be expectcd from samphng error.

“ 1 would like to ask you to think about how Mr. (!^osgravc has done as 'I'aoiscach, and how you think Mr. Lynch 
would have done, over the past twelve m onths. Please look at the card and tell me which o f these statem ents comes 
nearest to you opinion in this respcct? SH O W  C'.ARD. 1) Mr. Cosgrave has done better then Mr. l.ynch would have 
done; 2) Mr. Lynch would have done better than Mr. Cosgrave has done; 3) Both equal; 4) N o opinion /  D o n ’t know. 
M R B I/500/74 , March 1974, question 5; M R B l/530/74 , O ctober 1974.

87



follow the governm ent satisfaction item. This question ordering may lead to 

‘consistency’ or ‘contrast’ effects where the form at o f  the questionnaire shapes the 

responses given in an opinion poll intervdew.^

For media and political com m entators, the Taoiseach and opposition party leader 

satisfaction ratings are generally interpreted in terms o f governm ent satisfaction and vote 

intention questions. In short, the interrelated responses to the satisfaction and vote 

intention sur\^ey items are envisaged as reflecting what public opinion is, and facilitate 

illuminating why voters have particular vote intentions on the basis o f levels o f 

satisfaction with the governm ent and part)' leaders. The implication here is that those 

interviewed in opinion polls have “real” opinions. As we have seen in chapter 3 

responses to  vote intention questions vary through the electoral cycle where voters are 

not always paying the same level o f attention to politics and hence their level o f 

informedness varies over time. Consequently, we may posit two different interpretations 

o f public responses to political satisfaction ratings.

Mirror Theoij of opinion polling: The prevailing conceptualisation by Irish poDsters and the 

media is that responses to  Taoiseach and party leader satisfaction ratings are an 

expression o f  true and ‘sincere’ opinions. In this respect, the “horse-race” logic implicit 

in m ost media based poUing implies those who state that they are satisfied with the 

perform ance o f  the governm ent and the Taoiseach will also express a vote intention for 

the incum bent party. Likewise, opposition party supporters will be dissatisfied with the 

perform ance o f the governm ent and the Taoiseach as their preferred party is no t in 

office.

Beliefs ampling Model: I f  m ost citizens have only a passing interest in politics for much o f 

the time beyond election campaigns this implies that many opinion poll respondents may 

not have opinions concerning the performance o f the governm ent, the Taoiseach and 

part}’ leaders. Consequently, when faced with an interview question they are compelled 

to use whatever inform ation is available to construct a response. The expectation here is 

that context effects will play an im portant role in the considerations used by respondents 

to generate an answer. M oreover, we would expect that political satisfaction ratings

5 Schuman and Prcsscr (1996: 27) make refcrencc to the t^jics o f  questions that result in question ordering effects. 
'I'hey argue that there can be “part-part” and “part-whole” combinations o f  pairs o f  questions. I'or example, does 
governm ent satisfaction also logically imply satisfaction with the 'I'aoiseach (whole-part item combination)? O r is 
governm ent and Taoiseach satisfaction merely two specific indicators o f a general ‘political m ood’ factor where 
differential responses are to be expected (part-part combination)? While there is no research on this topic for Irish 
polls, raising this question has the merit o f  encouraging researchers to  be more explicit as to how they interpret these 
standard poll questions.
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would show greater variance than vote intention items as the latter are likely to be based 

on “standing predispositions” such as part}' attachment. In addition, we would also 

expect that the level of uncommitted responses for leaders of smaller parties should be 

higher than for leaders of larger parties. The available polling evidence suggests both of 

these expectations fit with the data.

However, a definitive judgment on whether the Mirror Theory (where respondents 

express real opinions) or the Belief-Sampling Model (where those intennewed provide 

responses on the basis of whatever considerations are prompted by the context o f the 

interview) is the more correct one is not possible. Having only aggregate level data it is 

not feasible to know exactly how individual respondents interpret the sur\"ey questions 

presented to them in a face-to-face inter\dew. To simply infer aggregate level patterns 

onto the individual level runs the risk of falling foul o f the so-called “ecological inference 

fallacy” where response patterns observed at the national level can be ver)? different from 

the relationships revealed in individual level data (see, I'Cing 1997: 3-27; Schuessler 1999). 

Keeping in mind that these poll questions do not have a definitive meaning ser\^es the 

important function o f making us wary of accepting face-value interpretations o f what 

these questions tell us about pubUc opinion. We wiU now turn to the relationship 

between vote intention questions and political satisfaction ratings.

Distinction between satisfaction with government and voting intentions: Within 

political science there has been extensive use o f vote intention items and prime minister 

satisfaction ratings; but not government satisfaction measures. At first sight this is 

surprising as presidential approval and government satisfaction ratings are often the first 

question asked in opinion polls across the globe. Nonetheless, government satisfaction 

results are rarely treated as a dependent variable like presidential approval within the 

political science literature in the United States. In parUamentaiy systems such as 

Australia, Britain and Ireland government lead over the opposition, which is derived from vote 

intention questions, is used to assess government popularity rather than government 

satisfaction ratings (McAllister 2003; Clarke et al. 2000; Harrison and Marsh 1998).

This important concepmal distinction between vote intentions for government 

parties during inter-election periods and satisfaction with government performance is 

rarely discussed (note, Nadeau, Niemi and Amato 1996; Crespi 1980). Nonetheless, 

there would seem to be at least four reasons for this distinction.
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•  Being satisfied with governm ent and voting for governm ent parties are not the 
same thing. This is because the latter has a behavioural orientation that is 
influenced by satisfaction with governm ent perform ance and other factors.

•  The concept o f governm ent satisfaction in parliamentar}’ democracies is no t the 
same as presidential approval in the US. This difference has an institutional 
basis. In the US, citizens directly elect the President whereas in Britain, Ireland 
and other parliamentary^ systems it is parties w ho form  governments. Therefore, 
presidential approval is a direct (electoral) m easure whereas governm ent 
satisfaction is an indirect one being mediated by part}' preferences.’

•  Responses to concrete vote intention items are m ore valid and reliable measures 
o f  governm ent popularit)' than answers given to relatively abstract governm ent 
satisfaction questions (note, Paldam and N annestad 1994; Lewis-Beck and 
Paldam 2000).^

•  The vote intention and governm ent satisfaction items are different types o f  sur\'ey 
question. The form er is a judgement measure where respondents select a single 
part}' as their choice for a h}’pothetical first preference vote. Such judgements are 
based on long-term beliefs, or preferences, and in this respect match with some 
o f the assumptions o f the M irror Theory o f  opinion polling. In contrast, the 
latter is an evaluation measure where an interviewee simply indicates w hether they 
are satisfied or dissatisfied. These responses are not based directiy on underlying 
long-term preferences such as party attachm ent, bu t on a running tally o f 
inform ation m ost likely gleaned from  the media. As a result, evaluations may be 
uncorrelated with the original inform ation (e.g. part}' attachment) on which the 
evaluation is based (note, Feldman 1995: 263). In short, judgements and 
evaluations are likely to appear inconsistent and evaluations will exhibit greater 
response variance.

I f  the goal is to get simple “gut” reactions to incum bent executive’s perform ance the 

governm ent satisfaction question would seem to be a m ore appropriate measure as it is 

t}'pically asked first in a survey intervaew. Like the US Presidential question the 

governm ent satisfaction item would seem to be a measure that captures general 

perceptions about how well the governm ent is performing. Such questions, as Jones 

noted in the opening quotation o f this chapter, are at best very imperfect indicators o f 

future electoral success (note also, Mueller 1970; 19).

These operational insights m atch with our theoretical expectations. The fourth 

point above highlights a central feature o f  the Belief-Sampling Model. The t}'pe o f poU 

question and resulting sur\'ey response process influences the answers recorded in mass

 ̂'I'his argument loses some force in systems where there are coalition governments because vote intention measures o f 
governm ent approval lose direct meaning especially during inter-clcction periods. In addition, the growth o f 
presidential style prime ministers would seem to reduce the position o f  parties in the minds o f voters.
" I lowever, within the \ 'o te  and Popularity (or \'P -function) literature governm ent popularit)' and vote intention are 
sometimes treated synonymously. During inter-election periods responses to vote intention questions in opinion polls 
represent simple evaluations o f governm ent perform ance and are no t complicated by the actual act o f  voting that is 
seen to be influenced by a whole range o f  other factors (note, Paldam 1991: 16).
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survey inter\dews. I f  political satisfaction ratings are evaluations based on specific “bits” 

o f inform ation acquired throughout election cycles, such responses are likely to produce 

“noisier” and more inconsistent responses. In contrast, judgements based on long-term 

predispositions such as part)' attachm ent that are reflected in vote intention questions are 

expected to have lower variance (note, ZaUer and Feldman 1992). All o f  this underscores 

the simple point being made in this chapter — vote intentions for governm ent parties and 

political satisfaction ratings are different though related phenom ena.

Having briefly examined the main characteristics o f political satisfaction ratings, it is 

now time to  examine the polling data and investigate what political satisfaction ratings 

can teU us about poUtical popularity in Ireland.

P o p u l a r it y  o f  g o v e r n m e n t s , t a o is ig h  a n d  p a r t y  l e a d e r s

O ne im portant feature o f  opinion poll results is the unique facility they offer for making 

comparisons between governm ents, Taoisigh and parties leaders across time. In 

addition, they provide a means o f rank ordering governm ents, Taoisigh and party leaders 

in terms o f  popularity. I’he satisfaction ratings have been used here to construct median 

values. It would have been preferable to construct ‘net satisfaction ratings’ (i.e. percent 

satisfied minus dissatisfied), as this would have given a m ore accurate picture o f public 

opinion. Unformnately, missing data makes this procedure impossible for all opinion 

poUs that are known to have asked political satisfaction questions. Consequentiy, it was 

decided to use a measure o f  satisfaction that maximised the num ber o f time points 

available in order to explore as comprehensively as possible trends over time.

Popularity of successive Irish governments: Figure 4-1 is interesting as it shows that 

the two m ost popular Irish governm ents were those that presided during the “Celtic 

tiger” era, i.e. 1994-2002. M oreover, it reveals that the m ost liked administrations were 

those that have been in office since 1989. This is a date often interpreted by political and 

media com m entators as the era o f Ireland’s remarkable transition from  “bust to boom ” 

and the emergence o f  the process o f  Social Partnership (note, MacSharry and W hite 

2000).

< <  Figure 4-1, about here >>

Significantly, the least popular governm ents were those who presided over the worst 

ph ases o f an economic recession between 1982 and 1987. This interpretation o f  the
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governm ent satisfaction data suggests that economic conditions have played a significant 

role in mediating popular satisfaction with governm ent. Figure 4-1 also illustrates an 

interesting “rule o f  thum b” that has been applied to the popularity o f  US presidents 

seeking re-election — “below 50, you lose” (Stimson 2004: 137). The only incum bent 

Irish governm ent re-elected in recent times was the Fianna Fail/Progressive D em ocrat 

coalition in 2002. This governm ent was unique in having an average governm ent 

satisfaction rating above 50 percent for its entire term  o f office.

Popularity of successive Irish Taoisigh: It is tem pting to think that satisfaction with 

governm ent and giving a positive rating to the performance o f the leader o f the 

governm ent (i.e. the Taoiseach) would go hand-in-hand. The polling data shown in 

figure 4-2 indicate that this can be the case sometimes, e.g. A hern’s first governm ent 

(1997-2002).'*

<< Figure 4-2, about here >>

More often the connection between governm ent and Taoiseach satisfaction is more 

complex and would seem to depend on candidate and context effects (e.g. the economy). 

While the minorit)' Fianna Fail governm ent o f 1987 to 1989 was the fourth m ost popular 

governm ent, Charles Haughey’s third term as Taoiseach has a lower popularity ranking 

(i.e. 8). In contrast. Jack Lynch’s third term  in office as Taoiseach between 1977 and 

1979 saw him becom e the second m ost popular prime minister recorded by the poUs 

wliile his governm ent popularity ranking was lower, being at num ber 6. More generaUy, 

figure 4-2 shows an im portant pattern. Irish prime ministers in their first term o f office 

are likely to be m ore popular on average when comparison is made with subsequent 

administrations. This pattern holds for Ahern, Reynolds, Haughey and FitzGerald — all 

Taoisigh w ho have served m ore than one term  o f office for which opinion poU data are 

available. In partisan terms, Fianna Fail prime ministers tend to be the m ost popular or 

unpopular while Fine Gael Taoisigh tend to have middling ratings.

Popularity of successive party leaders: O ne o f  the key features o f  parliamentary 

democracy is the leadership pro\'ided by governm ent leaders and effective opposition 

provided by party leaders out o f  office. Figure 4-3 shows a ranking o f satisfaction ratings

* Com parison o f the relative ranking o f governments (n = ll ) ,  Taoisigh (n=13) and part)' leaders (n=19) is formally 
incorrect due to the different num ber o f  cases. I lere this t\'pe o f  comparison is used informally to indicate large 
differences in relative popularity.



o f almost all Irish part}’ leaders since 1976. As can be seen from  the num ber o f  polls 

used to estimate the median satisfaction rating, some part}^ leaders have had very 

different lengths o f  tenure and this has some influence on the estimates. Fianna Fail 

have provided the two m ost popular part)' leaders during the last three decades while 

Fine Gael have the unenviable distinction o f having the two least popular ones.

G arrett FitzG erald is the m ost popular Fine Gael leader examined despite the fact 

that his second governm ent (1982-1987) was the least popular, although he had a 

middling prime ministerial popularity profile. The Labour Part}' is interesting in that 

Ruairi Q uinn w ho had a relatively brief time as leader holds the record for being the 

m ost popular leader o f  this part}' between 1977 and 2005. Dick Spring, one o f  the 

longest ser\"ing leaders o f  the Labour Party (i.e. late 1982 until June 1997) w ho led the 

part}' to unprecedented electoral success in 1992, has a lower level o f  overall popularit}'. 

This ranking undoubtedly reflects a much broader range o f  satisfaction ratings ensuing 

from  his long tenure. Therefore, some caution is required in interpreting the median 

scores and rankings displayed in figures 4-1 to 4-3.

<< Figure 4-3, about here >>

A key pattern in figure 4-3 is the fact that leaders o f  smaller parties can receive relatively 

high satisfaction ratings, e.g. Mary Harney o f  the Progressive Dem ocrats (PDs) or Gerry 

Adams o f  Sinn Fein. W hat strong satisfaction ratings mean for leaders o f  smaO parties 

would seem to depend on w hether they form part o f coalition governm ents (e.g. Mary 

Harney and the PDs) and their salience w'ithin the media (e.g. Gerry Adams and Sinn 

Fein within the N orthern  Ireland peace process). In general, a com m on characteristic o f 

leaders o f  small parties and newly elected party leaders (except in the case o f  Fianna Fail) 

is that their low pubUc profile results in a high level o f “don’t know” responses and 

hence low ratings in opinion poUs.^

In this section we have used opinion poll data in a m irror like m anner to construct 

rankings o f  the relative popularity o f governm ents, Taoisigh and part}' leaders. We have 

dem onstrated that using this m ethod o f  organising a large volume o f  data it is possible to 

compare patterns between different opinions and illuminate like a lamp im portant and 

previously Httie know n interrelationships within Irish pubUc opinion. For example.

Use o f  a net satisfaction measure (percent satisfied minus dissatisfied) might make some difference here where m ost 
respondents give a “ d o n ’t know” respt>nse. I 'o r those with an opinion many may be satisfied with the perform ance o f 
leaders o f  small parties given the limited resources under which they operate, etc. I lowever, our interest here is overall 
public opinion, consequently the simple measure adopted seems m ost appropriate.
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popular governm ents are not necessarily associated with popular Taoisigh. M oreover, we 

have suggested from  this simple analysis that opinion poll responses are often shaped by 

cues from  the media, perceptions o f  economic perform ance and length o f time in office. 

In the next section, we will build on this work and investigate through time series analysis 

the long-term relationship between vote intention and political satisfaction ratings.

L o n g -t e r m  r e l a t io n s h i p  b e t w e e n  k e y  p o l it ic a l  v a r ia b l e s

In order to simplif)’ the analysis undertaken in this section, we wiU concentrate on public 

opinion relating to the governm ent, i.e. vote intention for governm ent parties, 

satisfaction with the perform ance o f  the governm ent and Taoiseach. It is im portant first 

to examine a general profile o f  these three variables over the entire period for which 

there arc polling data, i.e. late 1977 to  early 2005, in order to identify potentially 

im portant patterns and trends.

Comparison of leadership satisfaction ratings: O ne central feature o f media

commentary on opinion poll results is their emphasis on the competition between party 

leaders for popularity. There is the “zero-sum-game” assum ption that if the Taoiseach is 

doing well then the opposition part}" leaders m ust be doing badly. Alternatively, there is 

the view that opposition part}' leaders com pete against each other to provide the m ost 

com petent alternative to the incum bent Taoiseach. The polling data presented in figure 

4-4 suggests this is not a completely accurate picture o f how the Irish public answers 

leadership satisfaction questions.

The m ost salient pattern in this figure is the com m on trend exhibited in all o f  the 

leadership satisfaction ratings. However, this figure also reveals two im portant sub

periods, i.e. 1978-1990 and 1991-2002. This division seems to coincide with the 

emergence o f  John  Bruton as leader o f  Fine Gael, and Albert Reynolds as leader o f 

Fianna Fail.

<<  Figure 4-4, about here >>

An examination o f  the correlation between leadership satisfaction ratings shows that for 

the first sub-period there is significant correlation (r>.5; p<.001) between aU three 

ratings. During the second sub-period, the correlation between Fianna Fail and Fine 

Gael leadership ratings remains quite strong (see, bottom  of figure 4-4). However, the 

leadership ratings for the Labour Party changed in 1990 and precede the remarkable
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gains m ade by this party in the general election o f  1992 and its time in coalition with 

Fianna Fail, which ended abrupdy in N ovem ber 1994.

D uring the 1990-1994 period, Dick Spring’s satisfaction ratings effectively exhibited 

an independent pattern. Thereafter, Labour leadership satisfaction ratings have declined 

while those o f  Fianna Fail and Fine Gael increased (though from  very different levels). 

The party' leadership poll data illustrates some remarkable dynamics where the Irish 

public treated all party leaders in the same m anner during the 1980s and differentially in 

the 1990s. M oreover, since 1999 there appears to  be a reversion to a com m on trend for 

all leader satisfaction ratings. W hether these series o f  patterns in the data reflect 

changing economic conditions, or specific political factors requires further research.

Comparison of voting intentions and political satisfaction ratings: The data 

presented in figure 4-5 shows two patterns. First, this figure reveals that governm ent and 

Taoiseach satisfaction ratings are strongly related as they both  follow a very similar trend 

although at different levels. Second, the general pattern in these three time series seem 

to be divided into two phases based on key developm ents in the economy — depression 

and boom .'" While this approach is rather informal the focus o f  interest is the relative 

ordering o f  the three long-term  political approval and satisfaction variables. In this 

respect, one can see in figure 4-5 different rank ordering profiles for the vote intention 

and governm ent satisfaction series during these two phases.”

<< Figure 4-5, about here >>

During the ‘economic depression’ phase (i.e. the last quarter o f  1980 to the final quarter 

o f 1989) the relative ordering o f the key political variables was (1) satisfaction with the 

Taoiseach, (2) vote intentions for governm ent parties and (3) satisfaction with 

governm ent performance. In the following phase where there was the so-called ‘Celtic 

tiger boom ’ the relative ordering o f the three time series switched. From  1990 onwards 

the ranking was (1) satisfaction with the Taoiseach, (2) satisfaction with governm ent and 

(3) expressed vote intentions for governm ent parties.

I'hcrc is polling data from 1969 bu t m uch o f  it is sporadic until late 1977. In order to  create a time series that would 
give a reasonable picture o f overall trends and thus avoiding often quite large fluctuations due to short-term  factors the 
data was aggregated into quarterly time periods. In effect this involves using a poll o f polls where estimates arc based 
on samples o f  between one thousand and eight thousand respondents (median =  2,967). Such a procedure provides 
m ore confidence in the trends observed.
'• The trends presented in figure 4-5 represents the percentage responses o f  all those interviewed rather than those 
who had an opinion where opinion change comes not only from those changing their m ind, bu t also changes in the 
num ber o f  respondents giving “don’t know” responses.
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This pattern in the opinion poU data suggests that it makes sense to think o f  the 

economic depression and boom  phases as distinct. The implication here is that changing 

economic conditions have a differential impact on political opinions. It seems that 

public opinion toward the economy translates m ore easily into political evaluations (i.e. 

satisfaction ratings) than political judgements (i.e. vote intentions). O f  course, such a 

sur\^ey response mechanism only makes sense if one conceptualises governm ent 

satisfaction and vote intention for governm ent parties as being different polling 

measures. As we will see in the next sub-section, this argum ent becomes m ore plausible 

if we examine the evolution o f  satisfaction ratings during a generic election cycle.

Evolution of voting intentions and political satisfaction ratings through the 
election cycle: An examination o f  the polling evidence shows some im portant

differences in the pattern observed during the inter-election cycle. Nevertheless, these 

differences do follow a logic that relates to both  ‘partisanship’ and ‘informational’ 

factors. Firsdy, with regard to partisanship, vote intention for the incum bent 

governm ent as one might expect is less volatile than governm ent satisfaction. The 

polling data reveals that vote intention for governm ent parties in Ireland follows an 

inverted U shape, or quadratic, trend during the election cycle. Such a pattern is in 

agreement with the “costs o f  ruling” argum ent espoused in the presidential/governm ent 

satisfaction literature (Mueller 1970; Paldam 1976).’^

<< Figure 4-6, about here >>

Secondly, the informational differences between governm ent satisfaction and vote 

intentions for governm ent parties are evident in figure 4-6 from  the trend in the 

countdow n to the next general election (end o f  the tenth decile). The two time series 

begin at different levels. This dissimilarity probably reflects the fact that governm ent 

satisfaction and vote intention data are different t\pes o f survey question, i.e. an 

evaluation and judgement respectively. Thereafter, governm ent satisfaction based on 

“gut” reactions fluctuates on the basis o f  inter-election events.'^

lixam ination o f  vote intention for the incum bent governm ent used a poll o f  polls (i.e. all available poll data 
aggregated on the basis o f time within the election cycle). A quadratic model fit for this data explains 97 perccnt o f  the 
variance. Similar quadratic model fits were fitted for governm ent and I'aoiseach satisfaction ratings. 1 lowever, this 
relationship is less strong as model fit is 68 percent and 43 percent respectively.

Some care is required in making interpretation o f  the peaks and troughs evident in figure 4-5 because this graph 
refers to a gcneric election cycle where the data which is used to construct this figure is based on polling data that is 
likely to be clustered around elections and other politically significant events such as referendums, crises, etc. J'or this 
reason specific peaks and troughs may no t be generic but specific due to the clustered nature o f  the polling data.
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However, as the next general election approaches both vote intentions for 

incum bent parties and satisfaction with governm ent converge as the voters become more 

inform ed in the countdow n to Election Day (Alvarez 1997). The slighdy higher final 

level o f governm ent satisfaction over vote intentions for incum bent parties may be 

reflecting the switching o f vote intentions in an election campaign, as voters who are 

satisfied (or dissatisfied) with the governm ent nonetheless return to their “norm al” 

part}'.’** Regardless o f the validity o f  the explanation put forward here, the main point to 

be made is that vote intentions for the incum bent governm ent and satisfaction ratings 

are different. M oreover, this difference is m ost pronounced outside o f election 

campaign periods. Why this should be the case is a question to which we will now mrn.

Analysis o f the long-term relationship between the key political variables: The

discussion thus far has illustrated that Irish opinion polls’ m easurem ent o f political 

satisfaction ratings and vote intentions toward the incum bent governm ent follow similar 

trends, but hav’̂e different levels and have changed their relative ordering (in terms o f 

absolute values) over the last three decades. Such evidence suggests that there are strong 

relationships between these key political variables and leads us neatly toward 

consideration o f  a variety o f questions such as — does vote intention for an incum bent 

administration determine the level o f governm ent satisfaction, or vice versa? O r does 

satisfaction with the Taoiseach help shape the levels o f vote intentions for those parties 

in power and the level o f  governm ent satisfaction?

In technical terms, we are proposing to test an interrelated system o f  models or 

equations. Each key political measure is both  a dependent and independent variable in 

the overall modelling system. Formnately, it is possible to investigate causal relationships 

using the concept o f Granger causality. The basic intuition behind this concept is that past 

values o f a dependent and set o f  independent variables can shape the current values o f 

the dependent variable, bu t no t vice versa. This is a key constraint as it allows us 

statistically to  specify and estimate a series o f  interrelated models (or system o f 

equations). It is im portant to note that G ranger causality does not imply ‘causality’ 

according to the com m on use o f the term, but relates to the success o f  using past values 

to improve m odel prediction. We will postpone for a m om ent a discussion o f  how to

'■* NX'ithout panel data the only means o f  exploring this question would be apply an ecological inference technicjue to 
aggregate level survey data where the transition rates o f  various subgroup.s could be estimated (I’enubarti and 
■Schuessler 1999). Such an analysis lies beyond the scope and goals o f this chapter.
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estimate a system of equations to test for Granger causalit}'. It is necessary first to 

outline one key consideration involved in examining time series data.

An important task in any time series regression analysis is establishing that the 

variables being investigated are stationary^, and thereby not likely to yield ‘spurious 

regression’ results.'^ This involves checking that the variables being examined are 

causally related and not just co-trending together. Otherwise we run the risk that all our 

models and inferences will be misleading. This statistical criterion is called ‘stationarity’. 

Variables are stationary if their mean, variance and covariance with past values (of 

themselves) does not depend on time, i.e. a variable does not increase by some 

(non)linear function o f elapsed time.

Given the strong trends evident in figure 4-5, it is not too surprising that none o f the 

political variables is stationar}-. Therefore, each o f these series has a mean or variance 

that is time dependent (see, Mills 1990; Gujurati 1995: 7 2 0 ) . A common strategy for 

making such nonstationary series stationary is to ‘first difference’ the data, i.e. focus on 

change per unit time. However, differencing has the drawback o f destroying valuable 

information such as long run relationships among variables, where the gains of achieving 

stationarit)' are outweighed by loss o f information (Beck 1991: 67-9; Sanders 2005: 177). 

We will remrn to this consideration a Uttie later.

As noted earlier, within this sub-section we are interested not in one, but three sets 

of relationships. We wish to explore how vote intention for government parties, 

satisfaction with government and Taoiseach performance are interconnected over time. 

This implies examining these three sets of relationships simultaneously. The simplest 

methodology within the econometrics literature for undertaking such a task is called 

Vector Auto Regression (VAR). Within VAR each variable examined is used both as a 

dependent and independent factor in a series of models estimated simultaneously. In 

this sub-section we wiU have three models in our VAR analysis. As noted earlier, this is 

because we have three variables o f interest. For example, in model 1, government 

satisfaction at time 2 is explained in terms o f government satisfaction at time 1 plus 

Taoiseach satisfaction at time 1 and vote intention for government parties at time 1. 

Within model 2, vote intentions for incumbent parties at time 2 are explained in terms of

In simple terms, two variables measured over time m ight have a similar trend but this is not evidence that they these 
variables are causally related to each o ther as they may both be correlated with a third factor. In order to  avoid such 
“ spurious” effects it makes sense to parcel out the trend com ponents first and then examine causal relationships (for 
details see. Mills 1990: 63ff)

I'hc Dickey-Fuller Cieneralised Least Squares approach is a more robust test than the original Dickey I'’uller and 
Phillips and Perron test and is considered within the econom etrics literature to be a more appropriate test for unit 
roots.
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vote intentions at time 1 plus government satisfaction at time 1 and Taoiseach ratings 

also at time 1. Model 3 explains Taoiseach satisfaction in terms of past values o f this 

variable plus past values of government satisfaction and vote intentions for government 

parties.'^ The estimation is undertaken using Ordinar)' Least Squares (OLS) regression 

(see, Gujarati 1995; 734-54).

In short, VAR has the important advantage o f facilitating an investigation o f the 

dynamic relationships among variables without imposing strong a  p r io r i restrictions, and 

has the added benefit of allowing an assessment to be made o f Granger causalit\^ 

Technically speaking, the variables used in such an analysis should be stationar}'. If they 

are not they should be differenced in order to make them stationarj^ Unfortunately, as 

we noted earlier this procedure involves a substantial loss of information. Preliminar}^ 

model testing o f our key political variables data using differenced values does (as 

expected) result in loss of information where all relationships between the three variables 

disappear. Consequendy, a VAR model was estimated with non-stationar}^ variables 

because the goal is to determine the relationship between the three key political 

measures, rather than accurate coefficient estimates. Using VAR with non-stationary 

variables for this Limited purpose is considered within the time series literature to be a 

legitimate exercise (see. Freeman 1983: 334; Freeman, Williams and Lin 1989).

The bottom part of figure 4-7 shows the results o f Granger causality testing carried 

out after estimation of a VAR model. By undertaking a Granger causality test we are 

assuming that each o f our political variables is strongly determined by the other two, 

which seems a reasonable assumption given the pattern evident in figure 4-5. The 

Granger test allows us to examine three forms o f causality: (a) unidirectional causaUty (b) 

reciprocal causality and (c) independence or no causal relationship.

<< Figure 4-7, about here >>

The basic logic behind the Granger test may be illustrated with an example. First we 

regress vote intentions for government parties on all lagged vote intention terms (i.e. past 

poU estimates of vote intention such as those measured three or six months previously).'** 

Second we estimate the first model but this time we include a lagged independent

I Icrc for simplicity cach dependent variable is lagged by one time period, (^uite often longer lag peri(ids are chosen 
leading to  m ore complcx models with many parameters. The num ber o f  lags chosen is determined by various 
statistical (likelihood ratio) tests that help the researcher determine the correct model specification. Lagging is used to 
deal with the problem  o f serial correlation in the error terms.

Ciranger tests can be sensitive to the num ber o f lags included in a model. 1 lere a variety o f  likelihood ratio tests 
were used to  find the m ost appropriate lag length to handle serial correlation in the error terms as X'AR assumes that 
error term s are uncorrelated.
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variable such as governm ent satisfaction. Using a Wald test we then check our nuU 

h)pothesis that the lagged independent variable does not belong in our regression model 

because its inclusion does no t im prove model fit significandy. If we reject the null 

hypothesis, we conclude that the lagged independent variable (Granger) causes the 

dependent variable. We can see from  the bottom  part o f  figure 4-7 that when predicting 

vote intentions for governm ent parties including past values o f governm ent satisfaction 

(i.e. with two lags) improves m odel fit significantiy [)(2 (108,2) = 8.64, p £  .05].

The results presented in figure 4-7 illustrates how well past values o f  an independent 

variable impact on predictions o f  the current values o f  the dependent variable. These 

estimates show that both  governm ent and Taoiseach satisfaction ratings help shape vote 

intentions for governm ent parties. However, vote intention for an incum bent 

governm ent does not G ranger cause either governm ent or Taoiseach satisfaction. All 

three variables are m ost strongly G ranger caused by lagged versions o f themselves. 

These results imply that intentions to vote for governm ent parties are determined by 

positive perceptions o f how weO the Taoiseach or governm ent are doing. Nevertheless, 

the unidirectional (Granger causal) relationships between satisfaction ratings and vote 

intentions concurs with the argum ent made earlier in this chapter. Vote intention 

questions and satisfaction ratings refer to fundamentally different political opinions 

among the Irish electorate.

C o n c l u s io n

A t the start o f  this chapter, we posed two questions with regard to the opinion polling 

evidence (a) do political satisfaction ratings m irror the m ood o f  the Irish electorate, and 

(b) does the interrelationship between responses to vote intention questions and political 

satisfaction ratings help us illuminate the nature o f political opinion in Ireland? Let us 

now try to  summarise the evidence presented in this chapter in formulating answers to 

these two questions.

W ith regard to the first question, we have demonstrated, in a similar m anner to  the 

analysis undertaken in chapter 2, that it is im portant to understand the nature and 

characteristics o f  specific poll items. W ithin the M irror Theory o f  opinion poUmg 

responses to poll questions such as political satisfaction ratings represent stable opinions. 

However, individual satisfaction items are rarely discussed in isolation. Consequendy, if  

consideration is made o f  the patterns o f  responses between vote intention and
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governm ent and party leader satisfaction ratings we find that it is no t possible to make a 

definitive interpretation o f  what the opinion poll data are telling us.

The key reason for this conundrum  revolves around the degree to which 

respondents have knowledge o f  political developm ents and are expressing ‘true’ 

opinions. This methodological concern goes to the heart o f  why vote intentions for 

incum bent parties and governm ent satisfaction ratings are different. Figure 4-5 reveals 

that vote intentions for incum bent governm ents are rarely the same as satisfaction 

ratings. This impUes that satisfaction ratings during inter-election periods do m irror the 

political m ood. Yet, the “m ood” m easured is likely to be based on “ top-of-the-head” 

responses according to the Belief-Sampling Model. Evidence consonant with such an 

interpretation (see, figure 4-6) shows that political satisfaction ratings exhibit m ore 

variance than vote intention responses. I 'h e  latter it would seem are based on long-term  

predispositions such as part}' attachment.

In contrast, the pattern in leadership satisfaction ratings across time indicates that 

the dynamics o f  public opinion can change substantially. In figure 4-4 we saw that the 

declining political m ood o f the 1980s affected all party leaders in a similar m anner, bu t in 

the following decade this pattern changed. This suggests that the factors underlying 

responses to leadership satisfaction ratings change and the opinion polls have m irrored 

this fascinating evolution in public opinion.

Turning to  our second question, we dem onstrated through a simple ranking o f  the 

popularity o f  governm ents, Taoisigh and party leaders that the polling data reveals 

im portant non-obvious features o f  party politics in Ireland where party leaders and 

Taoisigh can have different popularity ratings to that o f their part}', and vice versa. 

However, there are im portant interrelationships between these different poll questions. 

Using time series analytical techniques and the concept o f  G ranger causality we have 

found that satisfaction ratings help shape vote intention preferences for incum bent 

governm ents, bu t no t vice versa. This fits with our expectations that political satisfaction 

ratings are evaluations (i.e. absolute measures where respondents are either satisfied or 

not) while vote intentions for governm ent parties are judgem ents (i.e. relative measures 

where parties are ranked). Consequently, these poU questions are qualitatively different.

T o summarise, the research results presented in this chapter suggest two things. 

First, the Irish electorate is a critical one where electoral support for a part}' or 

governm ent does not automatically lead to consonant satisfaction ratings. This is the 

main result from  figure 4-7. Such a pattern in the poUing data are unexpected if one
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thinks that vote intentions form  the foundation for political satisfaction ratings. 

However, the data presented in figure 4-5 shows the vote intention trend has often been 

different to that o f the satisfaction ratings. These two poll series refer to different 

aspects o f  public opinion.

Second, although vote intention responses are based on relatively stable opinions 

they are subject to change. The results in figure 4-7 reveal that vote intentions for 

governm ent parties are influenced by satisfaction in the performance o f the Taoiseach 

and his cabinet. O ne might speculate in this respect that changing economic 

circumstances have strongest direct effects on political satisfaction ratings (i.e. political 

evaluations) and weaker indirect effects on vote intentions (i.e. political judgements). In 

short, political satisfaction ratings appear to mediate the influence o f economic change 

on vote intentions. W hether, or not, this mechanism is correct, such thinking does 

highlight the opportunities for further research into what drives political satisfaction 

ratings in Ireland and how such ratings influence vote intentions.

In chapters 2 and 3 we have examined the core questions asked in aU Irish opinion 

polls. In the remaining chapters we will switch attention to substantive issues — the 

liberal agenda. N orthern Ireland and opinions toward the economy and European 

Union. These chapters are different in the sense that there is significantly less polling 

inform ation and use will be made o f  other sources o f public opinion data. 

Notwithstanding these data considerations, many o f the theoretical and methodological 

concerns examined in chapters 1 to 4 wiU form  central elements in the work undertaken 

in the next four chapters.

102



Figure 4-1, Boxplots of satisfaction with the performance of Irish governments, 
1973-2005 (percent)

1982N-1987 (FG & L a b )  n=45

1982F-1982N (FF minority) —  n=8

n=111973-1977 (FG & Lab)

n=172002-2005 (FF & PD)

1981-1982F (F G & Lab )—  n=10

1977-1981 (F F )—  n=38

1992-1994 (FF & Lab) —  n=15

1987-1989 (FF minority) —  n=16

1989-1992 (F F & P D )  n=34

1994-1997 (Rainbow coalition) “ “  n=19

1997-2002 (F F & P D )—  n=49

25 750 50 100

Note that the data are organised on the basis of the basis of median satisfaction rating. The numbers on the left refer to the number ofpolls 
in which the government was included, e.g. the F F  and PD government in office since 2002 has been included in 17 IM S  and AIR BI polls 
between June 2002 and Februaty 2005. The vertical dark line at the centre of the boxes is the median. Each box relates to an 
interquartile range, i.e. the difference between the 25th and 75th percentiles in the data. The lines and whiskers refer to data that lie within 
two interquartile ranges of the median (or one interquartile range from the edges of the box). The small circles ymbols denote “outliers" that 
is cases 1.5 to 3.0 box lengths (one interquartile range) from the le ft or right box edge.
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Figure 4-2, Boxplots of satisfaction with the performance of successive Taoisigh, 
1978-2005 (percent)

Haughey II, FF (1982)—  n=6
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n=18Lynch III. FF (1978-1979)-----

GOOD CEOn=54Ahern I. FF (1997-2002)-----
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N o k  that the data are organised on the basis of the basis of median satisfaction rating. The numbers on the left refer to the number ofpolls 
in which a specific Taoiseach was included, e.g. Ahern has been included in 16 IM S  and A[RBIpolls between 2002 and February 2005. 
The vertical dark line at the centre of the boxes is the median. Each box relates to an interquartile range, i.e. the difference between the 
25th and 75th percentiles in the data. The lines and whiskers refer to data that lie within two interquartile ranges of the median (or one 
interquartile range from the edges of the box). The small circles ymbols denote "outliers”  that is cases 1.5 to 3.0 box lengths (one 
interquartile range) from the left or tight box edge. The small star (*) relates to “extremes" i.e. cases that are 3.0 to 5.0 box lengths from  
the le ft or right box edge.
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Figure 4-3, Boxplots of satisfaction with the performance of Irish party leaders, 
1976-2005 (percent)
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Note that the data are organised on the basis o f the basis o f median satisfaction rating. The numbers on the left refer to the number o f polls 
in  which the party leader was included, e.g. Ahern has been included in  93 lA iS  and M R B I polls between 1995 and February 2005. The 
vertical dark line at the centre o f the boxes is the median. Each box relates to an interquartile range, i.e. the difference between the 25th  
and 75th percentiles in the data. The lines and whiskers refer to data that lie within two interquartile ranges o f the median (or one 
interquartile range from  the edges o f the box). The small circles ymbols denote "outliers”  that is cases 1.5 to 3.0 box lengths (one 
interquartile range) from  the le ft or right box edge. The small star (*) relates to “extremes" i.e. cases that are 3.0 to 5.0 box lengths from  
the le ft or right box edge.

HN

n=111

n=101

a© I
I I I  1 I I 1 I I I  I  I  I  I I  I  I

105



Figure 4-4, Comparison of mean support for the three main party leaders in the 
Republic of Ireland, 1978 - 2002 (percent)
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Note quarterly data (1978q2 to 2002q2) has been exponentially smoothed using the Holt et al (1960) procedure that assumes that there 
is a linear trend but no seasonal variation (see. Mills 1998: 153-63). The polling results have been aggregated to create a quarterly time 
series. This is a standard econometric procedure to facilitate data analysis.

Would you say you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the way Ny4AiE OF P A R T Y  L E A D E R  /  TA01SE.4CH is doing his job ar 
PART~1~LJ5ADER /  TAO ISEAC H  /  T A N A IST E  ? Response options are satisfied, dissatisfied or don’t know [AlRBl wording.

Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the w y  N A A IE  OF P A R T Y  L E A D E R  is doing his job as TAOISE^ACH leader of N A M E  
OF PARTY? Response options are satisfied, dissatisfied or don’t know [lAlS/Lansdowne wording.

Correlations between party leader support ratings:

1978-1990 1991-2002 1978-2002

Parties Corr. P N Corr. P N Corr. P N

I'I '-FG +.495 <.001 47 +.499 <.001 43 .345 <.001 90
I'l'-I.XB +.519 <.001 49 -.125 <.001 41 .416 <.001 90

+ .513 <.001 47 +.081 =.613 41 .002 =.989 88

Note, Corr. refers to Pearson’s product moment correlation, p  is the significance level and N  relates to the number of cases. Calculations 
based on percentage quarterly data.
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Figure 4-5, Comparison of voting intentions for parties in government with 
government and Taoiseach satisfaction ratings, 1977 - 2005 (percent)
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Note quarterly data (1977(j4 to 2005q1) has been exponentially smoothed using the Holt et al. (1960) procedure that assumes that there 
is a linear trend but no seasonal variation (see. Mills 1998: 153-63). A s  in figure 4-5 the polling results have been a^regated to create a 
quarterly time series.
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Figure 4-6, Comparison of vote intentions for government with government and 
Taoiseach satisfaction ratings during the inter-election cycle, 1969- 
2002 (median percentage ratings)
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Note as each inter-election period is different ranging Jrom 252 to 1,806 days comparison o f satisfaction and approval 
ratings using aggregation of days is inappropriate. For this reason each inter-election was divided into deciles and median 
scores used became these are less affected ly  outliers than mean values.
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Figure 4-7, Granger causal relationships between vote intentions for 
government parties, and satisfaction ratings for the government and 
Taoiseach, 1978-2005

Vote intentions 
for government parties

Government
satisfaction

Taoiseach
satisfaction

Arrows refer to causal relationships that are significant p  S  .05, see table below fo r  details. Analysis undertaken on quarterly data and 
refers to polls undertaken between 1982q2 and 2005q1.

Wald tests for causal independence between government approval, government satisfaction and 
Taoiseach satisfaction, 1978q2 -  2005ql

Independent variables

N’ote intentions for government parties (d.f. 2) 

G overnm ent satisfaction (d.f. 2)

Taoiseach satisfaction (d.f. 2)

Both variables (d.f. 4)

Dependent variables
I 'ote intentions for 
government parties

8.64 

7.72 ** 

11.29

Government
satisfaction

4.11

7.22 **

13.62

Taoiseach
satisfaction

.23

8.66  * *

9.76 **

*p < .1 0  **p < .0 5  ***p< .001  (two tailed test)

N ote in testing fo r  Granger causality the null hypothesis is that the coefficients (plural because o f lags) fo r  a specific independent variable are 
jointly equal to ^ero. Consequently a series o f restricted and unrestricted models are tested. The W ald test assesses whether the unrestricted
estimate o f a coefficient is significantly different from  a restricted estimate using a chi-square distribution where the degrees offreedom equal 
the number o f model restrictions being tested. Here the degrees o f freedom correspond to the number o f lags fo r  winch the W ald tests are 
calculated. For example, when explaining government satisfaction including past values o f government satisfaction (i.e. with two lags) 
improve modelfit significantly [)^ (108,2) =  8.64, p <  .05].
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C h a p t e r  5

P u b l ic  o p i n i o n  t o w a r d  t h e  l ib e r a l  a g e n d a

Each discussion began with a specific theme — abortion, divorce, contraception - but the underlying agenda related 
to something more profound and fundamental: what kind of people we were, what we wanted to become, and who 
was standing in the wc^ of progress and change.

John W aters (1991: 82)

I n t r o d u c t i o n

In the first four chapters of this dissertation we have concentrated on outlining and 

critically evaluating key general features of the Irish opinion poll data. Furthermore, in 

chapters 3 and 4 we have explored what the core questions asked in all opinion polls tell 

us about public opinion in Ireland. We have established that a critical aspect in 

examining the mirror and lamp functions of opinion polls revolves around understanding 

how respondents answer questions during opinion poll interviews. In addition, our 

discussion of the Mirror Theory of opinion polling and the Belief-Sampling Model has 

shown that different conceptualisations of the poll response process strongly determines 

how we evaluate opinion poll data.

In this chapter, we will build on the lessons and insights gained in the first four 

chapters and start our examination o f the four major themes and substantive questions 

oudined in the introduction to this dissertation. We will first look at the “liberal agenda.” 

This agenda is also known in academia as the ‘liberal-conservative cleavage’. This 

particular cleavage has been one of the most prominent within Irish society since 1981 

and was the basis for what was arguably one of the most divisive elections (i.e. the 

abortion referendum of 1983) since the foundation of the State (Hug 1999; 154).'

Debates between liberal and conservative visions of Irish society have for the most 

part been undertaken within the context of referendums on abortion and divorce. Here 

government proposed amendments to the Constitution require the consent of the 

electorate for ratification. These debates on abortion and divorce have highlighted 

important underlying divisions within Irish public opinion, but have surprisingly not 

involved major inter-party conflict. For this reason, the liberal-conservative cleavage is 

unique in being a “subliminal” source of conflict within Irish politics (Sinnott 2002: 815).

' The liberal agenda is a term given to campaigns led by reformers such as Mary Robinson (President o f Ireland 1990- 
1997) and Senator David Norris and a variety o f specific interest groups (see, Hug 1999). Their goal was to change 
Irish law so that abortion, contraception, divorce and homosexuality were no longer illegal. The law in these areas had 
been justified on the basis o f  the Catholic Church’s concept o f ‘natural law’ and supported on a majoritarian principle.
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The strategies adopted by Irish political parties adopted during the various abortion 

and divorce referendum  campaigns have varied considerably. These have ranged from  

abstention from  debate in order to avoid serious internal rifts (e.g. Fianna Fail in the 

divorce referendum  o f  1986) to heavy campaigning (e.g. Fine Gael and the Labour Party 

in the divorce referendum  o f 1995). N onetheless, the constitutional requirem ent that 

there be referendum s on these moral issues ensures that the electorate is the final arbiter. 

For this institutional reason public policy making on liberal agenda issues has involved 

public opinion playing a more im portant role that would normally be the case where 

legislation emanates from  the Irish parliament (Oireachtas).^

In this chapter we will not examine broader explanations and theories o f why values, 

often based on religious teachings, have tended to evolve in advanced western societies. 

This is not to suggest that the general sociological processes o f Modernisation and 

Secularisation are unimportant.^ For practical reasons, we will concentrate in this chapter 

on public opinion toward the liberal agenda as the polls and the media have devoted 

considerable attention to this topic. In this respect, this chapter will try to answer two 

main questions. First, if opinion polls can be said to  reflect public opinion what kind o f 

picture do we get -  a declining conservative and increasingly liberal public or something 

m ore complex? Second, we will try to use the available opinion poll data to illuminate 

“why” public opinion has exhibited particular patterns using cohort analysis and 

comparison o f different question types.

In the first section o f this chapter there will be a brief description o f  the opinion poll 

data. This will be followed by an overview o f the literature on public opinion toward the 

liberal agenda and the main debates within this field o f research. The third section will 

very briefly outline the logic o f using a hard/easy distinction when examining liberal 

agenda poll questions. The following section will assess the im portance o f liberal agenda 

issues to the Irish public and this will be followed by an examination o f  the long-term 

trends in responses to hard and easy questions relating to abortion and divorce. Section 

six will briefly look at whether or no t there has been opinion change on liberal agenda 

issues and the following section will trace the source o f opinion change through cohort

2 According to Sinnott (2002) there have been eight liberal-conservative referendums amending the Irish Constitution 
(Bunreacht na h-Eireann): Delete the special position o f the Catholic Church (1972); Prohibit the legalisation of 
abortion (1983); Perm it divorce (1986, 1995); Abortion, right to inform ation (1992); Abortion, right to travel (1992); 
Restrict the availability o f  abortion (1992, 2002).
3 There is a considerable literature based on these topics using a variety o f approaches. Some o f  the recent literature is 
based on analysis o f EVS and ISSP survey data. See, Whelan 1994; Inglis 1998a,b; 153; Hornsby-Sm ith and W helan 
1994; Whelan and Fahey 1994; Hardiman and Whelan 1998; Cassidy 2002; Fahey 2002; Ward 2002; Coakley 2005; 44- 
8, 62-3; Fahey, Hayes and Sinnott 2005; 30-56,114-39.
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analysis. In the final section there will be some concluding remarks relating to the two 

quesdons raised at the start of this chapter.

O p i n i o n  p o l l  d a t a

One central feature of media commissioned polling data in Ireland, as noted in earlier 

chapters, are their electoral focus. This is particularly evident in the number and type of 

poll questions relating to the liberal agenda. In fact, nine-in-ten o f all quesdons reladng 

to moral issues refer to referendums on abortion and divorce. For this reason, this 

chapter will focus primarily on the abortion referendums of 1983, 1992 and 2002; and 

the divorce referendums of 1986 and 1995. There are less than a dozen poll quesdons 

relating to contraception and homosexuality, both important domains where 

groundbreaking legisladon was introduced in the 1980s and 1990s (see appendix 5-1).

Fortunately, academic surveys such as the European Values Survey (1981, 1990 and 

1999), the International Social Science Project series of surveys (1985-), the Irish Social 

and Political Atdtudes Survey (2002) and the first Irish Nadonal Elecdon Study (2002) 

also have a number of quesdonnaire items on Irish public opinion toward abortion, 

divorce, homosexuality and euthanasia. However, such data will be used primarily in this 

chapter to supplement and to extend the insights provided by media commissioned polls 

undertaken by IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI.

The quesdons asked by these three polling companies regarding public opinion 

toward divorce and abortion are o f three main types. The first are vote intention 

quesdons. These are the most numerous and inquire how respondents proposed to vote 

in the various referendums. These quesdons were often specific in nature reladng to the 

actual text of proposed amendments to the Consdtudon. The second type were what 

might be best described as general quesdons where those interviewed were asked 

whether they favoured legalising abordon and divorce, and under what circumstances. 

The third main group o f quesdons relate to the impact of referendum campaigns and 

occasionally sources of influence on moral quesdons. In addidon, there is a smaller 

number o f poll quesdons on a variety of topics such as voter turnout and desirability of 

having referendums on moral issues.

L i t e r a t u r e  o n  t h e  l ib e r a l  a g e n d a

The two most polled issues on the liberal agenda have been abordon and divorce. This 

is because both have been the subjects of seven referendums. Given the use of this 

direct democratic mechanism, as a basis for policy making in these two areas, it is not
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surprising that a good deal of the liberal agenda literature emphasises the central role of 

public opinion. In this respect, much of the argumentation portrays the Irish electorate 

sending “signals” to political elites demanding more or less liberal social policies. In this 

respect, public opinion is not seen to be the source of public policy making as it simply 

accepts or rejects proposals made by government in referendums. As a result, public 

opinion on liberal agenda issues is treated as the batdefield where the influence of key 

pressure groups is observed. This has the unfortunate consequence of reducing public 

opinion, and by implication citizens, to the role of pawns in the grand strategies of 

pressure groups or competing socio-historical forces. In briefly reviewing an extensive 

literature we shall highlight four broad strands of research on the liberal agenda.

Culture war: The first strand emphasises the “Culture war” aspect where support for 

the liberal agenda is seen to divide Irish society into two opposing camps -  Past Ireland 

and Modern Ireland (Waters 1991: 82-3).^ The socio-historical forces underpinning this 

conflict relate to a more complex interaction of pressures coming from the Catholic 

Church, those wanting Ireland to be more pluralist, advocates for a united Ireland and 

those wishing to resist secularising trends. Here public opinion is seen to be subject to 

an endogenous mechanism of change where the link between Catholicism, identity and 

definition of community is weakening through a process largely driven by generational 

replacement (note, Girvin 1988; Lee 1989; Hesketh 1990; Coulter 1997). While the 

available polling data cannot test such a historically rich thesis this perspective does 

suggest that we should expect to find strong divisions on the basis of age and location 

(urban/rural) primarily where the old and rural dwellers should constitute the most 

conservative sections of opinion on issues such as abortion and divorce.

Church and State: A second and related strand centres on the clash of “Church and 

State.” Within this line of research, it is argued that public policy on liberal agenda issues 

has been strongly determined by the natural law doctrine within the Catholic Church and 

the fact that the majority religion in the Republic of Ireland is Catholicism (see. Hug 

1999: 1-2). Resistance to legalising abordon, divorce, contraception and homosexuality 

was justified as protecting the moral and hence social order. From this perspective, the 

liberal agenda was seen to represent attempts to weaken the family and its role as a 

fundamental pillar of social order. The contention here is that conservative pressure

^ S om e co m m en ta to rs  su ch  as W aters (1991, 1997) and F en n ell (1989) argue that th e m ain d iv ision  w ith in  Ireland o n  
th e liberal agenda and w h o le  range o f  o th er  e co n o m ic  and politica l issu es  cen tred  o n  d ifferen ces  b e tw een  th e elites  
based in  D u b lin  4 and  its e n v iro n s  (“th e D 4  s e t”) and rest o f  (m ainly) rural Ireland.
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groups in the early 1980s attempted to use public opinion to copper-fasten the legal ban 

on abortion and resist efforts at legalising divorce (Hug 1999: 5; note also, Whyte 1980; 

Inglis 1998: 77-94).^ Consequently, the emergence of a liberal agenda in Ireland is seen 

from this perspective to represent a shift within public opinion away from one based on 

collective responsibility to one centred on individual rights. In opinion polling terms, the 

expectations from this perspective are that the younger more highly educated cohorts 

will be more liberal in outlook and more likely to favour legal provisions for abortion, 

contraception, divorce and homosexuality. In addition, we should also expect following 

the “devotional revolution thesis” and its emphasis on the emergence of a rural Catholic 

middle class in the late nineteenth centuiy to see significant differences on the basis of 

social class, where the lower classes and farmers would tend to be more conservative and 

fearful of change than all others.

Ethno-centrism: The third strand emphasises the historical origins of the liberal agenda 

debates and argues that moral conservatism is a facet of a much broader force founded 

on “Ethno-centrism.” For example, Garvin (1988) contends that the key values that 

underpin contemporary Irish political culture were created in the nineteenth century 

following the famine where a fundamentalist form of Catholicism emerged during a 

“devotional revolution” (note, Larkin 1972). As a result. Catholic piety became 

intertwined with social status, definitions of what it meant to be Irish, and idealist visions 

for the Irish State following independence (Inglis 1998: 93). For those who defined Irish 

identity in terms of Catholicism and the rural community ideal, the emergence of a liberal 

agenda was perceived as something that would destroy what it meant to be Irish.® With 

such absolutist reasoning there could be no pluralism of values within Irish society (O’ 

Carroll 1991: 58-68). The legalisation of abortion and divorce amounted to nothing less 

than the changing of Irish identity. While this form of argumentation is largely value 

based, one would expect following this ethno-centrist logic to see important opinion 

differences on the basis of age, location of residence and social class. Supporters of 

liberal agenda issues are most likely those least entwined in Ireland’s traditionalist 

heardand, i.e. young highly educated urbanites.

5 The link betw een Church and State was not just simply a conjunction o f  Catholic teachings with legislation and 
public policy. It had also had a strong ideological com ponent where public opinion favoured public policy that 
com plem ented Catholic teachings. In this sense the liberal agenda represented a challenge not only to the position o f  
the Catholic Church but also to significant sections o f  public opinion that genuinely supported the status quo (note, 
Inglis 1998: 252).
® Strong ethnocentrism  is often  associated with prejudice toward those considered to be “outsiders” and attitudes 
suggesting intolerance and possibly authoritarianism (Raven and W helan 1976; Mac Greil 1980, 1996).
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Referendum campaign effects: The final “campaign” strand of research on the liberal 

agenda focuses specifically on public opinion and voting behaviour during referendum 

campaigns. Here we may identify two types of argument, a dynamic perspective and a 

structural one. According to Darcy and Laver’s (1990) referendum dynamics diQco\xr\i 

of the 1986 divorce referendum the dramatic change in public opinion (30 percent) 

during this two month campaign resulted from two factors. The first factor was a 

divisive referendum where political parties withdrew from active debate fearing 

permanent splits within their own ranks. The second factor relates to the style of 

campaigning. The 1986 referendum campaign was mainly shaped by local community 

leaders who had a primarily Catholic and conservative orientation. Darcy and Laver note 

these dynamics have occurred on a number of occasions in local referendums in the 

United States, and are typified by rapid opinion change in a conservative direction where 

support for changing the status quo rapidly evaporates. The implication here is that 

opinion change will be uniform across all subgroups, although this effect will be weaker 

among those living in urban areas and among the higher social classes due to their 

relative insulation from local community leaders.

An alternative structural explanation for public preferences toward liberal agenda 

issues is that public opinion is not simply composed of ‘yes’ or ‘no’ components, but is in 

reality made up of three groups -  ‘liberals’, ‘pragmatists’ and ‘conservatives’. This 

argument appeared first in Kennelly and Ward (1993: 130) and was later expanded by 

Richard Sinnott in a series of publications (Sinnott et al. 1995; Sinnott 1995: 234-48; 

2002: 819). According to the structural explanation each group was seen in the 

referendums of 1983, 1986 and 1992 to have support from about 30 percent of the 

public. The main difference between each group was not only the direction of opinions, 

but also the intensity of opinion. While the liberals and conservatives were firm in their 

convictions it was the pragmatists that were susceptible to campaign effects.^ As the 

available data (opinion polls and election results) do not allow estimation of opinion 

intensity it was been hypothesised that specific groups, i.e. farmers and the working class 

would constitute the most conservative elements within Irish public opinion. Moreover, 

it was suggested that Fianna Fail supporters would be more conservative than either Fine 

Gael or Labour Party identifiers.

’’  O n e  w eak n ess  o f  th is argum ent, w h ich  cla im s to  be a m ore  p arsim on iou s exp lan ation  than that o f  D arcy  and Laver  
(1990) is that th ere is n o  c o n v in c in g  m ech an ism  put forw ard to  exp lain  w hy pragm atists v o te d  ‘n o ’ to  d ivorce  in 1986  
and 'yes’ in  1992 o n  th e  su b stan tive  abortion  qu estion . T h e  m ain reason  for  this w eak n ess  is that th e  em pirical analysis 
is based  o n  aggregate leve l e lect io n  results and regression  m o d els  u sin g  cen su s data (social c lass ind icators) there is n o  
direct o p in io n  po ll ev id en ce  id en tify in g  th e pragm atist s ec tio n  o f  pub lic  o p in io n  and illustrating that th is group  is 
d efin ed  by less  in ten sely  held op in ion s.
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This brief overview of the literature relating to the liberal agenda has one common 

feature despite its diversity. All of the explanations are group based where there is no 

individual level mechanism, or theory, as to who supports or opposes liberal agenda 

reforms. In a sense, this is convenient as it matches with the fact that the available 

opinion poll data are also at an aggregate level. However, this should not be taken to 

mean that individual level explanations could not be constructed. Furthermore, we have 

seen that almost all of the perspectives reviewed are observationally equivalent in that 

they suggest that there should be differences of opinion toward abortion and divorce on 

the basis o f age, location o f residence and social class, although Sinnott (1995) suggests 

that partisanship may also be important. In the next section, we will demonstrate that 

opinion poll questions on liberal agenda issues need to be interpreted with care.

H a r d  a n d  e a s y  o p i n i o n  p o l l  q u e s t i o n s  o n  t h e  l ib e r a l  a g e n d a

The cataloguing of opinion poll questions on the basis of whether they refer to hard or 

easy facets of an issue is a recurring theme in this dissertation. This broad distinction of 

the ‘hardness’ of public opinion makes considerable sense in light of the history o f the 

divorce, abortion and contraception issues (Hug 1999). In each of these domains, public 

opinion in principle favoured legal reforms to match the social reality and norms 

prevalent within Ireland after 1970. These are represented in polls by the response 

pattern to ‘easy’ questions where support for legal reforms was quite high. However, 

when specific policy details were proposed significant segments of the public frequently 

set aside their desire for a more liberal society and adopted conservative stances. 

Consequently, with hard poll items levels o f support for or against divorce and abortion 

were more evenly matched. This pattern, which we will see later in figures 5-2 and 5-3, is 

almost a defining feature of opinion poll results relating to the abortion and divorce 

referendums.

In this respect, Chiystel Hug in her book on The Politics of Sexual Morality in Ireland 

notes that opinion polls and academic survey evidence on attitudes toward 

homosexuality in Ireland are strongly influenced by both the context in which questions 

were asked and the format of the survey question implemented. This author makes the 

important point that Irish public opinion appeared to be “more absolutist when it came
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to abstract questions”, e.g. homosexuality is never justified, and more tolerant when 

discussing specific policies such as gay marriage.*

Such inconsistency in the pattern of opinion poll responses makes litde sense from 

the Mirror Theory of opinion polling. However, using the Belief-Sampling Model such 

inconsistency is less puzzling as there is the recognition that different questions and 

contexts lead respondents to use different considerations in giving answers during 

opinion poll interviews. This raises the issue of what mechanisms would lead us to 

observe such different responses to substantively related poll questions. In this respect, 

we argued in chapter 2 that differential responses to hard and easy facets of an issue are 

likely to be condidoned by specific factors. Within this chapter we will make the case 

that age is one of the most important conditioning variables on liberal agenda issues 

because it serves as a proxy indicator for differential socialisation. Such an expectation 

stems from the literature review oudined earlier where we noted that the older age 

cohorts are likely to be the most conservative.

Consequently, by distinguishing between hard and easy facets of liberal agenda 

issues we are in a better position to see if opinion polls can mirror public opinion in this 

domain. Moreover, by having theoretical expectations as to why public opinion is 

divided on hard questions we will use cohort analysis to illuminate what processes help 

explain opinion stability and change. As we will see the age variable can have an impact 

on liberal agenda opinions through two distinct mechanisms -  generational replacement 

and ‘true’ opinion or intracohort change. Within this chapter, we will attempt to 

ascertain which of these two mechanisms of opinion change has been the most 

influendal.

Before introducing the cohort analysis results, it is necessary first to illustrate the 

importance of liberal agenda issues for the Irish public. We will undertake this task in 

the next section. In the following section we will demonstrate using poll questions asked 

over many years the importance of distinguishing between hard and easy responses to 

survey items dealing with opinions on the provision of abortion and divorce in Ireland.

* Here it seem s that ISSP questions asi<ed in 1994 on gay marriage elicited considerations based on tolerance and 
respect for the privacy o f  people's sexual lives -  an easy facet o f  the hom osexuality question. H ow ever, the general 
question o f  hom osexuality being always or never justified was in contrast a hard issue because it raised in respondent’s 
m inds considerations o f  the consequences o f  allowing hom osexuality to be an open feature o f  Irish society and fears o f  
breakdown in traditional norm s and values primarily based on Catholic teachings (see. Hug 1999; 229-32).
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I m p o r t a n c e  o f  l ib e r a l  a g e n d a  is s u e s  w i t h i n  ir is h  p u b l ic  o p i n i o n

While the issues of abortion, divorce and contraception figure prominently in histories 

and analyses of contemporary Ireland, it is nonetheless an empirical question as to 

whether these issues were considered important by citizens. The polling evidence 

presented in appendix 5-2 shows that when respondents were asked about the “most 

important issue” facing the country, or the most important issue in the next general 

election, liberal agenda issues were only ever spontaneously mentioned by less than one- 

in-ten of those interviewed. Rather than oudine the relative importance of the various 

issues on the liberal agenda, we will adopt a pracdcal strategy and focus on public 

opinion toward abortion and divorce. This is because o f the prominence of these issues 

in the media and the fact that there is a considerable number of poll questions relating to 

abortion and divorce stretching back to 1974.

The opinion polling evidence suggests that the first abortion and divorce 

referendums did not stem from a public demand for consdtutional change. If an 

examination is made of support for having a referendum on abortion we can see that the 

Irish public were divided on this question during the 1980s. Significantly, as figure 5-1 

illustrates, the first referendum had an important information effect as the number 

responding “don’t know” declined considerably between 1983 and 1992.

Figure 5-1 also shows the importance of specific events such as the X case in 1992 

and the C case in 1997. Ironically these legal cases, which highlighted the need for 

legisladon preceded declines in support for a referendum to address the issue.® The 

failure of successive governments to enact legislation following the abortion referendum 

of 1983 forced the Irish judiciary to make public policy in this area (Hug 1999: 168-72; 

Kennedy 2002:115).

<<  Figure 5-1, about here >>

In short, the Supreme Court’s decision in the X case in February 1992 made continued 

government inaction on the abortion issue untenable. The general consensus among 

contemporary expert commentators was that another abortion referendum was necessary 

to clarify the situation. This led to the unprecedented decision to hold three abortion

8 The X case refers to a Supreme C ourt judgem ent in February 1992 that overturned an earlier ruling that prohibited a 
fourteen-year-old rape victim from  being allowed to travel to Britain for an abortion. The court ruled that abortion 
was legal where there was “a real and substantial threat to the life o f the m other” (Kennedy 2002:115). In an IMS poll 
on February 19-20 1992, 64 percent disagreed with the High C ourt ruling restraining travel for an abortion and 66 
percent agreed that the 1983 abortion am endm ent to the constitution needed revising (IM S/C M C /m c/J.2S087, 
Independent Newspapers, questions 7-8). Similar support favouring abortion occurred after the C case judgem ent; see 
M R B I/4620/97, Decem ber 10.1997, question 10.
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referendums on the same day as a general election in November 1992. Ironically, this 

unprecedented election did not “solve” the abortion issue, and in fact only serves to 

highlight the enduring nature of the abortion question. In the next section we will try to 

assess from the available polling data the long-term trends in attitudes toward both 

abortion and divorce.

L o n g  t e r m  t r e n d s  i n  r e s p o n s e s  t o  easy  a n d  h a r d  q u e s t io n s  o n
DIVORCE AND ABORTION

While the question of legalising divorce has never been a central issue in election 

campaigns, it nonetheless has been a recurring topic of interest within the media since 

opinion polling started in 1970. Fortunately, some of the earliest media commissioned 

polls contain questions examining Irish public support for changing the Constitutional 

ban on divorce. Such poll data allows us to assess whether or not Irish public opinion 

has changed on this issue since 1970, when divorce was first mooted to the removal of 

the constitutional ban in 1995.

Here we will use the distinction between “hard” and “easy” poll questions 

introduced in chapter 2.'° To briefly recap, it is argued in this dissertation that on many 

issues the public do not have single overarching opinions, but have views on different 

facets of an issue that are based on a variety o f considerations. This conceptualisation is 

based on the insights o f the Belief-Sampling Model of survey response that was also 

discussed in chapter 2. More precisely “hard” questions are those that relate to the 

means by which a policy will be implemented and in the case of issues like abortion and 

divorce refer typically to consideration of constitutional amendments. In contrast, 

“easy” questions relate to policy goals where there is litde reference to the means by 

which a policy will be undertaken, or many of its consequences.

<< Figure 5-2, about here >>

The evidence presented in figure 5-2 illustrates opinion change where a majority were 

against legalising divorce for most of the 1970s. Between 1978 and April 1986 public 

opinion toward divorce was evenly divided, and this was an important backdrop to the 

first divorce referendum. Despite the electorate voting against legalising divorce in 1986

In chapter 2 w e elaborated four criteria for assessing the hardness o f  poll questions. In this chapter our focus will be 
on w hen poll questions were asked (i.e. the context criterion) and did the poll questions asked outline the 
consequences o f  expressing a specific response (i.e. consequences criterion).
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the opinion poll data suggests that thereafter a majority of the Irish public supported 

removing the ban on divorce.

Apart from the dramatic opinion changes noted by Darcy and Laver (1990) and 

Jones (2001: 75-80) during the 1986 campaign, another key pattern evident in figure 5-2 

is the dissimilarity between campaign and non-campaign poll results. One explanation of 

this difference is that non-campaign poll responses were made in the context of ‘easy’ 

questions, as they did not involve any immediate consideration of public policy. In 

contrast, opinions expressed during divorce referendum campaigns were answers to 

‘hard’ questions as the proposed changes to the Constitution involved consideration of 

specific concerns such as rights o f succession, ensuring standards of living for first and 

second families where parents were divorced, and the potential cost to the taxpayer of 

“abandoned” families (see, Hug 1999: 64).”

The changing form of the poll questions asked also fits with the discussion o f the 

survey response process described in chapter 2. The Belief-Sampling Model alerts us to 

the likelihood that with a changed context (i.e. referendum and non-referendum periods 

or different survey items and response options) answers to poll questions will be based 

on contrasting sets of considerations and information. If  we compare the trends in hard 

and easy question responses toward legalising divorce as shown in figure 5-2, we see that 

responses to easy facets of the divorce question appear to represent minimum and 

maximum levels of public opinion on either side of this issue. Moreover, although the 

poll data for easy questions is much shorter the trend for supporting legal reform seems 

to have grown between 1983 and 1995 (i.e. 66 to 77 percent) while opinion opposed to 

lifting the legal ban on divorce declined (i.e. 31 to 18 percent).

A similar pattern of hard and easy facets can be seen with regard to the abortion 

issue as shown in figure 5-3. The constitutional amendments proposed for abortion in 

1983, 1992 and 2002 revolved around the central question of whether there should be a 

complete ban on abortion in Ireland.

<< Figure 5-3, about here >>

The X and C cases as noted earlier, led the Irish judiciary to create public policy allowing 

limited abortion in the absence of any legislation coming from successive governments

■I O ne could argue that in the 1970s all poll questions toward divorce might have been “easy” questions since there 
was little likelihood o f  a referendum on  this issue. N onetheless, the polling data in figure 5-3 suggests that respondents 
saw changing the constitutional ban on divorce as being qualitatively different from discussions on the merits o f  
divorce in principle.
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following the first abortion referendum in 1983. Figure 5-3 also reveals that support for 

a complete ban on abortion declined from February 1992, following the X case. While 

support for limited abortion increased it seems that by 2002 the conservative and liberal 

elements in Irish public opinion were evenly matched. In the abortion referendum of 

March 2002, the government’s proposal to allow limited abortion to save the life of the 

mother was rejected by a tiny margin (.84 percent of the votes cast, see Kennedy 2002). 

Such evidence shows that the abortion issue remains the most divisive liberal agenda 

question in Ireland.

While the substantive subject of abortion has been divisive, other facets of this issue 

relating to “freedom of travel” to have an abortion outside Ireland and the “right to 

information” about abortion services elicited majority support when they were debated 

and voted on in late 1992. Again, if we compare the trends in hard and easy responses to 

the question of changing the legal status of abortion as shown in figure 5-3, we see that 

responses to easy questions (i.e. opposing freedom of travel or availability of abortion 

information) appear to represent minimum and maximum levels of public opinion on 

either side of this issue.'^

In general terms, figures 5-2 and 5-3 exhibit similar patterns. By focussing on the 

hard facets of the divorce and abortion issues we see that about 30 percent of the Irish 

public supported a liberal stance, with a further 30 percent adopting a conservative 

position, while the remainder were undecided. With regard to the easy facet o f the 

divorce and abortion issues about 70 percent have consistently supported legal reforms 

while 20 percent have taken a conservative position and opposed any liberal changes. 

Thus within this section, we have seen that public opinion toward liberal agenda issues is 

marked by patterns of both stability and change. O f equal importance has been our 

demonstration that opinion polls can be used to mirror public opinion. However, this is 

a delicate task requiring care to be taken with the interpretation of how respondents 

answer specific types o f poll questions. Nonetheless, we have established that such a 

task is possible and yields valuable insights into the nature of public opinion. In the next 

section we will address more directly the key concern within the liberal agenda literature, 

which is the identification of change in values within Irish society.

>2 It should be noted that support for the right to information and travel declined during the 1992 abortion campaign 
where the liberal side declined by 8 to 13 percent and the conservative side gained by 5 to 8 percent. As noted earlier, 
this represents a general feature o f  liberal agenda referendum s -  liberal support tends to decline during such 
campaigns.
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C h a n g e  i n  p u b l ic  o p i n i o n  t o w a r d  t h e  l ib e r a l  a g e n d a

The polling evidence presented in the previous section relating directly to divorce and 

abortion referendums indicates that the Irish public has become more liberal since 1970. 

In this respect, figures 5-2 and 5-3 suggest that in the early nineties about one-in-five of 

the Irish public was conservative, i.e. opposed divorce and abortion, while about seven- 

in-ten were willing to support some legislative reform.'^ This trend toward greater liberal 

opinions on a variety of moral issues is also evident in academic survey evidence shown 

in figure 5-4. Using ten-point-scales that investigate the extent to which the Irish public 

believed certain human actions are “never or always justified” it is possible to chart the 

median (or middle) position of the Irish public from 1981 to 2002.

We can see from figure 5-4 that in 1981 public opinion was strongly conservative on 

almost all issues, i.e. homosexuality, prostitution, abortion, euthanasia and suicide, where 

the median public stance was that these types of human action were “never justified.” In 

contrast, opinions toward divorce were more liberal. Moreover, such liberalism 

increased between 1981 and 1999. However, even on this issue the Irish public never 

came close to stating divorce was “always justified.”

< <  F igure 5-4, about here >>

One could argue that the questions used to construct table 5-4 were “easy” questions as 

they relate in principle to particular moral positions. Nonetheless, this question format 

led respondents perhaps through priming (i.e. a whole range of issues such as cheating 

on taxes, joyriding, spouses having an affair, accepting a bribe were also investigated) to 

adopt “black and white” moral positions. However, we noted earlier that “always/never 

justified” survey questions seem to raise in the minds of Irish respondents considerations 

of the consequences o f greater liberalism in society, rather than principles such as 

toleration (see, fn. 8).

The homosexuality issue is interesting in that public opinion became much more 

liberal during the nineties. This change seems to have followed the passing of legislation 

on this issue in June 1993 by the Irish government. Furthermore, unlike divorce and 

abortion legal reform of the law on homosexuality did not involve a referendum.'^ This 

distinction is important because had there been a referendum on this issue it would most

•3 These figures are rough estimates as m ore exact estimates depend on question format and timing (close to a 
referendum or not). H owever, support for un-restricted abortion is typically 5 percent or less and a similar number 
adhere to a strongly conservative position highest levels o f  conservatism  (i.e. think that abortion is never justified).
''' G overnm ent legislation ensued rather reluctantly from  a European Court o f  Human Rights ruling o f  1988 taken by 
(Senator) David Norris. A similar process was required to change the law in Northern Ireland.
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likely have failed. A Lansdowne poll of June 1993 clearly shows that Irish public opinion 

did not support liberalising the law reladng to homosexuality in Ireland, although there 

were strong differences on the basis of age, region, urban/rural residence and class. 

Only a litde over one-in-three (34 percent) supported legalising homosexual acts between 

adults aged 17 years or more (see, appendix 5-7).'^

Nonetheless, during the nineties as figure 5-4 demonstrates Irish public opinion 

become more liberal in nature, which suggests greater levels of toleration. This lessening 

o f conservatism in the EVS data was limited to divorce and homosexuality -  both were 

subject to groundbreaking legal reforms in the mid-nineties. All other issues remained 

characterised by strong conservative opinions. This differential pattern in figure 5-4 

suggests that government led legal reforms can precede the emergence o f more tolerant 

opinions on moral issues. It would seem legislation can shape attitudes. We have to be 

careful here as the data for 2002 shows growing liberalism for the abortion and 

euthanasia issues despite the fact that there have been no significant legislative reforms in 

these areas over the last decade.

Such trends nonetheless raise the question -  what has been the mechanism of 

opinion change in Ireland on liberal agenda issues over the last three decades? In order 

to address this question we will focus in the next section on ‘age’ a key-conditioning 

variable in the expression of opinions on liberal agenda issues. More specifically we will 

illustrate through the use of cohort analysis the relative importance of two fundamental 

mechanisms o f opinion change associated with age -  generational replacement and 

intracohort effects.

C o h o r t  a n a l y s is  o f  o p i n i o n  c h a n g e  o n  l ib e r a l  a g e n d a  is s u e s

Within this dissertation one of the major objectives is to investigate public opinion in 

Ireland and how it has changed since 1970. We have seen in the introductory chapter 

how opinions toward legalising divorce changed dramatically over a few months in 1995. 

A similarly dramatic process had occurred in the previous divorce referendum campaign 

in 1986. During these two relatively brief election campaigns the Irish electorate changed 

its mind. This is not the only way in which public opinion change can take place. 

Opinion change may also occur, although individual citizens and subgroups remain

‘5 H ug (1999: 229-32) notes that opinion polls and academic survey evidence on attitudes toward hom osexuality in 
Ireland are strongly influenced by question format effects. H ug m ade the point that opinions were “m ore absolutist 
w hen it came to abstract questions” and m ore tolerant when discussing specific policies such as gay marriage.
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constant in their views. Such things are possible because all populations are constantly 

changing.

On a typical day in the Republic of Ireland in 1989 eighty-five citizens died and one 

hundred and forty-two were born. In the next general election, scheduled for 2007, most 

of the fifty-one thousand born in this famous year, when the Berlin Wall fell, will enter 

the electorate as they turn eighteen. According to the Central Statistics Office during 

1989 the population actually decreased as more people died and emigrated than were 

born. However, the 1988-1990 period was exceptional as it is the only one in recent 

decades to exhibit population loss. In general over the last three decades most of the 

loss from the Irish adult population resulted from death. Within the social sciences the 

natural process through which a society is continuously changed is known as Generational 

Replacement.

This natural biological process can have far-reaching consequences determining 

whether public opinion is marked by stability or change. Moreover, as noted above 

generational replacement can affect overall public opinion in ways that at first sight seem 

counter-intuitive. Through the process of birth and death public opinion changes 

because there is a transformation in the ‘public’ where younger age groups start with 

different opinions to their parents and grandparents. In this sense, the older generations 

die without ever changing their opinions and younger generations replace them having 

embraced different values from the outset.'® How does this process of opinion 

formation and change occur?

Socialisation and Period effects: There are two main answers put forward to explain 

differences of opinion across the generations. The first explanation is based on the 

process of Socialisation where each citizen learns their values and opinions from their 

family, peers, school environment and the media. This perspective emphasises that 

opinions learned when young leave an imprint on the individual that often lasts a 

lifetime, and it becomes difficult to change opinion as a person ages. The second 

explanation relates to the impact of great events on an age group (or cohort). These 

Veriod effects have the power to shape the opinions of specific groups throughout the life 

cycle. Unlike the socialisation explanation the period effects model argues that older

'6 This type o f investigation i^nown as cohort analysis can be very technical in nature because o f  a variety o f  
methodological issues that arise when trying to explain opinion change in cross-sectional survey data. Here the analysis 
used will be kept as simple and straightforward as possible. For an introduction to cohort analysis see, Glenn (1977), 
Converse (1976) and Abramson (1983), Firebaugh (1992,1997).
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citizens can change their opinions because of the impact of “history making” events (see, 

Glenn 1977: 61-4; Mayer 1992: 147; Firebaugh 1997: 22).

In this section we will try to assess whether generational replacement or opinion 

(intra-cohort) change within the Irish adult population explains most of the variation we 

observe in European Values Surveys (EVS) data relating to liberal agenda issues. 

Unfortunately, use of IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI polls for this task is impossible as it is 

necessaiy to be able to track the same age cohorts through successive polls (e.g. 20-29 

year olds in 1981, who were 30-39 in 1991). The age categories used in poll reports and 

the timing of questions does not facilitate such a task.

With regard to the data used within this chapter, it is important to note that some 

care is required when interpreting the cohort analysis estimates produced. This is 

because they are based on sample sizes that are relatively small (i.e. 175 to 300 

respondents) and may consequently have fairly large sampling errors (6 to 10 percent). 

In the absence of larger datasets or different sources of polling data on the same issue 

there is limited scope to deal with this limitation on the analysis undertaken. Therefore, 

trends that exhibit change of less than 10 percent should be interpreted with caution as 

they may be due to sampling error.

It is important to keep in mind that the socialisation and period effects explanations 

of public opinion change are based on an important assumption, i.e. the process of 

ageing (or U fe-tyck effect^ does not have a significant impact on the opinion change 

observed. For example, we do not expect citizens to have liberal views on abortion 

when they are young and to become progressively more conservative as they age. Life

cycle effects are special in the sense that they relate to opinion changes at the individual 

level that are rarely a source of observed opinion change at the societal level because the 

effects are most often offset by changes due to generational replacement. In the next 

sub-section we will examine whether life cycle effects are a significant source of opinion 

change.

Lifecycle effects as a source of opinion change: The existence of lifecycle effects is 

predicated on observing two patterns in the data. First, there should be significant and 

persistent differences between cohorts who are at different stages in the life cycle. 

Second, while age may be correlated with opinions toward liberal agenda issues such as 

abortion, the opinions within each age group must move in a direction that brings them 

closer to the pattern observed in older cohorts (see, Mayer 1992: 178-84). Thus, if
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differences in opinions toward abortion are due to aging then all cohorts should 

increasingly state that abortion is never justified as they grow older.

When we look at the relationship between age and belief that abortion, divorce, 

euthanasia and homosexuality are never justified we observe that all these liberal agenda 

issues are correlated with age.‘̂  Such evidence is consistent with an ageing effect. The 

data presented in figure 5-5 demonstrates opinion change for the same cohorts as they 

progress through the life cycle.'* The interpretation of these charts is straightforward. If 

there were no opinion change for a specific cohort this would be represented by a flat 

line (e.g. cohort 8, for the ‘homosexuality is never justified’ chart at the bottom of figure 

5-5). In contrast, if there were a conservative opinion change the lines would rise (i.e. 

show an increase on the 1981 estimates). However, with a liberal opinion change the 

lines would fall (i.e. exhibit a decrease on the 1981 estimates). For the very youngest and 

oldest cohorts we have estimates for only two time points.

< <  F igure 5-5, about here > >

In general, the patterns evident in the three charts represented in figure 5-5 reveal that 

there are persistent dissimilarities between the different birth cohorts. However, for the 

most part opinions through the life cycle tend to remain either largely constant or 

become more liberal (except in the case of homosexuality for the oldest age cohort in 

1981 and 1990). This seems to be especially true in the case of opinions toward divorce. 

One rather surprising feature in this figure is that the opinions expressed in the 1990 

wave o f EVS were the most liberal. This gives the impression in figure 5-5 that there 

was a “conservative swing” in the older age groups (cohorts 3, 4 and 5) in 1999.

Why this should have occurred is not entirely clear, although Fahey, Hayes and 

Sinnott (2005: 127) argue this pattern may be evidence for a life-cycle effect. Whatever 

the source o f this conservative swing there is sufficient evidence in figure 5-5 to justify 

the assumption that life-cycle effects are not a significant source o f opinion change. We 

will now turn to the important question of whether the evolution in public attitudes

Using Pearson product m om ent correlation where age is measured in years and justification o f the various liberal 
agenda issues is a ten-point scale (l= never justified; 10=always justified) the correlations observed in EVS 1981, 1991 
and 1999 are broadly similar. For example in EVS 1999 the correlations with age were as follows; abortion (r= -.3); 
divorce (r= -.4); euthanasia (r= -.3) and homosexuality (r= -.4) and all were significant (p<.001).

As the final EVS wave is not exactly a decade after the second one this represents a limitation in the use o f  this data 
for cohort analysis. However, the EVS dataset is the only dataset available that is suitable for this o f type analysis and 
gives us a rare picture o f  inter-generational opinion change on liberal agenda issues. Fahey, Hayes and Sinnott (2005; 
125-29) have conducted a similar type o f  analysis where they examine both cohort differences and life-cycle effects. In 
the analysis undertaken here we concentrate on illustrating and comparing the impact o f  intracohort and generational 
replacem ent effects -  a question Fahey, Hayes and Sinnott do not pursue.
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toward liberal agenda issues resulted from the changing composition of the Irish adult 

population or ensued from intra-cohort effects where citizens changed their minds?

Impact o f generational replacement and intracohort change on opinions toward 
abortion: We argued earlier that two important mechanisms of public opinion change 

are (a) Generational replacement -  where evolving attitudes are based on the changing 

age composition of the public and, (b) Intracohort change -  observed opinion change 

where people of all ages have changed their mind. In order to demonstrate these two 

distinct sources of opinion change we will use a detailed example to illustrate the logic of 

how it is possible to make estimates of these different sources of change.

In 1981, 1990 and 1999 the European Values Survey asked using a ten-point scale 

whether or not abortion is always or never justified. Taking points 1 and 2 on this scale 

we will examine the trend in responses to those adopting the most conservative stance 

(i.e. abortion is never justified). In 1981, 85 percent of the Irish public thought abortion 

was never justified; nine years later in 1990 this had fallen to 67 percent; by 1999 this 

figure had declined once more to 59 percent. The data shown in table 5-1 reveal that the 

drop in strong conservative opinion against abortion under any circumstances resulted 

from the operation of two mechanisms of change.

<< Table 5-1, about here >>

The first of these mechanisms is evident in the fact that of the four birth cohorts (i.e. 

cohorts 3, 4, 5 and 6 in figure 5-2) that were present in all three waves of the EVS, all but 

one registered a decline (on the level recorded in 1981). While 1990 appears to be the 

most “liberal” year with a resurgence of conservatism in 1999, the trend for the 1981- 

1999 period is one of decline in strong conservative opinions. If we assume that all three 

surveys had representative samples the evidence presented in table 5-1 demonstrates that 

the Irish public underwent a process of intracohort change where opinions toward 

abortion being “never justified” softened.

The second mechanism is related to the observation that younger cohorts such as 

those born after 1972 were much less likely in 1999 (i.e. 35 percent in contrast to a total 

figure of 59 percent) to say abortion was never justified than all other birth cohorts. 

Moreover, the youngest age cohort grew from zero to constitute 26 percent of the EVS 

sample in 1999 while the two oldest age cohorts declined from 28 percent of the sample 

in 1990 to 21 percent in 1999. From such evidence it seems reasonable to think that the
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replacement of older Irish citizens by younger ones has had a significant impact on total 

public opinion toward abortion.

In short, the evidence presented in table 5-1 highlights that both generational 

replacement and intracohort change contributed to an evolution in public opinion 

toward abortion during the eighties and nineties. The question now arises, which of 

these two processes had the greater impact on public attitudes toward abortion? In order 

to find an answer to this important enquiry we will estimate the effects of generational 

replacement by seeing what public opinion would have looked like if there had been no 

population change by holding the composition o f the Irish population constant, but 

allowing the opinions within cohorts to change.

Therefore, we need to eliminate the effect of opinion change from total change 

observed in order to see the impact o f generational replacement. The basic logic may be 

represented as follows.

Opinion change due to Actual opinion change plus a f i
generational =  change due to generational - , *
°  , 1  ̂ change only*replacement replacement °

*  A lso  known as intracohort change. A H  change here relates to opinions measured a t two time points that are snfficiently f a r  apart fo r  
detectable generational replacement effects to occur 4 years).

Table 5-2 demonstrates how this procedure is implemented using Census and survey 

data. In the first column of this table we have noted down the population distribution in 

1981 as derived from the Census o f that year.’® In the second column we have the 

percentage in each cohort who stated in 1990 that abortion is never justified. In the third 

column we multiply the cohort distribution in 1981 by the percentage cohort attitude 

toward abortion in 1990 and then sum across all cohorts.

<< Table 5-2, about here >>

This sum (66.73 percent) is our estimate of what public opinion toward abortion would 

have been in 1990 had there been no change in the composition of the Irish population 

since 1981. If we subtract this figure from the actual total opinion recorded by EVS in 

1990 (i.e. 66.73 -  67.48 = -0.75 points) we can calculate the impact of generational 

replacement. The details of our algebraic estimates are shown in table 5-2. Looking at

•9 It should be noted that simply using the population com position  in 1981 for later time points does not facilitate 
estimating the full effect o f  generation replacem ent. This is because we ignore the com plexity o f  taking into account 
the differential death and emigration rates o f  different cohorts. For the sake o f  simplicity, w e will ignore these 
com plications and “freeze" the population in order to make a simple estim ation o f  the likely impact o f  generational 
replacement (note, Abram son 1983 and Mayer 1992 follow  a similar strategy).
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the calculations beneath this table we see that there was a 19 percent decline (i.e. the 

estimate labelled “C”) in support for the view that abortion is never justified between 

1981 and 1990. From our simple calculations we know that 0.75 points (4 percent) is 

due to generational replacement and 18.25 points (96 percent) may be attributed to the 

Irish public “changing its mind”, i.e. intracohort change.

In summary, most of the change In opinion regarding abortion recorded in the 

European Values Surveys of 1981 and 1990 was due to period effects. It would appear 

that the discussion of abortion in the 1983 referendum campaign and thereafter led the 

Irish public to soften its stance on the abortion issue. This implies that the imprint of 

socialisation processes with regard to liberal agenda issues such as abortion is not an 

indelible one. Opinion change can occur with core beliefs due to the influence of history 

making events. Using the methodology demonstrated in table 5-2 we are now in a 

position to assess the contributions of generational replacement and intracohort change 

on Irish public opinion toward a number of liberal agenda issues. Furthermore, given 

that there are three waves of EVS we will track these mechanisms of opinion change for 

the eighties and nineties to trace when most change occurred.

Comparison of sources of opinion change on four liberal agenda issues: The data 

presented earlier in figure 5-5 and the results presented in the last sub-section indicate 

that different age cohorts do have different opinions on liberal agenda issues. Successive 

cohorts tend to be more liberal in orientation. Thus with generational replacement Irish 

public opinion will over time become more liberal. However, figure 5-5 also reveals that 

many cohorts have become less conservative on abortion, divorce and homosexuality 

during the eighties and nineties. Table 5-2 revealed that for abortion the decline in 

conservatism was mainly (96 percent) due to opinion (intracohort) change between 1981 

and 1990. This evidence suggests that Irish public opinion has become less conservative, 

though perhaps not necessarily liberal in nature. In this sub-section we will examine four 

liberal agenda issues and estimate sources of opinion change between 1981 and 1999 

using the same methodology demonstrated in table 5-2.

These results are presented in table 5-3. The almost two-decade period for which 

there have been three waves of EVS has been broken into two phases (1981-1990 and 

1990-1999) to see if opinion change exhibited different characteristics in the eighties than 

in the nineties. In addition, an overall measure of change between 1981 and 1999 was
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estimated.^” The results in table 5-3 reveal that the main source of opinion change on 

liberal agenda issues between 1981 and 1999 has been intracohort (or “true” opinion) 

change. This means that changing opinions within cohorts due to period effects (e.g. 

referendum campaigns, media reporting o f the X case, etc.) has been more important 

than generational replacement.

<< Table 5-3, about here >>

As figure 5-5 shows many of the older cohorts retained essentially fixed opinions on 

abortion and homosexuality. In comparative perspective, a similar analysis of liberal 

agenda issues in the United States from the late sixties to the late eighties found that 

generational replacement rather than intracohort effects was the major source of change 

in American public opinion (Mayer 1992:156).

However, the results in table 5-3 highlight that (a) timing and (b) the domain of 

opinion change were important. If  we look at the timing o f opinion change we observe 

from the top section of table 5-3 that on the abortion issue most opinion change 

between 1981 and 1990 came from intracohort effects. However, between 1990 and 

1999 the importance of generational replacement increased significantly. A similar 

pattern is evident for the divorce issue. The fact that there were high profile referendum 

campaigns during the 1980s on abortion and divorce appears to have spurred higher 

levels of opinion change leading to generational replacement accounting for the lower 

portion of total change during this decade.

In contrast, during the nineties divorce and homosexuality were the subjects of 

legislative reforms and in this decade intracohort change was the dominant process of 

opinion change. However, with the divorce issue about a quarter o f the total opinion 

change noted (27 percent) was due to generational replacement. More generally, these 

results imply that legislative initiatives have played an important role in the evolution of 

public opinion by stimulating public discussion and hence opinion (intracohort) change.

Table 5-3 also reveals that the pattern of opinion change has been similar for all four 

issues where intra-cohort change has predominated. Euthanasia is a useful example of a 

liberal agenda issue that has had very low salience within the media since 1981 and hence

20 In general, most cohorts are based on nine-year spans to match the length o f  time between European Values 
Surveys (i.e. 1981, 1990, 1999). However, for the youngest cohort an 18-29 span was used so as to be able to match 
with the published 1981 Census data a consideration necessary for estimation o f cohort effects. Fahey, Hayes and 
Sinnott (2005: 126-9) adopted a different strategy and ignored the 18-24 year olds in order to have a perfect match. 
The position adopted here is that this involves a valuable loss o f  information. Despite these different
operationalisations the substantive results from both research approaches are the same.
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little public debate. Nonetheless, the process o f opinion change on this issue has 

become increasingly based on intra-cohort rather than generational replacement effects.

Overall, the cohort analysis results presented in table 5-3 suggests that Irish public 

opinion has become less conservative on these four liberal agenda issues between 1981 

and 1999. Moreover, most of the opinion change observed has resulted from citizens 

changing their mind. On average nine-tenths of the change observed in table 5-3 is due 

to intracohort effects and one tenth is due to populadon change. This evidence supports 

the view that Irish public opinion has become more liberal during the eighties and 

nineties.

C o n c l u s i o n

At the start of this chapter we outlined two general questions as to what opinion polls 

might tell us about public opinion in Ireland on liberal agenda issues. With regard to the 

first question, which asked if opinion polls can mirror public opinion, we have 

demonstrated that it is possible to use polls for such a task. However, care is required 

because liberal agenda issues such as abortion and divorce have distinct facets that must 

be kept separate in order to make valid inferences. In this respect, we have built on the 

hard and easy distinction in opinion poll questions introduced in chapter 2. This 

conceptual distinction has been applied in figures 5-2 and 5-3. These figures show that 

considerations of principle (easy facet) and policy (hard facet) have had very different 

levels o f support. In addition, these figures reveal that public opinion change has been 

primarily concentrated on hard facets of these issues. This important finding implies that 

the public has been genuinely engaged in the debate on these moral questions stemming 

from successive referendum campaigns. In summary, our task of carefully reflecting 

public opinion on the abortion and divorce issues has revealed that Irish public opinion 

on key moral questions has become more liberal.

Moving to the second question posed at the outset of this chapter -  why has public 

opinion on liberal agenda issues changed? Discovering that there has been opinion 

change on some liberal agenda issues has spurred us to find techniques that allow us to 

Illuminate some o f the details of these processes. For this reason, we have used a simple 

cohort analysis methodology to estimate whether the opinion change observed was 

primarily the result of generational replacement or actual opinion (intracohort) change. 

The identification of age as being a key variable conditioning opinion change on liberal 

agenda issues stemmed from our brief review o f the literature on this topic. The main
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finding from our cohort analysis results shown in table 5-3 is that the primary 

mechanism of opinion change in Ireland on liberal agenda issues between 1981 and 1999 

was intracohort change. In short, Irish public opinion has become more liberal since 

1981.

Beyond considerations of the opinion polling aspects of the research undertaken in this 

chapter the results presented have three important implications for the broader study of 

value change in Ireland. First, the change in liberal-conservative values in Ireland has 

resulted primarily from period effects, i.e. history making events such as referendum 

campaigns, rather than the demise through population replacement of “traditional 

Ireland.” In theoretical terms, this shows that thinking o f value change as being 

primarily based on socialisation processes leads to an overly static view of attitudinal 

change. Moreover, the division between ‘old’ conservatives and ‘young’ liberals derived 

from a socialisation account of value change over simplifies social reality.

Second, the fact that the abortion and divorce issues have hard and easy facets 

highlights that Irish public opinion toward such issues has never been monolithic, but 

has always been based on different considerations. Consequently, while strong advocates 

of conservative and liberal positions may have dominated media debate, public opinion 

was composed of citizens who did not have immutable positions because their opinions 

have always been based on a variety o f considerations whose relative importance has 

evolved over time.

Third, the fact that legalising divorce and homosexuality has coincided with an 

increasing liberal orientation within Irish public opinion is an intriguing finding. Such an 

association suggests that public opinion on moral issues is influenced by institutional 

factors and the laws passed by government. The main implication here is that public 

opinion may support increasingly liberal social policies after it has been shown that such 

legal reforms do not lead to a decline in social order. In short, public opinion tends for 

sensible reasons (i.e. fear of unknown consequences) to be conservative though not 

close-minded on liberal agenda matters. However, we should not over estimate the 

importance of institutional factors as opinions toward abortion and euthanasia where 

there have been no legal reforms have also witnessed important shifts toward a more 

liberal public stance.

In the next chapter, we will turn our attention to an issue that has figured 

prominently in the media and public agenda -  the Northern Ireland question. This issue.
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Figure 5-1, Popular support for a constitutional referendum on abortion in the 
Republic of Ireland, 1982-2002 (per cent)
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See appendix 5-3 for details of the poll questions used to construct this figure. The poll estimate for December 1997 is not based on a dinct 
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Figure 5-2, Comparison of hard and easy facets of public opinion toward 
legalising divorce in the Republic of Ireland, 1970-1995 (percent)
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Note the question fonnat relating to support for changing the constitutional ban on divorce changed over time. See appendix 5-4 for the data 
and poll questions used to construct this table. The first divorce referendum took place on June 26, 1986 and the second one on November 
24. 1995.
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Figure 5-3, Comparison of hard and easy facets of public opinion toward
legalising abortion in the Republic of Ireland, 1981-2002 (percent)
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Nole the question format relating to support for changing the constitutional ban on divorce changed over time. See appendix 5-5 for the data 
table fo r this figure. The first abortion referendum took place on September 7 1983, the second set of referendums coincided with the general 
election of November 25 1992. The most recent abortion referendum took place on March 6, 2002.
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Figure 5-4, Change in median position among the Irish public on certain liberal 
agenda issues (10 point scale, l=never justified; 10=Always justified)
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Sources, E ] ' S  1981, 1990, 1999 and IS PAS 200112, The question test used was as follows, “People who agree fully with the 
statement [e.g. abortion is never justified] on the left would give a score of 7 People who agree fully with the statement [e.g. abortion is 
always justified] on the right would give a score o f‘10’. Other people would place themselves somewhere in between these two views. Where 
would you place yourself on these scales?" For this reason an interpolated median measure is employed, which locates the median linear 
interpolation between respective category boundaries (van der Eijk 2001). The data for ISP A S  was composed of 11 -point scales; this data 
was recoded where points :yro and one were combined. For the sake of clear presentation confidence estimates for the data points in this 
chart are not shown. See appendix 5-6 for details.
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Figure 5-5, Percentage in six birth cohorts who feh that abortion, divorce or 
homosexuality were “never justified” in the RepubHc of Ireland in 
1981,1990 and 1999, European Values Survey (percent) 
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Table 5-1, Public support for the view that abortion is “never justified” in the 
Republic of Ireland, 1981-1999

Cohort

1981

Percent
saying
never

justified

responses

Percent
of

sample

N

1990

Percent
saying
never

justified

responses

Percent
of

sample

N

1999 responses

Percent Percent 
saying of 
never sample 

justified

N

1 1973-81 _ _ _ _ 35 26 248
2 1963-72 - - - 60 25 247 53 21 196
3 1953-62 76 21 241 58 19 193 57 18 173
4 1943-52 82 22 251 62 18 178 71 15 140
5 1933-42 90 16 185 72 16 158 82 10 94
6 1923-32 92 15 170 82 12 118 95 11 103
7 1913-22 93 14 156 84 10 104 - - -

8 1903-12 90 12 132 - - - - - -

T O T A L 86 100 1,135 67 100 998 59 100 954

Source: data derived from calculations on the European Values Sun'^' niaves of 1981, 1990 and 1999. See appendix 5-6 for details.

Table 5-2, Estimation of the effects of generation replacement on public 
opinion toward the view that abortion is “never justified”, 1981-1990

Age cohorts 1981 population 
distribution 

(1)

1990 response 
percentage 

(2)

Population distribution in 1981 
X EVS response in 1990 

(3)

18-29 yrs 0.21 59.51 12.36
30-39 yrs 0.22 57.51 12.51
40-49 yrs 0.16 62.36 10.12
50-59 yrs 0.15 71.52 10.93
60-69 yrs 0.14 82.20 11.47
70 yrs-t- 0.12 84.00 10.08

T O T A L 1.00 66 .73 67 .48

A :  Total percent in 1981 mho stated abortion is neverjustified =  86  
B: Totalpercent in 1990 who stated abortion is never justified = 6 7  
C: Total absolute change between 1981 and 1990 (B minus A.)  =  19
D : Change due to generational replacement (B [66 .73] minus Total Dist. 1981 x  Response 1990 [67.48])  =  0.75  
E : Percentage change due to generational replacement ( C / D  * 100) ~  4%
F: Change due to intracohort change (C  minus D ) =  18.25  
G: Percentage due to intracohort change (F / C *100) ~  96%

Abramson (1983) a ndM yer (1992) have used this methodology in similar manner to examinepar^ identification and opinion change in 
the United States. Some care is required with this procedure as the estimates produced are based on sample sit^s that are relatively small (i.e. 
175-300) and may have fairly large sampling errors (6 to 10 percent). In the absence o f larger datasets or different sources of polling data 
on the same issue there is limited scope to deal with this limitation on the analysis undertaken.

139



Table 5-3, Comparison of the effects of generational replacement and intra
cohort change on public opinion toward four liberal agenda issues 
in Ireland, 1981-1999 (European Values Survey)

Survey Question Time
period

Total 
change in 

public 
opinion *

Change due 
to

generational
replacement

Change due 
to intra- 
cohort 
change

% change 
due to 

generational 
replacement

% change 
due to intra- 

cohort 
change

1981-90 19 1 18 4 96
Abortion 1990-99 8 3 5 36 64

1981-99 26 3 23 10 90

1981-90 20 1 19 6 94
Divorce 1990-99 8 2 6 27 73

1981-99 27 2 25 8 92

1981-90 9 1 8 15 85
Homosexuality 1990-99 17 2 15 15 85

1981-99 26 3 23 11 89

1981-90 14 5 9 39 61
Euthanasia 1990-99 7 2 5 23 77

1981-99 21 2 19 7 93

*  Sub-period values do not alw(ffs sum correctly due to rounding errors. The exact questions used Ijere are given in appendix 5-6 and relate 
to behaviour which respondents were asked to rate on a scale as being always or never justified. Those who chose points 1 and 2  on the ten- 
point scales (where t = never justified and 10—alwctys justified) were coded as having a “never justified” opinion. A l l  opinion change noted 
was negative, i.e. a decline in conservative responses. In  order to keep the presentation simple absolute differences are given in this table. The 
estimates fo r  1990-1999 periods are based on the population census o f 1991, whereas the other two time periods are based on comparison 
with population distributions in 1981. For this reason, summing the combined opinion and demographic effects fo r  1981-1990 and 1990- 
1999 will not match with the 1981-1999 estimates.
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C h a p t e r  6

P u b l ic  o p in io n  in  t h e  r e p u b l ic  o f  Ir e l a n d
TOWARD THE NORTHERN IRELAND QUESTION

A ll issues have intrinsically simple and complex facets; which particular facets predominate at a given time 
is an empirical question.

E.G. Carmines and J.A. Stimson (1980: 81)

I n t r o d u c t i o n

The liberal agenda issues examined in the last chapter were defined in political terms by 

the fact that it was the actions and opinions of the public that led political elites. The 

best example of this phenomenon is family planning. Widespread use of artificial 

contraception preceded public policy in this area by two decades. In contrast, the 

Northern Ireland issue appears to be one where it is successive governments who have 

led the public.

O ne could argue that the liberal agenda and Northern Ireland issues follow different 

dynamics because o f the role of the Catholic Church -  an organisation that has been 

content to leave the Northern Ireland question as a prerogative of government. 

However, both the liberal agenda and national question are similar as no general election 

campaign since 1970 (when opinion polling began) has been shaped by policy stances on 

these issues (Sinnott 1995:178; Marsh and Sinnott 1999:164; Garry et al. 2003:126-7).

In this chapter we will investigate within the limitations imposed by the polling data 

the evolution of public opinion in the Republic o f Ireland toward the Northern Ireland 

question. In the construction of opinion trends we will see once again that not all poll 

questions are the same and in fact much care is required in using and interpreting 

movements in public opinion. In effect, the mirror and lamp functions of opinion polls 

that we are using to help us conceptualise more clearly what polls tell us about public 

opinion need careful construction -  the data does not speak for itself Consequently, in 

this chapter methodological considerations will shape not only the type of data that will 

be presented for investigation, but also the inferences and conclusions we may draw 

from these data.

Substantively, this chapter will try to show what opinion poll results on the 

Northern Ireland question tell us more generally about Irish public opinion. Given the 

sweeping political changes that have occurred with the peace process, this raises some
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intriguing public opinion questions. For example, can we now say that the Northern 

Ireland issue is settled within Irish public opinion where there is an acceptance of the 

new political situation in the North? O r does popular sentiment toward the Northern 

question exhibit considerable stability where profound political changes have not, as yet, 

led to equally large changes in public opinion? These are some o f the topics that will be 

addressed here.

This chapter will start with a brief inventory of the polling data available and a 

discussion of which substantive issue areas are amenable to analysis. The following 

section will present a short discussion of previous research in this field and this will be 

followed in the third secdon by an oudine of how poll questions on Northern Ireland 

will be broadly categorised in this chapter and why. The substantive analysis extends 

from sections four to six where poll data on Irish public opinion toward constitutional 

issues, political initiatives in the search for peace, and long term trends will be 

introduced. In the final section we will draw together the evidence presented and 

attempt to answer both the specific questions posed and the more general issue of what 

opinion polls can tell us about public opinion toward Northern Ireland. As in all the 

substantive chapters, we must first start with the foundations of our public opinion 

analysis and address -  what are the data?

O p i n i o n  p o l l  d a t a

The Northern Ireland quesdon is considered by students of politics using a variety of 

methodologies to be one of the most important issues within the Republic of Ireland.' 

An examination of the type and range of survey questions asked by IMS, Lansdowne and 

MRBI since the 1970s shows that most poll questions relate primarily to political 

initiatives (see appendix 6-1). In fact, if one plots the level of violence using a variety of 

measures such as number of fatalities per year against the annual level o f surveying one 

notices that the level of opinion polling on the Northern Ireland question in the Republic 

did not follow the officially recorded level of violence as one might expect.

Opinion polling on the Northern question peaked in the Republic (and in Northern 

Ireland) during the referendum campaign on the Belfast/Good Friday Agreement in 

1998. This fits in with the general pattern noted in previous chapters that opinion

' Evidence for this com es from four sources. O ne stream o f  research has examined the attitudes o f  party elites 
(Sinnott 1984, 1986 ,1989). A  second stream has em ployed "expert surveys” (Laver and Hunt 1992; Laver 1995; Laver 
1998; Benoit and Laver 2005). In contrast, a third stream has used “party m anifesto” data (Mair 1986; Budge, 
Robertson and Hearl: 1987; Garry and Mansergh 1999; de Vries, Giannetti and Mansergh 2001). Finally there are the 
results from m ass survey research (Hardiman and W helan 1994: 153; Sinnott 1995: 160-166; Fahey, Hayes and Sinnott 
2005: 25).
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polling in Ireland is strongly driven by media interest in electoral politics. This implies 

that media commissioned opinion polls will primarily provide a political perspective on 

Irish public opinion toward Northern Ireland. I f  an examination is made o f all the poll 

questions asked on this topic since 1970, one discovers that the scope for assessing 

opinion change is restricted.

Fortunately, trend series can be constructed for four sets of questions. The first 

series deals with opinions on Articles 2 and 3 of the Irish Constitution. These provisions 

asserted the Republic’s claim of future sovereignty over the entire island of Ireland. The 

second series deal with public aspirations toward achieving a united Ireland while the 

third series examines opinions toward the withdrawal of British troops from Northern 

Ireland. The last series investigates public preferences toward the border between 

Northern Ireland and the Republic. Substantively, these time series are similar in that 

they measure facets o f more general preferences toward the preferred constitutional 

status of Northern Ireland.

However, as we will see, these time series do not consist of the same types of poll 

questions and considerable care is required when interpreting the trends exhibited by 

these data. In this chapter two other sets o f poll questions will be investigated. The first 

examines the salience o f the Northern Ireland question within public opinion in the 

Republic since the ‘Troubles’ began. The second set of items deal with public opinion 

toward the most important peace initiative -  the Belfast/Good Friday Agreement of 

1998. Prior to presenting these opinion poll trends and results it is important first to 

summarise previous research in this field.

L i t e r a t u r e  o n  p u b l ic  o p i n i o n  t o w a r d  n o r t h e r n  Ir e l a n d

The two most important analyses of public opinion toward the Northern Ireland 

question have adopted a comparative perspective. The first of these papers introduced 

the concept of a “concurring majority.” Here an attempt was made to discover using 

opinion poll data from Britain, Northern Ireland, and the Republic of Ireland, whether 

there was a consensus within public opinion in these three jurisdictions as to a solution 

to the Northern Ireland question (Rose, Mair and McAllister 1978). The second major 

piece o f research in this field undertaken almost twenty years later by Hayes and 

McAllister (1996), and later updated following the fundamental changes brought about 

by the Belfast/Good Friday Agreement of May 1998, adopted a similar comparative 

strategy (see, Fahey, Hayes and Sinnott 2005: 89-93).

143



A key feature of these research papers is the difficulty of assembling similar poll 

questions in order to chart trends in public opinion. Given the focus o f this chapter the 

Hayes and McAllister (1996) article is o f most interest as they elaborate clear hypotheses 

regarding trends in public opinion change toward the Northern Ireland question in the 

Republic. They argue from IMS and MRBI opinion poll data relating to support for a 

united Ireland, British troop withdrawal from Northern Ireland and attitudes towards 

Articles 2 and 3, that Irish public opinion toward Northern Ireland has gone through 

three distinct stages (Hayes and McAllister 1996: 74-5).

In the first stage from 1968 to the late 1970s there was strong public support for a 

united Ireland and the possibility that this could occur in the short term. The second and 

much shorter stage between 1981 and 1984 saw a “strengthening in support for unity” as 

the British government was seen to be unable to formulate effective policies to deal with 

nationalist grievances. The third stage commenced with the Anglo-Irish Agreement of 

1985, and coincides with the emergence o f the peace process. According to Hayes and 

McAllister (1996), evidence of this three-stage evolution in public opinion in the 

Republic over the last two decades is manifest in three trends. Support for a united 

Ireland, retention o f constitutional claims over Northern Ireland and preference for 

British troop withdrawal have all declined.

In this chapter an attempt will be made to examine this thesis using a more extensive 

set of polling data where the focus will be on the Republic of Ireland. Moreover, a 

preliminary examination of the survey data suggests that poll quesUons relating to 

Northern Ireland follow a similar general pattern to that identified in chapter 5. There 

we demonstrated the importance of distinguishing between ‘hard’ and ‘easy’ facets of an 

issue.

HARD AND EASY OPINION POLL QUESTIONS RELATING TO THE 
NORTHERN IRELAND QUESTION

According to at least one account, public opinion played an important restraint on 

negotiations during the early phases of the peace process (Trumbore 1998). If an 

attempt is made to assess what public opinion in the Republic of Ireland favoured one 

finds a bewildering array of poll questions that come in a variety of formats. In order to 

reduce this complexity to manageable proportions this chapter will consider opinion poll 

questions on Northern Ireland on the basis of their “hardness” a concept introduced in 

chapter 2.
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It makes much intuitive sense to view opinion toward Northern Ireland and the poll 

questions used to measure such opinion from this perspective. At its simplest the 

Northern Ireland question can be reduced within the Republic of Ireland to desiring a 

united Ireland. However, if the question posed does not deal with desires for a united 

Ireland, but how to achieve a peaceful solution to the violence in the North the 

considerations involved are much harder to reconcile. Hayes and McAllister (1996: 77) 

make a similar argument noting that the “complexity of Irish public opinion toward 

N orthern Ireland” is based on both principle (easy) and pracdcal (hard) political and 

economic considerations.

Although we expect that different facets o f the Northern Ireland question will resuh 

in different levels of support among public opinion in the Republic, it is more difficult to 

see why this might be the case. Carmines and Stimson (1980) who developed the hard 

and easy distincdon argued that the basis of differential response profiles stemmed from 

the impact of conditioning variables. Preliminary investigations (see, figure 6-4 later) of 

the poll data on Northern Ireland shows that the ‘age’ variable does help to explain the 

hard and easy distinction evident in figure 6-2. This implies that the process of 

socialisation has discernible effects on opinions toward Northern Ireland. Unfortunately 

due to insufficient data, it is not possible to undertake a cohort analysis in a similar 

manner to that undertaken in chapter 5 to examine this effect.

IMPORTANCE OF THE NORTHERN IRELAND ISSUE WITHIN PUBLIC 
OPINION TOWARD POLITICS IN THE REPUBLIC OF IRELAND

An important preliminary task is to see whether the Irish public regards the Northern 

Ireland quesdon to be an important one. Recent research using a number of academic 

surveys has shown that the Northern Ireland issue remains important though its 

dominance appears to be declining (see. Marsh et al. 2001: 168-70; Fahey, Hayes and 

Sinnott 2005: 25; Garry 2005; Kennedy and Sinnott 2005). Indeed, respondents have 

been specifically asked on a number of occasions in IMS and MRBI polls whether or not 

the Northern Ireland question is important to them.

The poll data show that in 1979 Northern Ireland was considered to be an 

“important problem” by three-in-four of those interviewed (see, appendix 6-1). By 2002, 

the next time point for which there are data the Northern Ireland question was still seen
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to be important by 68 percent of respondents.^ Given the political history of the 

Republic o f Ireland there is strong reason to think that voters differentiate between the 

major political parties on the question o f Northern Ireland (Sinnott 1995:164-5).

Fortunately, there is survey evidence available (i.e. comparable polls in 1978 and 

2002) that allow us to investigate two aspects of the partisan nature of the Northern 

Ireland question in the Republic. First, has the Irish public’s preference for a united 

Ireland evolved over the last three decades? Second, have public perceptions of parties 

positions on Northern Ireland have changed since the 1970s? An analysis of these data 

indicates that the median position o f the Irish public on seeking a “united Ireland now” 

or “abandoning this aim altogether” have become more “centrist”, as have the perceived 

positions o f all the main parties. However, it is possible to go ‘behind’ these poll 

estimates and examine the degree to which all of those interviewed in a poll express the 

same perceptions o f where the parties lie on the question of a united Ireland. Examining 

the data presented in table 6-1 we find a significant decline in the coherence o f Irish 

public opinion (see, appendix 6-1 for details).^

<< Table 6-1, about here >>

Looking at popular sentiment toward the Northern Ireland question from a different 

perspective, the opinion poll evidence shows that Fianna Fail has been persistently seen 

as the party most competent to deal with Northern Ireland. A number of surveys 

undertaken around the last general election in May 2002 show that voters who expressed 

“nationalist” opinions were most likely to support Sinn Fein and Fianna Fail (Kennedy 

and Sinnott 2005; Garry 2005). However, if we look at the importance of the Northern 

Ireland issue in making a vote choice in the last two general elections we find that its 

influence, derived from self-reports, declined from 14 percent in 1997 to 4 percent in 

2002 .

It is undoubtedly true that this difference between the 1997 and 2002 poll results 

reflects dissimilar concerns during these two election campaigns, and is not evidence o f a 

long-term shift in public opinion. Nonetheless, such data does show that the Northern 

Ireland issue has played only a minor role in the recent general elections, and is not a

2 This estimate derived from  IN E S  may suffer from  priming and potentially represents an over-estimation. Before  
being asked this importance question respondents w ould have answered ten questions relating to Northern Ireland and 
more specifically seven item s relating to se lf and party placement on  a united Ireland scale.
3 These m easures o f  agreement (A) within public opinion are based on procedures described in van der Eijk (2001). 
W ith regard to se lf placement on  united Ireland scale, the measure o f  agreement declined from A = .32  in 1978 to  
A = .04  in 2002. Perceptions o f  the positions o f  Fianna Fail and Fine Gael also exhibit decline unlike the Labour Party, 
w hich has remained stable.
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consistent feature of electoral politics. In addition, the Irish National Election Study 

(2002) shows that the Northern Ireland issue (as represented by support for a united 

Ireland and considered to be very or fairly important by 67 percent of respondents) was 

less important than all the other issues examined, i.e. taxation (88%), the environment 

(83%), the EU (73%) and abortion (70%).'* O f course public opinion toward Northern 

Ireland need not be linked to electoral concerns for it to be politically important. In the 

next section we will examine the Northern Ireland question from an aspirational or 

irredentist perspective.

C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  i s s u e s  a n d  s t a t u s  o f  n o r t h e r n  Ir e l a n d

Public opinion toward the constitutional future of Northern Ireland has been 

investigated within Irish opinion polls since 1970 primarily in terms of the four trend 

series described earlier, i.e. opinions toward retaining or repealing Articles 2 and 3; 

support for a united Ireland; removal of the border and; redeployment of British troops 

out of Northern Ireland. The objective here is to examine the polling evidence available, 

and see whether public opinion on these four interrelated topics has changed in the last 

three decades. This task is not a simple one because in many cases particular poll items 

were asked once. For this reason, the polling data on the desired future status for 

Northern Ireland is composed of a set of questions dealing with the same substantive 

theme, but with different question and response formats. Because of these 

methodological difficulties, no attempt will be made here to chart support for different 

constitutional options that have been proposed over the years.^

As we will see, use of such survey evidence requires considerable caution as trends 

constructed from these data exhibit much variance. Ironically our inability to determine 

opinion change over time yields valuable information on the survey response process 

itself and the apparent ‘malleability’ of Irish public opinion to various question-response 

formats. As discussed earlier, one of the key distinctions that can be made in the 

presence of such response effects is an identification of “hard” and “easy” questions.

Articles 2 and 3 of Bunreacht na h-Eireann: Within the Republic of Ireland a key 

contribution to the peace process in the North has been a willingness on the part of 

governments and the public to modify constitutional claims over Northern Ireland. 

Public opinion poll questions have been asked on the issue of retaining or amending

T hese data are taken from IN E S  questions B44.8b, B44.9a, C7 and C26.
5 For com parison o f  public opinion in the Republic o f  Ireland toward different solutions to the N orthern Ireland 
question see Rose, McAllister and Mair (1978), Davis and Sinnott (1979), Mac Greil (1980; 1996) and Jones (2001).
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Articles 2 and 3 of the Irish Constitution since 1974. These poll questions are 

unfortunately not consistent. Initially, opinion polls asked two distinct items. Firstly, 

whether there should be a referendum on Articles 2 and 3, and secondly, how the 

respondent would vote in such a referendum. The question format changed in the 1990s 

when removing the claims in Articles 2 and 3 was linked with efforts to support the 

emerging peace process in Northern Ireland.

An early poll undertaken by MRBI in late 1974 showed that four-in-ten favoured 

having a referendum, although only 11 percent would have voted to remove these 

provisions. However, 61 percent favoured having a “united Ireland today” thus realising 

the aspirations inherent in Articles 2 and 3. Later, in April 1998, the survey data shows 

that 61 percent were prepared to vote ‘yes’ to amend Articles 2 and 3. In a follow up 

question, 20 percent saw Articles 2 and 3 as a “justifiable claim”, while 51 percent stated 

that it was a “justifiable claim, but could be given up for peace in Northern Ireland.”

<< Figure 6-1, about here >>

The important implication here is that responses to Articles 2 and 3 poll questions were 

strongly determined by contemporary events. This may help to explain the pattern 

evident in figure 6-1 which is predominantly one of fluctuation, although there is no clear 

trend. Unfortunately, such fluctuation is composed of both question format and political 

context effects. Both are endogenously related, as different question formats reflect 

changed political realities at different junctures in time. As noted earlier with regard to 

the Belief-Sampling Model o f survey response this is a characteristic element of opinion 

poll responses that involve different considerations.

For these reasons, it is difficult to determine that opinion toward Articles 2 and 3 

has really changed as Hayes and McAllister (1996; 79) assert. Generally, the more recent 

data from the European Values Survey of 1999 suggests that support for the aspirations 

inherent in Articles 2 and 3 may have declined by about twenty percentage points since 

1974, but was still important for 30 percent of the Irish public in 1999. This is 

consonant with the argument put forward by Hayes and McAllister. However, the very 

dramatic changes in support for retaining Ardcles 2 and 3 between 1995 and 1999 

indicates that while the impact of the peace process is important, there is still significant 

support for a united Ireland which rises and falls depending on context. This implies 

that the three-stage evolution in Irish public opinion toward the North ouflined by Hayes 

and McAllister may not be so clear-cut.
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Support for a United Ireland: In the search for peace in Northern Ireland many 

different constitudonal options have been discussed and these have formed the basis of a 

wide range of opinion poll questions since 1968 (see, Rose, McAllister and Mair 1978; 

Mac Greil 1989; Jones 2001). Our chief interest here relates to preferences for a united 

Ireland, the most consistent option in all the poll questions available, where two basic 

types of survey item have been implemented. The first type comprises easy questions 

about the principle or symbolism of having a united Ireland. In contrast, the second type 

comprises hard questions where preferences for a united Ireland were linked with other 

considerations such as finding a “solution” to the violence in the North or supporting 

the “peace process.” Details of the two question types can be seen in appendix 6-3.® 

Figure 6-2 illustrates clearly as hypothesised that the level of support exhibited in 

easy questions is considerably higher than that observed for hard items. As expected, 

hard and easy trends are essentially parallel indicating in absolute terms that both trends 

refer to different facets of the same issue. Substantively, this figure illustrates 

considerable opinion stability on the question of a united Ireland if one compares the 

first and final figures in both series.

<< Figure 6-2, about here >>

Poll questions that deal with symbolic ends, such as a united Ireland, are much easier for 

the public to provide answers to in survey interviews than programmatic policies to 

achieve desired goals such as peace and political stability.^ One can see this general effect 

in two ways. Firstly, in the Davis and Sinnott survey of 1978 those interviewed were 

asked many different types of questions on Northern Ireland. In all cases, responses for 

(easy) symbolic goals yield higher positive results than those dealing with difficult (or 

hard) choices such as constitutionally based peace making. Secondly, when the Irish 

public have been asked whether or not they would be prepared to pay higher taxes for a 

united Ireland a majority have responded negatively. Moreover, a majority saw 

unification in 1984 as likely to make the Republic worse off financially (see, appendix 6-3 

for details).

® In the definition o f hard and easy questions given in chapter 2  the focus here is on the response options offered to 
respondents, i.e. the consequences criterion. O f course an examination of the questions in appendix 6-3 shows that in 
practice the difference between hard and easy questions stemmed from the way the poll questions were asked. The key 
point here is that respondents were forced into considering specific alternatives and not simply allowed to respond yes 
or no to a general question.
1 This differential level o f  opinionation across survey question types and categories is o f fundamental importance. 
Recent research on this topic by Alvarez and Brehm (2002) and Althaus (2003) has shed important light on what 
surveys tell us about public opinion. Discussion o f  this issue will be addressed more directly in the concluding chapter.
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This evidence suggests that great care must be taken in interpreting answers to 

questions that address the creation of a united Ireland. Dissimilar question types asked 

to the same respondents yield significantly different response patterns. In summary, the 

polling data does not provide definitive evidence that public opinion toward the 

aspiration of a having a united Ireland has changed since 1968 as Hayes and McAllister 

(1996) argue. Moreover, the three stages identified on the evolution of public opinion 

are not apparent in the poll data examined.

Attitudes toward the border and partition o f the island o f Ireland: While

preferences towards Articles 2 and 3 and the goal of a united Ireland were aspirational in 

nature it could be argued that opinions toward the border and partition reflected a 

concrete reality. Consequently, preferences toward re unification of the island of Ireland 

through removal of the border should logically speaking be related. A summary of the 

poll questions shown in table 6-2 reveals that items were rarely repeated, so it is not 

possible to definitively say that opinion toward partition has remained stable, or changed 

since 1970. The general impression is that the importance of the border has probably 

declined, because the border as an issue has become subsumed to other concerns such as 

creating peace between the two communities in Northern Ireland.

The suspicion here is that the border issue has evolved from an easy question in the 

seventies to a hard question in the nineties. In other words, in 1970 support for 

removing the border was equated directly with achieving a political settlement through 

the creation of a united Ireland. However, by the 1990s compromising on the border 

issue was seen to be one way in which the Republic could promote peace within 

Northern Ireland. It would seem that the history of bloodshed within Northern Ireland 

from 1968 led citizens in the Republic to realise that removal of the border was likely to 

lead to even greater levels of violence. Consequently, the “border” issue became a hard 

facet of the Northern Ireland question, as it involved confronting the trade-off between 

desiring a united Ireland and promoting peace.

From this perspective, we would expect to see, with the emergence of the peace 

process, a decline in support for removal of the border between the 1970s and late 

1990s. The polling evidence presented in table 6-2 supports this contention as the belief 

that there would be “no peace until partition ends” declined by 21 percentage points 

between 1978 and 1999. Moreover, only 4 percent thought in 1995 that the border was 

an “obstacle to better relations between North and South.” This is not to suggest that 

the border is symbolically unimportant to the Irish public. As of 1996 it “mattered” to
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54 percent of those interviewed. However, as an issue it has declined in importance 

since the 1970s. Part of the reason seems to be that a majority (57 percent in 1978) have 

accepted since the seventies that ending partition will not solve the Northern Ireland 

problem.

<< Table 6-2, about here >>

In this respect, it is not surprising to see from an examination of responses to poll 

questions asked between 1978 and 2001 on how long it would be until the border was 

dismanded that the modal (i.e. most popular) response given was “never.” Moreover, 

since 1983 between two-thirds and three-quarters of the Irish public estimated that 

removing the border would, at the very least, be a long-term prospect (see, appendix 6- 

4).

In short, the opinion poll evidence shows that since 1970 a majority in the Republic 

have favoured a united Ireland. However, only a minority think that partition is likely to 

end in the near future. Moreover, since 1970 an even smaller minority (7 to 14 percent) 

have been willing to use violence to attain such an objective. Overall, the polling 

evidence relating to the border indicates that it has become less important to the Irish 

public, though still symbolically important for (a bare) majority. This pattern fits with 

the Hayes and McAllister thesis of opinion change though whether this occurred in 

(three) stages or continuously across time is not clear from the data available.

Public opinion toward British troops in Northern Ireland: Public opinion in the 

Republic of Ireland toward the presence of British troops in Northern Ireland has 

changed since the violence began in the late sixties. Initially in 1970 these troops were 

seen as stabilising the political situation where the Stormont government had lost control 

and Northern Ireland was moving rapidly toward civil war. However, there has been 

majority support for the principle of withdrawal since at least 1978 once the Irish public 

perceived British troops as an occupation force. According to Hayes and McAllister 

(1996: 76), political developments during the eighties and nineties changed public 

opinion in the Republic of Ireland “by weakening support for Irish unity and 

underpinning support for constitutional options, most notably a continued British 

presence in Northern Ireland.” The survey evidence presented in the previous sub

section suggests in contrast that public support for a united Ireland in the Republic has 

remained remarkably stable despite all the political changes. A similar pattern is evident
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in public opinion toward the withdrawal of British troops from Northern Ireland. Figure 

6-3 shows that majority support for troop withdrawal has been a salient feature of Irish 

public opinion since the seventies though the level of support seems to have declined 

from about three-in-four in 1978 to approximately six-in-ten in 2002.®

< <  F igure 6-3, about here >>

Hayes and McAllister (1996) are correct in identifying a significant change in 1987 and 

1988. Whether such a change is connected with a surge in violence in 1987, and 

infamous events such as the Enniskillen ‘Remembrance day’ bombing, is impossible to 

ascertain from the existing poll data.

Overall, the poll evidence on troop withdrawal reflects both changing political 

circumstances and perhaps also changing opinions. Given such causal endogeneity 

within the data being examined, it is impossible to identify (without additional 

information or a different research strategy) whether there has been true opinion change 

on this issue as Hayes and McAllister have contended (see, Manski 1995; 4; King, 

Keohane and Verba 1994: 185-95). It is to the question of changing political 

circumstances that we will now turn, and an assessment of public opinion toward 

initiatives leading eventually to the peace process.

P O L IT IC A L  IN IT IA T IV E S  A N D  T H E  SEA RCH  FO R  PEA CE 

From a public opinion perspective, the opinion poll evidence presented suggests that on 

“easy quesdons” such as the principle of wanting a united Ireland opinions in the 

Republic have been stable. However, with “hard questions” relating to solutions to the 

conflict and endorsing specific policies public opinion has changed in dramatic ways 

where for example the aspirations of Articles 2 and 3 were amended through referendum 

in 1998.

One plausible interpretation of this difference in public opinion hinges on the fact 

that although Northern Ireland has remained an important aspirational (i.e. easy issue) 

question it has played little role as a ‘hard’ electoral issue in general election campaigns. 

This is because the policy positions, as opposed to the perceived competence, of the 

main polidcal parties in the Republic on the Northern Ireland question have been

* In fact, mean support (21 percent, 1978-2002) for those who favoured a British troop presence is not much different 
from the mean number who gave given non-committal responses (16 percent) to these poll questions. See, appendix 
6-5. In effect, this poll item is best regarded as a proxy indicator for ‘pro-irredentist nationalism’ (Fahev, Hayes and 
Sinnott 2005: 23-5).
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identical.® In short, the Northern Ireland question as noted earlier is primarily an 

irredentist aspiration in the Republic. As a result, successive Irish governments have 

been able to lead public opinion and negotiate compromise agreements without strong 

fear of being punished electorally.

The general thrust of public opinion toward peace initiatives starting with the Anglo- 

Irish Agreement (1985), the Hume-Adams dialogue. Downing Street Declaration (1993), 

Framework Document (1995) and paramilitaries ceasefire, was public support for any 

strategy that had the potential to end the violence. In this section we will concentrate on 

the Belfast/Good Friday Agreement as this peace initiative, unlike all the others, directly 

involved public opinion with the undertaking of a referendum in May 1998.

Public opinion during the Belfast Agreement campaign: By January 1998, it seemed 

that the strategy for peace being adopted by the British and Irish governments would 

involve profound changes within Northern Irish polidcs stemming from a new 

constitutional settlement (for details see, Cox et al. 2000; Elliot 2002). While the Irish 

public supported moves toward a solution by both governments, there was nonetheless 

general scepticism concerning the timescale on which less than one-in-ten thought there 

would be agreement by May 1998.

Public support for the Belfast/Good Friday Agreement followed different trends on 

either side of the border. In the Republic, support for the agreement increased by 25 

percentage points between March 26 and May 18. In contrast in the North, support for 

the agreement declined initially, and then increased slightly close to polling day. The 

different campaign dynamics on either side of the border are not surprising. This is 

because both referendums, while ostensibly about supporting the peace process, were in 

reality bound up with different considerations.

The opinion polls undertaken by IMS and MRBI in the Republic during this period 

focussed primarily on vote intentions and four main issues -  support for amending 

Articles 2 and 3; release of paramilitary prisoners; the link between decommissioning of 

weapons and participation in political negotiations; and perceptions of the referendum 

campaign. The ‘yes’ side dominated the campaign where the resources of all the major 

parties, government and media reiterated a simple message (Mansergh 1999: 127). That 

simple message stated that amending Articles 2 and 3 was a vote for peace. ‘N o’

s The N orthern  Ireland issue is similar to the race issue in the United States as it form ed the basis around which party 
com petition crystallised in the 1920s. However, as the N orthern  Ireland issue has lost m uch o f  its salience there is the 
possibility through a process o f  “issue evolution” that a new issue could rearrange the Irish party system along 
different cleavages (Carmines and Stimson 1989).
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campaigners were portrayed as “hard core” nationalists who still believed that violence 

would ultimately lead to a united Ireland.

In effect, those who wanted a ‘yes vote’ turned the referendum issue into an ‘easy’ 

one where the ‘hard’ question of whether amending Articles 2 and 3 circumscribed in 

some manner aspirations toward a united Ireland was not debated. Moreover, the 

division of poll questions on the Northern Ireland question into hard and easy types may 

be interpreted as an “evolution” where an initially hard question evolved into an easy 

one.’“ The yes campaign was careful not to allow the referendum of May 1998 to be 

defined as a trade-off between “a united Ireland” and “peace at all costs.”"

If this interpretation is correct the expectation would be that those with the greatest 

political experience, i.e. the older age cohorts, should exhibit the greatest attitudinal 

change during the campaign. This is because their initial position reflected most 

accurately the ‘hard’ facet of the question being posed in the referendum. The opinion 

poll data show that the Belfast Agreement campaign had an impact on all voters. 

However, for the older age cohorts (50-64 years and 65+ years) the campaign effect 

seems to have been greatest (see, figure 6-4).

This evidence implies that the Hayes and McAllister thesis of opinion change over 

three distinct phases remains unproven. What we do know is that there was a 

pronounced campaign effect. However, figure 6-1 indicates that such an effect was gone 

a year later when the European Values Survey asked about support for having changed 

Articles 2 and 3. In fact, public opinion toward these constitutional provisions returned 

to levels evident a decade earlier when the peace process was in its infancy.

One important question stemming from the Belfast Agreement referendum is: has 

Irish public opinion toward the hard and easy facets of the Northern Ireland question 

changed in recent times?

LO N G  TERM  TREND S IN  RESPONSES TO  HARD AND EASY QUESTIONS 

One could argue that voting in the Belfast Agreement referendum was primarily a vote 

for the “peace process.” This interpretation implies that there was no “dramatic decline 

in support for retaining articles 2 and 3” as Hayes and McAllister (1996: 78) have argued. 

What we witnessed instead was a different pattern of responses to different question types.

'o This contrasts with the issues o f  abortion and divorce. In chapter 5 w e saw that easy questions based primarily on  
principles derived from Catholic Church teaching evolved in to hard questions o f  policy during successive referendum  
campaigns.

Here the hardness o f  the poll questions relates to  the context criterion outlined in chapter 2. T he key point here is 
that support for the principle o f  a united Ireland remains popular within the Irish public. Interpretation o f  the decline 
in support for articles 2 and 3 in 1998 m ust be interpreted in the context o f  the Belfast A greem ent campaign.
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A simple age cohort analysis shown in figure 6-4 lends support to this interpretation. 

The process of opinion change was practically the same for all age groups where one 

might have expected that the older cohorts to have been less in favour of change. This 

was not the case.

< <  F igure 6-4, abou t here >>

In light o f the hard and easy question distinction used in this chapter the strong swings 

evident in figure 6-4 may be seen as reflecting different facets of this specific issue. 

Amending articles 2 and 3 was an easy question when linked to peace making, but was 

otherwise a hard question. If  this poll question distinction is a useful one we should 

expect to see less variance (sharp swings) in opinion poll questions that are defined to be 

either easy or hard.'^ Those opinion poll questions dealing with support for a united 

Ireland facilitate testing this expectation within the limits of the available data. Looking 

at the cohort response profiles to easy questions one sees little change in support within 

age subgroups. In fact, total support for the principle o f a united Ireland was at the same 

level in 2001 as it was in 1974 (61 percent).

An examination of the trend series of hard questions in contrast shows a total 

increase in support for a united Ireland (36 percent in 1988 to 46 percent in 2002). It 

seems that the oldest age cohort was most strongly influenced by the Belfast Agreement 

campaign. Moreover, the distinctive profiles exhibited by responses to hard and easy 

questions confirms that the logic oudined in chapter 2 based on distinguishing between 

different facets of an issue is a useful research strategy.

C O N C L U S IO N

In this chapter we have seen how a changing political situation impacts on public 

opinion. This raises some important theoretical issues. How is one to interpret 

substantively similar opinion poll questions when the political context within which these 

questions have been asked changes considerably over time? These concerns relate 

directly to how we conceptualise respondents’ answers to opinion poll questions. In 

chapter 2 where we described the Belief-Sampling Model we noted that changing context 

leads citizens to use different considerations and information in providing answers 

during opinion poll interviews. In effect, when this process occurs we do not witness

>2 A s w e noted in chapter 2 on page 41 ‘easy’ questions refer to principles or goals (e.g. desiring a united Ireland) while 
‘hard’ poll item s refer to policies to achieved desired goals (e.g. supporting the peace process by rem oving articles 2 an 
3 o f  the Irish Constitution in a referendum in May 1998).
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opinion change, but the emergence o f different facets of opinion on the same issue. Use 

of the concept of hard and easy question types reinforces this assessment as trend series 

divided according to this criterion show considerable stability. This helps us answer the 

two questions posed at the start o f this chapter.

Our first question inquired whether the Northern Ireland issue was settled within 

Irish public opinion? There are two answers to this inquiry. First, in terms of the easy 

facet of the Northern issue there is still stable majority support for a united Ireland. 

From this perspective, public opinion on the Northern question was setded with 

partition in 1922 since when irredentist sentiments have held sway. Second, the hard 

facet also shows opinion stability. Presumably given the experience of the Northern 

‘troubles’ since 1968 the Irish public favours peace if there has to be a trade-off between 

having a united Ireland or a cessation of violence. Taking both the hard and easy facets 

of opinion toward Northern Ireland separately yields the important finding that public 

opinion in this domain is characterised by stability. Furthermore, this dual patterning 

within the data reveals why it has been possible for successive Irish governments to build 

a peace process although one consequence of this course of action appears at first sight 

to sacrifice the long-term irredentist goals o f the Irish electorate. The key public opinion 

lesson to be learned from the G ood Friday Agreement referendum is that separation of 

principles from policy lies at the heart of the peace process in the Republic. Whether a 

similar mechanism operates within Northern Ireland is an intriguing project for further 

research.

Turning to the second question posed at the outset, we inquired whether political 

events surrounding the peace process have been ahead of public opinion in the Republic. 

Again, our distinction of poll quesfions on the basis of hard and easy facets is crucial 

here. With regard to an easy facet of the Northern question, such as desiring a united 

Ireland, public opinion in the Republic appears to lag behind political developments and 

is inconsistent with the fact that a majority of the electorate supported amending Articles 

2 and 3 in 1998. However, taking the trend in responses to hard facet questions we see 

that public opinion pre-dates the profound political changes that came with the peace 

process. In short, the Irish public have no single view on the Northern Ireland question 

and are best conceptualised as having a set of opinions based on different considerations. 

For these reasons, we must conclude that the Hayes and McAllister thesis of change in 

Irish public opinion occurring in three distinct phases is not strongly supported by the 

data presented in this chapter.
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While many o f the headlines in the Irish media in the 1990s were dominated by 

events in Northern Ireland there were also profound changes taking place within the 

Republic. For the first time since independence, the Irish economy developed into a 

remarkable success story that made it the exemplar state within the European Union. In 

the next chapter, we will turn our attention to public opinion toward the economy and 

inquire whether public opinion is best characterised by stability or change.
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Figure 6-1, Public opinion toward proposals to make changes to Articles 2 and 
3 of the Irish Constitution, 1974-1999 (percent)
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See appendix 6-2 for details of poll questions.
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Figure 6-2, Comparison of hard and easy facets of public opinion support for a 
united Ireland in the Republic of Ireland, 1968 -  2003 (percent)

United Ireland (hard question responses) 
United Ireland (easy question responses)

Note details o f the survey questions used in this chart are available in appendix 6-2. The top line refers to poll questions that simply asked 
respondents their personal preferences for a united Ireland. The bottom line is based on responses to questions where the future status of 
Northern Ireland was discussed with reference to a variety o f political solutions, o f which a united Ireland was ju st one choice. Given the 
question format these 'easy' and ‘hard' questions are represented as different time series.
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Figure 6-3, Public opinion toward proposals for the withdrawal of British 
troops from Northern Ireland, 1970-2002 (percent)
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See appendix 6-5 for details o f poll questions used and the data table for this figure. Note the data does not always sum to one hundred 
percent due to rounding error

160



Figure 6-4, Public opinion among different age cohorts toward proposals to 
make changes to Articles 2 and 3 of the Irish Constitution, 1974- 
1999 (percent)
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See appendix 6-2 for details of poll questions. Data refers to the percentage of those inteniewed that supported making amendments to 
Articles 2  and 3.
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Table 6-1, Results of Agreement measure estimations using the Davis and 
Sinnott (1978) and INES (2002) survey results to estimate self and 
party placements on preferences for a united Ireland

Davis and  Sinnott 
(1978)

Agreem ent
measure

Interpolated
m edian

Arithmetic
mean

Standard
deviation

Variance M ode

Self-placement 0.32 2.85 3.06 1.73 2.99 3

Fianna Fail 0.51 2.42 2.61 1.37 1.88 2

Fine Gael 0.42 3.08 3.31 1.47 2.16 2 & 3
Labour Party 0.33 3.46 3.65 1.60 2.55 3

IN E S (2002) Agreem ent
measure

Interpolated
m edian

Arithmetic
mean

Standard
deviation

Variance M ode

Self-placement 0.04 3.50 3.22 1.97 3.86 1
Fianna Fail 0.17 3.16 3.11 1.81 3.29 1
Fine Gael 0.23 3.90 3.80 1.77 3.12 4
Labour Party 0.34 3.86 3.75 1.63 2.65 4
Green Party 0.30 3.95 3.91 1.69 2.86 4
PD 0.24 3.70 3.54 1.77 3.15 4
Sinn Fein 0.73 1.11 1.64 1.58 2.48 1

N ote that calculations are based on van der E ijk 's  (2001) measure o f agreement for ordered rating scales (A ) to create estimates o f 
preferential and perceptual agreement. The agreement measure indicates the degree to which there is preferential agreement among the public 
on a united Ireland where ‘zero ' represents no agreement and ‘one ’ perfect agreement. This procedure is described in  more detail in  chapter 5. 
The survey data examined here is based on a seven point scale where '1 ’ refers to “insist on a united Ireland now ” while 7’ implies 
"abandon the aim o f a united Ireland altogether”. The scales for 2002  were rescaled to a seven point ones to facilitate comparison with the 
D avis and Sinnott survey o f1978.
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Table 6-2, Summary of public opinion in the Republic of Ireland toward 
ending partition, 1970-2001 (percent)

Survey & question  type E n d  partition N o tes

General support for ending partition (easy questions)
May 1970 (IMS) 70 Prefer border to go
June 1972 (ESRI) 78 Government should work to end partition
Mar. 1978 (IMS)* 58 Border will go
Sept. 1978 (ESRI, q.l59)* 73 Border will eventually disappear
Sept. 1978 (ESRI, q.93) 72 No peace until partition ends
Sept. 1978 (ESRI, q.96) 40 Disagree that the Northern Ireland problem cannot be

solved by ending partition
Sept. 1999 (EVS) 51 No peace until partition ends

Policy preferences toward ending partition (hard questions)
May 1970 (IMS, q.9b/c) 57 Can be achieved by negotiation

14 Prefer border to go using violence if necessary
April 1995 (IMS) 4 Border an obstacle to better relations between North and

South
Feb. 1996 (MRBI, q7) 47 Border matters but not prepared to use violence

7 Border matters prepared to use violence
42 Border does not matter

*  The 1 5  percent discrepancy Ixtween these two questions asked in the same year is surprising and is likely to be the resuh o f  a priming effect 
as the I M S  question occurred a t the start o f the interview (q.2) while in the E S R I  survey i t  came after sixty-seven questions relating to 
Northern Ireland problem (q. 159). See appendix 6 -4  for details.

163



C h a p t e r  7

E c o n o m ic  o p in io n  i n  Ir e l a n d  a n d
LEFT-RIGHT ORIENTATION

The left-right dimension seems to have a relatively unclear meaning for the Irish public. Both the partisan and 
ideological components are weak in Ireland, our persistent deviant case.

Inglehart and Klingemann (1976: 270)

I n t r o d u c t i o n

There is little doubt that the Northern Ireland peace process and ratification of the Good 

Friday Agreement in May 1998 were history-making events. Nonetheless, the patterns 

evident in the opinion poll data are much less dramatic. In fact, by separating the hard 

and easy facets of the Northern Ireland issue we have demonstrated considerable stability 

in opinion over time. For many commentators, changes in the Irish economy during the 

1990s were no less dramatic. Within this chapter an examination will be made of 

economic opinion in Ireland using the concept of “left-right.”

In comparative terms, Ireland is a unique and valuable case study of public opinion 

toward the economy as it is one of the few small open markets that have managed to go 

from “bust” to “boom ” in the space of a decade. For this reason alone, one would 

expect to see considerable changes in public opinion toward the economy as perceptions 

evolved with a rising economic tide. If an examination is made of a number o f opinion 

poll questions implemented by IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI since 1974 relating to the 

economy two-thirds o f the items asked refer to government budgets, public policy and 

confidence in the economy. The remaining questions deal with specific economic topics 

such as unemployment, taxation and inflation.

What is perhaps most surprising from an international perspective is that the 

concept of left-right plays almost no role in the formulation o f opinion poll questions in 

Ireland. This is an important finding as it indicates that Irish pollsters are content to 

“mirror” economic opinions on specific policy proposals such as increasing public 

spending, changing the level o f taxation, etc. There has been much less effort on the 

part of Irish pollsters to ask why the Irish public has particular economic preferences.

In many countries, the logic underlying opinions toward a multitude o f economic 

questions is understood in terms o f economic left-right orientation. For this reason, 

left-right self-placement questions have been asked frequently and used as a means of
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illuminating public policy preferences, vote intentions and satisfactions ratings. In 

Ireland, things are different as pollsters discovered in the 1970s that the Irish public see 

the world in a manner that is inconsistent with a left-right ideological perspective. Such 

“inconsistency” represents a concrete example o f the key puzzle identified in the 

introductory chapter where public opinions on different facets o f the same issue appear 

at first sight to be inconsistent. In chapter 2, we introduced the useful tool developed 

within the framework of the Belief-Sampling Model o f categorising poll questions as 

being either ‘hard’ or ‘easy’. From this perspective, the apparently inconsistent responses 

to poll questions stem from different considerations. As we have demonstrated this has 

been a key theme in chapters 5 and 6 and will also play an important role here.

We will start our investigation o f economic opinions in Ireland by briefly describing 

the main characteristics o f the available data. In the second section there will be a brief 

literature review and an examination of how economic left-right orientation in Ireland 

has changed since 1976. This will be followed by an exploration of the Eurobarometer 

evidence on left-right in Ireland. In section four we will present a parsimonious model 

o f how left-right self-placement changes over time. In the subsequent section, the focus 

will be on assessing the stability o f opinion patterns, i.e. the overall response profile, 

regarding left-right self and party placements. In the sixth section the economic 

preferences of the Irish public will be looked at in terms of so-called ‘tax and spend’ 

questions asked in IMS and MRBI polls. Thereafter, there will be some concluding 

remarks.

O p i n i o n  p o l l  d a t a

This chapter and the next are different from previous ones in that significant use will be 

made of Eurobarometer survey data. In this respect there will be a strong emphasis on 

the left-right self-placement question that has been included in most Eurobarometer 

surveys since the early 1970s. Moreover, perceptions of the positions of political parties 

on this dimension will be taken from a variety o f sources including the European 

Election series of surveys. One of the main reasons for this strategy of extending the 

range of data used beyond media commissioned opinion polls is that the number of 

consistent questions asked by IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI on economic issues is much 

less than the number asked about liberal agenda issues and Northern Ireland. We will, 

however, use the invaluable series of questions asked by Irish pollsters on the topics of 

taxation and proposals for social spending. It is fortunate that IMS asked a number of
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questions on a variety of topics associated with left-right in an early poll in September 

1976. The results of this survey give us a benchmark in charting subsequent changes 

recorded in academic projects such as the first Irish National Election Study (Summer 

2002). Before presenting what the polls tell us about left-right orientation and public 

opinion toward the economy, it is important first to discuss briefly how well the left-right 

concept applies in the Irish context.

L i t e r a t u r e  o n  t h e  l e f t  r i g h t  c o n c e p t  a n d  a p p l ic a t io n  i n  t h e  
IRISH c o n t e x t

While the concept of economic left-right is widely understood it is appropriate at this 

point to provide a definition o f what this concept means to Irish pollsters. The only 

example o f a domestic polling definition o f left-right is given in an IMS poll report 

written in September 1976. IMS defined “left” as being associated with socialism where 

such an orientation “seeks to bring about greater justice and equality by a redistribution 

of wealth and extensive state expenditure and intervention.” In contrast, “right” was 

stated to be “a non-dogmatic belief in the virtues of private enterprise and private 

property, accompanied by good housekeeping and minimal state intervention” (IMS: 

1976: 10).'

As we shall see a litde later the left-right concept when explained in this manner had 

no meaning for three-in-ten respondents. Moreover, in 2001 one-in-four declared that 

the concept of left-right was “not important” for them while another 14 percent “did not 

know.” These basic poll results lead to the compelling question -  why does left-right

have such little meaning in Ireland? The existing academic literature on this topic

suggests at least five different answers to this important question.

• The concept of economic ‘left-right’ is typically used within political science to 
explain the sources o f division and competition in society (Lipset and Rokkan 
1967). In this respect, the process of industrialisation is seen to have created the 
foundations for class based party competition. Ireland is a “deviant case” within 
Europe because it evolved from an agrarian to a post-industrial economy in a
single step thereby bypassing the industrialisation process and its socio-political
consequences.

• There is a long-standing weakness of left-wing parties in Irish electoral history. 
One of the main explanations for this “weakness” is that the Labour Party did 
not participate in the first post-independence elections when voters became

■ O f course the format o f  this IMS left-right self-placement question is different to the standardised measures used in 
Eurobarometer (1973-) and INES (2002). Nonetheless, the IMS question from 1976 is the only domestic left-right 
measure available for the seventies and seems to capture the underlying concept o f  interest.
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socialised into voting on the basis of criteria that do not deal with left-right 
interests and concerns (Farrell 1970: 487).

• Party competition in Ireland does not exhibit any significant policy differences, or 
polarisation, and has little power in explaining vote choice (Sinnott 1995: 160-4; 
Gilland Lutz 2003: 49-55; O ’Malley and Kerby 2004: 43-48; Laver 2005: 204-8).

• According to the polling evidence, party support in Ireland is not strong based 
on class (Whyte 1974: 647-6). This “politics without social bases” thesis has been 
re-examined and qualified in subsequent research by: McAllister and O ’Connell 
(1984); Laver (1986a,b; 2005: 197-8); Breen and Whelan (1994); Sinnott (1995: 
181-88); Evans and Sinnott (1999: 436-452) and Gariy (2005).

• Political discourse in Ireland is not structured by left-right debates. 
Consequently, the political cues used by the Irish electorate in making electoral 
choices or assessments of public policy do not reflect a value system consonant 
with an economic left-right ideology. As a result, responses to left-right academic 
survey questions are inconsistent (Fogarty 1984: 68, 72; Hardlman and Whelan 
1994: 163; Kennedy and Sinnott 2005; Fahey, Hayes and Sinnott 2005:140-50).

The first two arguments are concerned with the impact of historical processes that are 

not of direct interest here. However, the issues raised in the final three arguments are 

based on evidence derived from a variety of mass survey projects.^ As the focus in this 

chapter is on public opinion we will concentrate on the attitudinal (final) stream of the 

literature outlined above. In this respect, our task is to see what Irish opinion poll data 

tells us about economic opinions and their consistency with the concept of left-right. In 

the next two sub-sections we will outline what the earliest known opinion poll dealing 

with left-right attitudes discovered in 1976. Thereafter, we will reveal what surveys 

undertaken in 2001 and 2002 tell us about this topic.

Left-right orientation in Ireland in 1976: The earliest and most extensive examination 

of left-right orientation in a media commissioned opinion poll in Ireland was undertaken 

during August and September of 1976 by IMS for RTE (Irish State television). As noted 

earlier, this poll shows that three-in-ten of those interviewed were unable to place 

themselves on a left-right scale. There was a large gender difference with 39 percent of 

females and 21 percent of the male respondents refusing to give answers to the left-right 

self-placement question. Moreover, there were large differences among females, i.e. the 

net left-right score for housewives was 6.4 and for all other females it was 2.9 (see, 

appendix 7-1 for details).

Overall the results of the IMS poll of 1976 show two important patterns. First, very 

few respondents identified themselves as left wing. It seems that the centre-left category

2 O f  course som e o f  this literature, such as the final two points, does not so m uch answer why left-right has relatively 
little m eaning, but highlights particular m anifestations o f  this broader question.
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may have fulfilled the role as the left wing anchor point on the IMS five-point scale 

where just 2 percent identified themselves as left wing.^ Second, the centre and don’t 

know categories encapsulated a majority of the public. Both of these groups were similar 

in favouring more spending on social welfare. In short, left-right orientation although 

having some peculiar features was not entirely absent in Ireland in the 1970s.

In the IMS survey understanding of the left-right concept was related to social class, 

level of education and age. If we target those who were able to place themselves on the 

IMS five-point left-right scale we see from examining the poll data that the concept did 

have some application. Taking opposite ends of the spectrum Labour Party identifiers 

were most left wing, while those supporting more government control of industry were 

most right wing. Such results are inconsistent in part because of a questionnaire 

problem.^ Nonetheless, belief that government spending on social services should be cut 

and self-identification as a “conservative” were rightist stances.

This evidence suggests that ambiguity in the conceptualisation of left-right in Ireland 

is a long-term feature of public opinion. However, the IMS poll data does highlight that 

a majority of those interviewed in 1976 were right wing in orientation. Perhaps the most 

surprising result from this poll is a gender difference where men were (relatively 

speaking) more left wing than women. Nevertheless, not all women had the same views. 

Married women were most right wing, while unmarried females were more left wing than 

men. Also, higher levels of political activism such as giving money to a party or working 

for a political candidate were associated with being strongly right wing.

Left-right orientation in Ireland in the early twenty-first century: Recent research 

has identified two separate dimensions relating to economic left-right orientation (Fahey, 

Hayes and Sinnott 2005: 140-61; Kennedy and Sinnott 2005). These two dimensions 

have been described as “economic equality” and “government intervention” (or 

economic liberalism). The mean position of the Irish public is leftist with regard to 

economic equality and rightist toward government intervention into the economy.^ This 

lack of consistency may be interpreted in two ways. First, Irish citizens do not see the

3 See the figure on left-right orientation presented on page 316 o f appendix 7-1 for an illustration o f this effect.
In  the IMS report on this poll this item was stated to be problematic. It seems that respondents interpreted the term 

“contro l” in different ways. The original intention o f  m ore governm ent control over industry did not equate with the 
governm ent establishing more state owned enterprises or vice versa. Cross-tabulation o f  this variable with party 
allegiance and political orientation suggests otherwise. For this reason, IMS felt the results from this question were 
unreliable.
5 Kennedy and Sinnott (2005) in their analysis o f ISPAS (2002) found that ten percent o f the Irish public have right- 
wing values on an economic equality scale while twelve percent have left-wing values on a governm ent intervention 
scale.

168



world in simple left-right terms. Support for equality may be traced to traditional 

Catholic thinking, but there is a rejection of the idea that government should be the agent 

to bring this about. Second, the questions used to investigate the left-right concept are 

capturing different considerations from respondents because there is no strong tradition 

of left-right ideological political discussion in Ireland. The argument to be put forward 

here combines elements of both o f these insights by using the concept of “hard” and 

“easy” questions introduced in chapter 2, and applied earlier in chapters 5 and 6.

To briefly summarise, opinion poll questions relating to the economy differ from 

one another in their degree of hardness. Within the economic domain ‘easy’ questions 

refer to policy goals and principles such as “equality of income” and “freedom to create 

wealth” or desirable situations such as low taxes and prices and high standards in the 

provision o f social services. In contrast, ‘hard’ questions deal with the means to achieve 

these policy goals, e.g. preference for lower taxes and consequent reduction in spending 

on social services. The responses to poll questions on the same issue, but relating to 

different facets (hard/easy) will yield different and perhaps apparently inconsistent 

response patterns. This is because as the Belief-Sampling Model contends responses are 

based on different considerations. However, ceteris paribus we would expect the most 

knowledgeable portion o f the public to understand most clearly the “hard” aspects o f the 

left-right concept.®

As noted earlier, left-right self-placement questions are not asked in media 

commissioned polls. Consequently, we will make use of the ISPAS (winter 2001/2) and 

INES surveys (summer 2002) to assess contemporary left-right opinions.

<< Figure 7-1, about here >>

According to the standard interpretation of left-right, those on the left will favour greater 

spending on social services even if this means higher taxes and will also favour 

government intervention into the economy. If we inspect the data presented in windows 

(a) and (b) of figure 7-1 we observe that a majority of the Irish public favour increased 

social spending, regardless o f left-right orientation and level of political knowledge. A 

broadly similar pattern exists for government intervention into the economy where a 

majority of the public favour a “balanced” stance (points 4 to 6 on the 11 point scale),

6 This hard/easy distinction should occur elsewhere. H ow ever in the U K  this distinction is absent as support for 
equality correlates with governm ent support for industry. In this respect, the pattern prevailing in Ireland may not be 
unique, but nonetheless not typical o f  advanced industrial econ om ies with stable political systems.
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although there is a perceptible left-right orientation for the high information segment of 

the public. In general, respondents treat “tax and spend” and “government intervention” 

items as easy questions. Consequently, for the Irish public there is no “hard” trade-off as 

the logic of the left-right concept implies.^

Window (c) reveals as previous research has argued that economic left-right 

orientation in Ireland is influenced by considerations of liberal agenda issues such as 

abortion (see, Hardiman and Whelan 1994: 163). Significantly, the “hard” issue of 

abortion shows a much stronger level of consistency with left-right self-placement. 

Moreover, this pattern exists for all levels of political knowledge though the relationship 

for the more highly informed exhibits less variance. As we saw in chapter 5, abortion is a 

“hard” issue over which the public has definite opinions, and there is an understanding 

that a Pro-Life or a Pro-Choice stance have real consequences, as indicated in the X and 

C law cases in 1992 and 1997.

If we look at the data presented in window (d) of figure 7-1 our expectation, 

according to the left-right concept, is that public preferences should exhibit a diagonal 

trend going from top left to bottom right. In fact, we see a pattern that is largely absent 

of any ideology -  the public regardless of level of information favours a centrist position 

on wealth redistribution and government intervention to reduce income inequality. Here 

it seems many respondents were equivocal and could see the merits of both statements and 

hence picked “middle of the road” responses thus avoiding the hardness of the questions 

intended by the survey designers (note, Alvarez and Brehm 2002:124-48).

Importance of left-right orientation and other values: One explanation for the 

failure to find consistent answers between left-right self-placement questions and 

answers to other survey items may result from respondents not seeing this concept as 

having any importance for them. As a result, commercial opinion polls and academic 

mass surveys mirror this simple fact. When asked directly whether or not this was the 

case in late 2001 almost four-in-ten of those interviewed in the cross-national ASia 

Europe Survey (ASES) survey stated that the concept of left-right was “not important.”*

’’  In  chapter 2 w e  n o ted  in  our d e fin ition  o f  hard p o ll q u estio n s  that resp o n d en ts’ con sid eration  o f  th e  c o n seq u en ces  o f  
th e p o licy  p referen ces  preferred w as im p ortant. For exam p le, a resp on d en t w h o  favou rs tax cu ts and see s  n o  
c o n n e c tio n  to  a d ec lin e  in pu blic  sp en d in g  p ro v id es  a qualitatively d ifferen t answ er to  resp o n d en ts  w h o  understand  
that th ere is o fte n  a tr a d e -o ff b e tw een  po lic ies. T h is  is th e  basis o f  th e  co n seq u en ces  criterion b e in g  app lied  here.
* In  th is  in ternational survey th e Irish pu blic  ranked e lev en th  out o f  sev en teen  in see in g  th e left-right c o n c ep t as b e in g  
im p ortant. H ere  are th e rankings in  a scen d in g  order w ith  th e  p ercent w h o  stated left-right w a s im p ortant in  
parenth eses: In d o n esia  (14), S in gapore (18), T aiw an (18), Japan (23), U n ited  K in g d o m  (27), S w ed en  (34), Ireland (34), 
Portugal (41), G reece  (43), G erm any (43), France (44), Spain (44), M alaysia (46), Italy (49), T hailand (53), P h ilip p in es  
(63), and S ou th  K orea  (64). T h is data su g g ests  that Ireland is n o t very  d ifferent from  political sy stem s that are typically  
seen  in  left-right term s, e.g . th e U K  and Sw eden .
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Moreover, this was the plurality response for three of the main socio-demographic 

groupings (see, appendix 7-2 for details).

If  we look at the left-right concept in terms of partisanship at least half of all 

partisans in Ireland in late 2001 were centrist (i.e. no definite left-right position), or did 

not think left-right was important. However, for those who did state that left-right was 

‘important’ the ideological complexion among party supporters makes sense, e.g. Sinn 

Fein, Green and Labour Parties supporters are leftist while Fianna Fail and Fine Gael 

supporters are rightist. It is also interesting to note that there were some significant 

demographic differences on the importance of left-right. For example, men rather than 

women saw the concept of left-right as being important. It seems that the gender 

difference noted in the IMS survey of 1976 persists.

The main general finding from the previous subsection is that the concept o f left- 

right in Ireland, as represented by self-placement questions, does not help us predict 

positions for a wide range of issues within the domain of economics and beyond. One 

might argue that perhaps Irish respondents have problems with being asked direct left- 

right questions and use o f self-placement scales. It is possible, using the ASES survey 

and a statistical technique called principal component factor analysis to see whether the 

latent pattern in responses to many questions typically connected with a left-right 

orientation can provide some evidence of an underlying left-right structure to Irish public 

opinion.

<< Table 7-1, about here >>

The main idea here is that some concepts such as left-right cannot be measured with 

single questions, but are more appropriately examined using a variety o f indicators. Our 

expectation is that if left-right is an important dimension in Ireland it should be 

represented as a single factor, which explains a relatively large proportion o f the total 

variance in the data. The results of our principal components analysis in table 7-1 show 

that it is possible to identify five underlying factors within Irish public opinion. 

Egalitarianism explains most variance (almost 15 percent), but this is not much stronger 

than any of the other latent factors idendfied. In short, the results shown in table 7-1 

show that there is no overarching economic left-right dimension and that 

“egalitarianism” and “liberalism” (i.e. anti-government intervention) are both consistent 

underlying values of the Irish public. In fact, analysis of a variety of recent academic 

surveys illustrates through the construction of summated rating scales of hypothesised
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value dimensions the difficulty of empirically identifying key cleavages highlighted in the 

literature on Irish political culture (see, Coakley 2005a: 64-7; Cassidy 2002).^

The evidence presented in table 7-1 suggests that the Irish public’s underlying value 

system is “morselised” where different beliefs and values such as equality and liberalism 

are applied in different policy domains (Lane 1962: 353; Hochschild 1981: 237). In this 

respect, the hardness of questions inherent in the left-right concept does not form part 

o f the considerations used by respondents in answering questions during poll interviews. 

As a resuh, academic surveys and opinion polls by reporting “inconsistent” answers are 

mirroring public opinion. Consequently, the utility of the left-right concept to shine a 

lamp on the structure of opinions on a wide variety of issues would seem to be much 

weaker in Ireland than elsewhere.'”

EUROBAROM ETER e v i d e n c e  o n  l e f t - r i g h t  i n  IRELAND 

In the last section we saw using specific surveys undertaken in 1976 and later in 2001/2 

that the left-right concept only works to a limited degree in Ireland. Here comparison of 

answers to left-right self-placement questions with other relevant survey items was used 

as a means of cross-validation. Here the strategy adopted will be to focus on the evolution 

o f responses to left-right self-placement questions over time. In short, has left-right 

opinion in Ireland changed between 1973 and 2004? If left-right has meaning in Ireland 

we would expect responses to self-placement questions to mirror economic change. 

Economic change in Ireland since 1970 has been dramatic where the economy has 

experienced a series o f recessions followed by unprecedented growth in the 1990s.

As noted earlier, media commissioned opinion polls almost never ask left-right self

placement questions. Fortunately, Irish polling companies have implemented the left- 

right self-placement probe in EU Commission sponsored ‘standard’ Eurobarometer 

surveys undertaken bi-annually in Ireland since 1973. As the left-right concept is 

considered to summarise underlying values that change only slowly over time there is the 

expectation that the trend in the self-placement questions will exhibit considerable 

stability. The Irish data is surprising in this respect. Responses at the “mid-points” of

8 There are som e differences as to the definition o f  these dim ensions. Garry (2005) using the 2002 Irish National 
Election Study (INES) identifies the four dim ensions as ‘egalitarianism’, 'moral conservative’, ‘pro-environm ent’ and 
‘nationalist’. Fahey, Hayes and Sinnott (2005) using EV S data identify these four dim ensions also. In contrast, 
Kennedy and Sinnott (2005) using ISPAS data enumerate six dim ensions -  the four outlined along with a ‘pro
integration’ and ‘(econom ic) intervention left’.
'o This is o f  course an empirical question, which will not be pursued here, as our key interest is what Irish polls tell us 
about econom ic opinions. This is nonetheless an important topic for future research bccause Irish opinions toward 
the econom y may be more similar to those in other European countries than past com parisons o f  left-right survey data 
(as noted in the opening quote o f  this chapter) suggest.
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the 10-point left-right scale underwent large changes from October 1989 onwards where 

the modal (most popular) response shifted dramatically from point 6 to point 5 on the 

scale. If the ten point scale data is aggregated to “left” (1-4), “centre” (5-6) and “right” 

(7-10) categories the key change is a growth in centrist responses in the late eighties and 

decline in right-wing answers with support for a leftist orientation remaining largely 

constant. More recently, since about 2000/1 there has been an increase in the number of 

interviewees giving non-committal answers, i.e. don’t know/refused.

<< Figure 7-2, about here >>

Figure 7-2 shows net change of left-right orientation and illustrates the distinctiveness of 

the response patterns before and after 1989. The net scoring system weights the 

difference between right and left wing answers by centrist and don’t know responses. 

This strategy has the effect of reducing the net difference where many respondents pick 

centrist or “don’t know” options. Figure 7-2 indicates that there are effectively two 

clusters in the data, separated by a dramatic change in July-October 1989, yielding 

contrasting trends for the two sub-periods. Overall the data suggests a progressive move 

leftwards toward the centre, a process that accelerated in the 1990s.

These results raise an important question -  should the left-right time series be 

treated as a single unit or as two separate series? In other words, is the change in opinion 

real or the result of some other possibly methodological process? If we look at the 

evolution o f all points on the Eurobarometer left-right scale we witness a dramatic shift 

in the modal response. There is a sharp change from point 6 to 5 in 1989. This 

adjustment is suspicious as it makes litde sense in polling terms (see, appendix 7-1). It is 

true that the pre-election budget of 1989 cut the standard and top rates of tax for the 

first time in twenty years. However, one could argue that only in a public with a finely 

tuned sense of left-right could such a change be meaningful.

Moreover, from a methodological perspective there was an important re- 

organisadon in Eurobarometer polling around the time of the dramatic changes noted. 

Between September 1973 and July 1989, IMS had the contract for undertaking 

Eurobarometer polls. Thereafter, Lansdowne Market Research undertook this work 

until May 2004. Part o f the reason for the change in contract appears to have resulted
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from concerns over survey quality across the EU." In the construction of a 

Eurobarometer trend file researchers at MZES (University of Mannheim, Germany) state 

in their file documentation that some of the technical aspects of the Eurobarometer 

surveys undertaken prior to 1990 such as weighting were “country specific, 

idiosyncratic.” The implication here is that the significant change in response patterns 

noted in figure 7-2 are methodological in nature.

In order to pursue this question o f whether the swing to the left evident in 

Eurobarometer is real or methodological a comparison was made with the European 

Values Survey results for 1981, 1990 and 1999. Figure 7-3 shows that EVS has a 

significantly higher estimate for point 6 on the left-right self-placement scale in 1990 and 

1999 than contemporary Eurobarometer polls.

<< Figure 7-3, about here >>

It should be noted that EVS and Eurobarometer was undertaken by IMS in 1981 and 

both survey projects elicited similar response patterns during the 1980 to 1982 period. 

Thereafter, EVS has been undertaken by the ESRI, which as noted earlier in the 

introductory chapter is primarily involved in academic surveying. Moreover, in 1990 the 

EVS estimate for left-wing responses (12 percent) is about half that o f contemporary 

Eurobarometers (25 percent in EB 33 and 26 percent in EB 34). There are three main 

findings from figure 7-3.

First, there are house effects (deriving from different surveying procedures used by 

IMS/Lansdowne and the ESRI, see fn. 12) in the measurement o f left-right self

placement as the EVS marginals for 1990 and 1999 are different to Eurobarometer polls 

for the same period. Second, the results in the first Lansdowne Market Research 

Eurobarometer survey, EB 32A, are anomalous when compared to contemporai^ polls. 

Third, the emergence of point 5 as the modal response category appears to be a real 

effect as it is evident also in EVS estimates. Overall, the data suggests a decline in right 

wing self-idendfication and steady support for a left-wing stance. In addition, this 

decline in right wing identification is associated with a growth in the number of 

respondents picking point 6 on the left-right scale. Taken together the evidence 

presented in figure 7-3 indicates that the swing to the left noted in Eurobarometer is

1' In fact the change from IMS to Lansdowne was part o f a change in consortium as it is a consortium o f polling 
agencies that undertake Eurobarometer (EB). From 1970-1989 this consortium was the Gallup led European 
Omnibus Surveys (EOS) group. Thereafter, EB was undertaken by polling companies associated with the “INRA  
(Europe) Coordination Office.” Since the autumn o f 2004 (EB62.0) Eurobarometer surveys have been implemented 
under the direction o f Taylor Nelson Sofres (TNS).
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methodological in nature, but is ironically associated with a real shift leftwards which is 

picked up in EVS.

In order to ascertain what could account for the sharp changes associated with the 

change in polling company between EB 31A and EB 32A a number of questions were 

put first to Lansdowne Market Research. Later there was some consultation with the 

German Social Data Archive in Cologne. This organisation has the most complete 

archive of Eurobarometer documentation available.'^ Surprisingly, the records describing 

the questionnaire, use of show cards, etc. indicates no differences between the IMS and 

Lansdowne surveys. The implication here is that the effect may be related to variation in 

interviewing protocols, which have not been fully documented. For example, there may 

have been differing policies regarding attempts to convert non-responses. However, the 

overall non-response rate for the left-right item between 1977 and July 1989 and October 

1989 to late 2002 are rather similar (i.e. 15 and 19 percent respectively)."* In conclusion, 

it is not possible to pinpoint exactly the source of the methodological artefact observed.

I m p a c t  o f  e c o n o m i c  c h a n g e s  o n  t h e  l e f t -r i g h t  o r i e n t a t i o n  o f
T H E  IRISH PUBLIC

In the last section we found that net left-right position in Ireland changed significantly 

from the late 1980s just as the economy evolved from depression to unprecedented 

growth. The implication here is that the left-right orientation of the Irish public might 

have changed as the economy went from recession to unprecedented expansion and 

growth. However, we also found evidence suggesting that this apparent change in net 

left-right orientation may be in part an artefact of the Eurobarometer polling process. In 

this section, we will investigate whether the change in net left-right orientation of the 

Irish public is best explained in terms o f economic factors or as a methodological 

artefact.

The argument put forward here is that it is unreasonable to think that the Irish 

public would have had detailed knowledge of Irish economic development. It seems 

more realistic to suppose that public attention would have been focussed on prominent

>2 European Values Surveys (EVS) are implemented by the ESRI who have a different sampling methodology to IMS 
and Lansdowne. The form er uses a probability sampling technique whereas the latter two organisations use a quota- 
based design. This gives greater confidence that the changes noted are not purely methodological artefacts as they are 
evident in two different sources for the same period. Moreover the left-right self-placement question has always been 
asked toward the end o f Eurobarom eter interviews where there is no apparent evidence o f a question ordering effect.
•3 Special thanks in this respect are due to  Mr. Richard Waring, Lansdowne Market Research; Professor Michael 
March, Trinity College Dublin, and Dr. Meinhard Moschner, Zentralarchiv fiir Empirische Sozialforschung, 
Universitat zu Koln.

There has been a steadily growing level o f  non-response to the left-right item since the early nineties.
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factors that impinge on the citizen -  level of income tax paid to the government and 

unemployment rate. For much of this period, inflation was low (i.e. 3 percent or less 

after 1986) so this variable most likely had little effect. Having oudined two key 

economic factors that might influence the left-right position of the Irish public, we need 

to explain more clearly why these variables should have an impact and how they are related 

to left-right self-placement (i.e. is there a positive or negative relationship).

Specifying the model: In the last paragraph it was argued that citizens’ knowledge of 

the economy is limited. While very few of the Irish public could have stated in a poll 

interview that the unemployment rate in 1988 was 16 percent, all would have known that 

the jobless number was very high and that a desired goal was to reduce this rate. This 

notion of a fully informed public is useful in thinking about the relationship between 

public opinion and economic conditions. In other words, if the public were fully 

informed and behaved according to the logic of left-right orientation it should be 

possible to say how the net left-right orientation will alter with changes in unemployment 

and taxation - both factors likely to be salient to most citizens.

In our regression model of change in left-right orientation the dependent variable is 

scored as the net percentage selecting a left wing position (points 1 to 4 on the left-right 

self-placement scale) minus a right wing (points 7 to 10). Simple scatter plot analyses 

indicate that the public became less right wing where the net left-right score for the 

public has become has declined from -27 percent (i.e. net right-wing in 1977) toward 

zero (i.e. a balance between left and right in 2004). Thus the trend away from the right 

toward the centre (i.e. a movement to the left) observed in the Eurobarometer time 

series implies a positive trend for the dependent variable given the coding scheme used. 

We may summarise our expectations or hypotheses as follows.

H.l For methodological reasons there will be a negative relationship between net left-
right position and the switch from IMS (1977-1988) to Lansdowne (1989-2004) 
where IMS is associated with more rightist responses and Lansdowne leftist ones.

H.2 With high unemployment rates the net orientation of the public will be rightist and
will become more leftist when the level of unemployment declines. Thus the 
expectation is that there will be a negative relationship between net left-right 
orientation and unemployment rate.

H.3 When the tax rate is high the Irish public will adopt a right wing stance and
conversely when taxes are low will exhibit a more leftist position. This implies a 
negative relationship between net left-right position and level of taxation.
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Let us now outline our expectations with regard to each o f our three explanatory 

variables. In the previous section we discussed and investigated the idea that the change 

in net left-right orientation among the Irish public as represented in the Eurobarometer 

data is a methodological artefact. For reasons that are unclear, IMS elicited higher levels 

of right wing responses than Lansdowne Market Research. In order to take account of 

this effect surrounding the change o f survey company for Eurobarometer in 1989 we will 

model this factor as a simple dummy variable where a value of ‘1’ is used for IMS (1977- 

1988) and zero thereafter for Lansdowne Market research.'^ This is the basis for the 

expectation expressed in the first hypothesis.

In the early 1980s, Ireland had high levels of inflation and unemployment. 

However, inflation was brought under control relatively quickly while unemployment 

remained a persistent problem for another decade. According to the Phillips curve 

literature (in political science) governments are always faced with a trade-off between 

reducing either unemployment or inflation. In this respect, one may argue that once 

inflation is not a problem support for government policy will orient toward reducing 

unemployment the other key economic issue (Stigler 1973; Hibbing and Alford 1983; 

Hibbs 1987). The expectation is that when unemployment is high the public will be 

more rightist, i.e. supportive of business friendly policies that are expected to boost 

employment. In contrast, when unemployment declines the public will become more 

leftist and favour policies such as increased spending on healthcare, etc. because in a 

sense these policies can now be afforded. Consequently, in our second hypothesis it is 

expected there should be a negative relationship between level of unemployment and the 

Irish public’s net left-right self-placement.

The impact of income tax was also particularly important in Ireland during the 

period examined. The main reason is that a majority of Irish voters (70 percent) earned 

less than the mean income and yet many of them paid direct income tax at the highest 

rates.*® Consequently, during the eighties and nineties there was a decline in the 

‘progressivity’ of the tax system where those on lower incomes saw their rate of taxation 

increase while those on high incomes witnessed a reduction (Ruane and O ’Toole 1995: 

142-5; note also, FitzGerald 2004). Our expectation expressed in H.3 is that if a majority

>5 F igures 7-2 and 7-3 show  th a t this changeover in survey com p an y  and  dram atic  change in left-right re sp o n ses 
o ccu rred  in late 1989. T h is causes a p rob lem  using  an annual dataset. O n e  cou ld  co d e  th e  changeover as occurring  
e ith er in 1988 or 1989. A lternatively, one could  ignore 1989 a ltog e th er as being  a “m ix ed ” case. H ere  it w as decided  
to  ad o p t th e  conservative strategy and  m ake 1988 the c u t-o ff  p o in t. Regardless o f  how  th is variable is cod ed  the 
su bstan tive  resu lts are the  sam e as th o se  rep o rted  in table 1 -2 , excep t th a t the  h igh  tax rate  has a positive n o n 
significant coeffic ien t w hen 1988 is n o t used as the  c u t-o ff  poin t.
>6 T h e  taxation  variable used  here is the “m arginal tax  ra te” i.e. percen tage o f  m ean  incom e, as th is facilita tes 
co m p ariso n  ov er time.
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of citizens pay higher rates of income tax (56 percent in 1994) the public is more likely to 

move to the left with a reduction in the high tax rate. This may seem rather perverse 

because at a personal level one would expect that if a person pays lots of tax they would 

expect high standards in public services, i.e. typical left-wing policies. One may posit two 

reasons for this relationship.

First, if we look at the individual level citizens who are paying a high rate of taxation 

will adopt a rightist stance for self-interested reasons because they desire a higher level of 

income that would ensue with a lower taxation rate. Second, from a collective or 

national perspective if many more people are employed, due in part to a reduction in 

personal income tax, there is more public money to spend on social welfare and public 

health.'^ Preferences for such spending are most often associated with a leftist stance. 

This shift to the left in public preferences can occur with the virtuous cycle that defined 

the ‘Celtic tiger’ economy -  low inflation, decreasing unemployment, decreasing income 

tax levels as the tax base increases and the number claiming social welfare declines.

Regression analysis: In the regression analysis undertaken it was considered prudent 

because of the potential methodological problems associated with points 5 and 6 due to 

exclude this data is excluded from analysis. However, a net left-right score weighted for 

“centre” (points 5 and 6) and “don’t know” responses yields similar results to those 

reported in table 7-2.

<< Table 7-2, about here >>

The results of our regression analysis are given in table 7-2. Here models 1 to 3 show 

that movement in the Irish public’s left-right position reflect change in surveying 

company, level of unemployment and prevailing high tax rate. In model 4, most of the 

hypothesised relationships are observed. However, it is interesting to note that in the 

combined model the unemployment and high tax rate variables have negative 

coefficients as predicted but these coefficients are not statistically significant.'* The fact 

that tax rate is not statistically significant matches with the pattern exhibited in figure 7- 

1(a) where we found that there is no relationship between opinions on taxation and 

increased public spending and left-right self-placement.

As the data analysis undertaken in the next sub-section uses aggregate or national level data it makes most sense to 
use this collective reasoning as a basis for our third hypothesis (H.3).
■* The diagnostic statistics shown in the bottom  part o f table 7-2 indicate that there are no significant problem s in the 
OLS regression models with serial correlation in the error terms, autoregressive conditional heteroscedasticity, 
heteroscedasticity in the residuals and incorrect model specification.
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In general, the results of our regression models suggest that the movement to the 

left in Irish public opinion is primarily explained by methodological changes. Such 

evidence does not support the view that in Ireland net change in left-right orientation at 

an aggregate level is affected by contextual factors. Moreover, the conventional 

conception that responses to left-right self-placement questions in surveys reflect a long

standing value orientation that shapes political opinions and vote choice is problematic. 

Changes in survey methodology as we have seen in this section can be an important 

source of variation in left-right estimates. Such methodological effects have important 

consequences on any inferences we would like to make from such survey data.

In the next section an examination will be made of the stability in response patterns 

to left-right survey items, rather than the specific responses given. The goal here is to see 

whether the way in which the Irish public has answered these items has changed over 

dme.

S t a b i l i t y  o f  o p i n i o n s  o n  l e f t -r i g h t  s e l f -p l a c e m e n t  a n d  p a r t y
PLACEMENT IN IRELAND

A fundamental feature of public opinion is the degree to which the public, or segments 

thereof, share the same preferences and perceptions (McCloskey et al. 1960). Such a 

common orientation goes to the heart of whether or not a society is held together by 

consensus or fragmented by cleavages. Given the primacy attributed to left-right 

divisions in influential theories of political systems, such as that of Lipset and Rokkan 

(1967), poll questions on left-right self and party placement offer a unique opportunity to 

examine the degree of common agreement as to the basis of political competidon in 

Ireland. One of the main assertions made about left-right orientation is that it can be 

seen as “organising and simplifying a complex political reality” where the “concept is 

sufficiently general that as new issues arise they can be fitted into the framework” 

(Inglehart 1990: 287-8, 293).

Fortunately, the IMS poll of August-September 1976 asked a series of questions on 

both left-right self-placement and perceptions o f the left-right positions of the three 

main political parties. This provides a baseline for investigating change in the following 

three decades.'^ Examination of the evidence presented in figure 7-4 illustrates a

'9 Survey data to exam ine this question are rare. Poll item s o f  this type have only been asked once in media 
com m issioned polls (i.e. IMS poll for RTE, August-Septem ber 1976). Fortunately, this question has been asked in all 
European election studies since 1989 and in the first Irish National E lection Study (INES) in 2002.
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remarkable level of consensus during this period with the Labour Party always to the left 

o f the public’s median position and Fine Gael and Fianna Fail always to the right.

< <  F igure 7-4, about here >>

The relative ordering o f the public and parties remained constant, although the absolute 

median positions have changed. Such results suggest that while there may be movement 

o f net opinion towards the left or right there is nonetheless constancy.

The data presented in figure 7-4 leads us to consider the question that stability in the 

ordering of parties is based on a consistent view among the Irish public. In other words, 

is there agreement within public opinion over where the public itself lies on a left-right 

scale and is there consensus over where the parties lie on this scale? Here we encounter 

an important methodological consideration when using ordered rating scales. Use of 

simple summary statistics such as the mean and standard deviation in ordered rating 

scales is affected by the fixed number of categories used in such scales, and by 

differences in the location o f central tendency in observed scale distributions.^” This 

implies that mean estimates of left-right scale placements can be misleading if 

consideration is not made of the distribution o f responses. In this respect, van der Eijk 

(2001) has argued that the standard deviation reflects not only dispersion, but also 

skewness as well, and is therefore inappropriate as a measure of dispersion (or its inverse, 

i.e. agreement or consensus).

For this reason, use will be made o f van der Eijk’s (2001) measure o f agreement for 

ordered rating scales (A) to create estimates of preferential agreement and perceptual agreement. 

The former relates to the desired balance between left-right in Irish society, while the 

later denotes common agreement as to where the main political parties are located on 

this dimension.^' The results of estimating van der Eijk’s agreement statistic (A) are 

shown in figure 7-5. Here the general pattern seems to be one of change in public 

opinion. Consequently, while the relative ordering o f parties on a left-right dimension 

has remained constant since 1976 the coherence o f public opinion has declined. With

For example, if  the mean is located toward the end o f  a scale (or anchor points) a few  cases at the opposite end o f  
the scale will have a strong impact on the estim ated standard deviation because o f  the large difference from the mean. 
In less skewed distributions distance from  the m ean is less thereby yielding a smaller standard deviation.
21 In simple terms this measure decom poses empirical (survey question response) distributions into “m odal”, 
“uniform ” or “sem i-uniform ” ideal types where an average measure o f  agreement is calculated from these constituent 
parts weighted by the proportion o f  cases they represent. The agreement measure has a value o f  - 1  where there is 
strong disagreement (perfect bimodality), 0 indicates a uniform distribution where there are equal levels o f  support to  
all points on  the scale while +1 indicates strong agreement (perfect unimodal distribution). For details see, van der 
Eijk (2001).
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regard to perceptual agreement, Ireland is not unique in this respect. Public agreement 

on the left-right position of parties has been declining in many other EU-15 member 

states (see, Oscarsson 2002). Whether this is a long-term trend (i.e. pre-1989), or is 

related to key historical events such as the fall o f communism is unknown and requires 

further research.

<<  Figure 7-5, about here >>

One interesting pattern in figure 7-5 is that the level o f perceptual and preferential 

agreement is highest in 2002 where the data comes from a post-general election study 

(INES). The effect is also present to a lesser degree in 1976 in a survey undertaken 

months before the 1977 general election. The different patterns in the 1976 and 2004 

agreement estimates suggest that contextual effects relating to timing in the electoral 

cycle and most recent election type may have some impact on measures of preferential 

and perceptual agreement.^^ In the next section we will try to assess whether 

Eurobarometer’s mirroring of left-right orientation over such a long period concurs with 

the other polling evidence available.

O p i n i o n  p o l l  e v i d e n c e  o n  ir is h  c i t i z e n s  a t t i t u d e s  t o w a r d
LEVEL OF TAXATION AND PUBLIC SPENDING

In the previous sections we have seen that left-right orientation at an a^regate level 

exhibits considerable stability. Change in orientation, as measured in Eurobarometer, 

does occur but it does not involve a significant move to the left or right, but variation in 

emphasis at the centre and appears to reflect factors related to the surveying process and 

changing levels of unemployment. In this section an examination will be made of key 

questions from IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI polls that refer to the Irish public’s views on 

the relationship between level of taxation and public spending. This is a concrete topic 

often operationalised in Likert scale items (i.e. where respondents give a ‘strongly agree’ 

to ‘strongly disagree’ response to a statement).

One could argue in terms of the left-right concept, that public preferences for lower 

levels of taxation are indicative of a right-wing stance and increased public spending a

22 These differences may also have a m ethodological origin as the IMS poll o f  1976 used a five-point scale whereas the 
various European Election Studies have used a ten-point scale while IN E S  (2002) adopted an eleven-point one. 
M oreover, not all polls used the same m ode o f  interviewing. For details see the appendix 7-1. IN E S  is also unique in 
that the left-right questions were part o f  a ‘d rop -o ff. O ne could argue that this created an important m ethodological 
artefact in the data. While there may be som ething in this conjecture the Eurobarom eter survey undertaken during the 
sam e period illustrates a similar change with previous surveys. The implication here is that the general election  
campaign o f  2002 had an effect on how  the Irish public answered left-right questions. This is suggestive o f  an 
informational effect similar to that discussed in chapter 3.
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left-wing one. However, the empirical evidence presented earlier in figure 7-1(a) and 

model 5 of table 7-2 demonstrates that attitudes toward taxation in Ireland are not 

strongly correlated with left-right self-placement. Therefore, in discussing Irish public 

opinion toward taxation it seems appropriate not to refer to these attitudes as being 

strictly speaking indicative of a left or right wing orientation.

As noted earlier Irish pollsters do not use left-right self-placement questions to 

assess the economic opinions. The most consistent topic examined which relates to 

general economic orientation are attitudes toward increased levels of taxation. Moreover 

from a pollsters and media company’s perspective taxation is an important topic because 

citizens tend to have reasonably strong opinions about the amount of tax they pay to 

government. This is because all citizens are affected by (direct or indirect) taxes, whereas 

unemployment affects a subset of the public. Moreover, the question of whether the 

public favours increased taxation in order to pay for more spending on health, education 

and social welfare is often seen as a reasonable indicator of the general economic 

orientation of the public. As noted in chapter 2, poll questions which simply ask “do you 

favour more public spending” or “would you like tax cuts in the next budget” are not 

very useful, because such “easy” questions imply no economic consequences and ignore 

the reality that (cost/benefit) trade-offs are a fundamental feature of economic life.

The poll results shown in table 7-5 refer to questions asked by pollsters that 

attempted to elicit what the Irish public would choose if it had the choice between 

increasing public spending (IPS) or keeping the level of taxation as low as possible 

(KTL). In most cases, these were hard questions where the respondent had to choose

one option or the other where consideration had to be made of the consequences of

either course of action. However, there were some “easy” questions, which provide us 

with the opportunity to see whether this distinction is important in assessing economic 

opinions. In addition to allowing us judge Irish public preferences on the left-right 

dimension there is the possibility of investigating whether the shift to the left in the late 

eighties and nineties noted earlier might also evident in these poll data.

<< Table 7-3, about here >>

Question 1 in the first row of table 7-3 shows the impact of discussing increased 

spending in the absence of any mention of how such a policy might impact on level of 

taxation or government borrowing (see, also question 5 for a similar effect). Such 

evidence suggests that easy questions based on desired goals (i.e. questions 1 and 5, in
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table 7-3) elicit different responses to hard poll questions where respondents have to 

consider difficult trade-offs. In this respect, introduction of the term “tax” into a poll 

question produces fairly predictable results. If  the Irish public is offered a choice 

between increased public spending or a cut in taxation the most popular response has 

always been to reduce taxes.

Question 13 in table 7-3 appears to indicate an important change in orientation. 

However, there is reason to think that this effect may be more apparent than real because 

tax rates were reduced significantly during the nineties. Between 1991 and 2001 the 

highest rate of income tax fell from 52 to 42 percent and the lowest rate from 29 to 20 

percent. Therefore, the option o f sacrificing “further tax cuts”, which were at an already 

historic low (since 1977), may not have been perceived in the same way as it was in the 

past. Subsequent poll questions indicate that a net pro-low taxation stance prevails and 

the data in table 7-3 concurs with evidence from successive waves o f the European 

Values Survey that the Irish public remains consistently against increasing taxation to 

fund additional public spending.

Overall, the data presented in table 7-3 suggests that the Irish public has been 

consistently in favour of a low tax regime when faced with the “hard” choice between 

choosing increased spending and keeping taxes low. However, when easy questions are 

posed the public adopts a pro-spending stance. Such a pattern of responses reinforces 

the message delivered in previous chapters that distinguishing between hard and easy 

facets of an issue is important when interpreting public opinion poll trends. From a 

scholarly perspective, the apparent inconsistency between the rightist ‘keep taxes low’ 

trend in table 7-2 and the leftist shift noted in the Eurobarometer left-right self

placement data indicates that the considerations used by respondents underpinning these 

two data series are different. Such inconsistency is puzzling from the perspective of the 

Mirror Theory o f opinion polling. However, within the Belief-Sampling Model 

framework such discrepancies reflect key features of how respondents formulate answers 

during poll interviews.

C o n c l u s i o n

In this chapter we have investigated what opinion polls and academic surveys tell us 

about Irish public opinion toward the economy. Moreover, we have undertaken this task 

using the concept of left-right orientation. Specific questions on economic issues asked 

in IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI polls primarily aim to mirror public opinion. In contrast.
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left-right self-placement items aim to illuminate the nature of attitudes and values by 

showing a logical interconnection between survey responses on a wide range of issues 

that can be explained by means of an underlying ideology.

The data from Eurobarometer charting the evolution of left-right self-placement 

since 1973 indicates a swing toward the left-of-centre after 1989. Unfortunately, there 

are methodological problems with these data where a change in surveying company in 

1989 matches with a net shift leftwards in Irish public opinion. This suspicion is 

confirmed in a regression analysis. However, the left-right self-placement data in the 

European Values Survey of 1990 suggests the change might be real.

Examination of the application of the left-right ideology concept in an IMS poll in 

1976 and academic surveys in 2001/2 show very mixed results. Left-right orientation is 

not entirely absent, but it does not always exhibit the expected relationships. The pattern 

in response to left-right issue questions suggests that survey interviewees tend to treat 

them as easy questions where the public favours both government intervention into the 

economy to ensure greater equality and greater economic freedom to facilitate the 

creation of wealth. There is no perceived trade-off between these competing goals 

(within the logic of the left-right concept) even among the highly informed. Only in the 

case of the salient issue o f abortion did the left-right orientation behave as expected and 

here it occurred regardless of level o f political knowledge.

However, when respondents are faced with hard questions that make sense to them, 

as outlined in table 7-3, they consistently adopt a ‘keep-taxes-low’ stance. More 

generally, the prevailing pattern appears to be that the Irish public is leftist on some easy 

questions and rightist on hard ones. This ‘inconsistent’ response pattern can, however, 

be explained with the framework o f the Belief-Sampling Model. Here the argument is 

that the considerations used by respondents to answer these types of questions do not 

reflect the logic o f left-right because those interviewed are giving “top-of-the-head” 

answers.

Much would seem to depend on context. For example, the data presented in figure 

7-3 mirrors change in self and party placements, but no change in relationships. The 

public is always in the middle with the Labour Party to the left and Fianna Fail/Fine Gael 

on the right. In addition, public perceptions of decline in economic growth since 2000 

may have resulted in a rightward shift and the disappearance of the relationships oudined 

in (model 5) table 7-2. In summary, the polling and survey data indicate that changes in 

economic opinions and values in Ireland over the last three decades have been mainly a
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matter of degree. The Irish public has been consistently against increases in taxation to 

support things such as increased spending on social services, although it supports leftist 

principles and goals.

In the next chapter we will investigate a substantive issue, which unlike the liberal 

agenda. Northern Ireland and the economy has been characterised as being a low 

salience issue for both the Irish media and public. This may seem a litde surprising, as 

there have been seven referendums relating to Ireland’s membership of the European 

Union since polling began and Ireland has been the recipient of large amounts of EU 

structural funding. Nonetheless, Irish public opinion toward the European integration 

project is important and this was perhaps best exemplified during the ratification process 

for the Nice treaty during 2001 and 2002.
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Figure 7-1, Comparison of left-right self-placement and opinions associated 
with left-right ideology in Ireland, 2001-2002 (mean scores)
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Figure 7-2, Evolution of net change in left-right self-placement in Ireland, 
1973-2004 (percent)
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Figure 7-3, Comparison of left-right self-placement scales implemented in 
Eurobarometer and European Values Surveys in 1981, 1990 and 1999, 
(10 point scale, left=l, right=10)
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Figure 7-4, Interpolated left-right median positions of the main parties and 
public in Ireland on the basis of public perceptions, 1976-2004 (10 
point scale, left=l, right=10)
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Sources, IM S Aug. 30 -  Sept. 8 1976, E E S  1989 (EB 31 A ), E E S  1994 (EB 41.1), E E S  1999, IN E S  2002, E E S  2004. 
Note interpolated median scores are used because finite ordered rating scales such as the standard left-right one often have biased measures of 
central tendeng and dispersion i f  mean and standard deviation estimates are used (Herrera, Herrara and Smith 1992; Huber and Powell 
1994). For this reason an interpolated median measure is employed, which locates the median ly linear interpolation between respective 
categoty boundaries. The left-right scales for 1976 and 2002 were rescaled and recoded as appropriate for comparison with the standard 
ten-point scale used in European Election Studies. For the sake of clear presentation confidence estimates fo r these data points are not 
shown. See appendix 7-1 for details.
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Figure 7-5, Perceptual and preferential agreement on parties and the public’s 
left-right positions in Ireland, 1976-2004
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Sources, IM S  Aug. 30 -  Sept. 8 1976, E E S  1986 (EB  31 A ) , E E S  1994 (EB  41.1), E E S  1999, I N E S  2002, E E S  2004. 
Perceptual measures fo r  specific parties andfor all parties in specific years (a gstemic measure) were estimated using van der E ijk 's  (2001) 
agreement "A  ”  statistic and related software. Preferential measures fo r  respondent’s left-right selfplacement (denoted as S e lf)  were 
calculated similarly. See appendix 7-1 fo r  more details.
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Table 7-1, Principal component analysis of the major value dimensions in Irish 
society, October-December 2001 (ASES survey)

R otated  factor

Variables
Egalit

arianism
Chauvin

ism
Postmat
erialism

Economic
liberalism

Internat
ionalism

Everyone should have the right to express his opinion 
even if he or she differs from the majority (q208b) 0.754 0.076 0.035 -0.276 0.129

Competition is good because it stimulates people to 
develop new ideas (q306a) 0.681 -0.086 -0.067 0.096 -0.019

People should be allowed to organize public meetings to 
protest against the government (q208c) 0.681 0.076 0.155 -0.162 0.146

The government should take responsibility for ensuring 
that everyone either has a job or is provided with 
adequate social welfare (q306b) 0.539 -0.029 0.289 0.378 -0.272

Ireland should limit the import of foreign products 
(q208a) 0.031 0.761 0.196 0.045 -0.096

Foreigners should not be allowed to buy land in Ireland 
(qZOSd) 0.131 0.675 -0.137 0.286 0.053

Ireland's television should give preference to Irish made 
films and programs (q208f) -0.106 0.651 0.090 -0.131 0.132

A good environment is more important than economic 
growth (q412b) -0.060 0.063 0.808 -0.112 0.075

Incomes should be made more equal (q412a) 0.258 0.107 0.660 0.144 -0.014

Individuals should strive most of all for their own good 
rather than for the good of society (q412g) -0.049 0.209 0.136 0.671 -0.046

Society is better off when businesses are free to make as 
much profit as they can (q306g) -0.127 -0.104 -0.176 0.654 0.259

For certain problems international bodies such as the 
UN should have the right to enforce solutions 
(q208e) 0.181 0.089 -0.061 -0.019 0.801

With regard to most of the big problems we face, what 
the IRISH government decides doesn’t make much 
difference (q306c) -0.064 -0.019 0.304 0.341 0.555

Total 1.94 1.56 1.41 1.38 1.17
Percentage of the total variance explained 14.92 11.98 10.87 10.64 8.97
Cumulative percentage of variance explained 14.92 26.90 37.77 48.41 57.38

AJo/f, this principal component analysis was undertaken using varimax rotation. The Kaiser-Alger-Olkin Measure of Sampling Accurag 
(KAtO) is .64. which indicates no significant problem with small partial correlations among the variables. The Bartlett test of sphericity 
shows the correlation matrix is not an identity one and factor analysis is appropriate (Chi-square approx. =  1080.31, p<.001). The 
A Sia  Europe Survg (ASES) was a cross-national survy implemented ly the Gallup organisation in nine European and nine Asian 
countries between October and December of2001. The project was funded bj the Japanese Ministry of Education and directed by Professor 
Takashi Inoguchi, Institute of Oriental Culture. Tokyo University and Graduate School of Public Polity, Chuo University.
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Table 7-2, Regression analysis of net change in left-right self-placement on the 
Eurobarometer ten-point scale in Ireland, 1977 -  2004

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Constant -5.41*** 12.02* 3.30 0.95
(0.85) (6.55) (4.33) (3.86)

IMS implements EB survey (1977-1988)
where rightist responses predominate -11.04*** -9.97

(1.33) (1.13)
High tax rate as percentage o f mean

income -0.76** -0.16
(0.24) (0.22)

Unemployment as a percentage of the
total workforce -1.02** -0.24

(0.33) (0.23)
AR{1) to control for serial correlation in

residuals 0.12 0.67*** Q 74 *** <.01
(0.19) (0.10) (0.10) (0.18)

Adjusted R-squared 0.78 0.76 0.76 0.84
S.E. o f regression 3.01 3.13 3.10 2.55
Log likelihood -66.44 -67.51 -67.28 -60.81
Durbin-W atson statistic 1.91 2.03 2.21 2.30
Inverted AR Roots 0.12 0.67 0.74 <0.01

Mean dependent variable -9.96 -9.96 -9.96 -9.96
S.D. dependent variable 6.35 6.35 6.35 6.35
Akaike info criterion 5.14 5.22 5.21 4.88
Schwarz criterion 5.29 5.37 5.35 5.12
F-statistic 45.92 41.51 42.42 34.78
Prob. (F-statistic) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01

Breusch-Godfrey Serial Correlation
LM(2) Test: 0.50 0.21 0.49 5.47

(0.78) (0.90) (0.78) (0.06)
ARCH Test: 0.14 0.04 0.42 0.11

(0.71) (0.84) (0.52) (0.74)
White Heteroscedasticity Test: 0.04 2.28 3.64 1.30

(0.83) (0.32) (0.16) (0.94)
Ramsey RESET Test (F statistic): <.01 NA NA 0.48

(0.99) (0.50)

N  (adjusted endpoint for A Rl estimation) 27 27 27 27

* p S .1 0  **p'£.05 ***p S .0 0 1  (two tailed test)

The dependent variable is net left-right self-placement, i. e. percentage left (1^ ) minus percentage right (7-10) on Eurobarometer
Survey data taken from Eurobarometer trend file (1973-2002) and updated to 2004. Economic data is taken from Eeddin and Wakh 
(1999), Reidj (2000) and the Central Statistics Office (CSO). Analysis based on O L S  regression using an A R  1 procedure to model 
serial correlation in the error term. AL4 refrrs to a near singular matrix, as the powers of the fitted values in the R E S E T  test are highly 
collinear.
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Table 7-3, Opinions toward taxation and spending in Ireland, 1976-2003 
(percent)

No. Date Cut or 
not 

increase 
taxation

Increase
spending

DK Majority
view*

Notes

1 Aug.-Sept.
1976

11 51 7 IPS Stay the same 31%. No mention of 
increased taxation.

2 July-Sept. 1978 51 46 1 KTL Prepared to pay more tax to run a united 
Ireland (reverse coding)

3 January 1987 63 29 7 KTL Reduce tax and cut expenditure
4 July 1988 51 16 30 KTL Cut expenditure or raise taxes
5 October 1988 20 66 2 IPS Reduce poverty and tax “better o f f  

people more**
6 December 48 49 3 ?

Cut tax or reduce poverty1988
7 June 1989 

(qlO)
43 36 21 KTL Cut taxes even if this means cuts in 

spending on health, education and social 
welfare.

8 June 1989 
(qll)

58 33 10 KTL Cut expenditure only way to reduce 
unemployment in long term. No 
mention of taxation. However, possible 
priming from previous question.

9 June 1991 63 30 7 KTL Higher taxes for more jobs (reverse 
coding)

10 December
1992

62 26 11 KTL Against increased borrowing in principle

11 January 1993 41 54 5 IPS Spend more on social service even if it 
increases government borrowing. No 
mention of increasing taxation.

12 March 1998 67 22 12 KTL To regain national competitiveness govt, 
should Increase taxes and cut spending 
(reverse coding here)

13 May 2001 20 74 6 IPS Sacrifice further tax cuts for a better
health service

14 May 2002 59 12 16 KTL Increased public spending to be paid for 
by options other than increased taxes, 
e.g. borrowing from abroad, selling state 
industries or none of these (12%) -  
(reverse coded)

15 September
2003

48 38 14 KTL To pay for existing public services govt, 
should cut spending, i.e. not increase 
taxes or borrow more money, (reverse 
coded)

16 October 2003 50 40 10 KTL Increase taxes to improve public services

* N e t effect refers to ivhether the majority view was to keep taxes low (KTL) or increase public spending (IPS).
** This item had two parts. In the first respondents were asked whether th y  were in favour of spending more m ony to reduce poverty (88%  
agreed). In the second part, the issue of increasing taxation for the “better off’ to help fund this polig  resulted in 66%  agreeing.

Note ‘reverse coding' is used here to construct a dataset from questions with vatyingformats and response options. In each case the question 
relates to cutting spending or increasing taxation. For comparability the responses to these items have been reversed, i.e. increase taxes 
implies support for more spending while cut spending or borrow more m ony implies not increasing taxation. This procedure is not ideal but 
does facilitate making some comparison between different poll questions over time to see whether there is opinion stability on the more general 
orientation toward taxation and spending. Details of all questions numbered 1 to 16 are in appendix 7-3. The coding of questions 
responses as “Left" or “BJght" is based on majority support and that increased spending denotes left-wing and keeping taxes low is right- 
wing.
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C h a p t e r  8

Ir is h  p u b l ic  o p in io n  t o w a r d  t h e  e u r o p e a n  u n i o n

Stage one: hook, this isjust scare mongering b j troglodyte isolationists. I t ’s not going to happen.
Stage two: I t ’sjust a proposal and i t ’s not going to affect us that much.
Stage three: I t’s too late now. You votedfor that three years ago.

Breda O ’Brien, The Irish Times, September 2000

In t r o d u c t io n

While the Irish public may have been one of the most ardent supporters of European 

integration, though perhaps one of the least informed in the early 1990s, by the end of 

the decade there were signs of growing unease (Sinnott 1995b: 9). As a series of 

referendums brought forward integration initiatives o f increasing ambition, Irish 

referendum debates tended to focus on economic considerations, though other issues 

such as neutrality and abortion have also been important. Nonetheless, the Irish 

electorate have supported referendums largely on the basis of government advice with 

litde major party divisions toward the European Union (Sinnott 2002: 820-4). As the 

opening quote suggests, far-reaching policies such as Economic and Monetary Union 

(EMU) never seemed to be debated in public. Moreover, some members of the public 

were shocked to discover they had in fact been ratified in previous referendums. By June 

2001, with the first Nice Treaty referendum, public acceptance of the elite goal o f being a 

“psychological insider within the integration process” appeared to change.'

It was at this point that Irish public opinion toward the European Union assumed 

considerable importance when the Irish electorate rejected the Nice Treaty. This ‘no 

vote’ was seen to jeopardise enlargement o f the EU. There was considerable shock as 

Irish public opinion, when measured in Eurobarometer surveys, had always been strongly 

positive toward European integration. While a second Nice treaty referendum campaign 

reversed the decision of June 2001 an MRBI poll of June 2005 indicated that the Irish 

public were even more negative toward the Constitutional Treaty than they were to the 

Nice Treaty (Sinnott 2005). And were prepared like their French and Dutch 

counterparts to vote “no.” Such evidence suggests that Irish public opinion toward the

• This perspective m ade quoted from Haliigan (2000: 29) neatly summarises the Irish governm ent's general strategy 
within the European integration project from accession in 1973.
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EU has changed since 1972 when 83 percent of the seven-in-ten citizens who voted 

supported accession.

In fact, a cursory examination o f all EU referendum results (ignoring the 

extraordinary circumstances surrounding the first Nice treaty poll in June 2001) reveals 

that support for integration declined by about 20 percentage points between 1972 and 

2002 and citizen participation in such referendums dropped by an equal amount. The 

electoral evidence suggests that there is growing disengagement from the European 

integration project in Ireland and perhaps the emergence of an anti-EU sentiment. One 

of the questions addressed in this chapter is whether similar trends are present in the 

opinion poll data.

Within this chapter our attention will be focussed on two key topics, public opinion 

surrounding EU referendums and citizen support toward European integration in Ireland 

since accession in 1973. In addressing these two topics there is also a division of data 

whereby IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI poll results will be used to examine public opinion 

in EU referendums and Eurobarometer data will be used to study general attitudes 

toward integration. We will not investigate public opinion relating to European elections 

as this topic has been examined elsewhere (Sinnott 1995; van der Eijk et al. 1996; Reif 

and Schmitt 1980; Reif 1984).

As in previous chapters an attempt will also be made to evaluate what opinion polls 

tell us about Irish public opinion. Here we will concentrate on two particular questions. 

First, what are the limitations of using single poll questions as a means of reflecting 

opinions toward a complex issue such as the European integration project? Second, how 

is it possible to make sense of the interrelated structure o f opinions measured in surveys? 

In searching for answers to these two questions we will employ an innovative statistical 

technique based on the work of James A. Stimson, an American Political Scientist, who 

has written extensively on public opinion and electoral change in the US. Using his 

methodology, we will be able to peer in greater detail at the evolution of public sentiment 

toward the EU in Ireland between 1973 and 2002.

In the first section of this chapter there will be a brief overview of opinion polling 

questions on the European integration project since 1970. The second section will 

examine public opinion in the seven EU referendums held in Ireland. The third section 

will investigate using Eurobarometer data Irish public opinion toward the general process 

of European integration between 1973 and 2002. Here we will map opinions toward the 

integration project and also test some hypotheses as to the foundations of these attitudes.
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In the concluding section an appraisal will be made of what Irish opinion polls tell us 

about public attitudes toward integradon.

O p i n i o n  p o l l  d a t a

Most of the opinion polling relating to citizens’ attitudes toward European integration 

have been undertaken bi-annually by the European Commission since 1971. Within 

Ireland these polls were carried out by IMS until July 1989, and thereafter have been 

undertaken by Lansdowne Market Research. While the Commission and other EU 

institutions have undertaken these polls for internal use, these mass surveys have been 

used extensively by academics and have in addition been the basis for many European 

Parliament Election Studies. In comparison to this rather large long-term surveying 

enterprise the amount of purely “domestic” polling has been much less extensive. An 

examinadon of the inventory of question types reveals that there is not a consistent 

policy of asking poll items relating to the EU on a regular basis (see, appendix 8-1 for 

details). Generally speaking IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI ask questions relating to 

European referendums and focussed most attention on the first European Parliament 

elections in 1979. The remaining questions address a wide range of issues, some of 

which touch on particular domesdc concerns such as the impact of further integration on 

neutrality and abortion. The lack of any frequent polling on attitudes toward the EU 

limits any generalisations that may be inferred concerning changing attitudes. For this 

reason, use will be made of Eurobarometer data in the penultimate section of this 

chapter.

O p i n i o n  p o l l  r e s u l t s  a n d  r e f e r e n d u m  v o t in g  b e h a v io u r

There have been six EU referendums in the Republic of Ireland. For all of these 

exercises in direct democracy there has been at least one opinion poll. The primary focus 

in many of these surveys was esdmation of likely vodng behaviour. Questions on 

reasons for vote choice and impact of the referendum campaigns do provide valuable 

contextual information. However, the format used in these poll items is not consistent. 

Consequently, it is difficult to trace trends in opinions on specific referendum related 

issues over time.

Accession to the EEC, 1972: In early November 1970, thirty months before joining 

the so-called ‘Common Market’ (European Union) there was the first domestic opinion 

poll on the issue of European integration. This IMS survey was important in showing
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that public support for Irish accession to the European Economic Community (EEC) 

was rather mixed. The IMS polling data reveals that a plurality (48 percent) approved of 

membership while almost one-in-four had no opinion, or did not know. A similar 

pattern of support for accession was recorded in a second poll in June 1971 (see 

appendix 8-2). All of these poll results occurred before the campaign to join the EEC 

had taken place. In the referendum on May 10,1972 there was high turnout (71 percent) 

with 83 percent voting in favour of membership. One of the key reasons for the jump in 

public support for membership must have involved convincing almost the entire ‘don’t 

know’ group (26 percent) to vote in favour.^

The IMS poll of April 24-25, 1972 is interesting in that it is the only empirical 

evidence of the impact of this referendum campaign. The first question in this survey 

asked respondents what they thought the result of the referendum would be. Two-in- 

three believed that the referendum would be passed while one-in-five thought it would 

fail.  ̂ The groups who were most positive about the outcome were the ABCl classes (81 

percent), those living in Munster (77 percent), the young 21-34 years (71 percent) and 

men (71 percent). According to this poll, three-in-four stated they would “definitely” 

participate in the referendum with another 17 percent stating they would “probably be 

voting” these estimates tally well with the actual turnout figure.

The Single European Act referendum, 1987: In May 1987, there was a referendum on 

the next phase of European integration, the Single European Act (SEA). During the 

campaign MRBI undertook one survey on May 14 for The Irish Times. The poll results 

indicated that the referendum would be carried by a comfortable margin (two-to-one 

approximately). Nevertheless, the high level of uncertainty (39 percent) suggested that 

turnout would be low. On the day, turnout was 44 percent, 29 percent lower than 

turnout in the general election which had taken place some three months earlier (see, 

Gallagher 1988; Jones 2001: 87-8). This pattern of perceived lack of knowledge 

accompanied by low turnout became a key feature of subsequent Euro-referendums and 

was to play an important part in the failure of the first Nice treaty referendum some 

fourteen years later (see Sinnott 2001, 2003).

2 This is a conservative estimate, as it does not include the 29 percent who did not vote.
3 “As you know, there will be a referendum  (or general vote) throughout the country on May 10th when everyone will 
be asked to vote on the C om m on Market. W hat do you think will be the result o f  this referendum? D o you think it 
will be a vote for Ireland going into the Com m on Market, or a vote against Ireland going into the Com m on Market?” 
IMS J .1832, hirlepeiidenl Newspapers iJd .. April 24-25, 1972, question 1.
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The Maastricht treaty (on European Union) referendum, 1992: The next EU 

referendum held in Ireland occurred on June 18 1992 on the Treaty of European Union 

and brought forward important institutional changes along with a dmetable for 

Economic and Monetary Union (EMU). Polidcally the Maastricht treaty ratificadon 

process was a watershed. Danish voters rejected the treaty while the French electorate 

passed it by a wafer thin margin (51.05 percent in favour) while in the UK the 

Conservative government of John Major was almost defeated (note, Franklin, van der 

Eijk and Marsh 1995). In contrast, for the Irish one of the main concerns was a promise 

of seven billion punts of structural funding that would be “secured” with ratification of 

the treaty.

A unique feature of the Maastricht treaty referendum was that during the campaign 

on June 2 news of the rejecdon of the treaty by the Danish electorate emerged. 

According to a Lansdowne poll conducted between May 29 and June 8 this development 

had an impact on some segments of the Irish electorate. Using respondent’s stated voted 

intendons the Danish no-vote appears to have motivated undecided voters (as measured 

in the pre June 2 sub-sample of the Lansdowne poll) to side with the ‘no’ camp. As a 

result, support in favour of the treaty declined by 8 percent after the Danish rejection on 

June 2 while opposidon increased by 12 percent.^

A simple difference of propordons test on the pre and post June 2 sub-samples of 

the Lansdowne poll shows that the impact of the Danish no-vote on Irish public opinion 

was associated with (though not necessarily caused by) an increase in anti-Maastricht 

support and a decline in undecideds (see appendix 8-3). Equally interesting was the 

dramadc increase in those who expressed concern over the possibility that Ireland might 

be moving toward a liberal abordon regime. In general, most of the post-Danish 

referendum trends appear to have been negadve ones from the Irish government’s 

perspective. However, such an assessment must remain tentative, as there are 

insufficient polling data to test this interpretation more carefully.

In the European Commission’s post-referendum survey over one third (37 percent) 

of those who voted in favour of the treaty did so “with reservations.”  ̂ Voters claimed 

that one of the reasons for this situation, and a 43 percent abstention rate in the 

referendum was that 44 percent of the respondents felt only “vaguely aware of the

^ F or a com parative analysis o f  th e M aastricht referen d u m s in D enm ark , France and Ireland see , Franklin, M arsh and  
M cL aren (1994); Franklin, M arsh and W lez ien  (1995).
5 “H o w  did y o u  v o te  in  th e  referendu m  -  in  favou r o f  or against th e M aastricht treaty?” (1) In  favou r of; (2) A gainst; 
(3) C annot rem em ber; (4) R efu sed . I f  v o ted  in  favou r “D id  you  h ave  any reservations or n o t regarding your d ec isio n  
to  v o te  in  favou r  o f  th e M aastricht treaty?” L an sd ow n e M arket R esearch , C o m m iss io n  o f  th e  E u rop ean  C om m u n ities , 
A M /R B  2L -188 , A u gu st 2 0 -2 8 ,1 9 9 2 , q u estio n  2a-b .
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issues” or reported that they did “not know what the treaty was about.”® All in all, one 

o f the key features of the Maastricht referendum was voter confusion and lack of 

knowledge (note, Holmes 1995).

The Amsterdam treaty referendum, May 1998: This referendum was overshadowed 

by the simultaneous poll on the Good Friday/Belfast Agreement (note, Mansergh 1999; 

Gilland 1999). Despite the historical significance of the Northern Ireland Agreement 

v'oter participation was about the same (56 percent) as that for the Maastricht treaty 

where the socio-demographic and attitudinal patterns of voter abstention were similar. 

MRBI undertook a single poll relating to the Amsterdam treaty referendum campaign, 

while IMS asked questions in two polls. However, most information on the referendum 

comes from two post-election surveys undertaken by Lansdowne Market Research. Here 

we will focus on the poll undertaken in early August for the European Commission 

Representation Office in Ireland.

According to the results of the Commission sponsored poll four-in-ten voters 

reported that their reason for participation stemmed “mainly because of the Northern 

Ireland Agreement”, while only one-in-twenty stated that it was “mainly because of the 

referendum on the Amsterdam treaty.” For a plurality (47 percent) both referendums 

were seen as being equally important (see appendix 8-4). This survey evidence suggests 

that slightly more than half of those who claimed to have voted on May 22, 1998 would 

have participated in a referendum dealing solely with the Amsterdam treaty. This would 

have implied a turnout rate of about 33 percent -  a figure very close to the actual turnout 

rate in the subsequent (first) Nice treaty referendum in June 2001.^

The polling data suggests that if there had not been concurrent referendums the 

difference in support between the ‘yes’ and ‘no’ camps would have been 73 percent in 

favour and 20 percent against. These estimates may be misleading for two reasons. 

First, over-reported turnout in this poll was 9 percent. Second, this estimate assumes 

that those who reported that both referendums in May 1998 were equally important 

would have turned out to vote. Both of these factors highlight the difficulties that

® “B y th e date o f  th e referendu m  Qune 18th) h o w  g o o d  w as you r  un derstand ing  o f  th e issu es  in vo lved ?  P lease u se  this 
card to  c h o o se  th e m o st appropriate ph rase.” (1) 1 had a g o o d  un derstand ing  o f  w hat th e treaty w as all about; (2) I 
u n d e rsto o d  so m e  o f  th e issu es  but n o t all that that w as involved ; (3) I w as on ly  vaguely  aware o f  th e is su es  in vo lved ; 
(4) I d id n o t k n o w  w hat th e treaty w as all about. L an sd ow n e  M arket R esearch , C o m m iss io n  o f  th e  E u rop ean  
C o m m u n ities , A M /R B  2L -188 , A u gu st 2 0 -2 8 ,1 9 9 2 , q u estion  5.
’’  I f  o n e  w ere to  assu m e that abou t h a lf o f  th o se  w h o  v o ted  m ainly b ecau se  o f  th e  N o rth ern  Ireland A g reem en t w ou ld  
h ave v o te d  in any case o n  th e A m sterd am  issu e, estim ated  tu rn out w o u ld  be at a sim ilar leve l (in the lo w  forties) to  th e  
Sin gle E u rop ean  A ct referendu m  in 1987 and the stan d -a lon e E u rop ean  P arliam ent e lectio n s o f  1984 and 1994. Such  
ev id en ce  ind icates that apathy tow ard integration  is n o t a new  feature o f  Irish public  o p in io n , its orig ins m ay b e  traced  
back to  th e  1980s.
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pollsters and researchers face when dealing with respondents reports that are subject to 

significant levels of inaccuracy.

This post-election survey also revealed that there was “core” opposition to 

integration among one-in-five Irish voters (21 percent) -  these were self-identified ‘no’ 

voters in the Lansdowne poll. One of the implications from this polling figures is that if 

most Eurosceptic voters actually vote and overall turnout declines to about one-in-three, 

then ‘no’ voters have a real opportunity to constitute a majority in the final referendum 

result.

The first Nice treaty referendum o f June 2001: There were two public opinion polls 

published during the first Nice Treaty referendum campaign -  both of these were 

commissioned by The Irish Times and undertaken by MRBI.* Although the Nice Treaty 

was undoubtedly important in terms of enlargement and institutional reform there is 

relatively littie survey information on how the campaign developed. This perhaps reflects 

the general complacency that the referendum would be passed, despite general lack of 

interest in the issue among politicians, the media and electorate (O’Mahony 2001). In the 

first MRBI poll, where interviewing took place on May 14-15, there was slender majority 

support (52 percent) for the Nice treaty with 27 percent not knowing how (or if?) they 

would vote, and a little over one-fifth (21 percent) stated they would vote ‘no’.® In the 

second poll, at the end of May about one week before the referendum, a plurality (45 

percent) declared support for the Treaty with 28 percent against and the remaining 27 

percent were undecided. In this second poll the only subgroup to show majority support 

for the Nice treaty were Progressive Democrat supporters (65 percent) who accounted 

for about three per cent of the electorate. The greatest drop in support was among 

women where those in favour of the treaty fell from 50 to 40 percent. However, the 

total proportion replying, “don’t know” remained constant.

One of the key issues of the campaign was neutrality and the possible implications 

of Ireland being part of a European Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). Half 

of the Irish public favoured participation in the EU’s Rapid Reaction Force for “peace 

enforcement” or “peace making.” However, 40 percent also favoured strengthening 

neutrality even if this implied less involvement in CFSP. Such evidence suggests Irish

* There were items on the other two referendums on the accession to the International Criminal Court and abolition o f  
the death penalty. These issues were relatively uncontroversial and were ratified by the electorate.
3 “As you may know, three Referendums are being held on June 7th next on a number o f issues. For each o f the 
Referendums shown on this card, I would like you to tell whether you are likely to Yes or N o [or N o opinion] ? 
SHOW CARD, (a) The Nice Treaty, which provides, among other things, for enlargement o f the number o f  countries 
in the European Union . . . ” M RBI/5577/01, May 14-15, 2001, question 7.
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public opinion toward CFSP has both an easy facet (i.e. support for the principle of 

neutrality) and a hard facet where there is recognition of the benefits of involvement in 

the EU’s foreign and defence policy. This apparent inconsistency in Irish public opinion 

is a topic that we will address more directly a little later.

In general, the poll evidence suggests that the key factor behind the failure of the 

first Nice treaty referendum was perceived lack of knowledge. Almost two-in-three, i.e. 

64 percent stated they had at best only a vague idea of what the treaty was about. The 

importance of this lack of knowledge factor was evident in attitudes toward EU 

enlargement where 41 percent said they were in favour, while 15 percent were against, 

but 43 percent were undecided. Moreover, this perceived lack of information was the 

most frequent reason (44 percent) given by respondents for not participating in the 

referendum (Sinnott 2001: ii-v; Lyons 2002: 7-9; Coakley 2005b: 105).

The second Nice treaty referendum o f October 2002: The second Nice treaty 

referendum campaign had six polls, four MRBI surveys, one Lansdowne and one ICM 

poll. This greater media interest in the referendum was indicative of the political 

importance of this election, in light of the failure of the first referendum (see, Hayward 

2003; Laffan 2003: 20-6).

One major factor that seemed to be important for participation in this election was 

perceived understanding of the treaty. According to the ICM poll, almost three-quarters 

(72 percent) of those who felt that they had a “very/fairly good” understanding stated 

they were certain to vote. In contrast, less than four-in-ten (39 percent) of those who 

stated that they did not have a good understanding of the treaty were certain to 

participate in the referendum. Furthermore, the available survey evidence reveals that 

the perceived information deficit about the treaty was only effectively dealt with during 

the second Nice treaty campaign.

However, the IMS post-referendum survey for the European Commission Office in 

Ireland indicates that very few sources of information such as the ‘National Forum on 

Europe’, referendum leaflets and door-to-door canvassing were judged to be useful by a 

majority (i.e. 75 to 85 percent) of the electorate. Examination of the reasons given by 

respondents as to why they were not in favour of the Nice treaty are difficult to ascertain, 

because it is not easy to compare across polls as each polling company had its own
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question wording and specific response format (see, appendix 8-5).'“ The questions 

asked by IMS and MRBI have very different response patterns. The general impression 

is that issues such as neutrality, loss of funding/benefits and job losses were the main 

reasons behind not supporting the treaty in both referendums. However, the polling 

evidence does not point to one key reason that alienated voters from supporting the 

treaty.

In this section we have used IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI opinion poll results to 

examine opinions toward European integration during referendum campaigns. In almost 

all cases these canvasses were characterised by major party support of integration, with the 

exception of the Labour Party who campaigned against accession in 1972 but changed its 

position thereafter." Nonetheless, as noted earlier participation in EU referendums and 

support for the integration project has been declining since 1972. However, as we will 

see in the next section the standard questions asked in Eurobarometer since 1973 suggest 

that Irish public opinion toward the integration project has been strongly positive since 

the 1980s. Unfortunately, the polling data relating to EU referendums do not contain 

standard question formats to allow us to chart trends toward integration from this 

electoral perspective. However, we do know that issues such as neutrality, abortion and 

economic considerations have been important though it is unclear which aspects of the 

integration project have most impact on Irish public opinion. In the next section we will 

move beyond referendum campaigns and investigate general opinions toward the EU, 

and how these have evolved over time.

P u b l ic  s e n t i m e n t  t o w a r d  t h e  e u r o p e a n  i n t e g r a t i o n  p r o j e c t

Irish polling companies have not investigated general opinions toward the process of 

European integration on a frequent basis. For this reason, it is difficult to address 

important questions such as; has the Irish public’s attitudes toward the European Union 

changed over time? In this section we will examine this question using Eurobarometer -  

a bi-annual series of surveys undertaken in Ireland since 1973. These surveys have 

inquired into attitudes toward the process of integration, and also specific institutions 

and policies. The EU issue like the other substantive topics examined may not be

For example, MRBI in its September 2002 survey read out a series o f  six statements about the Nice treaty which the 
respondent could agree or disagree with. IMS got interviewers to code from a set o f nine pre-codes issues that 
influenced the voting decision. Three responses were coded. ICM focussed on those who intended to vote “no” and 
asked them to pick form a series o f  five statements that best matched their reason for voting “no”. In contrast, the 
IM S/ECR post-referendum polls involved interviewers noting down verbatim reasons for respondents vote choice. 
These were later coded into ten categories.
>> This is not to deny that smaller parties such as the Greens and Sinn Fan have consistently opposed further 
integration during EU referendum campaigns.
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encapsulated by a single overarching judgement, but is made up of facets. In a similar 

manner to previous chapters we will demonstrate here some of the hard and easy facets 

of the EU issue, and what this tells us about Irish public opinion.

Hard and easy facets o f opinion toward the EU: The only domestic Irish opinion 

poll series on general orientation toward integration relates to a choice between 

supporting efforts to “unite fully with the EU” as opposed to thinking that Ireland 

should do all it can to “protect its independence from the EU.” This particular item is an 

example of a hard question as it forces respondents to make a choice between two 

desirable goals.'^ Examination of the results of this series of questions between 1996 

(there is also a very early measure for 1978) and 2005 as shown in figure 8-1 reveals that 

support for integration among Irish citizens is critical, and does vary over time.

<< Figure 8-1, about here >>

This implies that there is no single opinion on the EU, but a number of opinions based 

on different considerations. Significantly, during the final week of the first Nice treaty 

referendum campaign in June 2001 ‘protecting independence’ became the plurality view 

(see, Sinnott 2001, 2002; Lyons 2002, 2003). The disadvantage of this measure is that it 

is a single opinion poll item, and may elicit specific response patterns. It would be 

preferable to have a number of measures that tap into different hard and easy facets (as 

discussed in earlier chapters) of the underlying orientation toward European integration.

Fortunately, Eurobarometer has four standard questions asked in many of its 

surveys since 1973. Within the literature on public opinion toward integration these four 

standard survey questions have been considered as providing utilitarian and affective 

measures of support (Lindberg and Scheingold 1970: 38-63). This utilitarian/affective 

distinction in survey questions about the EU matches with the hardness concept 

developed in chapter 2, and implemented in the last three chapters. Eurobarometer 

questions that tap the affective aspects of integration are “easy” in the sense that they 

refer to favouring the principles behind the creation of the EU, whereas utilitarian 

questions deal with evaluations of policy or institutional performance, i.e. a “hard” facet.

If we now examine the four standard Eurobarometer questions (see, figure 8-2 for 

the question format) it seems sensible to see EU membership as a “good thing” and that

12 This trend question is not entirely consistent or frequently repeated and m ust be interpreted with caution (see 
appendix 8-6). This question is defined as hard following the definition outlined in chapter 2 as respondents are forced 
to consider the costs and benefits o f supporting integration, i.e. the consequences criterion and this is reflected in the 
form at o f the question used.
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there are “benefits from membership” as representing hard, or utilitarian, facets of 

opinion toward integration. In contrast, support for efforts to “unify Western Europe” 

represents an easy facet. The “dissolution” item has no clear interpretation within the 

literature, although its pattern in figure 8-2 suggests that it elicits responses most similar 

to hard questions.'^

<< Figure 8-2, about here >>

Figure 8-2 shows that net support for integration in Ireland began to move beyond the 

European average in 1984 and increased until 1997. This figure also shows that there is 

an ordinal (interaction) relationship between these indicators as they follow the same 

pattern, but operate at different levels o f support, and the trends in these time series 

(excluding the ‘dissolution’ measure) do not overlap.

An equally important implication o f the pattern in figure 8-2 is that the relative 

popularity of hard and easy facets for the Northern Ireland question and liberal agenda 

issue is opposite to that observed for the EU data. In other words, the EU issue is 

different because it is the ‘hard’ facet that is most popular. What does this mean? The 

evidence presented suggests that for the Irish public the goals of the integration project 

(e.g. creating a “united Europe”) are more controversial than the policies it pursues. This 

may stem from fears that European integration will undermine Irish sovereignty and 

culture (note, Coakley 2005b: 108-10). In this respect, figure 8-2 reveals that to date 

support for integration in Ireland is primarily based on a willingness to sacrifice national 

values for utilitarian ends.'"*

If we assume that the ordinal relationship between the four indicators in figure 8-2 

demonstrates the existence of an underlying sentiment toward the EU this opens up 

important possibilities for understanding public opinion. In previous chapters we have 

kept the hard and easy facets of an issue separate. In this chapter we will advance 

beyond this position by exploiting the opportunities inherent in Eurobarometer data, and 

explore the interrelated opinion structure underpinning sentiments toward the EU. In

There is an extensive literature on the interpretation o f  these Eurobarometer trend items and more generally how to 
operationalise popular support for European integration. See, Eichenberg and Dalton 1993; Gabel and Palmer 1995; 
Niedermayer 1995; Anderson and Reichert 1996; Deflem and Pampel 1996; Anderson 1998; Eichenberg 1998; Gabel 
1998a,b; Carey 2002; McLaren 2002; Rohrschneider 2002; Steenbergen and Jones 2002; Marks and H ooghe 2003; 
Brinegar, Jolly and Kitschelt 2004.

Issues where the “goals” rather than the “means” are controversial are not uncommon. Examples would include the 
issue o f racial integration in America, equal treatment for women and men and equality regardless o f  sexual orientation 
thus allowing gay marriage. For many o f these types o f  issues traditional values clash with changing expectations and 
expanded views o f equality (note, Stimson 2004: 33-7).
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order to achieve this objective we need to identify a method of measuring this underlying 

sentiment.

Developing a measure of popular sentiment toward the European Union: Our 

ability to estimate a measure of general sentiment toward the European Union is 

constrained by the limits of the available data. As noted earlier, domestic Irish polling 

data are insufficient to construct any measure of general orientation. Even within the 

much more extensive Eurobarometer dataset apart from the ‘membership’ question no 

other item has been asked at least once a year since 1973. In effect, within 

Eurobarometer what we have is a considerable number of “mini-series” that exist for 

sub-periods many of which overlap within one another. Ideally, we would like to be able 

to construct a single measure of public opinion toward the EU that incorporates all the 

survey data available. Such a measure would provide us with the most comprehensive 

assessment of the structure of public opinion toward the EU.

James A. Stimson, an American political scientist, in a series of influential books and 

articles has developed a statistical technique for creating a comprehensive measure of 

public opinion.’̂  In his work, Stimson has used this technique to investigate whether 

public opinion shapes policy-making within the American political system. Rather than 

dealing with public preferences for specific policies, Stimson argues that the political 

importance of public opinion can be reduced to an underlying value, or prevailing 

“public mood.” In the United States, the prevailing public mood is seen to reflect desires 

for more or less liberal policy-making. Here our interest is the EU so the core underlying 

value that drives specific opinions toward the Union is seen to be a general 

predisposition, or sentiment, for more or less integration.

In his research, Stimson developed a procedure that facilitates obtaining a 

comprehensive measure of the “public mood” (see, Stimson 1991: 33-60, 129-32 for 

details). His methodology is based on maximising the amount of information that can be 

gleaned from multiple overlapping series of opinion poll questions relating to a single 

underlying core value (e.g. liberalism). In essence, the goal is to construct a latent or 

underlying factor that shares the same variance over time as all of the “mini-series.” 

Technically speaking, we would like to implement a longitudinal “factor analysis.” 

Stimson has developed a “dyadic recursion” algorithm that does this task by capturing

Stim son in collaboration with Robert S. Erikson and Michael B. M acKuen has over the last tw o decades pioneered  
work on  creating a unified m odel o f  political behaviour in the United States. In this respect, the work o f  Stim son  
represents the cutting edge o f  research into aggregate public poll analysis and its interconnection with the political 
system.

205



the shared variance across many different individual time series (Erikson, MacKuen and 

Stimson 2002; 199-202; Stimson 2004; 77).'®

The intuition being pursued here is that changing opinions toward the European 

Union will be evident in the responses to a wide range of questions on integration, and 

the goal is to see whether these individual trends all move in the same direction at about 

the same points in time. If  European integration has litde importance for the Irish public 

then we would expect to see no trend, i.e. a flat line with small random fluctuations.*^

Using the Mannheim Eurobarometer trend file (1973-2002) an underlying time 

series measure was constructed from forty-five different questions relating to different 

aspects o f the European integration issue with over one thousand observations. The 

questions selected were asked on at least three separate occasions and deal with attitudes 

toward the integration project, common policies and trust in EU institutions. For each 

of the series of forty-five questions the Irish public’s net response was coded as the 

percentage that gave a pro-integration answer divided by the percentage that gave either a 

pro or anti-integration response. Thus neutral, non-committed, don’t know, no reply 

responses are excluded from the calculation of the EU sentiment measure (see, Erikson 

et al 2002; 197).

Items asked in Eurobarometer that related to general political factors such as party 

attachment, vote intentions, sense of polidcal efficacy, national identity, left-right self

placement and post-materialism were ignored. In addition, questions relating to media 

use, level of political interest and political discussion were also excluded. In short, all 

trend questions asked in Eurobarometer not dealing specifically with the process of 

integration were excluded.

The expectation here is that this latent factor relates to a general sentiment toward 

the European Union and process of integration. The results of this longitudinal Tactor’ 

analysis are shown in figure 8-3. In this figure there are three sentiment measures. The 

dimension 1 series is based on the expectation that there is a single general sentiment 

toward the EU. This dimension explains 44 percent (44.3) of the total variance observed

■6 It is important to iteep in mind this procedure uses aggregated (i.e. total public opinion) data. W e are not mapping  
the structure o f  individual level opinions as in conventional principal com ponent factor analysis.

It is o f  course possible that there are in reality many unrelated dim ensions each tapped by different questions. Our 
expectation is that public opinion is not driven by a multitude o f  values, but is likely to be structured by one or two  
core values or factors. I f  this assum ption is not true the underlying factor(s) identified will explain little o f  the overall 
variance. T he software used for this analysis can search for a maximum o f  two underlying factors.
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in the Eurobarometer survey questions is common to this underlying EU sentiment
10

measure.

The remaining 56 percent variance is either due to question specific attitudes or 

error. It would seem most of the attitudes and public debate about the EU is aligned 

along dimension 1. An examination of which factors are most strongly positively or 

negatively correlated with dimension 1 does not give a completely clear picture as 

respondents may be interpreting the questions in a manner that is not entirely consonant 

with scholarly interpretations. However, dimension 1 would seem to relate to 

intergovernmental versus federal (i.e. common policy) aspects of integration. Figure 8-3 

indicates that general support for integration has increased over time in Ireland and most 

dramatically after 1984. More generally, the analysis undertaken here suggests that seven- 

in-ten Irish citizens support an intergovernmental approach to the EU and less than one- 

in-three favour a federalist style of integration.

<< Figure 8-3a, about here >>

Looking at these results in terms of the Belief Sampling Model it seems that the 

questions asked in the Eurobarometer survey prompt Irish respondents to focus on 

national or intergovernmental aspects of EU membership and representation rather than 

the policy making aspects of EU institutions who produce legislation that has effect 

across all member states. Moreover, the academic view that it is contradictory for 

respondents to support the integration process but be unhappy about its common policy 

aspects is inappropriate. The Irish public favours more integration but wants the EU to 

do less common policy making. In short, Irish public opinion toward European 

integration is ambivalent.

As noted earlier dimension 1 explains less than half of the total variance. Therefore, 

not all responses to the Eurobarometer questions follow dimension 1. There are no 

strong expectations about what other general feature of public opinion might help 

explain common movement in answers to survey items relating to the integration project. 

Adopting an inductive approach it is possible to estimate a second dimension within the

The variance explained is based on an eigenvalue estimate o f  a dim ension extracted divided by the total variance for 
the entire Eurobarometer survey results matrix. Survey questions are weighted by their frequency within the total 
period examined where m ore frequently asked items have greater weight. In order to put these estim ates into 
perspective it should be noted that a liberal policy m ood measure for the US constructed for the 1952 to  1996 period 
using 133 series (1,610 different questions) explains 37.8 percent o f  the total variance (Erikson et al. 2002: 201-3).
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data.'^ In theoretical terms, the expectation is that any second dimension in public 

opinion toward European integration should have a different cross-time or temporal 

pattern to dimension 1. We can observe from figure 8-3 that this is only consistently the 

case after 1994. It would seem that unease with the EU emerged in Ireland in the mid- 

nineties and this feeling increased dramatically from 1997. This is an interesting finding 

as it suggests that fears within Irish public opinion about the integration project emerged 

before the Nice Treaty rejection in June 2001.

Examination of figure 8-4a illustrates that many of the same variables associated 

with the intergovernmental pole o f dimension 1 also exist for dimension 2. However, on 

the federal or common policy pole there are differences between both dimensions. For 

dimension 1, common policies for industry, workers, data protection and the importance 

of the European Parliament are the least pro-integration stances.

<< Figure 8-4a, about here >>

In contrast, with dimension 2 it is common policies on asylum, immigration, science and 

unemployment, the Single Market is good and Irish MEPs should adopt a European 

rather than national orientation that represent the most aspect of attitudes toward the 

EU. The differences between dimensions 1 and 2 would seem to have a strong temporal 

aspect as demonstrated in figure 8-2.

It was noted earlier in our discussion of public opinion in EU referendums that a 

key issue was level o f citizen awareness o f the integration process. In this respect it is 

possible with half-a-dozen Eurobarometer questions to estimate an EU 

interest/awareness measure in a similar manner to dimensions 1 and 2. The third 

(bottom) line in figure 8-3a demonstrates that interest and awareness among the Irish 

public in the integration project declined substantially (19 points) between 1973 and 

2000 .

If we look more closely for a moment at figure 8-3 we see two surprising patterns. 

The overall sentiment measure indicates that support for the integration project has 

generally been increasing with time. In contrast, interest and awareness of the EU has 

been declining over the same period. Significantly, the peaks in interest/awareness

■3 Following extraction o f  the first dim ension each tim e series is regressed on  dim ension 1 in sequence in order to 
estimate that portion o f  each questions’ variation not shared with dim ension 1. Thereafter, this estimated residual 
variation is subjected to a dimensional analysis. T he true mean and variance o f  dimension 2 is under-identified. 
Consequently, the mean value o f  dim ension 2 is set to  the mean o f  dim ension 1 and the variance o f  the second  
com m on factor is defined to be the “fraction o f  the first dim ension standard deviation in proportion to its explanatory 
pow er” (Erikson et al. 2002: 208).
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match years when the EU was prominent in the media, e.g. following accession in 1973, 

during years when there were European Parliament elections and EU referendums 

(Single European Act 1985, Maastricht 1992) and lastly when Ireland held the Presidency 

o f the Council (1975,1979,1984,1990,1996). One important consequence of the trends 

presented in figures 8-2 and 8-3 is that use o f the standard Eurobarometer measures to 

measure popular support for integration in Ireland may be giving an overly positive 

perspective on public attitudes toward the EU.

Decisions about which variables should be included in the estimation of the 

sentiment measure are important.^” As the contribution of each series to the overall 

sentiment measure is weighted by their frequency those questions asked most often will 

have the strongest impact on the estimation procedure. Consequently, it is sensible to 

consider that the four most frequently asked measures o f support for integration (i.e. 

unification, membership, benefit and dissolution) might be colouring our EU sentiment 

measure. This suspicion seems to be well founded. Figure 8-3b demonstrates that 

removal of these four key indicators from the overall sentiment measure yields 

attenuated levels of support for integration.

<< Figure 8-3b, about here >>

Equally important is the fact that the pattern observed is very different. In dimension 1, 

opinions on common policies on issues such as asylum, immigration, science, 

unemployment and taxation contrast with support for a common currency, an EU 

government and wishing for a faster rate of European unification. Here there seems to 

be a division in support for policies or developments that enhance the EU level of 

decision-making.

In contrast, dimension 2 of figure 8-3b indicates that Irish public opinion 

differentiates between common policies organised at the European level between 

member states and overtly Europeanist ideas such as thinking of oneself as a European 

citizen, wanting the speed of integration to increase and thinking Irish MEPs should 

support things that are good for Europe as a whole rather than the short-term interests

20 This may represent a limitation o f the Stimson methodology where the trend in the questions asked m ost frequently 
may dom inate the overall trend observed. O n this general issue o f bias Mayer (1992: 123, fn. 19) notes that Stimson's 
algorithm may also exaggerate small changes in public opinion. In short, care is required in interpreting and evaluating 
the sentim ent measure.
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of Ireland.^' It seems that the main difference in the two EU sentiment measures 

represented in figure 8-3b is whether or not specific opinions relating to speeding up the 

process of unification and identifying oneself as a European citizen with common policy 

making. For dimension 1 these two aspects of the integration project are linked while in 

dimension 2 they are separate.

If we consider this difference in terms of the trends exhibited in figures 8-2a-b this 

difference in opinion structure has important consequences. It seems for the EU 

sentiment measures estimated without the four standard Eurobarometer items unease 

with the integration project started in 1978. In contrast, using all the available 

Eurobarometer measures the point at which unease becomes evident is much later, i.e. 

1994. This difference in timing conveys very different interpretations of the long-term 

dynamics of generalised support for European integration in Ireland. What we do know 

for certain is that by the time of the first Nice treaty referendum (June 2001) doubts 

about the direction of the EU were important.

Overall our attempts to construct an EU sentiment measure using as many questions 

asked in the Eurobarometer series of polls has indicated the presence of important trends 

and raised some fascinating questions about the impact of survey question format on our 

ability to generalise about trends in public opinion. Furthermore, we have the puzzling 

finding that while general sentiment toward the EU has been increasing, interest and 

awareness have been declining.

What moves popular sentiment toward the European Union? What is clear from 

the Eurobarometer survey evidence presented so far is that opinions and general 

sentiment toward the European Union in Ireland does change over time. One may posit 

that the main reason for this opinion movement relates to the impact of economic 

factors as the integration project was for many years primarily driven by economic goals. 

Perhaps the most widely examined economic variables influencing attitudes toward 

integration are factors such as level of unemployment, infladon and net receipts, or 

payments, from the European Union (note. Gabel 1998a,b). An alternative approach 

within the scholarly literature on the European Union has been to show that awareness 

and interest in the EU are associated with being favourable toward the integration project

Dimension 1 of the EU sentiment measure estimated excluding the four standard Eurobarometer measures explains 
34 o f the total variance, while dimension 2 explains 17 percent. More than six-in-ten (63.9 percent) respondents, 
between 1973 and 2002, chose a pro-EU answer. However, one-in-three (36.1 percent) expressed unease or 
opposition toward the integration project. These are not hugely different to the percentages reported earlier for the 
dimensions extracted using all Eurobarometer items.
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(Inglehart 1970; Blondel et al. 1998; McLaren 2002). In the next sub-section we will 

build a simple aggregate level model of support for European integration in Ireland 

between 1977 and 2004 using variables that broadly reflect these two perspectives within 

the literature.

Model of Support for European Integration: Looking first to economic explanations o f support 

for integration the strategy adopted at this juncture is to treat each of the dimensions 

estimated earlier as a dependent variable. In other words, the goal here is to examine the 

general argument prevalent within the literature on public support for integration that 

citizens’ sentiment toward the EU is influenced by economic factors and interest or 

awareness of the EU. We can specify our expectations in the following four hypotheses.

H .l Public sentiment toward the EU is influenced by the level of unemployment.
When unemployment rates are high public sentiment toward the EU will more 
positive as the integration project is judged to yield tangible benefits.

H.2 Public sentiment toward the EU is also shaped by price levels. When the rate of
inflation is low positive public sentiment toward the EU will be greatest.

H.3 Direct gains from the EU such as the transfer of monetary funds for national and
regional development will also be associated with increased positive sentiment 
toward the integration project.

H.4 Higher levels of interest or awareness in the European integration process will be
associated with increased levels of positive sentiment toward the EU.

In summary, the first three hypotheses suggest that public sentiment toward the 

integration project will be positive for (hard) utilitarian reasons while the remaining one 

suggests that opinions are based on a feeling of being informed about the integration 

process.^^ Also included in all models is a linear trend variable that captures the growth 

in experience o f the public toward European integration. This variable also serves the 

useful function of accounting for variance that is a linear function of time and would 

otherwise become part of the error term thereby introducing increased levels of serial 

correlation in the error terms of the models estimated.

As noted earlier in chapter 4 regression models of time series data require caution 

because of collinearity or spurious regression problems and serial correlation among the 

error terms. Differencing these data (i.e. using annual change rather than current values)

22 U nem ploym ent relates to an average annual percentage as estimated in the Labour Force Survey. Inflation is the 
annual change in the Consum er Price Index. This data is taken from figures published by the Central Statistics O ffice. 
N et receipts from the European U nion (millions o f  Euro) were taken from annual reports published by the European  
Com m ission.
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removes the collinearity problem, but runs the risk of under estimating the statistical 

relationships. However, ignoring collinearity problems creates the danger o f over 

estimating effect magnitudes. The strategy adopted here to deal with these problems is 

to use an Ordinary Least Squares regression technique where serial correlation in the 

error terms is modelled as an autoregressive (AR 1) process. Diagnostic test results 

shown in the bottom part of table 8-1 suggest this strategy is a reasonable one.^^

We noted earlier that the annual values in our EU sentiment measure seem to be 

sensitive to the presence of the four key questions asked in almost all Eurobarometer 

polls to investigate public attitudes toward integration. In order, to investigate this effect 

four dependent variables were tested in our regression modelling.^"* In models 1 and 2 of 

table 8-1 we examine the first dimensions extracted for our EU sentiment measure where 

model 1 includes all Eurobarometer questions while model 2 excludes the four standard 

measures. Models 3 and 4 follow a similar strategy with the second extracted dimensions 

(i.e. in model 3 the dependent variable includes all Eurobarometer items while model 4 

excludes the membership, benefits, dissolution and unification series of questions).

The results shown in model 1 o f table 8-1 reveal that a more positive orientation 

toward the European Union is associated with falling unemployment and infiaUon. 

However, budgetary transfers from Brussels do not appear to have a strong impact on 

the Irish public’s orientation toward the EU. Moreover, interest or awareness in the 

process of integration is positively (p<.10) associated with support for the EU. Our 

suspicion that length of time since membership might have an impact on public support 

for integration is well founded. It seems that positive sentiment toward the EU increased 

by about a half-a-point (.55) per year following accession.

<< Table 8-1, about here >>

In model 2, which examines the second dimension of EU sentiment, we observe that 

declining inflation and receipt o f more funds from Brussels combined with 

interest/awareness in the integration project are important. The main differences 

between the models 1 and 2 stem from: (1) the impact of unemployment and (2) linear

23 As the goal here is an exploratory one lagged dependent variables were not included in the regression models as 
independent variables. This is to minimise the risk o f attenuating the potential impact o f the economic variables (see, 
Achen 2000).
24 A bivariate time series regression model o f the two dependent ‘first dimension' variables yields a positive coefficient 
(.45, p=.009, DW =1.72, adjusted R-square=.92; the model also includes AR(1) and years since accession variables) 
suggesting that inclusion o f the four standard Eurobarometer items in an EU sentiment measure has important 
consequences. The two sentiment measures tap into different facets o f  public opinion.
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growth in support for integration following accession. The different patterns here would 

seem to be strongly influenced by the dynamics illustrated in figure 8-3(a) where 

dimension 2 (unlike dimension 1) exhibits a sharp decline after 1994 that follows a 

similar track to that observed for interest and awareness o f the EU.

Models 3 and 4 are similar in that they do not include the four standard 

Eurobarometer measures and highlight that exclusion of these items demonstrates quite 

clearly that respondents interpret the standard items in an economic way. Moreover, 

economic factors and expressed interest or awareness o f the activities of the EU do help 

explain the contrasting trends revealed in figure 8-3(b).

It would seem from this evidence that interpretation o f public sentiment toward the 

process of European integration is strongly influenced by the type of survey questions 

asked. This important finding suggests that Eurobarometer surveys are providing a more 

economic perspective on popular opinion toward the EU than is often realised. The 

question of which measure of EU sentiment (i.e. including or excluding the four standard 

questions) is superior in terms o f validity and reliability is not something that can be 

easily answered. This is because one would need an independent source of public 

opinion data to benchmark these two different operationalisations of popular sentiment 

toward the EU and represents an important line of future research.

C o n c l u s i o n

Within this chapter we have used two sources o f polling data to examine Irish public 

opinion toward the European Union since 1970. Broadly speaking the polling results 

from IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI have allowed us to mirror the opinions of the Irish 

electorate during each o f the seven European referendums held in Ireland. 

Unfortunately, due to the relative scarcity o f data and methodological problems with 

some of the poll questions used it has not been possible to track public opinion across 

different referendums. For this reason, the second part o f this chapter has been devoted 

to exploring in a mirror and lamp like manner public opinion toward the EU using the 

Eurobarometer series of surveys. In this respect, we have covered a lot of ground and 

perhaps raised as many questions as we have been able to answer. Let us now try to 

review the progress that has been made.

At the start of this chapter we posed two questions. In the first question we 

inquired about the limitations of using single poll questions as mirrors o f public opinion. 

Unlike previous chapters it has been possible through the combined use of media
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sponsored poll data and results from Eurobarometer surveys to illustrate the benefits of 

having multi-question measures of a single orientation or mood within the public. The 

evidence from the referendum campaigns where single question measures are used reveal 

how litde we know about public attitudes toward integration. The electoral data indicates 

decline in support and interest in the EU yet the extant media commissioned polling 

information provides litde insight into this trend. Moreover, as Coakley (2005: 107-8) 

cogently argues, the standard questions asked in Eurobarometer suggest increasing 

support for integration -  a fact that runs counter to Euro-referendum trends. Such 

evidence suggests that public opinion toward the EU, which is for many Irish citizens a 

low salience issue, are best conceptualised as deriving from different considerations. 

Moreover, the research undertaken in this chapter highlights the benefits, and also the 

difficulties, of using muki-questlon methods to track and mirror public opinion on 

different facets of an issue.

The second question put forward at the outset was how is it possible to make sense 

of the interrelated structure of opinions measured in polls and surveys. The key 

innovation in this chapter has been to demonstrate the use of a methodology that gives 

us the capacity to combine many different kinds o f quesdons, often asked intermittently, 

to construct an overall public opinion sentiment measure. In constructing such a 

measure we have shown that Irish public opinion toward European integration appears 

to have a broadly intergovernmental-federal structure.

In attempting to explain the EU sentiment measure estimated using as many of the 

questions asked in Eurobarometer as possible we have discovered that inclusion of the 

four standard measures asked in almost all Eurobarometer polls makes a big difference. 

Inclusion of such items means that we can explain much of the variation in Irish public 

sentiment toward the EU in terms o f economic factors, i.e. declining rates of 

unemployment and inflation combined with increases in net payments from the EU are 

associated with a positive orientation. Significantly, the level of public interest in the EU 

is also important. However, when these four core measures are excluded from our EU 

sentiment measure neither our economic or interest variables have any significant impact. 

The implication here is that while economic and informational factors are undoubtedly 

important in shaping sentiment toward Integration this is not the complete picture.

While the process of European integration may have a low salience within Irish 

public opinion it nonetheless has important political consequences. The experience of 

the Nice treaty referendums highlights that public support for the European integration
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project is not automatic. Moreover, the results o f the Constitutional Treaty ratification 

process in France and the Netherlands in the early summer of 2005 confirm this fact on 

a wider European stage. The analysis undertaken in this chapter demonstrates that 

public opinion toward the EU cannot be reasonably summarised in a single survey 

question. This chapter has attempted to make a contribution in this respect by 

demonstrating a more realistic means of conceptualising and measuring public opinion 

on this important issue.
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8-1, Popular support for European integration in Ireland, 
1978-2005 (percent)
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Note this figure is based on data from the following. “Our position as a distinct and independent nation is threatened ly our membership of 
the E E C ” Response options were (1) Strongjy disagree, (2) Moderately disagree, (3) Slightly disagree, (4) Slightly agree, (5) Moderately 
agree, (6) Strongly agree, (I) Don’t  know /  N o reply. E S R I Survy, july-September 1978, question 36, (see, Davis and Sinnott 1979); 
A l l  agree I  disagree responses aggregated as appropriate; ISSP M y  1996, M R BI June 1998, M RBI Aio)i 15 2001, M RBI January 23 
2002, M R B I September 24 2002, M R B I October 15 2002, M R B I October 2003, M R B I June 7-8, 2005, IM S/ E C R  August 30 
2001 eJ” lA lS /E C R  December 10 2002. The question wording used was, “Which of the following statements comes closest to your view 
of Ireland’s status within the E U ? " SH O tt" C A R D  (1) Ireland should do all it can to unite fully with the E U  (2) Ireland should do 
all it can to protect its independence from the E U  (3) N o opinion! don’t  know. The mean j  median non-committal response (don’t 
know! no opinion) for the entire period is 17percent with a peak of 40 percent in August 2001 and a minimum of 3 percent in 1978.
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Figure 8-2, Net support for European integration in Ireland in comparison to 
the net EU average, 1973-2004 (percent)
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Source: Mannhehn Eiirobarometer trend file 1970-2002 and Eurobarometers 58.1-62.0. N e t scores constructed by subtracting negative 
integration responses from  positive ones and weighting the difference ly  the non-committed response rate (i.e. don't knows, no answer) so as to 
take account o f situations where significant proportions are uncertain and refuse to answer the suwey question. N e t positive scores indicate 
that Ireland is above the net E U  average while negative ones vice versa.

The net average E  U  score fo r  allfour measures is ~ero percent with “positive  ”  being above this value and “negative ” below.

U N IF IC A T IO N : In general, are yo u  fo r  or against efforts being made to uniff Western Europe? (1) For very much; (2) For; (3) 
Against; (4) Against vey  much (5j D K /N A .

M E M B E R S H IP : Generally speaking, do you  think that I R E E A N D 'S  membership o f the European Community (Common market) is 
..? (1) A  good things (2) Neither good nor bad; ( i)  A  bad thing; (4) D K /N A .

B E N E F IT S :  Taking everything into consideration, would you say that I R E L A N D  has on balance benefited or not from being a member 
o f the European Community (Common M arket)! (1) Benefited; (2) N o t benefited; (3) D K /N A .

D IS S O L U T IO N : I f  yo u  were told tomorrow that the European Community (Common M arket) had been scrapped, would you  be very 
Sony about it, indifferent or vey  relieved? (1) ^''ely sorry; (2) Indifferent; (3) V e y  relieved; (4) D K /N A .
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Figures 8-3(a-b), Public sentiment and interest toward the European integration 
project in Ireland, 1973 to 2002 (Eurobarometer)

(a) Including 4 standard Eurobarometer questions
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Figures 8 4(a-b), A two dimensional representation of popular sentiment in 
Ireland toward the EU and the process of integration from 1973 
to 2002

(a) Including 4 standard Eurobarometer questions
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The loadings on the two dimensions are derived from Eurobarometer sumej preference questions. Loadings are correlations between 
individual item time series and the derived underlying E U  sentiment measure. See appendix 8-6 for details of the variable abbreviations 
used in this figure. Both axes have a range of + 1.0 to —1.0. Because of the difference levels of explained variance the vertical axis in both 
figures is out of scale and over-represents the relative importance of dimension 2 in comparison to dimension 1. The axis scaling used has the 
advantage offacilitating observation of all the time series and their relative orientation in this two dimensional space.
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Table 8-1, Regression analysis of the influence of key economic indicators and 
interest/awareness of the EU on sentiment toward European 
integration in Ireland, 1974 -  2000

Models include all 
Eurobarometer survey question
Model 1 Model 2

Models excluding 4 standard 
Eurobarometer items

Model 3 Model 4

Constant 52.12*** 34.19* 62.98*** 86.35***
(10.98) (17.90) (13.50) (10.83)

Unemployment (percent of total workforce) -0.53** 0.02 -0.37 -0.24
(0.18) (0.25) (0.24) (0.17)

Inflation (percent annual change in CPI) -0.26* -0.39* -0.02 0.00
(0.13) (0.22) (0.18) (0.14)

Net receipts from the EU (xlO million Euro) 0.02 0.05** -0.01 -0.01
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)

Interested or aware of the integration project 0.36* 0.69* -0.01 -0.20
(0.21) (0.35) (0.26) (0.20)

Years since accession 1973 0.42** 0.02 0.40* -0.60**
(0.18) (0.28) (0.22) (0.17)

AR(1) to control for serial correlation in residuals 0.55** 0.34 0.48)** 0.48**
(0.21) (0.23) (0.21) (0.22)

Adjusted R-squared 0.90 0.62 0.77 0.90
S.E. of regression 1.54 2.59 1.94 1.51
Sum squared residuals 47.23 134.23 75.64 45.49
Log likelihood -45.86 -59.96 -52.22 -45.35
Durbin-Watson statistic 1.95 1.55 1.83 1.62
Inverted AR Roots 0.55 0.34 0.48 0.48

Mean dependent variable 69.81 71.20 63.36 63.77
S.D. dependent variable 4.87 4.22 4.07 4.80
Akaike information criterion 3.92 4.96 4.39 3.88
Schwarz criterion 4.25 5.30 4.72 4.21
F-statistic 40.11 8.17 15.64 40.49
Prob. (F-statistic) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01

Breusch-Godfrey Serial Correlation (LM2) Test: 0.27 3.77 2.67 4.84
(0.87) (0.15) (0.26) (0.09)

ARCH Test: 0.51 1.05 2.89 0.80
(0.47) (0.31) (0.09) (0.37)

White Heteroscedasticity Test: 12.51 9.88 16.78 10.85
(0.25) (0.45) (0.08) (0.37)

Ramsey RESET Test (F-statistic): 0.81 0.61 1.14 1.86
(0.38) (0.45) (0.30) (0.19)

*p'Si.10 **p ’Si.05 ***p^ .0 0 1  (two tailed test)

Analysis based on an O L S  regression using an A R  1 procedure to model serial correlation in the error term. Standard errors are in 
parentheses. The dependent variable in model 1 is dimension 1 of the total sentiment toward the E U  measure using all 45  items as shown 
in figure 8-3. In model 2  the dependent variable is dimension 2  estimatedfrom all the Eurobarometer items. Within models 3 and 4, there 
is a similar procedure of examining two extracted dimensions where the four core measures asked in almost all Eurobarometer surv^s that 
are used as measures of general attitudes toward integration, i.e. membership, benefit, dissolution and unification items are excludedfrom the 
sentiment measure used in the analysis. Model 3 refers to dimension 1 and model 4 refers to dimension 2.
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C o n c l u s io n

The ultimate values of politics and economics, the judgments on which public policy is based, do not come from 
special knowledge or from intelligence alone. They are compounded from the day-to-day experience of the wen 
and women who together make up the society we live in. That is why public-opinion polls are important today

Gallup and Rae (1940: 266)

O v e r v ie w

In this concluding chapter our goal is to outline the implications of the research 

presented in this dissertation. For this reason, the objective here is to provide some 

answers as to what opinion polls tell us in toto about Irish public opinion. At the outset 

o f this study we introduced a metaphor to help us understand more clearly what opinion 

polls can tell us about public opinion. This metaphor o f the “mirror and the lamp” has 

also been employed to draw attention to the purpose of opinion polls.

In chapter 2 we argued that the prevailing media and polling philosophy of 

“ascertaining and simply reporting the facts” (i.e. the Mirror Theory of opinion polling) 

involves assuming that poll respondents always have “true opinions.” Much polling 

research since the 1930s suggests that this is an unrealistic assumption. The process of 

opinion polling is not a simple matter of asking questions to a representative sample, 

recording the answers, tabulating the results and presenting them in the media in easily 

understandable charts.

Frequently within this dissertation we have stressed the importance of not taking 

poll results at face value. In chapter 2 we formalised this insight by stating that opinion 

poll results are the sum of expressed opinions plus error within the process of providing a 

response and bias within the polling methodology itself. In practice, this means that 

opinion poll data can only be properly evaluated by examining the quesdonnaire used, 

understanding the sampling procedure employed and comparing the poll results with 

previous or contemporary surveying data. Therefore, as we have argued repeatedly in 

this work the polling data never speaks for itself -  poll results have meaning only 

through interpretation.

One of the objectives of this research has been to outline and demonstrate some 

methods for the interpretation of opinion poll questions asked in Ireland, evaluadng the 

polling methodology employed and oudining the key themes addressed in such polls. It 

is surprising given the ubiquity of poll and survey results and their availability in Ireland
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since 1970 that there has been to date no academic book-length treatment of this topic. 

This situation is all the more surprising given the consensus among social scientists that 

Irish society has been transformed in fundamental ways in the last three decades. Almost 

all agree public opinion has changed, and yet there have been no comprehensive studies 

of what the opinion poll data tells us about this process. This dissertation has tried to fill 

this gap and contribute not only to a greater understanding o f Irish society, but to 

provide some guidance on interpreting and drawing inferences from poll data.

This concluding chapter is structured as follows. The opening section will discuss 

the evidence presented on how opinions on different facets of the same issue are often 

inconsistent -  a pattern that is a key puzzle within Irish public opinion. In the second 

section we turn to addressing the three main questions about the nature of Irish public 

opinion posed in the introductory chapter. The following section will review the utility 

of conceptualising opinion polls as providing a mirror and lamp on public opinion. The 

fourth section will oudine the lessons learned in this dissertation regarding what opinion 

polls can tell us about public opinion. Suggestions for future research are made in the 

penultimate section, and thereafter there are some concluding observations.

T h e  k e y  p u z z l e  -  h a r d  a n d  e a s y  f a c e t s  o f  p u b l ic  o p i n i o n

A central puzzle of this dissertation has been that public opinion toward specific issues 

such as abortion, divorce and Northern Ireland are characterised by what appear at first 

sight to be inconsistencies. In chapter 2 we developed from the Belief-Sampling Model 

of survey response the notion that many issues have hard and easy facets, and that poll 

questions tap into these differences. The existence o f inconsistent responses to different 

facets o f an issue represents an opportunity to develop a greater understanding of the 

process of survey response and also the nature of public opinion.

The simuhaneous presence of hard and easy facets for a variety of issues reveals that 

the Irish public do not always have single all encompassing views on specific topics. In 

effect, different poll questions or indeed the same poll question in a different historical 

context elicit different considerations from respondents and hence different answers. 

We demonstrated the utility of the hard/easy distinction (or degree of hardness) in all of 

the substantive chapters of this dissertation. For example, chapter 5 reveals that support 

for the principle of a complete ban on legalising divorce and abortion (i.e. easy facets) 

shows considerable stability. In contrast, public opinion toward legislating on these 

issues (i.e. hard facets) has exhibited much more variation over time.
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In addressing this public opinion puzzle through use of the hard/easy concept we 

have highlighted a central theme within all public opinion research -  the importance of 

cidzen knowledge. A central debate within public opinion since the 1960s has been the 

asserdon made by Converse (1964) that most cidzens answer survey questions on 

political issues in a largely random manner because they are uninformed. Our 

demonstration of knowledge effects on different facets of the same issue reveals that this 

Non-Attitudes Model (introduced in chapter 2) oversimplifies the nature of the survey 

response process. In short, interpretation of opinion poll results and understanding what 

they tell us about public opinion necessitates having some insight into how respondents 

provide answers during poll interviews.

T h e  w h a t , h o w  a n d  w h y  q u e s t io n s  o f  ir is h  p u b l ic  o p i n i o n

At the outset of this dissertation we formulated three questions that we hoped to answer 

in our investigadon of Irish opinion polling data. In effect, the ‘what’ question refers to 

the mirror funcdon of polls while the ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions refer to a potential lamp 

function. The strategy here is to provide through brief examples from the research 

undertaken in chapters 1 through 8 answers to these “big” questions.

What is public opinion in Ireland on a variety o f issues?
In this dissertation we have illustrated public opinion relating to political matters, the 

liberal agenda, Northern Ireland, the economy and the European Union. In chapter 3 

we used opinion poll data to construct a portrait of how vote intentions for the three 

main parties evolve during a generic election cycle, and how this matches with electoral 

behaviour. We revealed that public opinion prior to elections is different to that 

observed during inter-election periods. This effect appears to be greatest prior to general 

election campaigns implying that the ‘information effects’ hypothesis of Gelman and 

King (1993) works somewhat differently in the Irish case.

Political satisfaction ratings also exhibit some interesting characteristics, i.e. 

satisfaction ratings for party leaders, the government and vote intentions for government 

parties all co-vary together. This implies that during mainly inter-election periods there is 

a political “mood” that causes all the key political indicators to rise and fall together. In 

historical terms, it is important to note that the lowest political ratings occurred during 

the economic recession of the 1980s.

More generally, public opinion in Ireland in the domains analysed may be 

summarised as follows. On moral issues the Irish public has become more liberal on
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questions such as legalising divorce and homosexuality. This is not to deny that there are 

still strong public divisions on issues such as abortion. With regard to Northern Ireland 

the Irish public favours the peace process, but still aspires to a united Ireland. In 

economic matters, public opinion toward the economy is centrist in orientation and 

baulks at suggestions of increasing taxation to improve social services.' Yet, the Irish 

public do favour policies that promote greater equality. For this reason, opinions 

associated with the concept o f left-right orientation in Ireland do not appear to follow a 

pattern evident in much cross-national research.^ Furthermore, Irish public opinion 

toward the European Union is in overall terms positive. Nonetheless, there is some 

suspicion that this may be a feature of the specific questions implemented most 

frequently in the standard Eurobarometer surveys.

How does Irish public opinion evolve over time and what factors help explain 
opinion stability and change?

One o f the main reasons underlying interest in public opinion polls is the contention that 

Irish citizens’ opinions have changed since 1970. Throughout this dissertation we have 

demonstrated that evaluating whether public opinion has changed is not a 

straightforward task. In chapter 2 we noted that opinion poll measurement often comes 

with bias and error. As a result, questionnaire effects can give the appearance o f opinion 

change where the poll results are reflecting, for example, priming or question order 

effects.

Moreover, in chapter 3 we revealed that responses to vote intention questions 

evolve during the election cycle as interest in politics waxes and wanes. Hence the 

undecided rate in polls follows a particular (quadratic/cubic) pattern as does the accuracy 

of poll estimates, and the correlation between poll data and actual voting patterns. In 

addition use o f the hard/easy concept for distinguishing between different facets of an 

issue highlights that comparison of poll questions requires considerable care. We noted 

in chapter 6 that use of opinion poll results on different facets of an issue to construct a 

single trend series can be misleading.

■ The data presented in figures 7-2, 7-3 and 7-4 suggests a centre-left orientation as the modal response on  left-right 
self-placem ent scales since late 1989 has been point 5 where le f t= l  and right=10. M ore generally, a plurality o f  
respondents have always chosen  a centrist option, i.e. points 5 and 6 on the left-right ten point scale.
2 H ow ever, whether the Irish attitudes on issues associated with the left-right concept are significantly different to  
those measured elsewhere is an important question that could not be addressed within the constraints im posed on a 
chapter length treatment o f  general attitudes toward the econom y. N onetheless it is undoubtedly an important topic  
for future research and a re appraisal o f  Ireland’s reputation as sui generis’ case in comparative political research.
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In chapter 5 we made the important point that opinion change measured at the 

aggregate level in mass surveys can stem from at least two sources. First, citizens do in 

fact change their opinions because of historically important events (i.e. period effects 

giving rise to intra-cohort change). Second, there is opinion change because the “public” 

changes due to generational replacement. Here the opinions of older cohorts literally die 

out and are replaced by the different opinions of a new generation. If all public opinion 

change is explained by generational replacement this means there is no opinion change at 

the individual level. There are of course more complicated patterns of opinion stability 

and change, but these two mechanisms suffice to explain the patterns observed in the 

data examined.

Why does Irish pubUc opinion exhibit certain patterns?
While the primary goal of most IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI polls is to mirror public 

opinion there is nonetheless always some aspiration to explain why certain opinions 

prevail. In chapters 5 and 6 we revealed that many of the explanations of public opinion 

toward the liberal agenda and Northern Ireland reflect the impact of age. Here the 

effects of Socialisation would appear to be particularly important. In both of these 

chapters we demonstrated that opinions do differ systematically on the basis of age. 

Moreover through simple cohort analysis in chapter 5 it was possible to estimate how 

much observed opinion change was due to variation in the socialisation processes 

(represented by opinion differences among younger and older age cohorts) and how 

much was due to the impact of events (i.e. period effects). In this chapter, we revealed 

that most opinion change resulted from intra-cohort effects where the imprint of 

socialisation processes is not indelible.

The evidence presented in chapter 7 shows that opinion change can be obscured by 

technical features of the surveying process where changes in surveying company were 

accompanied by an alteration in responses to the left-right self-placement question. 

Moreover, this chapter also reveals that the inconsistency in polls may be accurately 

mirroring public preferences, i.e. leftist on economic equality issues and what would be 

considered rightist on trade-offs between increased taxation and social spending.^ In this 

respect, an imbroglio of methodological, conceptual and theoretical issues highlight once 

again the care and caution required when dealing with mass survey data.

3 Care in interpretation is required here as there as figure 7 -1(a) shows there is little correlation within Irish public 
opinion between left-right self-placement and position o f level o f  taxation and level o f  public spending. The term 
rightist here refers to a conventional scholarly analysis.
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In chapter 8 we demonstrated that although electoral support for integration has 

declined significantly between 1972 and 2002 Eurobarometer measures of public support 

for the EU illustrate a sharp increase. Nevertheless, we showed that Eurobarometer 

estimates of support for integration are tapping primarily into economic sentiments. As 

a result the standard Eurobarometer measures may be giving us a biased view of Irish 

public opinion toward the EU. Moreover this empirical finding may help to explain the 

contrasting trends noted between the electoral and survey data. Overall the evidence 

presented in this chapter underscores the need for caution when interpreting single item 

measures of opinions toward complex issues such as the EU.

T h e  m i r r o r  a n d  l a m p  c o n c e p t u a l i s a t i o n  o f  o p i n i o n  p o l l s

Within this dissertation considerable use has been made of the idea o f conceptualising 

opinion polls as providing a means of describing and analysing public opinion. These 

mirror and lamp functions are not completely distinct and separate, but address different 

characteristics of the polling process. Comparison of commercial and academic surveys 

helped us to see that decisions relating to questionnaire design and frequency of 

surveying underscore the important fact that polls are designed with specific functions in 

mind. In general terms, commercial polls published in the media aim primarily to mirror 

public opinion on a frequent basis. In contrast, academic polls focus on illuminating the 

interrelationship between attitudes and values, and do so relatively infrequently (i.e. 

annually or less often).

In chapter 2 we linked the mirror function of opinion polls to conceptualisations of 

how respondents answer questions during poll interviews. Here we contrasted the 

Mirror theory of opinion polling with the Belief-Sampling Model and tried to 

demonstrate that viewing the function of opinion polls as mirroring the preferences 

within society has important consequences for what opinion polls can tell us about 

public opinion. On many occasions within this research we have demonstrated that the 

Mirror Theory of opinion polling yields an unrealistic view of how citizens answer poll 

questions.

When examining the electoral behaviour of the Irish public and the results of 

opinion polls in chapter 3 we extended our mirror/lamp conceptualisation of mass 

surveys by introducing the concepts of mirror accuracy and lamp precision. These 

concepts proved very useful in directing the research strategy adopted. Furthermore, we 

discovered that Irish opinion polls in mirror accuracy terms suffer from bias while our
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investigation of lamp precision highlighted important partisan differences and shed light 

on the dynamics of how party support evolves during the election cycle.

Within the four substantive chapters we made strong use o f another important 

distinction, i.e. hard and easy questions, and demonstrated that in order for polls to 

reflect public opinion effectively considerable care is required when interpreting mass 

survey questions. Furthermore, such research highlighted that understanding that issues 

have different facets not only improves a researcher’s ability to mirror public opinion, 

but also explains why different facets exhibit different levels of support. In chapter 8 we 

went one step further and illustrated through the use o f multi-question measures of 

public sentiment toward the European Union how construction of complex ‘mirrors’ 

offers the possibility o f shining a much more powerful lamp on the profile of public 

support for integration.

Overall the policy of conceptualising opinion polls as mirrors and lamps o f public 

opinion has shown itself to be a fruitful strategy for three reasons. First, it helps to 

summarise in a succinct manner the key functions of opinion polls and how they are 

connected to public opinion. Second, this conceptualisation of opinion polls has the 

distinct merit o f providing a framework for structuring research -  operationalising the 

dictum that “good questions make good science.” Third, this perspective underscored 

the importance of seeing opinion polls and the polling process in an interrelated way 

where assessment o f data quality involves having an appreciation of how respondents 

answer questions during poll interviews.

W h a t  c a n  o p i n i o n  p o l l s  t e l l  a b o u t  i r i s h  p u b l ic  o p i n i o n ?

The central question addressed in this dissertation is the connection between opinion 

polls and public opinion. This is a fundamentally important consideration because of the 

association in Ireland since 1977 of opinion poll results with “public opinion” and their 

perceived legitimacy as being a “voice of the people” (note, Blumer 1948; Rogers 1949; 

Bourdieu 1979; Converse 1987; Herbst 1993). Even if one is willing to accept this 

conflation of mass survey results with public opinion, there still remains the key question 

of how to interpret poll results.

One common perspective -  the Mirror Theory of opinion polling -  simply takes 

poll results at face value where survey questions are seen as providing factual information 

that mirrors the true opinions of the public. The big assumption here, as we noted in 

chapter 2, is that respondents when interviewed do have “real” opinions. There is much
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evidence to suggest that this is an unrealistic assumption where respondents quite often 

provide answers to poll questions from the “top-of-their-head.” In short, there is a 

danger in making a simple association between opinion poll results and public opinion. 

The weaknesses o f the polling process cannot simply and uncritically be attributed to 

“public opinion” writ large (note, Albig 1956).

These are no mere idle academic or technical pre-occupations because the concept 

of public opinion lies at the heart of all forms of democratic governance (e.g. 

MacKinnon 1828; Bryce 1888; Dahl 1989; Habermas 1962; Cutler 1999). If opinion 

polls suggest that citizens have litde interest in public affairs and lack a basic knowledge 

of politics, should this be used as a basis for concluding that democracy is an ineffective 

form of governance? It is when we consider the role of opinion polling from this 

perspective that we see how important it is to understand what opinion polls tell us 

about public opinion.

Within this dissertation we have examined this general question within the context 

of the opinion polling process in the Republic of Ireland. For this reason the scope of 

this dissertation has concentrated on the fundamental task of mapping out the capacity 

of Irish opinion polls to measure public opinion. As we noted in the introduction this 

involves consideration of four key components of the polling process.

Data component: The potential of opinion polls to tell us useful things about public 

opinion depends critically on the nature and extent of the polling data that are publicly 

available for scrutiny. In this dissertation we have highlighted that the vast bulk o f the 

polling data in Ireland exists in the form o f aggregate level reports that are primarily 

oriented toward eliciting vote intentions in the next general election and current levels of 

satisfaction with the government and party leaders. In this respect, much of what we can 

learn about public opinion from polls has a strong electoral hue and relates to subgroups 

within society. In this respect, Irish opinion polls function as a mirror of limited scope 

and as a lamp of limited power when measuring public opinion. However, media 

commissioned opinion polls are complemented by a growing number of academic survey 

datasets. With such data it is possible to construct and test individual level explanadons 

thereby providing answers as to why individuals hold specific attitudes.

Methodology component: A defining feature of what opinion polls can tell us about 

public opinion comes from the technical aspects of survey sampling and quesdonnaire 

construction. The findings from chapters 1 and 2 indicate that the sampling error quoted
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in Irish polls is an overly conservative estimate of the likely error margin. Moreover, the 

record of the polls in making election predicdons exhibits veiy significant bias for the last 

two general elections. These methodological problems and related issues of polling 

accuracy reveal important concerns that have not been fully addressed by Irish pollsters. 

In this respect, issues such as adjusting vote intention estimates to correct for bias in 

misreported turnout and party choice remain thorny problems. Equally worrying has 

been the manner in which constituency level polls have been reported in the media. 

Between 1999 and 2002 these polls were portrayed as simulations of the electoral system, 

predicting voter transfer patterns and likely candidate eliminations during specific counts. 

There seemed to be litde understanding within the media of the technical problems 

associated with such polling enterprises.

More generally, the evidence presented in this dissertation suggests that the poll data 

published in newspapers does not contain sufficient information to allow readers to 

properly evaluate the results. Typical issues of poll quality address questionnaire layout, 

type of question asked, response format employed and the coding scheme used for the 

classification for verbatim responses. One simple solution to this problem would be to 

place all of the relevant technical details and more extensive poll results on an internet 

website which interested citizens could consult. Such a strategy would underscore the 

professionalism and integrity of polling and media companies in their laudable endeavour 

of putdng opinion poll results in the public domain as a service to citizens.

Substantive component: The type and range of issues examined in opinion polls 

determine what mass surveys can tell us about public opinion. Since the introduction of 

random sample polling by Gallup in the United States in the 1930s, public opinion polls 

have been strongly associated with polidcal issues. Irish polls like their counterparts 

elsewhere have embraced this conceptualisation of public opinion polling. Consequently, 

the four substantive topics examined in this dissertation, the liberal agenda. Northern 

Ireland, the economy and the European Union all have been the subject of referendums 

or have been key issues in general election campaigns.

A typical strategy within polls is to use opinions on substantive issues to explain why 

there is observed change in vote intentions and political satisfacdon ratings, i.e. explain 

increases or decreases in the levels recorded in the standard poll items. While the key 

advantage of opinion polls over academic surveys is their immediacy in measuring 

opinions close to important events this focus on current events comes at a price. 

Commercial polls unlike academic surveys rarely measure underlying value orientadons.
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However, we have shown that through careful examination of media commissioned 

polling results it is nonetheless possible to learn quite a lot about the nature of public 

opinion.

Theoretical component: Apart from election results there are veiy few readily available 

sources of information on what citizens think about issues of public concern. In this 

respect, opinion poll results not only reflect what public opinion is, but potentially tell us 

important things about why public opinion exhibits certain characteristics. By contrasting 

the Mirror Theory of opinion polling and the Belief-Sampling Model of survey response 

we learned that the implicit and naive assumption that poll resuhs represent “true 

opinions” does not match with the capacities of real citizens. Therefore, our exploration 

of how respondents answer different kinds of poll questions reflects on varying levels of 

interest and knowledge about current affairs. We have built on this fact and developed 

the idea that poll questions that address different facets of an issue can be rated on the 

basis of their relative “hardness” into two broad categories i.e. hard and easy questions.

The evidence that has been presented to support this perspective gives us insight 

into the nature of public opinion. For example, the evidence presented in chapter 7 

demonstrates that there is no strong underlying opinion structure (such as a left-right 

ideological orientation) that links in a coherent manner many different opinions toward 

the economy. In short, the research in this dissertation shows there is rarely a single 

“public opinion” on an issue, rather there are opinions on different facets of the same 

issue and quite often these are qualitatively different in nature. Consequently, the 

“inconsistency” within opinion poll data mirrors a fundamental feature of public 

opinion.

F u t u r e  r e s e a r c h

Much of the work undertaken in this dissertation has been based on illustrating what 

IMS, Lansdowne and MRBI opinion polls tell about public opinion in Ireland. Where 

appropriate academic surveys have been used to supplement this data and assist in our 

attempt to understand the results from the media commissioned polls. In mapping out 

the data from these commercial surveys we have covered a lot of territory and raised a 

number of questions for future research. In this respect, the following five topics 

represent some of the issues that promise to be fruitful lines of inquiry.
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• A key message in this dissertation has been that opinion poll data should not be
taken at face value. In chapter 2 we outlined a number of questionnaire design
effects. There is undoubtedly scope for more research in this area as there has 
been little previous published work on this topic in Ireland.

• In chapter 3 we examined changing levels of vote intentions for parties across the 
whole electorate. However, changing patterns of support among subgroups was 
not addressed. Future work to remedy this deficiency should explore the class 
basis of support for political parties in Ireland, as it has been almost twenty years 
since the last opinion poll based study (Laver 1986).

• The accuracy record o f the polls examined in chapter 3 suggests the need for
more research on strategies that underpin vote intention estimates. The poll
record suggests systematic bias in the results produced by IMS and MRBI for 
Fianna Fail and Fine Gael. This is a fundamentally important opinion polling 
issue and likely to be the subject o f “internal” research in the run-up to the next 
general election.

• The time series analysis results in chapter 4 suggest that political satisfaction 
ratings are more likely to be determined by economic factors than vote intentions 
for government parties. Testing the idea that economic conditions have a much 
stronger impact on government satisfaction than vote intentions for government 
parties would represent an extension of previous work by Borooah and Borooah 
(1990) and Harrison and Marsh (1998).

• In addition, more detailed future research could use subjective (e.g. household 
finances have improved in the last year) rather than objecdve (e.g. official 
unemployment rate) economic indicators. This proposal is based on research in 
the UK and elsewhere that has found that what the public think about the 
economy may be more important than what is ‘objectively’ happening (Sanders 
2005: 176). In short, does the Teelgood’ factor have important effects on vote 
intention and political satisfaction ratings in Ireland over the long-term?

O f course the scope for further research on public opinion increases dramatically once 

we begin to consider the opportunities offered by a growing number of academic 

surveys. For example, with the Eurobarometer dataset it would be interesting to extend 

the time series analysis undertaken in chapter 8 to include many more member states and 

assess the degree to which the patterns of support for integration in Ireland prevails 

elsewhere. Such an endeavour might prove to be a productive extension of current 

research on citizens’ perceptions of EU institutions and the integration project.

Moreover, application of the cohort analysis techniques introduced in chapter 5 to 

the study of support for integration offers some important research opportunities. For 

example, are changing attitudes toward the EU primarily driven by real opinion change 

or generational replacement? Such work would shed light as to why many European 

citizens have been unenthusiastic about ratifying the Constitutional Treaty, despite its 

endorsement by member state governments.
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C o n c l u d i n g  r e m a r k s

Opinion poll results play an important role within Irish society by providing a conduit 

through publication in the media for communication between citizens and their political 

representatives. Therefore, opinion polls complement the electoral process by giving a 

voice to citizens during inter-election periods. As Gallup and Rae argued in the opening 

quotation to this chapter, opinion polls do have a unique potential to highlight to elites 

the desired goals and values in society, without necessarily claiming to have definitive 

answers on specific policy-making questions. O f course, the opinion polling process is 

part of a two-way flow of communication.

Quite often the sentiments expressed in poll results are acknowledged as a signal of 

public satisfaction or disquiet. However, there have been two occasions where political 

leaders have disliked the message carried in opinion polls and decided to change the law 

on opinion polling. The immediate motivation behind the government’s most recent 

attempt to ban pre-election polls in June 2001 (undertaken within one week o f a by- 

election defeat where there had been criticism of a TG4/M RBI constituency poll) 

appeared to stem from wanting to “shoot the messenger” when faced with unpalatable 

electoral messages (see, Jones 2001: 298-302).

Fortunately, flaws in the proposed legislation led to an abandonment of the plan. 

Such episodes reveal that Article 40.6.1“ of the Irish Consdtutional that guarantees 

citizens the right to freely express opinions in public is not fixed in stone. New 

legislation regulating opinion polling has the potential to undermine this important 

constitutional provision and facet of Irish liberal democracy.

However, some Irish pollsters’ recent practice o f claiming to be able to simulate an 

election count within a constituency poll using just four hundred respondents 

undermines the credibility of legitimate polling. This is an example of Gresham’s law (of 

monetary economics) where “bad” polls have the capacity to drive “good” ones from the 

market (Yankelovich 1991: 23). In short, the potential of opinion polls to speak to us 

about Irish public opinion requires a critical understanding o f what polls can and cannot 

do. The bottom line is that not all opinion polls are the same and poll results do vaiy in 

quality. It is hoped this dissertation contributes in some small measure to increased 

understanding of this important fact.
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A p p e n d ix  1-1

Creation of the MS ACCESS opinion poll database from lOPA

The lO PA  database is composed of a customised program written in a McIntosh based 

language called HyperCard. The data from this database was moved to MS ACESS for a 

number of reasons. First, use of HyperCard restricted access to the data as it was held on 

a university server. Second, there were some unfortunate inconsistencies in the data 

structure that meant that some searches did not yield all the appropriate information. 

Third, effective database searches requires that all the data be as consistent as possible in 

order for a process of data reduction to take place thereby allowing data searching which 

is quick, efficient and accurate. Unfortunately, the original data entry in the HyperCard 

database was inconsistent.

Inconsistency here refers to dates, names of individuals, parties, questions and 

answer texts, survey codes, etc. not having a common format. For these reasons an MS 

ACCESS database was created for use in this dissertation. Expert help in this process 

was kindly provided by Mr. Ben Jung, of the Distributed Knowledge Systems section of 

the Department of Computer Science, Trinity College, Dublin.

Before importing the data from HyperCard into MS ACCESS a process o f data 

cleaning was undertaking where the most common features identifying polls and specific 

questions were standardised. For example, all references to the Progressive Democrats 

were changed from PD, P.D., PDs, P.D.s, PDs, Prog. Dems., etc. The opinion poll data 

is exported from the Mac based HyperCard stacks as a very large text file (IMS=83 MB; 

MRBI=55MB or 138MB in total).

All of the data fields in the MS ACCESS database were given text properties, even 

though they are obviously numerical. The reason for using the text field property was 

that during the text file importation, no data would be lost through being defined as an 

“error” by MS ACCESS. The reason for this is that with large text files of over two 

hundred thousand cases it is difficult to ensure that all data in the fields are of the same 

type. In the end all o f the poll data was held in MS ACCESS as text. The unfortunate 

consequence of this situation was that all searches became very labour intensive with 

huge amounts of cutting and pasting. Moreover for many of the questions used a 

separate database query had to be constructed on each occasion. The vote intention and 

government satisfaction datasets being the most extensive series of poll questions took 

many months to complete. In short, manipulating the poll data was a very labour
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intensive process despite the fact that the data was in an electronic format. Another 

important problem was that some of the poll questions had more than 255 characters, 

the maximum allowed in MS ACCESS memo field, and this resulted in truncations. To 

reconstruct the full text of some long questions the original text files had to be used. In 

short, despite the powerful search and query features available in MS ACCESS it proved 

impossible despite considerable effort to optimise the data into a number of sub-tables 

using standard relational database protocols.

Data structure of the poll data in the MS ACCESS database

N a m e Property F ield  num ber
survey code text 1
start text 2
end text 3
company text 4
original question number text 5
question memo 6
question number text 7
client text 8
number o f  question text 9
sampling points text 10
answer option memo 11
subgroup text 12
Subgroup totals text 13
data text 14
questionl text 15
answer option 1 text 16
day start text 17
day end text 18
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A p p e n d ix  1-2

In the Irish Opinion Poll Archive (lOPA) there are 83 MRBI polls (1981-1998) and 134 

IMS/Lansdowne polls (1970-1998). For this dissertation 338 polls were consulted. 

These extra 127 polls were derived from a variety of sources. For the 1970s and 1980s 

many o f the additional polls used were Omnibus polls that is monthly marketing surveys 

where a few political questions were also asked. IMS was the main producer of such 

data. Its standard practice was to release the results of these polls as press releases. 

Sometimes these were subsequently reported in the media. Polls after 1998 were 

obtained either from the relevant polling company or the data was taken from the data 

yearbook o f Irish Political Studies.

Additional poll data used in this dissertation was derived from academic surveys 

such as the European Values Survey (1981, 1990, 1999), International Social Science 

Project surveys undertaken since 1985, the Irish Social and Political Attitudes Survey 

(2002), the Irish National Election Study (2002), and the European Social Survey (2003). 

Use was also made of Eurobarometer surveys undertaken bi-annually in Ireland since 

1973 and a number of r ESRI implemented surveys. Some of this data is available from 

the Irish Social Science Data Archive (ISSDA).

Complete listing of media commissioned polls used, 1970-2005

ID C om pany Survey code Start E nd Poll label N

1 Gallup NA NA NA Gallup, April 1969 1000

2 IMS IN:1452 RJA/mec 25/05/1970 25/05/70 IMS, May 1970 1000

3 IMS IMS NA 30/06/70 IMS, June 1970 NA

4 IMS IM S/j.325/17/rja:db 02/11/1970 10/11/70 IMS, Nov. 10, 1970 1431

5 IMS IMS NA 30/11/70 IMS, Nov, 15, 1970 NA

6 MRBI MRBI NA 22/02/73 MRBI, Feb. 22, 1973 500

7 MRBI M RBI/500/74 NA NA MRBI, Mar. 1974 500

8 MRBI M RBI/530/74 NA NA MRBI, Oct. 1974 504

9 IMS IMSNovl974 01/11/74 30/11/74 IMS, Nov. 1974 1459

10 IMS R A /br/J.376/14 21/03/75 21/03/75 IMS, Mar. 1975 1501

11 IMS GW /brJ.379/19 01/05/75 30/05/75 IMS, May 1975 1514

12 IMS G W /brJ.382/11 01/08/75 31/08/75 IMS, Aug 1975 1453

13 IMS G W /brJ.385/8 01/11/75 30/11/75 IMS, Nov, 1975 1507

14 IMS IMS NA NA IMS, Feb. 1976 1300

15 IMS IMS R A /brJ.701/27 NA NA IMS, March 1976 1331

16 IMS IMS NA NA IMS, April 1, 1976 1300

17 IMS B O R /brJ.701/17 01/04/76 01/04/76 IMS, April 1976 1330

18 IMS G W /bJ.703/11 13/07/76 13/07/76 IMS, June 1976 1300

19 IMS IMS NA NA IMS, July 1976 1300

20 IMS IMS 01/09/1976 08/09/76 IMS, Aug. 1976 1300

21 IMS R JA /sr/C M C /m d/J.3201/2 30/08/1976 08/09/1976 IM S/RTE, Sept. 1976 1004
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22 IMS G W /bbJ,704/12 18/10 / 76 18/10/76 IMS, Oct. 1976 1323

23 IMS G W /bbJ.705/15 25/11/1976 25/11/76 IMS, Nov. 1976 1329

24 IMS RA/CC J.706/21 01/12/76 31/12/76 IM S/RTE, Dec. 1976 1316

25 IMS G W /J.707/30 01/12/76 31/12/76 IMS, Dec. 1976 1299

26 IMS JF M /D B /dn 28/01/77 18/02/77 IMS, Feb. 1977 1304

27 IMS DB/Ymcl,J.712/16 0 1 /0 4 / 77 30/04 /77 IMS, April 1977 1312

28 MRBI NA 26/05/1977 27/05/1977 MRBI, May 27, 1977 728

29 NOP N O P/2448/1 27/05/77 28/05/77 NO P, May 28, 1977 611

30 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL June 2,1977 500

31 N O P N O P/J.3558/3 03/06/77 04/06/77 NO P, June 8, 1977 596

32 N O P NO P/J.3558/1 01/06/77 13/06/77 NO P, June 4,1977 586

33 MRBI M R B I/1698/77 07/06/1977 08/06/1977 MRBL June 8, 1977 500

34 IMS D B/Ym d/J.713/22 01/06/77 13/06/77 IMS, June 13, 1977 1309

35 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL June 1977 1000

36 IMS D B /sr/ym clJ.718/27 17/10/77 27/10/77 IMS, Oct. 1977 1068

37 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL Jan. 1978 1000

38 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL Feb. 1978 1000

39 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL May 1978 1000

40 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL June 1978 1000

41 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL July 1978 1000

42 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL Sept. 1978 1000

43 MRBI NA NA NA MRBI, Nov. 1978 1000

44 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL Jan. 1979 1000

45 Lans NA 20/01/79 31/01 /79 Lans, Jan. 1979 1277

46 Lans NA 10/02/79 21/02/79 Lans. Feb. 1979 1299

47 Lans NA 10/03/79 21/03/79 Lans. Mar 21, 1979 1318

48 MRBI M RBI/1848/79 01/03/79 31/03/79 M RBI/FG, Mar 31 1979 497

49 Lans NA 04/04/79 12/04/79 Lans. April 1979 1308

50 Lans NA 28/04/79 08/05/79 Lans. May 1979 1296

51 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL May 1979 1000

52 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL June 1979 1000

53 IMS JFM /sr 10/06/79 21/06/79 IMS, June 1979 1280

54 IMS NA 10/08/79 20/08/79 IMS, Aug. 1979 1295

55 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL Aug. 1979 1000

56 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL Sept. 1979 1000

57 IMS NA 18/09/79 28/09/79 IMS, Sept. 1979 1324

58 IMS NA 10/10/79 22/10/79 IMS, Oct. 1979 1280

59 IMS NA 24/11/79 05/12 /79 IMS, Dec. 1979 1305

60 IMS NA 15/01/80 25/01/80 IMS, Jan 1980 1305

61 MRBI NA 20/01/80 31/01/80 M RBI/FG, Jan. 31, 1980 600

62 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL Feb, 1980 601

63 IMS 1.4555*** 01/03/80 31/03 /80 IMS, Mar. 1980 1308

64 IMS j.4555 - May 01/05/80 10/05/80 IMS, May 1980 1279

65 IMS 1.4555-June 01/06/80 10/06/80 IMS, June 1980 1315

66 IMS I.4555-July 04/07/80 14/07/80 IMS, July 1980 1302

67 IMS J.4555-August 01/08/80 12/08/80 IMS, Aug, 1980 1305

68 IMS I.4555-Sept 29/08/80 11/09/80 IMS, Sept. 1980 1302

69 IMS 1.4555 (Number 3!) 04/10/80 10/10/80 IMS, Oct. 1980 1313

70 IMS N ot Specified 01/11/80 15/11/80 IMS, Nov. 1980 1229

71 IMS N ot Specified 22/11/80 05/12 /80 IMS, Dec, 1980 1296

72 IMS NA NA NA IMS, Jan 1981 1308

73 IMS 1.4555 02/02/81 09/02/81 IMS, Feb. 1981 1329

74 IMS J.4555 27/02/81 06/03/81 IMS, Mar 6, 1981 1309
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75 MRBI MRBI/2056/81 20/03/81 27/03/81 M RBI/FG, Mar 27. 1981 596

76 IMS 1.4555 27/03/81 09/04/81 IMS. April 1981 1297

77 IMS NA 01/05/81 11/05/81 IMS. May 11, 1981 1306

78 IMS j.489a 28/05/81 29/05/81 IMS, May 29. 1981 1049

79 MRBI NA 03/06/1981 04/06/1981 MRBI. June 4. 1981 1000

80 IMS NA NA NA IMS. June 1981 1300

81 IMS j.490 07/06/81 08/06/81 IMS, June 8.1981 1050

82 IMS J.4555 TB Politics no:6 16/07/81 16/07/81 IMS, July 1981 1312

83 IMS J.4990 01/08/81 11/08/81 IMS, Aug. 11, 1981 1297

84 IMS NA 31/08/81 16/09/81 IMS. Sept. 1981 1272

85 IMS NA 30/09/81 09/10/81 IMS, Oct. 1981 1294

86 IMS NA 31/10/81 12/11/81 IMS, Nov. 1981 1307

87 IMS 1.4965 JFM /D B /JC 04/12/81 14/12/81 IMS. Dec. 1981 1284

88 IMS NA 20/01/82 27/01/82 IMS. Jan. 1981 1306

89 IMS IFM /D B/C M C/M BJ.451 30/01/82 03/02/82 IMS. Feb. 3,1982 1300

90 MRBI NA NA 04/02/1982 MRBI. Feb. 4. 1982 1000

91 IMS NA 02/02 /82 07/02/82 IMS, Feb. 7,1982 1049

92 MRBI NA NA 09/02/1982 MRBI, Feb. 9, 1982 1000

93 IMS 1.452 14/02/82 14/02/82 IMS. Feb. 14. 1982 1051

94 IMS NA 28/04/82 07/05/82 IMS. May. 1982 1312

95 IMS NA 28/05/82 15/06/82 IMS. June 1982 1300

96 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS, July 1982 1300

97 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS, Aus 1982 1300

98 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS, Sept 1982 1300

99 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS.Oct 1982 1300

100 MRBI M R B I/3120/82 20/10/82 21/10/82 MRBI.Oct. 1982 1000

101 IMS JFM /DBJ.9320 09/11 /82 10/11/82 IMS. Nov 10. 1982 1049

102 MRBI NA NA 12/11/1982 MRBI. Nov. 12. 1982 1000

103 MRBI NA NA 20/11/1982 MRBI. Nov 20, 1982 1000

104 IMS NA NA NA IMS. Jan. 1983 1300

105 MRBI NA NA 11/02/83 MRBI, Feb 11. 1983 1000

106 MRBI NA NA 18/02/83 MRBI, Feb. 18. 1983 1000

107 IMS NA 11/02/83 21/02/83 IMS, Feb. 21. 1983 1301

108 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS. Mar 1983 1300

109 IMS NA 30/03/83 17/04/83 IMS, April 1983 1278

110 IMS NA 04/05 /83 19/05/83 IMS. May 1983 1302

111 IMS Omnibus NA NA [MS. June 1983 1300

112 IMS NA 02/07 /83 12/07/83 IMS. July 1983 1270

113 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS. Aus 1983 1300

114 MRBI M RBI/3210/83 31/08/83 01/09/83 MRBI, Sept 1. 1983 1000

115 IMS NA 06/09 /83 26/09/83 IMS.Sept 26,1983 1292

116 IMS NA 11/10/83 19/10/83 IMS. Oct. 1983 1293

117 IMS NA 02/11 /83 15/11/83 IMS, Nov. 1983 1295

118 IMS NA 09/11 /83 25/12/83 IMS. Dec. 1983 1309

119 MRBI M RBI/3260/84 26/01/84 27/01/84 MRBI. Jan 27, 1984 1000

120 IMS NA 18/01/84 28/01/84 IMS, Jan 28.1984 1308

121 IMS NA 01/02 /84 18/02/84 MRBI. Feb. 9. 1984 1324

122 IMS Omnibus 01/02/1984 10/02/1984 IMS. Feb. 10. 1984 1311

123 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS. Mar 1984 1300

124 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS. Apr 1984 1300

125 MRBI M RBI/3290/84 09/05 /84 10/05/84 MRBI. May 10, 1984 1000

126 MORI M O RI/2411/3 10/05/84 14/05/84 MORI. May 14, 1984 1050

127 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS, June 1984 1300
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128 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS, Aug 1984 1300

129 MRBI M RBI/3320/84 16/10/84 17/10/84 MRBI, Oct 1984 1000

130 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS, Nov 1984 1300

131 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS, Dec 1984 1300

132 MRBI M RBI/3340/85 04/02/85 05/02/85 MRBI, Feb 1985 1000

133 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS, Mar 1985 1300

134 MRBI M RBI/3370/85 22/04/85 23/04/85 MRBI, April 85 1000

135 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS, May 1985 1300

136 MRBI M RBI/3380/85 18/07/85 19/07/85 MRBI, July 1985 1000

137 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS, Aug 1985 1300

138 MRBI M RBI/3410/85 07/11/85 19/11/85 MRBI, N ov 1985 1000

139 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS, Nov 1985 1300

140 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS, Jan 1986 1300

141 MRBI M RBI/3420/86 03/02 /86 04/02/86 MRBI, Feb 1986 1000

142 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS. Apr 1986 1300

143 MRBI M RBI/3440/86 28/04/86 29/04/86 MRBI, April 1986 1000

144 MRBI M RBI/3439/86 05/06/86 07/06/86 MRBI.June 7. 1986 807

145 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS. June 1986 1300

146 MRBI M RBI/3450/86 07/06/86 19/06/86 MRBI.June 19, 1986 1005

147 IMS Mot Specified 01/06 /86 30/06/86 IMS, June 30, 1986 1276

148 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS, Oct 1986 1300

149 MRBI MRBI/3480/86 28/10/86 29/10/86 MRBI, Oct 86 1000

150 IMS NA 01/11/86 30/11/86 IMS, Nov. 1986 1321

151 IMS Omnibus NA NA IMS, Jan 1987 1300

152 MRBI MRBI/3510/87 22/01/87 23/01/87 MRBI, Jan 1987 1000

153 MRBI M RBI/3517/87 24/01/87 01/02/87 M R BI/FG , Feb 1,87 549

154 MRBI M RBI/3520/87 02/02/87 03/02/87 MRBI, Feb 2, 87 1000

155 MRBI M RBI/3521/87 01/01/87 31/12/87 M RBI/FG, Feb 4, 1987 503

156 MRBI M RBI/3530/87 11/02/87 11/02/87 MRBI, Feb 11, 1987 1000

157 IMS J.10910 14/02/87 14/02/87 IMS, Feb 14. 1987 1052

158 MRBI M RBI/3550/87 14/05/87 14/05/87 MRBI, May 1987 1000

159 IMS NA 01/10/87 30/10/87 IMS, Oct 1987 1302

160 MRBI M RBI/3580/87 06/11/87 09/11/87 MRBI, Nov 1987 1000

161 MRBI M RBI/3600/88 01/02/88 02/02/88 MRBI, Feb. 2, 1988 1000

162 IMS 1.11139 02/02/88 10/02/88 IMS, Feb. 10. 1988 1289

163 IMS PM acN /m bJ. 11345 08/04/88 10/04/88 IMS. April 1988 1036

164 MRBI M RBI/3640/88 14/05/88 16/05/88 MRBI. May 1988 1000

165 IMS i.11240 22/07/88 29/07/88 IMS, July 1988 1306

166 MRBI M RBI/3680/88 05/10/88 06/10/88 MRBI, Oct. 1988 1000

167 MRBI MRBI/3710/88 05/12/88 06/12/88 MRBI, Dec. 1988 1000

168 MRBI MRBI/3720/89 30/01/89 31/01/89 MRBI, Jan. 1989 1000

169 MRBI NA NA NA MRBI. Feb. 1989 1000

170 Lansdowne ra/lr 91-189 26/05/89 27/05/89 Lans. May 1989 1051

171 MRBI M RBI/3770/89 27/05/89 29/05/89 MRBI, May 1989 1001

172 IMS CMC/J.9S183 02/06 /89 02/06/89 IMS. June 2. 1989 1045

173 IMS CMCJ.9S184 08/06/89 08/06/89 IMS, June 8,1989 1050

174 MRBI M RBI/3780/89 09/06/89 09/06/89 MRBI, June 9, 1989 1010

175 IMS CMC/J.9S185 11/06/89 11/06/89 IMS, June 11, 1989 1055

176 MRBI M RBI/3790/89 04/07/89 04/07/89 MRBI. July 1989 1000

177 MRBI M RBI/3800/89 18/11/89 20/11/89 MRBI, Nov. 1989 1000

178 MRBI M RBI/3820/90 05/02/90 06/02/90 MRBI. Feb. 1990 1000

179 Lansdowne RA/LROL-163 05/05/90 21/05/90 Lans. May 1990 1273

180 MRBI NA NA May-90 MRBI. May 1990 1000
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181 IMS J.OS205.CMC 02/06/90 09/06/90 IMS, June 9,1990 1251

182 Lansdowne ra/lr/e l 01-214 09/06/90 16/06/90 Lans. June 16,1990 1253

183 MRBI M RBI/3876/90 16/07/90 30/07/90 MRBL July 1990 755

184 Lansdowne RA/AM 15/09/90 25/09/90 Lans. Sept. 1990 1253

185 MRBI M RBI/3900/90 05/10/90 06/10/90 MRBI, Oct. 6 1990 1000

186 IMS J.9S438/S CMC 01/10/90 09/10/90 IMS, Oct. 9, 1990 1273

187 MRBI M RBI/3904/90 20/10/90 22/10/90 MRBI, Oct. 22, 1990 501

188 IMS J.0S401/CMC 27/10/90 29/10/90 IMS, Oct. 29,1990 1057

189 MRBI MRBI/3930/91 03/01/91 03/01/91 MRBL Jan. 3, 1991 1000

190 IMS I.IS055.CMC 21/02/91 28/02/91 IMS, Feb. 28, 1991 1289

191 MRBI MRBI/3950/91 15/04/91 16/04/91 MRBL April 16,1991 1000

192 MRBI MRBI/3960/91 17/06/91 18/06/91 MRBI, June 15, 1991 1000

193 IMS I.IS319/CMC 24/09/91 25/09/91 IMS, Sept. 25, 1991 1058

194 MRBI MRBI/3980/91 09/10/91 09/10/91 MRBL Oct. 1991 1000

195 IMS CM C/m c/j.lS377 30/11/91 06/12/91 IMS, Dec. 6, 1991 1289

196 MRBI MRBI/4010/91 10/12/91 11/12/91 MRBL Dec. 11, 1991 1000

197 IMS I.2S057 23/01/92 23/01/92 IMS, Jan. 1992 1059

198 IMS CM C/mc/J.2S087 19/02/92 20/02/92 IMS, Feb. 20, 1992 1056

199 MRBI MRBI/4020/91 24/02/92 25/02/92 MRBL Feb. 25, 1992 1000

200 IMS 2S.156 24/04/92 02/05/92 IMS, May 2, 1992 1295

201 MRBI M RBI/4050/92 05/05/92 06/05/92 MRBL May 1992 1000

202 IMS CMC/mc/J.2S222 06/06/92 06/06/92 IMS, June 6, 1992 1056

203 Lansdowne am /ra /lr  21-224 29/05/92 08/06/92 Lans. June 8, 1992 1281

204 MRBI M RBI/4060/92 08/06/92 08/06/92 MRBL June 8,1992 1000

205 MRBI M RBI/4061/92 15/06/92 15/06/92 MRBL June 15, 1992 1000

206 IMS CM C /sos/m c/J.2Sl 91 26/06/92 04/07/92 IMS, July 1992 1257

207 MRBI M RBI/4080/92 24/09/92 25/09/92 MRBL Sept. 1992 1000

208 IMS CM C/SOS/ld/J.2S365 18/10/92 19/10/92 IMS, Oct. 1992 1057

209 IMS CM C/SOS/id/J,2S383 07/11/92 07/11/92 IMS, Nov. 7, 1992 1054

210 MRBI M RBI/4090/92 09/11/92 09/11/92 MRBL Nov. 9, 1992 1000

211 IMS CM C/SOS/Id/J.2S349 13/11/92 13/11/92 IMS, Nov. 13, 1992 1059

212 MRBI M RBI/4091/92 17/11/92 18/11/92 MRBL Nov. 18, 1992 1000

213 Lansdowne am /lr/gd  21-425 19/11/92 19/11/92 Lans. Nov. 19, 1992 1056

214 IMS 2S.408 04/12/92 04/12/92 IMS, Dec. 4. 1992 1055

215 IMS CM C/SOS/mc/J.2S425 08/01/93 10/01/93 IMS, Jan. 10, 1993 1056

216 IMS CM C/SO S/ld/J.3S059 29/01/93 29/01/93 IMS, Jan. 29, 1993 1056

217 MRBI M RBI/4099/93 01/03/93 01/03/93 MRBI, March 1, 1993 1000

218 IMS CM C/ld/J.3S125 01/04/93 08/04/93 IMS, April 8, 1993 1272

219 MRBI M R B I/4120/93 01/06/93 02/06/93 MRBL June 2, 1993 1000

220 Lansdowne am /lr/gd  31-203 27/05/93 07/06/93 Lans. June 7,1993 1261

221 IMS CM C/SOS/mc/J,3S227 25/06/93 02/07/93 IMS, July 2, 1993 1247

222 IMS CM C/SO S/ld/J.3S272 16/08/93 23/08/93 IMS, Aug. 1993 1284

223 MRBI M RBI/4130/93 01/10/93 02/10/93 MRBL Oct. 2, 1993 1000

224 IMS CM C/SOS/Id/J.3S353 07/10/93 07/10/93 IMS, Oct. 7,1993 1052

225 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL Nov. 1993 1000

226 IMS CM C/SO S/ld/J.4S-053 20/01/94 20/01/94 IMS, Jan. 20,1994 1057

227 MRBI M R B I/4160/94 31/01/94 31/01/94 MRBL Jan. 31,1994 1000

228 IMS CM C/SOS/mc/J.4S134 24/03/94 24/03/94 [MS, March 1994 1058

229 MRBI M RBI/4210/94 28/05/94 30/05/94 VIRBI, May 1994 1000

230 IMS CM C/SOS/mc/J.4S257 15/07/94 21/07/94 IMS, July 1994 1265

231 MRBI NA NA NA MRBL Aug. 1994 1000

232 IMS CM C/SO S/ld/J.4S410 03/11/94 03/11/94 IMS, Nov. 3,1994 1055

233 IMS CM C/SOS/ld/J.4S432 18/11/94 18/11/94 IMS, Nov. 18, 1994 1059
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234 MRBI M RBI/4240/94 18/11/94 18/11/94 MRBI, Nov. 18. 1994 1000

235 Lansdowne am/ra/ck4L-471 24/11/94 24/11/94 Lans. Nov. 24. 1994 1057

236 MRBI M RBI/4250/94 25/11/94 25/11/94 MRBI, Nov. 25. 1994 999

237 IMS CM C/SOS/Id/J.5S-057 19/01/95 19/01/95 IMS. Jan. 1995 1054

238 MRBI M RBI/4260/95 13/02/95 13/02/95 MRBI, Feb. 13. 1995 1000

239 IMS C M C/SO S/ld/J.5S-175 12/04/95 12/04/95 IMS. April 12. 1995 1057

240 IMS CM C/SOS/ld/J,5S-228 18/05/95 18/05/95 IMS. May 18. 1995 1060

241 MRBI M RBI/4290/95 20/05/95 22/05/95 MRBI. May 22. 1995 1000

242 MRBI NA NA NA MRBI, Sept. 30, 1995 1000

243 IMS CM C/SOS/ld/J.5S-357 05/10/95 05/10/95 IMS, Oct. 5. 1995 1051

244 MRBI M RBI/4321/95 20/10/95 21/10/95 MRBI. Oct. 21. 1995 750

245 MRBI M RBI/4327/95 13/11/95 13/11/95 MRBI. Nov. 13, 1995 750

246 IMS CM C/SOS/ld/J.5S-465 15/11/95 15/11/95 IMS, Nov. 15. 1995 1049

247 MRBI M RBI/4331/95 18/11/95 18/11/95 MRBI. Nov. 18. 1995 1000

248 IMS/UMS CM C/SOS/ld/J.6S-105 14/02/96 14/02/96 IMS. Feb. 1996 1054

249 MRBI NA NA NA MRBI. June 1996 1000

250 IMS 6S-308 04/07/96 04/07/96 IMS. July 1996 1056

251 MRBI M RBI/4420/96 24/09/96 25/09/96 MRBI. Sept. 25. 1996 1000

252 IMS 6S-442 10/10/96 10/10/96 IMS. Oct. 10. 1996 1054

253 IMS 6S-533 28/11/96 28/11/96 IMS, Nov. 28. 1996 1056

254 MRBI M RBI/4440/96 05/12/96 06/12/96 MRBI. Dec. 6. 1996 1000

255 IMS 6S-535 17/12/96 17/12/96 IMS. Dec. 17. 1996 1056

256 MRBI M RBI/4460/97 27/01/97 28/01/97 MRBI. Jan. 28.1997 1000

257 IMS CM C/SOS/Id/J.7S-263 14/03/97 14/03/97 IMS, March 14,1997 1107

258 MRBI M RBI/4510/97 26/03/97 27/03/97 MRBI, March 27, 1997 1000

259 MRBI M RBI/4530/97 03/05/97 05/05/97 MRBI, May 5, 1997 1000

260 MRBI M RBI/4531/97 07/05/97 19/05/97 MRBI, May 7, 1997 1000

261 Lansdowne AM /K D/seb7L-336 08/05/97 08/05/97 Lans. May 8. 1997 1064

262 IMS CM C/SOS/Id/J.7S-316 26/05/97 26/05/97 IMS. May 26. 1997 1115

263 MRBI M RBI/4532/97 28/05/97 28/05/97 MRBI. May 28. 1997 1000

264 IMS IMS CM C/SOS/Id/J.7S-317 29/05/97 29/05/97 IMS. May 29. 1997 1115

265 IMS CM C/SOS/Id/J.7s-318 03/06/97 03/06/97 IMS. June 3, 1997 1110

266 MRBI NA NA NA MRBI. June 6, 1997 1239

267 IMS NA NA NA IMS, July 1997 NA

268 IMS NA NA NA IMS, August 1997 NA

269 IMS EW /SOS/J.7S-517a 18/09/97 18/09/97 IMS, Sept. 1997 1109

270 IMS EW /SOS/J.7S-517 02/10/97 02/10/97 IMS, Oct. 2,1997 1107

271 MRBI NA NA NA MRBI. Oct. 11. 1997 NA

272 IMS CM C/SOS/id/7S-549 23/10/97 23/10/97 IMS. Oct.23. 1997 1108

273 IMS CM C/SOS/id/7S-575 25/10/97 25/10/97 IMS, Oct. 25, 1997 1103

274 IMS NA NA NA IMS, Oct. 26, 1997 NA

275 IMS NA NA NA IMS, Nov. 8, 1997 NA

276 IMS NA NA NA IMS, Nov. 27, 1997 NA

277 IMS NA NA NA IMS, Dec. 1997 NA

278 MRBI NA NA NA MRBI. Dec. 12. 1997 1000

279 IMS CM C/SOS/ld/8S-073 29 /1 /98 29/1/98 IMS. Jan. 1998 1108

280 IMS CM C/SOS/id/8S-181 26/3 /98 26/3/98 IMS. March 1998 1100

281 MRBI M RBI/4682/98 11/04/98 14/04/98 IMS. April 1998 1000

282 MRBI M RBI/4704/98 12/05/98 13/05/98 MRBI, May 13, 1998 1000

283 IMS CM C/id/8S-269 18/05/98 18/05/98 IMS, May 18, 1998 1114

284 MRBI M RBI/4767/98 05/10/98 OG/10/98 MRBI, Oct. 8. 1998 1000

285 IMS CMC/8S-525 15/10/98 15/10/98 IMS. Oct. 15. 1998 1105

286 IMS NA NA Dec 1998 IMS Dec. 1998 NA
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287 IMS CM C/M OF/628-S9 28/01/1999 NA IMS, Jan. 1999 NA

288 MRBI M RBI/4900/99 23/02/1999 24/02/1999 MRBI, Feb. 1999 1000

289 IMS CM C/SOS/300-S9 06/05/1999 NA IMS, May 6, 1999 NA

290 MRBI M RBI/4967/99 10/05/1999 10/05/1999 MRBI, May 10, 1999 1000

291 MRBI NA NA NA MRBI, June. 3, 1999 1000

292 IMS CM C/M OF/628-S9 21/10/1999 NA IMS, Oct. 1999 NA

293 MRBI M RBI/4967/99 02/11/1999 03/11/1999 IMS, Nov. 1999 1000

294 IMS NA NA NA IMS, Nov. 30, 1999 NA

295 MRBI M R BI/5122/00 17/01/2000 18/01/2000 MRBI, Jan. 2000 1000

296 IMS M O F/N N /E W /137SO 17/02/2000 NA IMS, Feb. 2000 NA

297 MRBI M RBI/5204/00 17/04/2000 18/04/2000 MRBI, April 18, 2000 1000

298 IMS E W /M O F/N N /277SO 27/04/2000 NA IMS, April 27, 2000 NA

299 MRBI NA NA NA MRBI, June 14, 2000 1000

300 IMS E W /M O F/N N /344SO 15/06/2000 NA IMS, June 15, 2000 NA

301 IMS E W /M O F/N N /510SO 14/09/2000 NA IMS, Sept. 14, 2000 NA

302 MRBI NA 11/9/200 22/09/2000 MRBI, Sept. 22, 2000 1000

303 IMS E W /M O F/N N /647-SO 16/11/2000 16/11/2000 IMS, Nov. 2000 1014

304 MRBI M RBI/5444/00 22/01/2001 22/01/2001 MRBI, Jan. 2001 1000

305 IMS NA 01/02/2001 02/02/2001 IMS, Feb. 2001 NA

306 IMS NA NA NA IMS, Mar. 3, 2001 NA

307 MRBI MRBI/5577/01 14/05/2001 15/05/2001 MRBI, May 15, 2001 1000

308 IMS NA 17/05/2001 18/05/2001 IMS, May 18, 2001 NA

309 MRBI MRBI/5952/01 29/05/2001 30/05/2001 MRBI, May 30. 2001 1000

310 IMS E W /C F/N N /567S1 27/09/2001 27/09/2001 IMS, Sept. 27, 2001 NA

311 IMS E W /C F/N N /698S1 NA 18/12/2001 IMS, Dec. 18, 2001 NA

312 MRBI M RBI/5620/02 21/01/2002 22/02/2002 MRBI, Jan. 2002 1000

313 MRBI M RBI/5902/02 25/02/2002 26/02/2002 MRBI, Feb. 2002 1000

314 IMS IM S/RJA /N N /PM /203S2 07/03/2002 07/03/2002 IMS, March 2002 NA

315 MRBI M RBI/5998/02 29/04/2002 30/04/2002 IMS, April, 2002 1000

316 IMS NA 02/05/2002 02/05/2002 IMS, May 2, 2002 NA

317 MRBI NA NA NA MRBI, May 3, 2002 1000

318 IMS IM S/R JA /PM /N N //333S2 07/05/2002 07/05/2002 IMS, May 7, 2002 NA

319 ICM NA 09/05/2002 09/05/2002 ICM May 9, 2002 1500

320 IMS IM S/RJA/PM /NN329S2 09/05/2002 09/05/2002 IMS, May 9, 2002 NA

321 IMS
IM S /R JA /P M /N N /334/370/
S2 13/05/2002 13/05/2002 IMS, May 13, 2002 876

322 MRBI M RBI/5999/02 13/05/2002 13/05/2002 MRBI, May 13, 2002 1000

323 ICM NA 11/09/2002 12/09/2002 ICM, Sept. 12, 2002 1001

324 Lans NA NA 13/10/2002 Lans, Oct. 13, 2002

325 MRBI M RBI/6229/02 NA 15/10/2002 MRBI, Oct. 15, 2002 1000

326 IMS IMS/393-S2 15/11/2002 09/12/2002 IMS/ECR, Dec. 09, 2002 1203

327 MRBI M RBI/6372/03 09/02/03 10/02/03 MRBI, Feb. 10, 2003 1000

328 IMS IMS/257S3-Sun 27/03/03 27/03/03 IMS, Mar. 27, 2003 NA

329 MRBI M RBI/6512/03 13/05/03 14/05/03 MRBI, May. 14, 2003 1000

330 MRBI IM S/41101090/ir 10/09/03 11/09/03 MRBI, Sept. 11, 2003 1000

331 Lansdowne MRBI/100248/03 22/09/03 23/09/03 Lans. Sept. 23, 2003 NA

332 IMS IMS/41101257/st 21/10/03 22/10/03 IMS, Oct. 21,2003 NA

333 MRBI NA 02/02/2004 03/02/2004 MRBI, Feb. 3, 2004 1000

334 IMS IMS/41102673/si 16/03/2004 16/02/2004 IMS, Feb. 16, 2004 NA

335 MRBI NA 18/02/2004 19/02/2004 MRBI, Feb. 19, 2004 1000

336 IMS NA 16/03/2004 16/03/2004 IMS, Mar. 2004 NA

337 IMS NA NA NA IMS, May 19, 2004 NA

338 MRBI NA NA NA MRBI, Oct. 2004 1000
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339 IMS IMS/41103591/si 18/11/2004 18/11/2004 IMS, Nov. 18, 2004 NA

340 MRBI NA 17/01/2005 18/01/2005 MRBI, Jan. 18, 2005 1000

341 IMS IMS/41103958/Ii 22/02/2005 23/02/2005 IMS, Feb. 23, 2005 NA

342 MRBI NA 28/02/2005 01/03/2005 MRBI, Mar. 1, 2005 1000
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A p p e n d ix  1-3

Table 1-2, Types of questions in all of the poll data, 1974-1998

Subcategory N um ber of M RBI N um ber of IMS Total num ber
questions questions of questions

General elections and party politics 881 1320 2201
Society & Institutions 310 200 510
Northern Ireland, the EU & 
External Relations 198 271 469

Economic Policy 150 104 254
Other Issues 21 19 40

TOTAL 1,550 1,914 3,474

Table 1-3, Public opinion poll questions on the economy, 1974-1998

Subcategory N um ber of M RBI 
questions

N um ber of IMS 
questions

Total num ber of 
questions

Government budgets 58 17 75
Government policy 34 28 62
Confidence in the economy 10 24 34
Unemployment 17 3 20
Taxation 12 8 20
Income/work/poverty/welfare 10 6 16
Currency 3 8 11
Prices & inflation 4 6 10
Industrial relations 2 6 8

TOTAL 150 104 254

Table 1-4, Public opinion poll questions on society, 1974-1998

Subcategory N um ber of M RBI 
questions

N um ber of IMS 
questions

Total num ber of 
questions

Divorce 26 104 130
Abortion 39 20 59
Crime 38 12 50
Institutions 23 18 41
Recreation, work & lifestyle 2 17 19
Irish language 0 17 17
Family planning 8 5 13
Social welfare 4 1 5
Education & youth 1 3 4
Women 0 4 4

TOTAL 141 201 342
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Table 1-5, Public opinion poll questions on general elections and party politics, 
1974-1998

Subcategory Number of MRBI Number of IMS Total number of
questions questions questions

Party leaders, support, etc. 381 443 824
Vote Intention, first preference 86 179 265
Reason for vote choice 97 151 248
Government satisfaction 66 147 213
The President 72 72 144
Coalitions 53 90 143
Policy issues & problems 51 47 98
Choice of Taoiseach 9 63 72
Scandals, corruption 20 52 72
Politics - general 10 26 36
Vote intention, second preference 11 20 31
Recalled vote 10 14 24
Reason/timing of elections 7 9 16
Expected election outcome 8 7 15

TOTAL 881 1320 2201

Number of survey questions asked by domain by polling agency, 1974-1998

Society & Economic Policy Northern Ireland, the General elections
Institutions EU & External and party politics

Relations

Other Issues

□ MRBI (N) ■ IMS/Lansdowne (N)
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A p p e n d ix  2-1

Question wording effects in question on attitudes on perceptions of social 
distance between people living in Northern Ireland and the Republic (1978), 
per cent

Response options IMS, March 1978 * ESRI, A priim S  ** Difference (IMS-ESRI)
Agree 25 45 -20
Disagree 50 34 +16
Don’t know/No opinion 25 21 +4
N >1000 998

* “Here are some statements about people in the North. I  would like to know i f  you agree or disagree with these statements, (a) People in 
the North, Protestant and Catholic have more in common with each other then th ^  have with people in the South?" (IMS: 
C M C Im d/].780l6. 09103178, question 11a).
** ‘Northern Ireland is a topic o f interest and concern for many people. I  would like to get your views in the some aspects relating to the 
Northern problem. Would you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. Catholics in Northern Ireland have more in common 
with Northern Protestants than th g  have with Catholics in the Republic?" (Davis E.E. & Sinnott R.: Attitudes in the Republic o f 
Ireland relevant to the N orthern  Ireland Problem. Dublin: ESRI Paper No. 97, September 1979, question 51).
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A p p e n d i x  2-2

Perceptions of political parties among the Irish electorate in 2001 (per cent)

Response
option

FF FG Lab. PD SF Green Indep None D K Total

Best at getting 
things done

44 9 7 4 4 1 8 7 16 100

Most in touch 
with the people

37 11 10 4 6 3 7 8 15 100

The most 
visionary

32 9 8 6 6 7 3 7 21 100

Most politically 
corrupt

49 7 2 2 5 1 1 4 31 100

Source: IMS: E W '/ C F / JS[N69SS 1, December 18 2001, question 12 ‘1 am now going to read you out some words and phrases that 
some people have used to describe political parties in Ireland. ¥or each description please tell me which political party you feel the description 
applies to most?”
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A p p e n d i x  2-3

Notes for table 2-2:

There is considerable variation in the categories used especially between surveying companies. The 
categories listed in table 2-2 are generic ones where for example the legal/justice system refers in the case 
of IMS to Judges. For this reason the data presented in this table must be interpreted with caution.

Sources:

Eurobarom eter (EB) item wording “I would like to ask you a question about how much trust you have in 
certain institutions. For each o f the following institutions, please tell me if you tend to trust it or tend 
not to trust it?”

ASia Europe Survey (ASES) item wording “Now, could you tell me how much confidence you have in 
each of the following? There may be one or two items on the list that you haven’t thought much about. 
If so, just tell me and we’ll go to the next item ”. Response options were “A great deal”, “Quite a lot”, 
“N ot m uch”, “None at all”, “D on’t know” or “Haven’t thought much about it”.

European Values Survey (EVS) item wording “Please look at this card and tell me, for each item listed, 
how much confidence you have in them, is it a great deal, quite a lot, not very much or none at all?”

IMS item wording “Certain groups o f people are expected to provide leadership in our society. For each 
group I read out please say whether you personally tend to have a lot of confidence in the leadership they 
provide or tend to have little confidence in the leadership they provide in our society nowadays?” 
Response options were “Lot”, “Little”, “D on 't know /  no opinion”. A similar wording was used in 
earlier IMS polls: IMS C M C /sos/m c/J.2S197, 04/07/1992: IMS 6S-533, 28/11/1996, q . l l :  IMS 
CMC/8S-525, 15/10/1998, q. 10: IMS, 2000, exact date unknown, details available in IPS, 2001, p.322ff; 
IM S/R JA /N N /PM /203S2, March 7, 2002.

MRBI item wording “How much do you trust do you have in the following institutions. For each 
institution, please tell me if you tend to trust it or not? Response options were “T rust”, “D o not trust”, 
“D on’t know”; M RBI/6229/02, October 14-15, 2002.
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A p p e n d ix  3-1

Comparison of different types of vote intention questions used in the final polls of 
the general election campaign of 2002 (percent, unadjusted)

R esp o n se  op tion IC M , M ay 9 IM S, M ay 13 M R B I, M ay 13

Fianna Fail 32 42 39
Fine Gael 17 13 18
Labour Party 7 11 10
P D s 4 2 2
Sinn Fein 4 6 6
Green Party 4 5 3
Independents /  Others 8 7 9
N ot registered 2 - -

Will not vote 6 - 3
Refused 4 - 3
D o n ’t know 14 14 6

T O T A L 100 100 9 9
N 1,500 1,105 1,000

N o/e the question wording jo r IC M  and IM S  is given in the text. M R B I used a simulated ballot technique with the followingfomat. “On 
this sheet is shown a list o f candidates who m il  stand in the next general election in this constituent. ” L\THIU 'IIiW'HK- .fJlOU" BA U .O T  
R'lPl-R TO Tl in  R liSm N D H N T. “I f  the general election was held today, to which o f these candidates would you give jo u rfir s t preference vote'? 
A n d  to which would you  give your second, third etc. preference?" ENCOL'RAGH PRJiFtRLA'ai.f ,4S F.^IR A S  R li.sm N D riN T  WOULD 
N O R A M IJ.YC O , A1J.0U" R liS m N D L M - TO COMPUnii Till- H .4U .0T PAPHR ■niliM SEl.VliS: HN.'iURIi IT  /.V M  IRKHD 1,2,) ETC ,'INP  
A'OT 'X'. Don V  hum', m il not rote or nfused nvre not offered us explicit options.
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A p p e n d ix  5-1

Public opinion poll questions on liberal agenda issues, 1970-1998

Subcategory Number of IMS 
questions

Number of MRBI 
questions

Total number of 
questions

Divorce 33 118 151
Abortion 44 27 71
Contraception 8 7 15
Homosexuality 1 0 1

TO TAL 86 152 238

There have been additional questions on liberal agenda issues in a number of academic surveys such as European Values Survey (E l'S )  
1981, 1991, 1999; various International Social Science Project (ISSP) surveys- Family and sex roles 1988, Religion 1991, Famify and 
changing gender roles II 1994, Ro/? of government III 1996, Religion II 1998. In addition, surveys undertaken by Mac Greil in 
1972173 and 1988/89 contain relevant questions.
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A p p e n d i x  5-2

Importance of liberal agenda issue within Irish pubHc opinion

What do you think will be the m ost important issue in this election? M R B I/2077/81, 3 0 /0 5 /8 1 , 
The Labour Party.

Employment-generaily 55
Cost of living/prices 46
N orthern Ireland 22
Econom y/N ational D ebt 21
Jobs for young people 20
Social Welfare Payments 17
Taxation 14
O ther issues 12
Housing 9
Crime/Vandalism 7
H elp/schem es/facilities for youth 7 
W omen’s status/w ives at hom e 6 
Education 5
Roads 4
O kay/N othing in partlcular4 
Public Transport legislation 2 
Strikes 2
Energy, fuel/petrol prices 2
Contraceptive legislation 1
Divorce legislation 0

Finally, how important do you consider each o f  the following aspects to be; LEGALISING  
DIVORCE SHOW  CARD: ROTATE START M R B I/2056/81, 2 7 /0 3 /8 1 , Fine Gael.

5 - Very Im portant 15
4 14
3 19
2 10
1 - N ot at all im portant 41
D on't Know 2

What do you think will be the m ost important issue in this election? SINGLE C O D E IN  GRID  
BELOW. Q. 12: Which o f  these other issues do you think will be important in the election? 
SHOW CARD A A N D  CO D E BELOW. IMS/j.490, 0 8 /0 6 /8 1 , The Irish Times.

Unem ploym ent/jobs for young people 83
Prices/inflation/food prices 74
Taxation 32
Northern Ireland/Security 25
Strikes and industrial relations 21
Crime in the streets 20
Pensions and Social welfare 20
Agriculture 17
Housing (costs/provision) 16
Family Law reform (divorce/adoption etc.) 9 
Others (STATE A N D  CODE) 1
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Which o f these other issues do you think will be important in the election? SHOW  CARD A AND CODE
BELOW. IMS/J.4880, 22 /05/81, The Irish Times.

U nem ploym ent/jobs for young 74
Prices/inflation/food prices 66
Strikes and industrial relations 23
Northern Ireland/security 41
Crime in the street 26
Agriculture 14
Taxation 28
Pensions and social welfare 16
Family law reform (divorce, adoption etc.) 8
Housing (costs/provision) 12
Others 2
Do not know 0

Which, if any, o f  these religious subjects would you say you are interested in knowing more 
about? SHOW  CARD. Moral issues, e.g. divorce, contraception, euthanasia, etc. M RBI/25th  
Anniversary poll, 2 3 /0 6 /8 7 , question 13e.

Very interested 26
Fairly interested 36
Neither interested nor uninterested 16 
Fairly disinterested 11
Very disinterested 10

D o you agree or disagree that each o f  the following should be a priority for action by the 
government? READ OUT - ROTATE START: Changes in relation to Contraception.
M R B I/4020/91, 2 5 /0 2 /9 2 , The Irish Times, question 9g.

Agree 63
Disagree 30
No opinion 7

D o you agree or disagree that each o f  the following should be a priority for action by the 
government? READ OUT - ROTATE START; Changes in relation to Divorce.
M R B I/4020/91, 2 5 /0 2 /9 2 , The Irish Times, question 9h.

Agree 61
Disagree 34
No opinion 5

How do you intend to vote in the referendum on the Maastricht treaty? Reasons for intending to 
vote against the Maastricht Treaty. M R B I/4050/92, 0 6 /0 5 /9 2 , The Irish Times, questions 9-9a.

Against abortion /  don't want abortion /  should only be allowed in certain circumstances 31
Other individual comments 14
Lack of information /  don't understand it /  don't know enough about it 13
Will lose neutrality /  independence /  freedom /  EC will dictate 12
Abortion should be available /  right to  travel for abortion 4
Abortion issue should be sorted out first /  should have nothing to do with abortion 8
Not benefiting from EC /  anti-EC /  can do better without EC 6
Will increase unemployment 4
No advantage /  won't achieve anything /  okay as we are 4
Rich getting richer, poor getting poorer /  rich club for politicians 4
Women should have rights 2
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D on't want to be part o f Europe 2
Might legalise divorce 2
D on't agree with it /  don't agree with ail the issues 2
N ot interested /  fed up with it 2

How do you intend to vote in the referendum on the Maastricht treaty - do you intend to vote in favour of 
it or against it? Why will you vote against it? Reasons for intending to vote against the Maastricht Treaty. 
M R BI/4060/92, 08 /06 /92 , The Irish Times, questions 5-5a.

Against abortion /D on 't want abortion/Should only be allowed in certain circumstances 29 
Lack o f inform ation/D on 't understand it/D o n 't know enough about it 28
Will lose neutrality/Independence/Freedom /E .C . will dictate 18
Threat o f conscription/M ay be involved in wars 6
No advantage/W on't achieve anything/O .K . as we are 5
D on't want to be part o f Europe/A ny continent 3
Badly handled/Politicians not credible/A  con job  3
N ot benefiting from E .C ./A nti-E .C ./C an do better than E.C. 2
Will increase unemployment 2
Might legalise divorce/Anti-divorce 2
Because of the Danish result 2
Nothing for working class/Poor etc. 2
Abortion issues should be sorted out first/Should have nothing to do with abortion 1
W omen should have rights/R ights o f women not clarified 1
Not interested/Fed up with it 1
Nothing for farm ers/W orse o ff 1
O ther individual com ments 4
No com ment 3

What do you think is the most important issue facing the country at the present time ? - SIN G LE C O D E 
Lansdow ne/am /ra/ck4L-471, 24 /11 /94 , The Sunday Press.

U nem ploym ent/jobs 47
N orthern Ireland/Peace Process 12

Crime/law and order/vandalism  3
Taxation 3
Corruption amongst clergy 2
Divorce 2
D on't Know 2
H ealth/H ealth  services 2
Honesty/integrity o f politicians 2
Politicians abuse of power 2

Honesty/integrity o f clergy 0
M ortgages/Interest rates 0
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In your personal opinion what do you feel is the most critical issue facing the government and 
which should be given top priority by the Taoiseach John Bruton? SINGLE C O D E DO N O T  
PROMPT. IMS/6S-308, 04/07/96, The Sunday Independent.

Crime/law and order 49
Jobs/Em ploym ent 24
Peace process/N orthern Ireland 13
Other answers 7
Health care/health cuts 3
Social welfare standards/cuts 2
Taxation/interest rates 2
Divorce 1
Don't k n o w /N o  opinion 0

SHOW CARD "B" Here are some issues, which people have identified as being important when 
voting in general elections. From your personal point o f view, which one o f these issues will 
most influence you in deciding how you will vote in the next general election? IMS/6S-535, 
17/12/96, Irish Independent.

Job s/ unemployment 34
Health care/health cuts 23
Social welfare standards/ cuts 11
Crime/law and order 11
Divorce 9
Personal taxation 6
Interest rates 2
Peace process/N orthern Ireland 1
Single European currency 1
Other 1
Don't K n o w /N o  opinion 1

First, I ’d like to ask you a general question. What do you think has been the single most 
important issue facing Ireland over the last five years? [First mention only] Irish National 
Election Study (INES) 2002. Survey implemented by ESRI, Summer 2002, question A l. 
[N=2663]

Other 

Health

Unemployment 

Crime
Northern Ireland peace process 

Immigration 

Inflation/rising prices 

Abortion 

Drugs

European Union

Corruption & dishonesty in politics 

Blank

Environment 

N one/noth ing  stated 

Taxes 

Traffic

Public transport
Total
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7
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3

3
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H ow important would you say is this issue o f abortion for you personally? Irish National 
Election Study (INES) 2002. Survey implemented by ESRI, Summer 2002, question C26.
[N =2663]

Very important 30
Fairly important 40
N ot very important 21
N ot important at all 6
D on’t know 3
Total 100

If a general election were to be held tomorrow, what would be the most important issues or 
problems that would influence your decision as to how you would vote? What other issues would 
be important to you? D o not prompt. First mention only. IM S/41101257/st, 22 /1 0 /2 0 0 3 , 
Sunday Tribune, question 19. [N=1088]

Health Services/Hospitals 35
Crim e/Law and O rder/Joy Riding 10
The cost o f living 7
Education/Schools 7
Unem ploym ent/jobs 5
Drugs 4
Honesty and integrity o f politicians 4
Managing the econom y/inflation/interest rates 4
Taxation/Social Welfare 4
O ther please specify 4
G overnm ent/Public Sector spending 3
Housing/M ortgage Repayments 3
Abortion 2
Environm ent 2
Roads/Traffic Congestion/Transport 2
Im m igration/Refugees/Asylum seekers 1
Northern Ireland 1
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Public opinion toward holding a referendum on the abortion issue

Data table for figure 5-1 illustrating popular support for a constitutional referendum on abortion in 
the Republic of Ireland, 1982-2002

Survey F avour O ppose  U ndecided N

IMS, Sept 1982 43 41 16 1290
IMS, Feb 1983 35 49 16 1301
IMS, April 1983 38 42 20 1278
IMS. May 1983 33 47 20 1302
IMS, July 1983 46 41 13 1270
MRBI, Feb 1992 52 44 4 1295
MRBI, Sept 1992 58 35 7 1000
IMS, O ct 1997 59 32 9 1115
MRBI, Jan 2002 61 27 12 1000

Do you think there ought to be a referendum on this issue [abortion] or not, IM S/Om nibus, 10/08/82, 
question 9. [N=1290]

In favour of a referendum 43
Against a referendum 41
D on't know / N o opinion 16

Do you think there ought to be a referendum on this issue or not, IM S/Om nibus, 21 /02/83, question 3. 
[N=1301]

In favour o f a referendum 35
Against a referendum 49
Don't know / N o opinion 16

Do you think there should be a referendum on the issue o f abortion? IM S/Om nibus, 17/04/83, question 
11. [N=1278]

In favour of a referendum 38
Against a referendum 42
D on't know / N o opinion 20

Do you think there should be a referendum on the issue o f a constitutional amendment on abortion? 
IM S/Om nibus, 19/05/83, question 2. [N=1302]

In favour o f a referendum 33
Against a referendum 47
D on't know / N o opinion 20
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Do you think their ought to be a referendum on this issue or not, IM S/Om nibus, 12/07/83, question 11. 
(N=1270]

In favour o f a referendum 46
Against a referendum 41
D on't know / N o opinion 13

The recent Supreme Court decision interpreting the 1983 Pro-Life Amendment to the Constitution 
appears to allow for the possibility o f abortion being carried out in Ireland in certain circumstances 
(including the likelihood of suicide by the mother). Some people favour a Referendum to revise or replace 
the 1983 Amendm ent in such a way as to rule out any possibility o f legal abortion in Ireland under any 
circumstances. O thers are opposed to such a referendum. What is your opinion? IMS/2S.156, 02 /05 /92 , 
Independent Newspapers, question 11. [N=1295]

Favour Referendum 47
Oppose Referendum 35
D K  18

Should there, or should there not be another referendum on the Constitutional Ban on abortion? 
M R BI/4020/91, 25 /02 /92 , The Irish Times, question 11.

N o 44
Yes 52
D on't know /no  opinion 4

D o you feel that the current question o f abortion in the country should be decided by the government and 
Dail i.e. by legislation, or should it be decided by the people in another referendum? M R BI/4060/92, 
08 /06 /92 , The Irish Times, question 9.

Legislation 12
Referendum 83
D on't know 5

Some people feel a referendum should be held to put an article into the constitution placing a total ban on 
abortion. In  your opinion should such a referendum be held? M R BI/4080/92, 25 /09 /92 , The Irish 
Times, question 11.

In favour o f  a referendum 58
Against a referendum 35
D on't know / N o opinion 7

Regardless o f how you may feel about abortion, are you in favour o f a constitutional referendum, which 
would offer voters a clear choice between abortion being permitted in certain circumstances or abortion 
being ruled out in all circumstances? IM S/C M C /SO S/Id/J.7S-316, 26 /10/97 , Irish Independent, question 
19. [N=1115]

In favour o f  a referendum 59
Against a referendum 32
D on't know / N o opinion 9
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The government has decided to hold a referendum on abortion. Its main aim is to change the decision 
reached in the X case by removing the threat of suicide as a grounds for abortion. It will also protect the 
unborn from  the time o f implantation, rather than conception. D o you, or do you not, believe the 
referendum should be held? M RBI/5860/02, 22/01/2002, The Irish Times, question 9.

Yes, Referendum should be held should be held 61
No, Referendum should not be held 27
N o opinion 12
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Data for figures 2 and 5-2: Comparison of hard and easy facets of public opinion 
toward legalising divorce in the Republic of Ireland, 1970-1995 (percent)

Survey date For divorce (hard 
question)

Against divorce 
(hard question)

For divorce 
(easy question)

Against divorce 
(easy question)

June 1970 (IMS) 725 25 68
June 1971 (IMS) - 22 73
Oct. 1974 (MRBI) 504 41 54
1975 (IMS) >1200 27 63
1977 (IMS) >1200 33 60
Sept. 1978 (ESRI) 1758 51 46
July 1980 (IMS) 1300 42 50
July 1981 (IMS) 1300 46 44
Oct. 1981 (IMS) 1300 41 53
Aug. 1982 (IMS) 1300 51 41
July. 1983 (IMS) 1270 48 43
Sept. 1983 (MRBI) 1000 66 31
Dec. 1983 OMS) 1300 46 45
Mar. 1984 (IMS) 1300 46 40
May. 1984 (MRBI) 1000 45 49 70 24
Oct. 1984 (MRBI) 1000 42 48 67 27
Feb. 1985 (MRBI) 1000 46 45 70 24
April 1985 (MRBI) 1000 52 42 75 21
July. 1985 (MRBI) 1000 46 47 74 23
Nov. 1985 (MRBI) 1000 49 45 73 24
Feb. 1986 (MRBI) 1000 52 42 77 20
April 1986 (MRBI) 1000 57 36
May 10 1986 (IMS) 1300 53 41
June 7 1986 (MRBI) 840 44 44
June 19 1986 (MRBI) 1000 40 49
June 20 1986 (MRBI) 1000 45 55
Oct. 1986 (MRBI) 1000 51 44
June 2, 1989 (IMS) >1200 68 26
Feb 28 1991 (IMS) 1289 54 36
April 16 1991 (MRBI) 1000 64 31
Dec 6 1991(IMS) 1289 59 31
Feb 20 1992 (IMS) 1056 60 32
July 4 1992 (IMS) 1257 60 31
April 8 1993 (IMS) 1272 57 33
June 2 1993 (MRBI) 1000 61 33
June 7 1993 (Lans) 1261 62 32
Oct 2 1993 (MRBI) 1000 60 33
Jan 20 1994 (IMS) 1057 57 35
Mar 24 1994 (IMS) 1058 56 36
July 21 1994 (IMS) 1265 58 32
Nov 3 1994 (IMS) 1055 56 34
Feb 13 1995 (MRBI) 1000 59 35
April 4 1995 (IMS) 1057 60 31
May 18 1995 (IMS) 1060 61 30 77 18
May 22 1995 (MRBI) 1000 69 27
July 27 1995 (MRBI) 1000 66 26
Sept 30 1995 (MRBI) 1001 61 30
Oct 5 1995 (IMS q .ll) 1051 62 28
Oct 21 1995 (MRBI) 750 58 30
Nov 4 1995 (MRBI) 1000 52 35
Nov 13 1995 (MRBI) 750 46 41
Nov 15 1995 (IMS) 1049 47 39
Nov 18 1995 (MRBI) 1000 45 42

N ote data forfigure 2 in the introductoty chapter is contained in the first two columns (Feb. 13 to Nov. 18 1995).
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Public opinion toward divorce, circumstance and consequences (hard questions)

I am now going to read to you some statements which have been made, and I would liice you to tell me if 
you agree or disagree with each? THE INTRODUCTION OF DIVORCE IS THE BEST WAY, IN 
BALANCE. TO OVERCOME THE PROBLEMS AND DIFFICULTIES FACED BY PEOPLE 
WHOSE MARRIAGES HAVE FAILED ... MRBI/3439/86. 07/06/86, Fine Gael.

Agree 50
Disagree 46
No opinion 4

I am now going to read to you some statements which have been made, and I would like you to 
tell me if you agree or disagree with each? DIVORCE WILL CAUSE MORE PROBLEMS 
THAN IT WILL SOLVE ... MRBI/3439/86, 07/06/86, Fine Gael.

Agree 54
Disagree 40
No opinion 6

I am now going to read to you some statements which have been made, and I would like you to 
tell me if you agree or disagree with each? THE CATHOLIC CHURCH HAS THE RIGHT TO 
INFLUENCE PEOPLE TO VOTE AGAINST THE DIVORCE REFERENDUM ... 
MRBI/3439/86, 07/06/86, Fine Gael.

Agree 61
Disagree 36
No opinion 3

I am now going to read to you some statements which have been made, and I would like you to tell me if 
you agree or disagree with each? IF THE REFERENDUM IS PASSED, PEOPLE WHO WOULD 
OTHERWISE TRY TO MAKE THEIR MARRIAGES WORK WILL THEN JUST LOOK FOR A 
DIVORCE ... MRBI/3439/86, 07/06/86, Fine Gael.

Agree 48
Disagree 48
No opinion 4

I am now going to read to you some statements which have been made, and I would like you to tell me if 
you agree or disagree with each? IF THE REFERENDUM IS PASSED, PEOPLE WHO WOULD 
OTHERWISE TRY TO MAKE THEIR MARRIAGES WORK WILL THEN JUST LOOK FOR A 
DIVORCE ... MRBI/3439/86, 07/06/86, Fine Gael.

Agree 48
Disagree 48
No opinion 4

I am now going to read to you some statements which have been made, and I would like you to tell me if 
you agree or disagree with each? THE REFERENDUM SHOULD BE PASSED SO THAT THOSE 
PEOPLE WHO WANT A DIVORCE SHOULD BE ABLE TO GET ONE ... MRBI/3439/86, 
07/06/86, Fine Gael.

Agree 55
Disagree 39
No opinion 6
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I am now going to read to you some statements which have been made, and I would like you to tell me if 
you agree or disagree with each? T H E  SILENT MAJORITY IN IRELAND D O  N O T  W ANT N O R 
IN T E N D  TO  AVAIL OF D IV O RC E ... M RBI/3439/86, 07 /06 /86 , Fine Gael.

Agree 63
Disagree 22
N o opinion 14

I am now going to read to you some statements which have been made, and I would like you to 
tell me if you agree or disagree with each? IF THE DIVORCE REFERENDUM IS PASSED, 
DESERTED WIVES AND CHILDREN WILL BE WORSE OFF THAN AT PRESENT ... 
MRBI/3439/86, 07/06/86 , Fine Gael.

Agree 40
Disagree 44
N o opinion 16

I am now going to read to you some statements which have been made, and I would like you to tell me if 
you agree or disagree with each? T H E  IN TR O D U C TIO N  O F D IV O RC E WILL U N D ER M IN E TH E 
FAMILY UNIT ... M R B I/3439/86, 07 /06 /86 , Fine Gael.

Agree 54
Disagree 40
N o opinion 6

I am now going to read to you some statements which have been made, and I would like you to tell me if 
you agree or disagree with each? T H E  D IVORCE REFEREN DU M  PROPOSALS EN SU RE THAT 
T H E FINANCIAL N E ED S AND RIGHTS OF TH E FIRST FAMILY (THE O R IG IN A L SPOUSE 
AND CH ILDREN) ARE A D EQ U A TELY  PR O VID ED  FOR ... M RBI/3439/86, 07 /06 /86 , Fine Gael.

Agree 46
Disagree 28
N o opinion 25

I am now going to read to you some statements which have been made, and I would like you to tell me if 
you agree or disagree with each? TH E REFEREN DU M  PROPOSAL WILL PERM IT EASY, 
UNRESTRICTED D IV O R C E ... M R BI/3439/86, 07 /06 /86 , Fine Gael.

Agree 33
Disagree 58
No opinion 9

I am now going to read to you some statements which have been made, and I would like you to tell me if 
you agree or disagree with each? IF DIVORCE IS IN TR O D U C ED  IT WILL COST T H E  STATE 
M ILLIONS OF POU N D S EXTRA IN  SOCIAL W ELFARE ... M R BI/3439/86, 07 /06 /86 , Fine Gael.

Agree 60
Disagree 26
N o opinion 14
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I am now going to read to you som e statements which have been made, and I would like you to 
tell me if you agree or disagree with each? LIKE IT OR LIKE IT NOT, THE NUM BER OF 
MARRIAGE FAILURES TO D A Y  M EANS THAT SOM ETHING HAS TO BE D O N E  A N D  
IN  THE CIRCUMSTANCES, N O T H IN G  SHORT OF DIVORCE WILL PROVIDE A 
SO LUTIO N ... M R B I/3439/86, 0 7 /0 6 /8 6 , Fine Gael.

Agree 47
Disagree 47
N o opinion 6

Consider for a mom ent that the Amendment is passed and divorce and the right to remarry become a
reality. Apart from children, which partner do you think loses most where divorce arises, the man or the
woman? IM S/CM C/SO S/ld/J.5S-465, 15/11/95, Independent Newspapers.

Men 16
W omen 43
N either/bo th  equally 34 
D on't know /no  opinion 7

If intend to vote "against" ask Q. 10 - others to Q. 11 - show card "C". What would be your main 
reason for voting against the proposed amendment? IM S/CM C /SO S/ld/J.5S-465, 15 /11 /95 , 
Independent Newspapers.

O n balance, divorce is bad for society 23
Num ber o f failed marriages would increase 17
Would have a negative impact on children 15
Would mean additional costs to the taxpayer 13
The rights o f a first family will be undermined by rights given to second or subsequent families 12
Catholic Church teaching is opposed to divorce 9
The idea o f lifelong marriage would be replaced by an American /  British style "Divorce Culture" 3
O ther reason (spontaneous) 7
D on't know /no  opinion 2

Public opinion toward divorce prior to the referendum of 1986 (hard questions)

If you were asked to vote on a law that would make divorce possible in Ireland, do you believe you would 
for or against it? IMS, June 1970.

For Against D K
25 68 6

If you were asked to vote on a law that would make divorce possible in Ireland, do you believe you would 
for or against it? 1MS/J.1633, June 1971.

For Against DK
22 73 5

As you know, divorce is not legal in Ireland, but a legal separation, where neither party is free to 
re marry is in certain circumstances, permitted. D o you feel that divorce, as say in England, 
should be legalised here, or do you feel that it should never be legalised here? Please look at this 
card, and tell me which o f these statements best describes your opinion. Show card G. 
M R B I/500/74, October 1974
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For Against DK
41 54 5

If you were asked to vote on a law that would make divorce possible in Ireland, do you believe 
you would for or against it? IMS, Unknown, 1975.

For Against DK
27 63 10

If  you were asked to vote on a law that would make divorce possible in Ireland, do you believe you would 
for or against it? IMS, Unknown, 1977.

For Against DK
33 60 7

If you were asked to vote on a law that would make divorce possible in Ireland, do you believe you would 
for or against it? IMS, Omnibus poll, July 1980.

For Against DK
42 50 8

If you were asked to vote on a law that would make divorce possible in Ireland, do you believe you would 
for or against it? IMS, Omnibus poll, July 1981.

For Against DK
46 44 10

If you were asked to vote on a law to permit divorce in this country, would you vote ... 
IM S /j.8041 ,1 5 /10 /81 , The Sunday Tribune, question 2 [N=998].

For Against DK
41 53 6

If you were asked to vote on a law that would make divorce possible in Ireland, do you believe you would 
for or against it? IMS, Om nibus polls, August 1982.

For Against DK
51 41 8

D o you think that divorce should, or should not, be allowed in this country? IM S/N ot specified, 
1 2 /0 7 /8 3 , N ot specified, question 9 [N=1270].

Should be allowed Should not be allowed D on't know /no  opinion
48 43 9

As you probably know, the Irish constitution contains an article prohibiting divorce. If a 
referendum was held to remove this article from the constitution: would you vote to remove it 
and allow for divorce, or would you vote to keep the ban on divorce? M R B I/3290/84, 
10 /0 5 /8 4 , The Irish Times, question 6.

Remove ban Keep ban D on't know /no  opinion
45 49 6
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As you probably know, the Irish constitution contains an article prohibiting divorce. If  a 
referendum was held to remove this article from the constitution; would you vote to remove it 
and allow for divorce, or would you vote to keep the ban on divorce? M RBI/3320/84, 
17/10/84, The Irish Times, question 12.

Remove ban Keep ban Don't k n ow /n o  opinion
42 48 10

As you probably know, the Irish constitution contains an article prohibiting divorce. If a 
referendum was held to remove this article from the constitution: would you vote to remove it 
and allow for divorce, or would you vote to keep the ban on divorce? M RBI/3340/85, 
05/02/85, The Irish Times, question 11.

Remove ban Keep ban Don't k n ow /n o  opinion
46 45 9

As you probably know, the Irish constitution contains an article prohibiting divorce. If  a 
referendum was held to remove this article from the constitution; would you vote to remove it 
and allow for divorce, or would you vote to keep the ban on divorce? M RBI/3370/85, 
23/04/85, The Irish Times, question 6.

Remove ban Keep ban Don't k now /no  opinion
52 42 6

As you probably know, the Irish constitution contains an article prohibiting divorce. If a referendum was 
held to remove this article from the constitution: would you vote to remove it and allow for divorce, or 
would you vote to keep the ban on divorce? M R B I/3380/85, 1 9 /0 7 /8 5 , The Irish Times, question 6.

Remove ban Keep ban Don't k n ow /n o  opinion
46 47 8

As you probably know, the Irish constitution contains an article prohibiting divorce. If a 
referendum was held to remove this article from the constitution; would you vote to remove it 
and allow for divorce; or would you vote to keep the ban on divorce? M RBI/3410/85, 
07/11/85, The Irish Times, question 6.

Remove ban Keep ban D on't k n ow /n o  opinion
49 45 6

As you probably know, the Irish constitution contains an article prohibiting divorce. If a referendum was 
held to remove this article from the constitution; Would you vote - to remove it and allow for divorce, or 
would you vote - to keep the ban on divorce? M R B l/3420 /86 , 0 4 /0 2 /8 6 , The Irish Times, question 19.

Remove ban Keep ban Don't k n ow /n o  opinion
52 42 6

As you probably know, the Irish constitution contains an article prohibiting divorce. A 
referendum is to be held to remove the ban from the constitution, and in its place to provide - 
through the Courts - for the possibility o f divorce in the following circumstances. SHOW 
CARD AND READ OUT. (1) A marriage has failed. (2) The period of failure is at least five 
years. (3) There is no reasonable possibility of a reconciliation. (4) Dependent spouses and
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children are provided for. In the Referendum, will you vote for or against this change? 
M R B I/3440/86, 2 9 /0 4 /8 6 , The Irish Times, question 7.

For Against D on't know /no  opinion
57 36 7

At present, the Irish Constitution contains an article prohibiting divorce. A referendum is to be held on 
June 26th, when voters will be asked to consider an am endment to the Constitution. That amendment will 
provide - through the courts- for the possibility o f divorce. Will you vote for or against the amendment? 
IM S/not specified, June 1986, Irish Independent, question 8 [N=1276].

Will vote for am endment Will vote against Undecided Will not vote
amendment

46 37 15 3

In the referendum, which way will you vote- in favour or against the change? M RBI/3439/86, 07/06/86 , 
Fine Gael, question 4 [N=884],

Will vote in favour Will vote against D on't know /no  opinion
44 44 13

As you probably know, a referendum is to be held on Thursday next to remove the ban on divorce from 
the constitution, and in it's place to provide - through the Courts - for the possibility of divorce where a 
marriage had failed for at least five years, and there is no possibility o f  a reconciliation. In this referendum, 
will you vote Yes, for this Amendment, or No, against the Amendment? M RBI/3450/86, 07 /06 /86 , Irish 
Times, question 7.

For Against D on’t know
40 49 11

Public opinion toward divorce prior to the referendum of 1995 (hard questions)

If you were asked to vote on a law, which would permit divorce in this country, would you vote 
in favour or against such a law? IMS/J.IS055.CMC, 2 8 /0 2 /9 1 , Independent Newspapers, 
question 7. [N=1289]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
54 36 10

As you probably know, the Irish constitution contains an article prohibiting divorce. If  a referendum was 
held to remove this article from  the constitution; would you vote to remove it and allow for divorce or 
would you vote to keep the ban on divorce? M R BI/3950/91, 16/04 /91 , The Irish Times, question 17.

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
64 31 5

If  you were asked to vote on a law, which would permit divorce in this country, would you vote in favour 
or against such a law? IM S/C M C /m c/j.lS377, 06 /12 /91 , Independent Newspapers, question 9. [N=1289]

Would vote in favour Would vote against D K
59 31 10
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If you were asked to vote on a law, which would permit divorce in this country, would you vote 
in favour or against such a law? IM S/CM C/m c/J.2S087, 2 0 /0 2 /9 2 , Independent Newspapers, 
question 6. [N=1056]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
60 32 8

If you were asked to vote on a law to permit divorce in Ireland, would you vote in favour or against such a 
law? IM S/C M C /sos/m c/J.2S191, 04 /07 /92 , Independent Newspapers, question 1. [N=1257]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
60 31 9

If you were asked to vote on a law, which would permit divorce in this countiy, would you vote in favour 
or against such a law? IM S/C M C /ld/J.3S125, 08 /04 /93 , Independent Newspapers, question 1. [N=1272]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
57 33 10

The government is planning to hold a referendum to remove the ban on divorce from the constitution. In 
this referendum will you vote to remove the ban and allow for divorce, or will you vote to retain the ban 
on divorce? M R B I/4120/93, 02 /06 /93 , The Irish Times, question 11.

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
61 33 6

At present, the Irish constitution contains a provision prohibiting divorce. Do you think that the 
Constitution should be amended to permit divorce in Ireland or not? Lansdowne am /lr/g d  31-203, 
07 /06 /93 , The Sunday Press, question 11. [N=1261]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
62 32 6

The government is planning to hold a referendum to remove the ban on divorce from the constitution. In 
this referendum, will you vote to remove the ban and allow for divorce, or will you vote to retain the ban 
on divorce? M RBI/4130/93, 02 /10 /93 , The Irish Times, question 9.

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
60 33 7

If you were asked to vote on a law which would permit divorce in this country, would you vote in favour 
or against such a law?, C M C /SO S/ld/J.4S-053, 20 /01 /94 , Independent Newspapers, question 7. 
[N=1057]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
57 35 8

If you were asked to vote on a law which would permit divorce in this country, would you vote in favour 
or against such a law?, CM C/SO S/m c/J.4S134, 24 /03 /94 , Independent Newspapers, question 7. 
[N=1058]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
56 36 7
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If  you were asked to vote on a law, which would permit divorce in this counti^, would you vote in favour 
or against such a law?, CM C/SOS/m c/J.4S257, 21 /07 /94 , Independent Newspapers, question 6. 
1N=1265]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
58 32 II

If you were asked to vote on a law, which would permit divorce in this country, would you vote in favour 
or against such a law?, C M C /SO S/ld /J.4S410, 03 /11 /94 , Independent Newspapers, question 7. 
[N=1055]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
56 34 9

Turning now to the subject o f the forthcoming divorce referendum. As you probably know, the Irish 
constitution contains an article prohibiting divorce. If  a referendum was held today to remove this article 
from the constitution, would you (a) vote to remove the ban and allow for divorce, or (b) will you vote to 
retain the ban on divorce? M RBI/4260/95, 13/02/95, The Irish Times, question 12.

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
59 35 6

If you were asked to vote on a law, which would permit divorce in this country, would you vote in favour 
or against such a law? C M C /SO S/ld /J.5S-175, 12 /04 /95 , , Independent Newspapers, question 8. 
1N=1057]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
60 31 9

If you were asked to vote on a law, which would permit divorce in this country, would you vote in favour 
or against such a law? C M C /SO S/ld /J.5S-22^ 18/05/95, The Sunday Independent, question 9. 
[N=1060]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
61 30 9

As you probably know, the Irish constitution contains an article prohibiting divorce. If  a referendum were 
held today to remove this article from the constitution, would you (a) vote to remove the ban and allow for 
divorce, or (b) vote to keep the ban on divorce? M R B I/4290/95, 22 /05/95 , The Irish Times, question 10.

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
69 27 5

And now, one final subject. I f  a referendum were held today to remove the ban on divorce from  the 
constitution, would you (a) vote to remove the ban and allow for divorce, or (b) vote to keep the ban on 
divorce? M R BI/4310/95, 27 /07 /95 , The Irish Times, question 11.

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
66 26 5
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A referendum will be held on November 24th to remove the ban on divorce from the constitution. I f  the 
referendum was held today would you vote yes to remove the ban and allow for divorce or vote no to keep 
the ban on divorce. Ask all: Why do you say this? M R BI/4320/95, 30 /09/95, The Irish Times, question 
8 .

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
61 30 9

If you were asked to vote on a law, which would permit divorce in this country, would you vote in favour 
or against such a law? IM S/CM C/SO S/ld/J.5S-357, 05 /10 /95 , question 11. [N=1051]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
61 29 11

* Note both questions 9  and 11 of this surv^< yielded the same response pattern althou^ the question format was different 
(i.e. general and specific).

Show card B. O n this card is set out the proposed amendment to the Constitution on which people will 
be asked to vote on Novem ber 24th. Please read the proposal carefully. If you do vote in the Referendum, 
will you vote in favour o f the amendment or against? IM S/CM C/SO S/ld/J.5S-357, 05 /10 /95 , question 
11. [N=1051]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
62 28 10

The referendum will be held on Novem ber 24th to remove the ban on divorce from the 
constitution. The wording o f  the amendment will be as shown on this card. SHOW CARD If the 
referendum was held today, would you - vote 'Yes' to remove the ban and allow for divorce or 
vote no to keep the ban on divorce? M R B I/432I/95 , 2 0 /1 0 /9 5 , Department o f  the 
Environment, question 3. [N=750]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
58 30 12

A referendum will be held on November 24th to remove the ban on divorce from the constitution. I f  the 
referendum was held today would you vote yes to remove the ban and allow for divorce or vote no to keep 
the ban on divorce. Ask all why do you say this? M R BI/4330/95, 04 /11/95, The Irish Times, question 6.

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
52 35 13

The divorce referendum will be held on Novem ber 24th to remove the ban on divorce from the 
constitution. The wording o f the amendment will be as shown on this card. SHOW CARD A If the 
referendum was held today, would you vote yes to remove the ban and allow for divorce or vote no to 
keep the ban on divorce. M R BI/4327/95, 13 /11/95, Department o f the Environment, question 2. 
[N=750]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
46 41 13
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Show card B. O n this card is set out the proposed am endment to the Constitution on which people will be 
asi^ed to vote on Novem ber 24th. Please read the proposal carefully. If  you do vote in the Referendum, 
will you vote in favour o f the Amendment or against? IM S/CM C/SO S/ld/J.5S-465, 15/11/95, 
Independent Newspapers, question 9. [N=1049]

Would vote in favour Would vote against DK
47 39 13

The referendum will be held next Friday to remove the ban on divorce from the constitution. If 
the referendum was held today would you vote yes to remove the ban and allow for divorce or 
vote no to keep the ban on divorce, M R B I/4 3 3 1 /9 5 ,1 8 /1 1 /9 5 , The Irish Times, question 5.

W ould vote in favour Would vote against DK
45 42 13

The divorce referendum will be held on November 24th to remove the ban on divorce from the 
constitution. The wording of the am endment will be as shown on this card. SHOW  CARD A If the 
referendum was held today, would you vote yes to remove the ban and allow for divorce or vote no to 
keep the ban on divorce. MRBI, 24 /11 /95 , Irish Times. Data not in lO PA  and taken from  Jones (2001: 
204).

W ould vote in favour Would vote against DK
45 43 12

Public opinion toward divorce in limited circumstances, 1983-1995 (easy questions)

As you know divorce is not legal in Ireland, but a legal separation, where neither party is free to remarry is 
permitted. Do you feel that divorce should be permitted in certain circumstances, or do you feel it should 
never be permitted here in Ireland? M RBI/3210/83, 01 /09 /83 , The Irish Times, question 3.

Divorce should be permitted in certain Divorce should never be D on't know /D o n 't know /no
circumstances permitted opinion
66 31 3

As you know, divorce is not legal in Ireland, but a legal separation, where neither party is free to re-marry is 
permitted. D o you feel that divorce should be permitted in certain circumstances or do you feel that it 
should never be permitted here in Ireland?, M R BI/3260/84, 27 /01 /84 , The Irish Times, question 10.

Da/a missing in lOPA database.

Divorce is not legal in Ireland, but a legal separation, where neither party is free to remarry is permitted. 
D o you feel that divorce should be permitted in certain circumstances or do you feel it should never be 
permitted here in Ireland?, M RBI/3290/84, 10/05/84, The Irish Times, question 7.

D on't know /D on 't know /no 
Certain circumstances Never permitted opinion
77 20 3
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Divorce is not legal in Ireland, but a legal separation, where neither party is free to remarry is permitted. 
Do you feel that divorce should be permitted in certain circumstances or do you feel it should never be 
permitted here in Ireland? M R BI/3320/84, 17/10/84, The Irish Times, question 13.

Don't know /D o n ’t know /no  
Certain circumstances Never permitted opinion
73 20 7

Divorce is not legal in Ireland, but a legal separation, where neither party is free to re marry is permitted? 
Do you feel that divorce should be permitted in certain circumstances or do you feel it should never be 
permitted here in Ireland? M RBI/3340/85, 05 /02 /85 , The Irish Times, question 12.

Certain circumstances Never permitted D on't know /no  opinion
81 17 3

Divorce is not legal in Ireland, but a legal separation, where neither party is free to re marry is permitted. 
Do you feel that divorce should be allowed in certain circumstances or do you feel that divorce should 
never be permitted here in Ireland? M RBI/3370/85, 23 /04 /85 , The Irish Times, question 7.

Allowed in certain circumstances Never permitted D on't know /no  opinion
75 21 5

Divorce is not legal in Ireland, but a legal separation, where neither party is free to re marry is permitted. 
Do you feel that divorce - should be permitted in certain circumstances or do you feel it should never be 
permitted here in Ireland?, M RBI/3380/85, 19/07/85, The Irish Times, question 7.

Certain circumstances Never permitted D on't know /no  opinion
74 23 3

Divorce is not legal in Ireland, but a legal separation, where neither party is free to re marry is permitted. 
Do you feel that divorce should be permitted in certain circumstances or do you feel it should never be 
permitted here in Ireland?, M R BI/3410/85, 07 /11 /85 , The Irish Times, question 7.

Certain circumstances Never permitted D on't know /no  opinion
73 24 3

Divorce is not legal in Ireland, but a legal separation, where neither party is free to re-marry is permitted. 
Do you feel that divorce - Should be permitted in certain circumstances, or do you feel it should - Never 
be permitted here in Ireland? M RBI/3420/86, 04 /02 /86 , The Irish Times, question 20.

Certain circumstances Never permitted D on't know /no  opinion
77 20 3

Would you be in favour or opposed to the introduction o f legislation to allow Divorce in certain 
circumstances? IM S/CM C/J.9S183, 02 /06 /89 , Independent Newspapers, question 14.

In favour O pposed DK
68 26 6

In the situation where irretrievable breakdown o f a marriage is established and five years subsequent 
separation have elapsed - are you in favour or opposed to divorce being permitted in that situation. 
IM S/CM C/SO S/ld/J.5S-228, 18/05/95, The Sunday Independent, question 11.

In favour O pposed Do not know /no  opinion
77 18 6
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A p p e n d ix  5-5

Data for figure 5-3: Comparison of hard and easy facets of public opinion toward 
legalising abortion in the Republic of Ireland, 1981-2002 (percent)

Survey date

Favour Opposed to 
abortion, abortion, 

against ban support ban

Favour right Opposed to 
to travel right to 

travel

Favour right 
to information

Opposed to 
right to 

information

(hard
question)

(hard
question)

(easy
question)

(easy
question)

(easy
question)

(easy
question)

Oct. 1981 aMS) 5 91
Sept. 1982 (IMS) 36 47
Feb. 11,1983 (MRBI) 16 53
Feb. 21,1983 (IMS) 24 46
April 1983 (IMS) 31 34
July 1983 (IMS) 31 44
Sept. 1983 (MRBI) 24 53
Feb. 02,1992 (IMS) 73 17
Feb. 20,1992 (IMS) 28 66
Feb. 25,1992 (MRBI) 30 66
Sept, 25,1992 (MRBI) 65 26 76 18
Oct. 1992 (IMS) 34 48 74 17 74 16
Nov. 07,1992 (IMS) 11 55 70 19 72 18
Nov. 09,1992 (MRBI) 30 48 62 22 71 17
Nov, 13, 1992 (IMS) 48 34 66 23 68 21
Nov. 17,1992 (IMS) 44 37 67 20 68 20
Nov. 19,1992 (Lans) 43 34 65 23 63 23
Dec. 04, 1992 (IMS) 56 25
June 1997 (IMS) 37 40
Dec. 2001 (ISPAS) 35 36
Jan. 2002 (MRBI) 
July 2002 (INES)

34
57

39
35

Public opinion toward abortion prior to the referendum of 1983 (hard questions)

If you were asked to vote on a law to permit abortion in this country, would you vote ... IM S/j.8041, 
1 5 /1 0 /8 1 , Sunday Tribune, question 16. [N =998]

In favour o f  abortion O pposed to abortion D on ’t know
5 91 4

This card summarises the current government's proposal. If there were such a referendum, would you vote  
in favour or against this proposal? IM S/not specified, 2 1 /0 2 /8 3 , question 2. [N =1301]

In favour o f  abortion (vote no) Opposed to abortion (vote yes) D on ’t know
24 46 29
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Are you in favour o f the current government's proposal on abortion? IM S/not specified, 17/04/83, 
question 12. [N=1278]

In favour o f abortion (vote no) Opposed to abortion (vote yes) D on’t know
31 34 35

This card summarises the current government's proposal. If there were such a referendum, would 
you vote in favour or against this proposal? IM S/not specified, 1 2 /07 /83 , question 12. [N=1270]

In favour o f abortion (vote no) Opposed to abortion (vote yes) D on’t know
31 44 25

The following is the proposed am endment to the constitution. The state acknowledges the right to life of 
the unborn and, with due regard to the equal right to life o f the mother, guarantees in its laws to respect, 
and, as far as practicable, by its laws to defend and vindicate that right. Would you vote yes, to include the 
amendment in the constitution, or no, not to include it? M R BI/3210/83, 01/09/83, question 9.

In favour o f abortion (vote no) O pposed to abortion (vote yes) D on’t know /  will not vote
24 53 23

Public opinion toward abortion prior to the referendum of 1992 (hard questions)

Substantive issue
In 1983, the public voted by Referendum to amend our Constitution, so as to guarantee the right to life of 
the unborn. In your opinion, should the 1983 Amendment be maintained in its present form or should the 
Amendment be revised to allow for abortion in certain circumstances? IM S/CM C/m c/J.2S087, 
20/02 /92 , Independent Newspapers, question 7. [N=1056]

O pposed to abortion (should be Opposed to total ban on abortion D on’t know /  will not vote
revised) (maintained in its present form)
66 28 6

Should the ban on Abortion put into the constitution in the referendum o f 1983 remain in the 
constitution: should it be amended (altered); or should it be removed from the constitution? 
M R B I/4020/91, 2 5 /0 2 /9 2 , question 10.

Opposed to abortion (should be O pposed to total ban on abortion
amended [48] or removed [18]) (maintained in its present form) D on’t know /  will not vote
66 30 4

This card shows the existing article forty-three-three. It also shows the third amendment which voters will 
be asked to vote on in the forthcoming referendum. This amendment deals with the question o f abortion 
itself, and if accepted would be added to the constitution. Please read the proposed amendment carefully. 
IM S /C M C /S O S /ld /J .2 S 3 6 5 ,19 /10/92, Independent Newspapers, question 11. [N=1057]

Opposed to abortion (should be Opposed to total ban on abortion D on’t know /  will not vote
revised) (maintained in its present form)
48 34 18

SHOW  CARD T ' Please look at this card. It sets out the article forty-three-three for reference, together 
with the third amendment which people will be asked to vote upon in the forthcoming referendum. This 
amendment deals with the question o f abortion itself, and if accepted would be added to the existing article 
forty-three-three. Please read the proposed amendment, carefully, and tell me whether you would vote in 
favour or against that amendment? IM S/CM C/SO S/id/J.2S383, 07 /11/92 , The Star, question 16. 
[N=1054]
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Opposed to abortion (should be Opposed to total ban on abortion D on’t know /  will not vote
revised) (maintained in its present form)
55 27 18

The wording on the Ballot Paper on the Right to L ife/A bortion issue will be - SHOW  CARD -  “It shall 
be unlawful to terminate the life of an unborn unless such termination is necessary to save the life, as 
distinct from  the health, o f the m other where there is an illness or disorder o f the m other giving rise to a 
real and substantial risk to her life, not being a risk o f  self-destruction”. Will you vote ‘yes’ to put the 
amendment in the Constitution, or ‘N o’ not to put it in? M RBI/4090/92, 09 /11 /92 , The Irish Times, 
question 15.

Opposed to abortion (should be O pposed to total ban on abortion D on’t know /  will not vote
revised, will vote yes) (maintained in its present form, will

vote no)
48 30 22

How will you vote in the forthcoming Abortion referendum in relation to the third am endment - the 
Availability o f  Abortion? IM S/C M C /SO S/Id/J.2S349, 13/11/92, question 16. [N=1059]

Opposed to abortion (should be O pposed to total ban on abortion D on’t know /  will not vote
revised, will vote yes) (maintained in its present form, will

vote no)
48 34 17

How will you vote in the forthcoming Abortion referendum in relation to the third am endment - the 
Availability o f  Abortion? IMS, 17/11/92, [Data taken from Kennelly and Ward 1993: 124]

Opposed to abortion (should be Opposed to total ban on abortion D on’t know /  will not vote
revised, will vote yes) (maintained in its present form, will

vote no)
44 37 19

This card gives the wording o f  the amendment dealing with the issue o f  ABO RTIO N. READ  
O UT A N D  ALLOW R E SPO N D E N T  TIME TO  STUDY W O R D IN G . How will you vote - in 
favour of, or against this amendment? SHOW  CARD 'H' It shall be unlawful to terminate the 
life o f  an unborn unless such termination is necessary to save the life, as distinct from the health, 
o f  the mother where there is an illness or disorder o f  the mother giving rise to a real and 
substantial risk to her life, not being a risk o f  self-destruction. Lansdowne am /lr/gd  21-425, 
19 /1 1 /9 2 , The Sunday Press, question 17c. [N=I056]

Opposed to abortion (should be O pposed to total ban on abortion D on’t know /  will not vote /
revised, will vote yes) (maintained in its present form, will refused

vote no)
43 34 22

The wording on the Ballot Paper on the Right to L ife/A bortion issue will be - SHOW  CARD -  “It shall 
be unlawful to terminate the life of an unborn unless such termination is necessary to save the life, as 
distinct from the health, o f the m other where there is an illness or disorder o f the m other giving rise to a 
real and substantial risk to her life, not being a risk o f self-destruction”. Will you vote ‘yes’ to put the 
amendment in the Constitution, or ‘N o’ not to put it in? M RBI/4091/92, 18/11 /92 , The Irish Times. 
[Data taken from Kennelly and Ward 1993: 124]
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O pposed to abortion (should be O pposed to total ban on abortion D on’t know /  will not vote
revised, will vote yes) (maintained in its present form, will

vote no)
42 33 25

Three referendums were held last week, at the same time as the General Election. They dealt with the 
Right to Travel, with the Right to Inform ation and with the question of Abortion itself Thinking just 
about the Abortion Amendment, did you vote in favour of that Amendment, against that Amendm ent or 
did you not vote on it? IMS/2S.408, 04 /12 /92 , Independent Newspapers, question 13. [N=1055]

Opposed to abortion (voted yes) Opposed to total ban on abortion D on’t know /  will not vote /
(voted no) refused

25 56 20

Right to travel for an abortion
In certain European Community countries abortion is legal and is available as a service controlled by law. 
Are you in favour or opposed to Irish citizens being free to travel to avail of services, including abortion, 
which might be legally available in other countries? IMS/2S.156, 02 /05 /92 , Independent Newspapers, 
question 9. [N=1295]

In favour o f  abortion O pposed to abortion
(support right to travel) (against the right to travel) D on’t know
73 17 10

A referendum will be held in Novem ber to decide if women should have the right to go abroad to have an 
abortion. In the referendum do you intend to vote for or against this right to travel? M RBI/4080/92, 
25/09/92, The Irish Times, question 10.

In favour o f abortion O pposed to abortion
(support right to travel) (against the right to travel) D on’t know /  will not vote
65 26 9

This card shows the existing article forty-three-three. It also shows the first amendment which voters will 
be asked to vote on in the forthcoming referendum. This amendment would deal with Freedom to Travel. 
Please read the proposed amendment carefully. IM S/C M C /SO S/ld /J.2S365, 19/10/92, Independent 
Newspapers, question 9. [N=1057]

In favour o f abortion O pposed to abortion D on’t know /
(support right to travel) (against the right to travel) will not vote
74 17 9

A referendum will be held at the same time as the General Election to allow people to vote on three 
possible amendments to the original article forty-three-three, which was voted into the Constitution, by the 
people in 1983. SHOW  CARD D This card shows the existing article forty-three-three. It also shows the 
first amendment which voters will be asked to vote on in the forthcoming referendum, this amendment 
will deal with freedom to travel. Please read the proposed amendment carefully and tell me whether you 
will vote in favour or against it? IM S/C M C /SO S/id/J.2S383, 07 /11 /92 , The Star, question 14. [N=1054]

In favour o f abortion Opposed to abortion D on’t know /
(support right to travel) (against the right to travel) will not vote
70 19 11
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A referendum will be held at the same time to decide if women should have the right to travel abroad to 
have an abortion? In the referendum, do you intend to vote for or against this right to travel? 
M R B I/4090/92, 09 /11/92 , The Irish Times, question 12.

In favour of abortion O pposed to abortion D on’t know /
(support right to travel) (against the right to travel) will not vote
62 22 17

How  will you vote in the forthcoming abortion referendum in relation to the first amendment- the 
Freedom  to Travel? IM S /C M C /S O S /Id /J.2S 349 ,13/11/92, question 14. [N=1059]

In favour o f abortion O pposed to abortion D on’t know /
(support right to travel) (against the right to travel) will not vote
66 23 11

How  will you vote in the forthcoming abortion referendum in relation to the first amendment- the 
Freedom  to Travel? IMS, 17 /11 /92  [Data taken from Kennelly and Ward 1993: 124].

In favour o f abortion O pposed to abortion D on’t know /
(support right to travel) (against the right to travel) will not vote
67 20 13

A referendum will be held at the same time to decide if women should have the right to travel abroad to 
have an abortion? In the referendum, do you intend to vote for or against this right to travel? 
M R B I/4091/92, 18/11/92, The Irish Times. [Data taken from  Kennelly and Ward 1993: 124]

In favour of abortion 
(support right to travel) 
65

O pposed to abortion 
(against the right to travel) 
23

D on’t know /  
will not vote 
12

A referendum to amend article 40.3.3 o f  the Constitution dealing with travel information and 
abortion will be held at the same time as the General Election. SHOW  CARD F. This card 
shows the wording for the referendum on TRAVEL. H ow will you vote in the forthcoming 
referendum on Travel - in favour, or against this amendment? READ O UT A N D  ALLOW  
R E SPO N D E N T  TIME TO STUDY Subsection 3 o f  this section shall not limit freedom o f  
travel between the State and another state. Lansdowne am /lr/gd  21-425, 1 9 /11 /92 , The Sunday 
Press, question 17a. [N=1056]

In favour o f abortion O pposed to abortion D on’t know /
(support right to travel) (against the right to travel) will not vote
65 23 12

Right to information about abortion services
And the Referendum will also be to decide if women going abroad for abortions should have access to 
information about the facilities available. In that referendum do you intend to vote for or against access to 
information? M RBI/4080/92, 25 /09 /92 , The Irish Times, question 10a.

In favour o f abortion O pposed to abortion
(support right to information) (against the right to information) D on’t know /  will not vote
76 18 6
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This card shows the existing article forty-three-three. It also shows the second am endment which voters 
will be asked to vote on in the forthcoming referendum. This amendment would deal with the availability 
o f information. Please read the proposed amendment carefully. IM S /C M C /S O S /ld /J.2S 365 , 19/10/92, 
Independent Newspapers, question 10. [N=1057]

In favour o f abortion Opposed to abortion
(support right to information) (against the right to information) D on’t know /  will not vote
74 16 10

SHOW  CARD E This card again shows the existing article forty-three-three o f our constitution. In this 
case, the card also shows the second amendment which people will be asked to accept or reject in the 
forthcoming referendum. It deals with the availability o f  information. Please read the proposed 
am endment carefully and tell me whether you would vote for or against the amendment? IM S/C M C / 
SOS/id/J.2S383, 07 /11 /92 , The Star, question 15. |N=1054]

In favour of abortion O pposed to abortion
(support right to information) (against the right to information) D on’t know /  will not vote
72 18 11

The referendum will also be to decide if women going abroad for abortions should have access to 
information about the facilities available. In that referendum, do you intend to vote for or against Access 
to Information? M RBI/4090/92, 09 /11 /92 , The Irish Times, question 13.

In favour of abortion Opposed to abortion
(support right to information) (against the right to information) D on’t know /  will not vote
71 17 12

How will you vote in the forthcoming Abortion referendum in relation to the second amendment- the 
Availability o f  Information? IM S/C M C /SO S/Id/J.2S349, 13/11/92, question 15. [N=1059]

In favour o f abortion Opposed to abortion
(support right to information) (against the right to information) D on’t know /  will not vote
68 21 11

How will you vote in the forthcoming Abortion referendum in relation to the second amendment- the 
Availability o f Information? IM S/, 17/11/92, [Data taken from  Kennelly and Ward 1993: 124]

In favour of abortion Opposed to abortion
(support right to information) (against the right to information) D on’t know /  will not vote
68 20 12

The referendum will also be to decide if women going abroad for abortions should have access to 
information about the facilities available. In that referendum, do you intend to vote for or against Access 
to Information? M R BI/4090/92, 18/11/92, The Irish Times. [Data taken from Kennelly and Ward 1993; 
124]

In favour o f abortion O pposed to abortion
(support right to information) (against the right to information) D on’t know /  will not vote
71 18 11

The wording for the amendment dealing with INFO RM ATIO N is on this card. READ OUT  
A N D  ALLOW R E SPO N D E N T  TIME TO STUDY W O RDING . H ow will you vote - in 
favour o f  or against this amendment? SHOW CARD 'G' Subsection 3 o f  this section shall not 
limit freedom to obtain or make available in the State, subject to such conditions as may be laid 
down by law, information relating to services lawfully available in another state. Lansdowne 
am /lr/gd  21-425,19/11/92, The Sunday Press, question 17b. [N=1056]
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In favour o f abortion O pposed to abortion D on’t itnow /  will not vote /
(support right to information) (against the right to information) refused
63 23 14

Health of the mother, threat of suicide
In your opinion, is the phrase, which excludes consideration of the health o f the m other appropriate and 
necessary, or would you prefer to see that distinction removed from  the amendment? 
IM S /C M C /S O S /ld /J.2S 365 , 19/10/92, Independent Newspapers, question 12. [N=1057]

Appropriate and necessary Prefer to see removed D on’t know
39 39 21

In your opinion, should suicide be ruled out, or do you think that abortion should be permitted where a 
likelihood o f  suicide by the m other exists? IM S /C M C /S O S /ld / J.2S365, 19/10/92, Independent 
Newspapers, question 13. [N=1057]

In favour o f abortion (where suicide is O pposed to abortion (suicide D on’t know
likely) should be rule out)
44 38 17

Did you vote against the Amendment, because you felt it would not rule out abortion completely, or did 
you vote against it because you felt the Amendment would not provide adequate protection for the rights 
o f the mother? IMS/2S.408, 04 /12 /92 , Independent Newspapers, question 14. [N=591]

Felt it would not rule out abortion Felt it would not protect the rights o f the m other D on’t know
48 48 4

Public opinion toward abortion prior to the referendum of 2002 (hard questions)

SHOW  CARD D: The Pro-Life Campaign has put forward a suggested wording, if a new referendum 
were to be held on the issue o f abortion. The wording is set out on this card and says no law shall be 
enacted and no provision of this Constitution shall be interpreted to render induced abortion lawful in the 
state. If a referendum were held, using that wording, would you vote in favour or against the proposal? 
IM S/C M C /SO S/Id/J.7s-318, 03 /06 /97 , Irish Independent, question 14. |N=1110]

Opposed to abortion (should be O pposed to total ban on abortion D on’t know /  will not vote /
revised, will vote yes) (maintained in its present form, will refused

vote no)
40 37 23

Also, there’s some talk these days about having a referendum to strengthen the ban on abortion 
in the constitution. Now I would like you to imagine that you are voting in such a referendiun. 
Where would you place yourself on a scale I to 7? A score o f ‘1’ means that you would definitely 
vote in favour o f strengthening the ban on abortion a score o f 7 ’ means that you would 
definitely vote against strengthening the ban on abortion. Show card A7 and tick one box only. 
Irish Social and Political Attitudes Survey (ISPAS), Survey implemented by the ESRI, Winter 
2001/2002, question A17 (self-completion questionnaire). [N=1890].

1 -  Definitely vote in favour o f strengthening the ban on abortion 28
2 8
3 6
4 16
5 8
6 9
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7 - Definitely vote against strengthening the ban on abortion 
D on’t know

25
1

Finally, a question on abortion /  termination o f pregnancy. Listed below are four proposals regarding the 
circumstances in which a woman should be allowed to have an abortion or termination of pregnancy in 
Ireland. Suppose there was a referendum in which you were asked to vote on each of these proposals by 
numbering them 1, 2, 3, 4 from, in your opinion, the most acceptable (1) to the least acceptable (4). You 
should assume that each proposal involves restrictions on late terminations. A termination o f pregnancy 
should be allowed ... Irish Social and Political Attitudes Survey (ISPAS), Survey implemented by the ESRI, 
W inter 2001/2002, question 15 (self-completion questionnaire). [N=1890].

(a) Only if it results from a medical procedure that is necessary to save the woman’s life not including from 
the risk o f suicide;

(b) Only if it is necessary to save the woman’s life including the risk o f suicide;
(c) Only if it is necessary to save the woman’s life including from  the risk of suicide OR the pregnancy is 

the result o f rape or incest;
(d) Only if is necessary to save the woman’s life including the risk of suicide OR the pregnancy is the result 

o f rape or incest, OR to protect the woman’s physical or mental health.

Level o f  acceptability (a) Save the w om an’s (b) Save the w om an’s (c) Save the w om an’s (d) Save life o f  wom an, 
(l= h igh ; 4=low ) life, E X C L U D IN G  life, IN C L U D IN G  life, IN C L U D IN G  IN C L U D IN G  suicide,

su icide suicide su icide, rape /  incest rape /  incest, health o f
m other

Most acceptable (1) 36 14 22 43

2 11 19 38 16

3 11 35 19 10
Least acceptable (4) 35 23 11 23
D on’t know 9 9 8 8
Total 101 100 100 100

The government is holding a referendum on abortion on March 6th. Its aim is to change the decision 
reached in the X case by removing the threat o f suicide as a grounds for abortion. It will also protect the 
unborn from the time o f implantation, rather than conception. If the referendum were held in the 
morning, would you vote -  yes, in favour o f the changes proposed by the government, or no, against the 
changes proposed by the government. M RBI/5860/02, 22/01/2002, The Irish Times, question 10.

O pposed to abortion (should be O pposed to a total ban on abortion D on’t know /  will not vote /
revised, will vote yes) (maintain law in its present form, refused

will vote no)
39 34 27

The government is holding a referendum on abortion on March 6th. Its aim is to change the decision 
reached in the X case by removing the threat o f suicide as a grounds for abortion. It will also protect the 
unborn from the time o f implantation, rather than conception. If  the referendum were held in the 
morning, would you vote -  yes, in favour o f the changes proposed by the government, or no, against the 
changes proposed by the government. M RBI/5902/02, 26/02/2002, The Irish Times, question 9.

O pposed to abortion (should be Opposed to a total ban on abortion D on’t know /  will not vote /
revised, will vote yes) (maintain law in its present form, refused

will vote no)
35 31 34
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How well do you understand the issues involved in the abortion referendum? SHOW  CARD. 
M R BI/5902/02, 26/02/2002, The Irish Times, questions 10.

Have good understanding of what the referendum is about 17
Understand some of the issues but not all 34
Am only vaguely aware of the issues involved 27
D on’t understand it at all 21
N o opinion 1

D o you believe that you have been adequately informed o f the issues involved to enable you to 
make a decision as to how to vote in the referendum on abortion? MRBI/5902/02, 26/02/2002, 
The Irish Times, questions 11.

Yes, adequately informed of issues 20
No, not adequately informed o f issues 79
N o opinion 1
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A p p e n d i x  5-6

Public opinion among the Irish public on certain liberal agenda issues 

ISPAS, Winter 2001/2
Three issues are outlined on this card. Please tell me for each o f the following whether you think 
it can never be justified, always be justified, or something in between. People who believe it cane 
never be justified would give a score o f ‘O’. People who believe it is always justified would give a 
score o f ‘10’. Other people would place themselves somewhere in between these two views. 
Where would you place yourself on these scales? Show card A4. Irish Social and Political 
Attitudes Survey (ISPAS), Survey implemented by the ESRI, Winter 2001/2002, questions A4(l- 
3). [N=1890]

11 point scale Homosexuality Abortion Euthanasia

0 -  Never justified 13 29 24
1 3 7 7
2 3 8 5
3 4 6 4
4 4 5 4
5 29 24 21
6 5 5 5
7 5 5 7
8 7 5 9
9 3 1 3
10 -  Always justified 22 4 11
Don’t know 1 1 0

EVS, 1981,1991,1999
Please tell me for each of the following statements whether you think it can always be justified, 
never be justified, or something in between, using this card. Read out statements reversing order 
for alternate contacts. Code one answer for each statement. European Values Survey: 1981, 
1991 and 1999. Surveying work undertaken by the IMS (1981); Economic and Social Research 
Institute (July-October 1990; October 1999 -  February 2000).

Homosexuality, Prostitution, Abortion, Divorce, Euthanasia (terminating the life of the incurably sick). 
Suicide.

Divorce 1981 1991 1999 Abortion 1981 1991 1999

1 - never 44 30 25 1 - never 75 52 50
2 6 5 2 2 5 14 8
3 6 8 5 3 3 10 7
4 6 9 7 4 3 7 5
5 15 16 24 5 5 8 15
6 6 11 8 6 2 4 3
7 4 8 7 7 1 3 2
8 4 7 6 8 1 2 2
9 2 3 4 9 0 0 1
10 - always 3 3 9 10 - always 1 0 3
Don’t know 4 1 5 Don’t know 4 0 4
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Homosexuality 1981 1991 1999 Euthanasia 1981 1991 1999
1 - never 52 49 34 1 - never 65 55 45
2 3 5 2 2 5 7 7
3 4 6 4 3 6 8 5
4 4 6 6 4 3 6 3
5 11 11 19 5 6 10 12
6 6 6 4 6 2 6 4
7 3 4 4 7 2 3 4
8 2 5 3 8 1 2 4
9 1 3 4 9 1 1 2
10 - always 3 3 10 10 - always 2 1 4
D on’t know 12 3 8 D on’t know 7 2 7

Prostitution 1981 1991 1999 Suicide 1981 1991 1999
1 - never 64 60 55 1 - never 70 61 64
2 5 9 5 2 6 8 6
3 4 9 6 3 4 7 4
4 3 5 5 4 2 6 2
5 8 8 15 5 6 8 10
6 3 3 3 6 3 3 2
7 2 2 2 7 1 2 1
8 2 2 1 8 1 1 1
9 1 0 0 9 0 1 0
10 - always 1 1 1 10 - always 1 0 1
D on’t know 7 1 5 D on’t know 6 3 7

C om parison o f EVS and ISPAS /  IN E S  survey results

EV T ISPAS E V S ISPAS

Abortion 1981 1991 1999 2002 Euthanasia 1981 1991 1999 2002

1 - never 75 52 50 36 1 - never 65 55 45 31
2 5 14 8 8 2 5 7 7 5

3 3 10 7 6 3 6 8 5 4
4 3 /' 5 5 4 3 6 3 4

5 5 ii 15 24 5 6 10 12 21

6 2 i.I 3 5 6 2 6 4 5

7 1 •) 2 5 7 2 3 4 7
8 1 2! 2 5 8 1 2 4 9

9 0 0 1 1 9 1 1 2 3

10 - always 1 0 3 4 10 - always 2 1 4 11

D on’t know 4 0 4 1 D on’t know 7 2 7 0
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E l y ISPAS IN ES
H om osexuality 1981 1991 1999 2002 2002
1 - never 52 49 34 16 14
2 3 5 2 3 4
3 4 6 4 4 3
4 4 6 6 4 3
5 11 11 19 29 30
6 6 6 4 5 5
7 3 4 4 5 5
8 2 5 3 7 6
9 1 3 4 3 4
10 - always 3 3 10 22 13
Don’t know 12 3 8 1 14

Data table for figure 5-4

EVS 1981 Arithmetic Standard Modal Interpolated Agreement
mean deviation Variance response m edian statistic

Homosexuality 2.84 2.59 6.68 1 1.35 0.55
Prostitution 2.17 2.09 4.37 1 1.23 0.71
Abortion 1.74 1.69 2.86 1 1.14 0.83
Divorce 3.31 2.64 6.98 1 2.22 0.41
Euthanasia 2.16 2.17 4.70 I 1.22 0.73
Suicide 1.87 1.83 3.34 1 1.17 0.78

EVS 1990
Homosexuality 3.15 2.71 7.32 1 1.48 0.49
Prostitution 2.23 1.94 3.78 1 1.32 0.72
Abortion 2.36 1.88 3.55 1 1.46 0.69
Divorce 4.13 2.70 7.28 1 4.20 0.29
Euthanasia 2.57 2.19 4.79 1 1.39 0.63
Suicide 2.18 1.89 3.56 1 1.29 0.73

EVS 1999
Homosexuality 4.27 3.17 10.04 1 4.43 0.16
Prostitution 2.55 2.18 4.76 1 1.36 0.58
Abortion 2.83 2.43 5.90 1 1.47 0.52
Divorce 4.76 2.90 8.41 1 4.90 0.10
Euthanasia 3.23 2.80 7.81 1 1.59 0.44
Suicide 2.05 1.91 3.67 1 1.22 0.72

ISPAS 2002
Homosexuality 5.73 3.06 9.38 5.25 0.00
Abortion 3.67 2.65 7.04 1 3.29 0.27
Euthanasia 4.59 3.13 9.82 1 4.78 0.13
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A p p e n d ix  5-7

Public opinion toward issues relating to homosexuality

The government is planning to legalise hom osexual acts between people aged 17 years and over. D o  you 
personally approve or disapprove o f  legalising homosexual acts? Lansdowne, A M /L R /G D /3L -203 , 
0 4 /0 6 /9 3 , The Sunday Press, question 10. [N =1261]

Approve 34
Disapprove 50
D o n ’t know /  N o  opinion 16

D o you agree or disagree ..? Homosexual couples should have the right to marty one another. 
ISSP- Family and sex roles, November 15 1988 to February 18 1989, ESRI, question 3j 
[N=1005].

Strongly agree 2
Agree 23

Neither agree nor disagree 13

Disagree 31
Strongly disagree 25
Cant choose, don’t know, no answer 18

And what about sexual relations between adults o f the same sex, is it ... ISSP- Religion, 
September - November 1991, ESRI, questions 5b, 5d [N=1005].

D o  you agree or disagree .. .  And what about sexual relations between two adults o f  the same sex, is it ... 
ISSP- Family and changing gender roles II, March 1994, ESRI, question 18 (N =938].

And what about sexual relations between adults of the same sex, is it ... ISSP- Religion II, May - 
June 1998, ESRI, questions 5 [N=1010].

1991 1994 1998
Always wrong 61 57 47
Almost always wrong 8 5 11
Wrong only som etim es 9 5 9
N ot wrong at all 13 14 19
Cant choose, don’t know, no answer 10 20 14

Three issues are outlined on this card. Please tell me for each o f the following whether you think 
it can never be justified, always be justified, or something in between. People who believe it cane 
never be justified would give a score o f ‘O’. People who believe it is always justified would give a 
score o f ‘10’. O ther people would place themselves somewhere in between these two views. 
Where would you place yourself on these scales? Show card A4. Irish Social and Political 
Attitudes Survey (ISPAS), Survey implemented by the ESRI, Winter 2001/2002, question A4(l). 
[N=1890]

On this card I have a number of opposing statements. People who agree fully with the statement 
on the left would give a score o f ‘O’. People who agree fully with the statement on the right 
would give a score of ‘10’. Other people would place themselves somewhere in between these 
two views. Where would you place yourself on these scales? Show card B7, and tick one box on
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each line. Irish National Election Study (INES) 2002. Survey implemented by ESRI, Summer 
2002, question B44.5. [N=2663]

11 point scale ISPAS (Winter 2001 j 2) IN E S  (Summer 2002)

0 -  N ever justified 13 9
1 3 5
2 3 4
3 4 3
4 4 3
5 29 30
6 5 5
7 5 5
8 7 6
9 3 4
10 -  Always justified 22 13
D o n ’t know 1 14

Are you in favour o f or opposed to the suggestion that same sex couples should be legally 
allowed to marry in Ireland? IM S/41103591/si, 18/11/2004, Independent Newspapers, 
question 13. [N=1093]

Yes, in favour 40
N o, not In favour 50
D on ’t know /  N o opinion (do not read out) 11
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Ap p e n d ix  6-1

Public opinion poll questions on Northern Ireland, 1974-1998

Subcategory N u m b er o f 
IM S
questions

N u m b er of
M R B I
questions

T o ta l 
n u m b er of 
questions

Impact o f party leaders /  Taoisigh 32 13 45
Agreements and declarations 11 24 35
N orthern Ireland solution 11 16 27
Violence in N orthern Ireland 14 7 21
Peace in N orthern Ireland 9 10 19
Role o f Sinn Fein 14 3 17
Constitutional issues 14 2 16
Britain and N orthern Ireland 8 0 8
The N orthern Irish 6 0 6
Border with N orthern Ireland 5 1 6
Econom ic issues 5 0 5
Arms decommissioning 3 2 5
Ceasefire in N orthern Ireland 4 0 4
Troops in N orthern Ireland 3 0 3
H-Block protests 3 0 3
Relations with N orthern Ireland 2 0 2

T O T A L 144 78 222

Note this data relates primarily to the Irish Opinion Poll Archive (lOPA) from the late 1970s until 199S. This archive consulted at:
http:!Irvww.tC(i.ielPolitical_SciencelcgilFile.html AMitional data was included from more recent polls often summarised in the data 
yearbook of Irish Political Studies (IPS). Additional survey data is also available in a number of academic surveys such as European 
I 'alues Survg (1999), ISSP (1996), Irish National Election Study (2002), Irish Social and Political Attitudes Survy (2002) and the 
European Social Surv '̂ (2003).
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Importance of the Northern Ireland issue within public opinion toward politics in 
the Republic of Ireland

Now in regard to N orthern Ireland, people differ in how interested they are in the problem (Show Card 
H). If you look at this card, which contains a scale ranging from very interested to vei^ disinterested, 
where would you place yourself on the scale with respect to your interest in N orthern Ireland? Survey on 
Attitudes Towards Social & Political Issues, ESRI, July-September 1978, question 87. [N=1758]

Very Quite Slightly Hqually Slightly Quite Very 
Interested 20.9 26.4 27.2 5.4 5.5 6.1 7.1 Disinterested

74.5 20.1

Importance o f the N orthern Ireland problem? M R B I/1848/79, Fine Gael, April 1979, question 21. 
[N=497]

Extremely important 32
Very important 42
Quite important 16
N ot at all important 1
D on't know 2

How important is the issue o f N orthern Ireland for you personally? Is it: Irish National Election Study 
(INKS) 2002. Survey implemented by ESRI, Summer 2002, question C 6. [N=2663]

Very important 21
Fairly important 47 68
N ot very important 24
N ot important at all 8 32
D on’t know 1

With regard to the Northern Ireland problem some people think we should insist on a United Ireland to be 
implemented immediately while other people think we should abandon the aim of a United Ireland 
altogether. O f course other people have opinions somewhere between these extremes (Card J). Suppose 
the people who believe that we should insist on a United Ireland are at one end o f a scale, at point number 
one, and the people who think we should abandon the aim o f a United Ireland altogether are at the other 
end, at num ber 7. Survey on Attitudes Towards Social & Political Issues, ESRI, July-September 1978, 
questions 154-157. [N=1758]

Where would you place yourself on this scale? 
Where would you place Fianna Fail?
Where would you place Fine Gael?
Where would you place the Labour Party?

Insist on a United 
Ireland now

1 2 i
Self placement 22 18 27
Fianna Fail 22 30 27
Fine Gael 7 30 30
Labour Party 8 16 27

Abandon the aim of a United 
Ireland altogether

4 5 6 7
14 7 4 7
12 3 3 2
21 10 7 4
23 10 10 6

292



With regard to the N orthern Ireland problem some people think we should insist on a United Ireland now 
while other people think we should abandon the aim o f a United Ireland altogether. O f course other 
people have opinions somewhere between these extremes. Suppose the people who believe that we should 
insist in a United Ireland now are at one end o f the scale, at ‘O’, and the people who think we should 
abandon the aim o f a United Ireland altogether are at the other end, at ‘10’. Where would you place 
yourself on this scale? And what about the political parties? Where would you place them on the card in 
terms o f their views on N orthern Ireland. (Show card 6) Irish National Election Study (INES) 2002. 
Survey implemented by ESRI, Summer 2002, question C 6. [N=2663]

Insist on a United 
Ireland now 

0 1 2 4 5 6

Abandon the aim of a United 
Ireland altogether 

7 8 9 10 DK

Self placement 14 7 8 9 8 29 4 4 3 2 6 7
Fianna Fail 8 6 10 10 11 23 5 4 3 1 2 18
Fine Gael 4 3 5 7 9 27 9 6 3 2 2 24
Labour Party 3 2 4 6 10 26 8 4 3 1 1 32
Green Party 3 2 3 4 7 23 6 5 3 1 2 40
PD 4 4 6 7 10 24 6 5 3 1 2 28
Sinn Fein 46 16 6 2 1 6 1 0 1 1 3 17

Would you or would you not accept Sinn Fein as part o f the next coalition government? M RBI/5593/01, 
The Irish Times, May 29-30 2001, question 4a (data also available in IPS data yearbook 2002, p. 78).

Yes 47
No 41
D K 12

After the next General Election, do you think Sinn Fein should or should not be included in any coalition 
government formed, even if the IRA engages in further acts o f decommissioning in the meantime? 
IM S/41102673/si, March 16, 2004, question 14.

Yes, should be included 
N o should not be included 
D on’t know /no  opinion (do not read out)

48
37
15
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Ap p e n d ix  6-2

Public opinion towards retaining or amending Articles 2 and 3 of the Irish 
Constitution (Bunreacht na h-Eireann)

Support for having a referendum

Current opinions as to whetiier or not the government should hold a referendum on articles 2 and 3. 
M R BI/530/74, October 1974. [N=504]

Agree: government should hold a referendum on articles 2 and 3 40
Disagree: government should not hold a referendum 29
N o com m ent 31

The Irish government should remove from the Constitution the claim to Northern Ireland? Survey on 
Attitudes Towards Social & Political Issues, ESRI, July 1978, question 131.

Strongly disagree 40.5
Moderately disagree 18.4 71.2
Slightly disagree 12.3
Neither agree or disagree 2.1
Slightly agree 9.6
Moderately agree 8.3 24.6
Strongly agree 6.7
D on’t Imow 2.2

SHOW  CARD "A" - Some suggest that changes in our Constitution should be considered now. O thers 
suggest that changes should only be considered when meaningful negotiations have began between N orth 
and South on the future for all in Ireland. Which o f these comes closest to your own view? IMS: j.8041, 
Sunday Tribune, 15/10/1981, question 5. [N=998]

Changes should be considered now 32
Hold until negotiations between N orth and South 53
D on’t know 15

D o you feel that the Governm ent here should consider holding a Referendum on Articles 2 and 3 o f our 
Constitution, in advance o f any significant shift in the N orthern Unionist position, or do you think any 
consideration o f a Referendum should only follow some positive shift in the Unionist stance? IMS: 
C M C /SO S/ld/J.5S-175, Independent Newspapers, 12/04/1995, question 16. [N=1057]

Should consider a Referendum 40
Should not consider a Referendum 36
D on’t know 24
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Should or should not the following provisions be put into a new or amended constitution? 
READ OUT: ROTATE SEQUENCE. M RBI/4290/95, The Irish Times, May 20-22 1995, 
questions 9a-d.

An article to limit An article to end total The removal Change o f  articles 2& 3 from a 
the grounds for bail Cabinet confidentiality o f  the ban on territorial claim on Northern

divorce Ireland to an aspiration on unity 
Should 61 61 68 60
Should not 16 22 24 20
Don't know 24 17 8 20

Vote choice in a referendum on Articles 2 and 3

Current vote intentions if a referendum was held on articles 2 and 3. M RBI/530/74, October 
1974. [N=504]

Would vote to retain them as they are 51
W ould vote to have them taken out 11
N o  opinion 7
D o n ’t know 31

Should the Irish parliament and people make a gesture to the people in the N orth by 
withdrawing the territorial claim to the six counties in the constitution? IMS: JN780, table 10a, 
Northern Ireland: a survey o f prevailing attitudes in the Republic o f Ireland (Dublin: A survey 
commissioned by Panorama /  BBC): Rose, McAllister & Mair (1978: 35); 2-9 March 1978.

Withdraw territorial claim 23
Do not withdraw claim 65
D on’t know 12

N ow  as you probably know, our Constitution has articles, which refer to the Northern situation. Here is a 
card with the articles concerned on it. (Show Card K. Interviewer: Allow respondent to read the card, 
then tell h im /her there is an explanation o f  it on the following card. Show Card L). If a referendum were 
held on the proposal to remove these articles from the constitution, how would you vote? Survey on 
Attitudes Towards Social & Political Issues, ESRl, July 1978, question 158.

To keep both 49.9
To remove both 16.5
To remove Article 2 2.8
To remove Article 3 8.0
D o n ’t know' 20.5
Other (specify) 0.6

The Irish Constitution claims jurisdiction over the whole o f this island, N orth and South. It has 
been suggested that this might be changed to drop the claim to jurisdiction over Northern
Ireland. Would you approve or disapprove o f such a change? IMS: j.8041, Sunday Tribune,
15/10/1981, question 1. [N=998]

Approve 35
Disapprove 46
D o n ’t know 17
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A rticles 2 & 3 o f  the co n s titu tio n  sta te  the  R epublic 's claim  to  ju risd ic tion  over the island o f  
Ireland. Are you in favour or not in favour of the claim contained in these articles? MRBI, May 10 1984, 
The Irish Times. Data not available in Irish Opinion Poll Archive. See Hayes & McAllister (1996: 79); 
Jones (2001: 246).

In favour 14
N ot in favour 71
D on't know /no  opinion 15

Should the Irish Parliament and people make a gesture to the people o f the N orth  by: (a) withdrawing the 
territorial claim to the six counties in the Constitution, and (b) removing the ban on divorce from the 
Constitution? M O R I/2411/1  survey for London Weekend Television (LWT), May 10-14, 1984, question 
18. |N=1050]

Yes No D on’t know
Articles 2 and 3 19 64 17
Divorce 37 46 17

Articles 2 & 3 of the constitution state the Republic's claim to jurisdiction over the island o f  Ireland. Are 
you in favour or not in favour of the claim contained in these articles? M RBI/3950/91, 16 /04/91, The 
Irish Times, question 10.

In favour 58
N ot in favour 25
D on't know /no  opinion 17

Articles 2 and 3 of the Irish Constitution assert a legal claim to the territory of Northern Ireland. D o you 
think these articles should be amended, or should they be left as they are? IMS: CM C/sos/m c/J.2S191, 
04 /07/92 , Independent Newspapers, question 2. [N=1257]

Should be left as they are 31
Should be amended 40
D on’t know 29

Articles 2 & 3 of the constitution, which claim jurisdiction over all o f Ireland, are being discussed by the 
Irish and British governments and the N orthern parties. Do you think the claim in articles 2 & 3 should be 
retained, or should the claim be changed? M R BI/4080/92, The Irish Times, September 24-25, 1992, 
question 15.

Retain claim 41
Change to aspiration 39
D on't know /no opinion 20

It has been suggested that Articles 2 and 3 o f our Constitution should be amended to confirm our 
acceptance that there will be no change to the existing status o f N orthern Ireland except by peaceful means 
and with the consent o f the majority o f N orthern Ireland. D o you think Articles 2 and 3 should be left as 
they are, or do you think they should be amended as outlined? IMS: C M C/ld/J.3S125, 08/04/1993, 
Independent Newspapers, question 2. [N=1272]

Should be left as they are 32
Should be amended 39
D on’t know 29
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Current preferences in a referendum to change articles 2 and 3 o f the constitution. M R B I/4150/93, 
N ovem ber 22-23, 1993. Data not available in Irish Opinion Poll Archive. See Jones (2001: 146); Hayes & 
McAllister (1996: 79).

In favour of change to Articles 2 & 3 51
O ppose change to Article 2 & 3 28
D on’t know 21

Should or should not the following provisions be put into a new or amended constitution? READ OUT:
RO TATE SEQ U EN CE: Change of articles 2& 3 from a territorial claim on N orthern Ireland to an
aspiration on unity. M R B I/4290/95, The Irish Times, May 20-22,1995, question 9d.

Should 60
Should not 20
D on't know 20

Articles 2 & 3 of our Constitution assert a legal claim to the territory of N orthern Ireland. It has been 
suggested that they should be amended to confirm our acceptance that there will be no change to the 
existing constitutional status o f  N orthern Ireland except by peaceful means and the consent o f a majority 
in N orthern Ireland. D o you think Articles 2 & 3 should be left as they are, or do you think they should be 
amended as outlined? IMS: C M C /SO S/id/7S-549, 23/10/1997, The Sunday Independent, question 15. 
1N=11081

Articles 2 & 3 should be left as they are 40
Articles 2 & 3 should be amended 36
D on’t know 24

Articles 2 & 3 of our Constitution assert a legal claim to the territory of N orthern Ireland. It has been 
suggested that they should be amended to confirm our acceptance that there will be no change to the 
existing constitutional status o f  N orthern Ireland except by peaceful means and with the consent of a 
majority in N orthern Ireland. D o you think Articles 2 and 3 should be left as they are, or do you think they 
should be amended as outlined? IMS: C M C /SO S/id/7S-575, 25/10/1997, The Irish Independent, 
question 17. [N=1103]

Articles 2 & 3 should be left as they are 42
Articles 2 & 3 should be amended 35
D on’t know 23

Articles 2 and 3 of our Constitution assert a legal claim to the territory of N orthern Ireland. It has been 
suggested that they should be amended to confirm our acceptance that there will be no change to the 
existing constitutional status o f N orthern Ireland except by peaceful means and with the consent o f a 
majority in N orthern Ireland. - D o you think Articles 2 and 3 should be left as they are, or do you think 
they should be amended as outlined? IMS: CM C /SO S/id/8S-181, 26/03/1998, The Sunday Independent, 
question 14. [N=1100]

Articles 2 & 3 should be left as they are 35
Articles 2 & 3 should be amended 39
D on’t know 26

In fact any Referendum proposed changes to Articles 2 and 3 o f our Constitution would only take place as 
part o f an overall settlement involving balanced constitutional change, including for example changes in 
the UK's Governm ent o f Ireland Act 1920. In those circumstances would you favour or oppose the 
amendment o f Articles 2 and 3? IMS; C M C /SO S/id /8S-I81, 26/03/1998, The Sunday Independent, 
question 15. [N=1100|
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Favour 49
Oppose 16
D on’t know 34

In the light of the Agreement in N orthern Ireland, a referendum is being held here to change the 
Constitution. This change will involve amendments to Articles 2 & 3, which contain the Republic’s claim 
to N orthern Ireland. If  the referendum were held today, how would you vote -  yes, in favour o f change or 
no, against change? M R BI/4682/98, 15/04/98, question 8. [N=1000]

Yes, in favour o f change in the Constitution 61
No, against change in the Constitution 20
Am undecided/no opinion 19

Are you in favour o f Articles 2 and 3 of our Constitution being amended as a part o f an overall Northern 
Ireland Agreement or do you oppose any change? IMS: C M C /ld/8S-269, The Irish Independent, 
18/05/98, question 9. [N=1114]

In favour o f change to Articles 2 & 3 58
Oppose change to Article 2 & 3 15
D on’t know 27

There has been much discussion recently about some o f the suggested constitutional and executive 
changed proposed in the G ood Friday Agreement o f last year. Looking at a list o f some o f these changes 
on this card, could you tell me how you feel about each one? Show card 27. The removal o f the Republic 
o f  Ireland’s constitutional claim to N orthern Ireland. European Values Survey (EVS) 1999. Survey 
implemented by ESRI, September 1999, question 85(5). [1,012]

Strongly Support Neither support Oppose Oppose D on 't know /
support nor oppose strongly No answer

13 26 20 24 6 11
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Data for figure 6-1, support for retaining or amending articles 2 and 3 of the Irish 
Constitution (percent)

Date o f survey question Remove / change Retain /n o  
to an aspiration change

Don't know Favour a 
referendum

Net N

Oct. 1974 (MRBI) 11 51 38 40 -40 504
Mar. 1978 (IMS) 23 65 12 -42 >1000
Sept. 1978 (ESRI) 27 50 22 25 -23 1758
Oct. 1981 (IMS) 35 46 17 32 -11 1000
May 10,1984 (MRBI) 14 71 15 -57 1000
May 14,1984 (MORI) 19 64 17 -45 1050
April 1991 (MRBI) 25 58 17 -33 1000
July. 1992 aMS) 40 31 29 9 1257
Sept. 1992 (MRBI) 39 41 20 -2 1000
April 1993 (IMS) 39 32 29 7 1272
Nov. 1993 (MRBI) 51 28 21 23 1000
April 1995 (IMS) 40 0 1057
May 1995 (MRBI) 60 20 20 40 1000
Oct. 23 1997 (IMS) 36 40 24 -4 1108
Oct. 25 1997 (IMS) 35 42 23 -7 1103
Mar. 1998 (IMS q.l4) 39 35 26 4 1100
Mar. 1998 (IMS q.l5) 49 16 34 33 1100
April. 1998 (MRBI) 61 20 19 41 1000
May. 1998 ffMS) 58 15 27 43 1114
Sept. 1999 (EVS) 39 30 31 9 1012

Note, net score is calculated hy subtracting tlx  percentage faimrin^ a change from those u-hopreferred keeping the status quo and lig h te d  try percentage who 
replied "don't know". '\l)is procedure g in s  an indication of net effectire support for change. A s  noted in tlje text a .mailer number o fpo ll ijuestions were 
asked on tlx  issue o f haling a referendum.

Data for figure 6-4, support among different age cohorts for 
amending articles 2 and 3 of the Irish Constitution (percent)

retaining or

Date o f survey question Total 18-24yrs 25-34yrs 35-49yrs 50-64yrs 65-hyrs N

Oct. 1974 (MRBI) 11 10 13 10 13* 504
Mar. 1978 (IMS) 23 26 28 21 23 20 >1000
Oct. 1981 (IMS) 35 39 36 33 23 18 998
April 1991 (MRBI) 25 23 26 29 24 18 1000
July. 1992 (IMS) 40 38 43 47 37 30 1257
Sept. 1992 (MRBI) 39 38 39 40 39 36 1000
April 1993 (IMS) 39 43 43 40 36 32 1272
May 1995 (MRBI) 60 56 62 67 60 46 1000
Oct. 23, 1997 (IMS) 36 36 38 40 35 28 1108
Oct. 25, 1997 (IMS) 35 34 31 41 37 28 1103
Mar. 1998 (IMS) 49 42 49 57 53 40 1100
April. 1998 (MRBI) 61 65 60 61 60 61 1000
May. 1998 (IMS) 58 53 55 57 68 57 1114
Sept. 1999 (EVS) 40 25 33 45 44 48 1012

* D ata refers to those aged 55  j r s  and over. ¥  or many lA lS survgs there is an additional age grouping (18-21 jr s , 22-24 jrs ). A s  
M R B I generally fewer age cohorts all data was aggregated to the five cohorts shown in this table.
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A p p e n d i x  6-3

Importance of having a united Ireland

Personal reaction to a united Ireland today? M R BI/530/74, O ctober 1974, Data not available in Irish 
O ponion Poll Archive. [N=504]

Am very much Am somewhat Neither for nor N ot really in Very much D on’t know 
in favour in favour against favour against it really

36 25 14 12 4 9

How strongly do you support or oppose a united Ireland? . M O R I/2411/1  survey for London 
Weekend Television (LWT), May 10-14,1984, question 19. [N=1050]

Strongly Tend to Neither support Tend to Strongly D on’t know
support support nor oppose oppose oppose

46 29 16 4 2 3

This Constitutional claim to Northern Ireland has been described in different ways by 
commentators. Which o f  these descriptions comes nearest to your view? M R B I/4682/98, 
14 /0 4 /9 8 , The Irish Times, question 9.

Justifiable claim 20
Justifiable claim, but could be given up for peace in N orthern Ireland 51
It is a major obstacle to peace in Northern Ireland 16
D on’t know 12

Public opinion on the principle of a United Ireland (‘easy’ questions)

To continue with the Northern Ireland situation I would like you to tell me what you think o f  the 
following possible solutions to the present problem. Would you consider them desirable, 
acceptable or undesirable? Research & Developm ent Unit o f  the Catholic Communications 
Institute o f  Ireland, August 1972 -  April 1973, question 29 (Source: MacGreil 1977, 1980: 389, 
568)

Choice of solution Desirable N ot desirable but 
acceptable

Unacceptable N

Northern Ireland as an integral part o f 
the United Kingdom

21 24 55 2259

Condominium, i.e. dual citizenship for 
Northern Irelanders

9 NA NA NA

Totally independent S. Ireland and 
totally independent N. Ireland

11 16 73 2248

Federal Republic of N orthern & 
Southern Ireland

23 31 46 2232

Whole island o f Ireland to be part o f 
the U.K. again with two regional 
governments in Dublin and Belfast

5 6 89 2259

A 32 county Republic with one central 
government

64 14 22 2259

A 32 county Republic with provincial 
and central governments

32 26 42 2251

Community government in Northern 
Ireland

18 NA NA NA
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Personal reaction to a United Ireland today? 1) Very much in favour, somewhat in favour, not 
really in favour, very much against. M R B I/530/74, Report o f  a Survey for 7 Days /  RTE; table 
9; Rose, McAllister & Mair (1978: 35); October 2, 1974. [N=504]

Very much in favour 36
Somewhat in favour 25
N ot really in favour 12
Very much against 4
D o n ’t really know 23

Personal reaction to a United Ireland today? 1) Very much in favour, somewhat in favour, not 
really in favour, very much against. MRBI, Report for Magill magazine, vol. 1 no. 1, October 
1977, p 13; Rose, McAllister & Mair (1978: 35); Survey undertaken in September, 1977.

Favour united Ireland 63
N ot in favour 15
D o n ’t know 22

D o  you think that a united Ireland -  North and South -  MRBI, 20th anniversary survey, May 2- 
16,1983, question 3b.

Something to hope for 76
Something you would prefer not to happen 15
N o  opinion 9

Data for the MRBI poll o f May 10 1984 is not available in the Irish Public Poll Archive (lOPA). 
Inform ation for this poll question is taken from Jones (2001: 60); Hayes & McAllister (1996: 76); Fahey, 
Hayes & Sinnott (2005: 91).

Please tell me how acceptable each of these suggestions for solving the problem in N orthern Ireland is to 
you personally? Read out. M O R I/2411/1  survey for London Weekend Television (LWT), May 10-14, 
1984, question 7. [N= 1,050]

N orthern Ireland to be fully integrated with the rest o f the UK 
N orthern Ireland to remain part of the UK but with its own 

assembly with guarantees for Catholics 
N orthern Ireland to return to majority rule 
N orthern Ireland to continue under direct rule from Westminster 
N orthern Ireland to be an independent state 
N orthern Ireland to be repartitioned with some of it becoming part 

of the Republic
N orthern Ireland to be part o f a federal Irish state but with its own 

assembly
N orthern Ireland to be fully united with the Republic o f Ireland 

with guarantees for Protestants 
N orthern Ireland to be governed jointly by Britain and the Republic 

of Ireland

Response options were: (1) Very acceptable; (2) Fairly acceptable; (3) N ot very acceptable; (4) N ot at all 
acceptable; (5) No opinion.

1 2 i 4 5
7 14 21 46 12

11 32 19 26 13

4 14 20 43 19
4 13 24 46 13

10 28 19 31 12
6 18 19 42 15

12 36 15 21 17

45 29 7 9 9

9 26 20 34 11
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Show card F. I am going to read out a number o f  statements and I would like you to tell me from this card 
how strongly you agree or disagree with each . . .  Reunification is an essential condition for any solution of 
the problem in Northern Ireland. M O R I/2411 /1  survey for London Weekend Television (LWT), May 10- 
14, 1984, question 14b. [N = l,050]

Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree D o n ’t know
72 19 19 9

Do you think that a united Ireland -  North and South. MRBI, 25th anniversary survey, May 26 -  
June 23,1987, question 16.

Something to hope for 67
Something you would prefer not to happen 19
No opinion 14

The long term policy for Northern Ireland should be to reunify with the rest of Ireland ... Irish 
Social and Political Attitudes Survey (ISPAS), Survey implemented by the ESRI, Winter 
2001/2002, question 6(1). [N=1890].

Strongly disagree 2
Disagree 9
Slightly disagree 6
Neither agree/disagree 19
Slightly agree 14
Agree 31
Strongly agree 17
D on ’t know 1

I will now read out some more statements. Please tell me to what extent you disagree or agree 
with each statement. Show card A2. Statement 3: The long term policy for Northern Ireland 
should be to reunify with the rest o f Ireland. Irish National Election Study (INES) 2002. Survey 
implemented by ESRI, Summer 2002, question A12(3).

Strongly agree 1
Disagree 7
Slightly agree 3
Neither agree nor disagree 18
Slightly agree 10
Agree 48
Strongly agree 12
D on ’t know /  N o  answer 0

And turning to the Northern Ireland issue ... D o you think the long-term policy for Northern 
Ireland should be for i t ... Read out the first two options only ... European Social Survey (ESS) 
Winter 2002/2003. Survey implemented by ESRI, November 2002 -  January 2003, question 
D60 [N=2046]

To remain part o f the United Kingdom 16
Or, to reunify with the rest o f Ireland 59
D on’t know 25
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Public opinion on the policy of a United Ireland (‘hard’ questions)

Which o f these statements most nearly expresses your personal view about partition? Irish 
Gallup Poll, Partition: a survey for the Irish Press (Dublin: The Gallup Poll, p.l); Rose, 
McAllister & Mair (1978: 34); 5-10 April 1968. [N=646; quota sample o f adults aged 16+ yrs]

United Ireland: Government in Dublin 47
United Ireland: Government shared between Belfast and 34
Dublin
N o change: border should continue 6
United Ireland: Government in London 2
United Ireland: Government in Belfast 1
D on’t know 10

Which o f these do you think would be the best solution to the Northern Ireland problem? IMS: 
JN  1886: Public Opinion Poll: General Election 1973 commissioned by the Sunday Independent 
& published March 4 1973 (surveying undertaken on 21-22 February 1973, table 14:1, Rose, 
McAllister & Mair (1978: 39, 41).

United Ireland 37
Joint control o f  Northern Ireland by the British government and the government in the Republic 22
An independent Northern Ireland not linked to Britain or the Irish Republic 17
A Stormont Assembly with the opposition having representation in the government 4
Continuation o f  direct rule 4
Total integration with Britain 4
A Stormont Assembly with the biggest single party forming the government 1
Stormont restored with stronger powers 1
N one o f  these /  D o n ’t know 12

Now can I ask you some questions about Northern Ireland? At various times in the past people 
have put forward different solutions for the Northern Ireland problem. O n this card we have a 
list of suggested solutions. If you had to choose one o f these as the best answer to the problem, 
which one would you choose? ... (First choice). Apart from that solution, which would be your 
next choice? IM S/ JF M /D B /dn , A Survey o f Public Opinion (Dublin: A survey commissioned 
by RTE), January 28 -  February 18 1977, question 7. See also, tables 12a, 13a; Rose, McAllister 
& Mair (1978: 39).

Choice

United Ireland
Joint control o f  Northern Ireland by the British government and the government in the 
Republic
An independent Northern Ireland not linked to Britain or the Irish Republic 
A Stormont Assembly with the opposition having representation in the government 
Continuation o f  direct rule 
Total integration with Britain
A Stormont Assembly with the biggest single party forming the government 
Stormont restored with stronger powers 
N one o f  these /  D o n ’t know

At various times in the past, people have put forward different solutions for the problem in the 
N orth o f Ireland. O n this card, we have a list o f suggested solutions in the short term and in the 
long term. If  you had to choose one of these as the best answer to the problem, which one 
would you choose: (a) first o f all in the short term, say up to two years and (b) secondly in the

1 2
42 52
8 24

13 25
10 18
3 8
2 5
3 8
1 3

18 17
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long run. IMS; JN  780; N orthern  Ireland: a survey o f  prevailing attitudes in the Republic of 
Ireland; Rose, McAllister & Mair (1978; 39); 2-9 March 1978.

1978
Short Long

United Ireland 15 54
Joint control o f N orthern Ireland by the British government and 
the government in the Republic

18 6

An independent N orthern Ireland not linked to Britain or the 
Irish Republic

16 9

A Storm ont Assembly with the opposition having representation 
in the government

18 8

Continuation of direct rule 5 1
Total integration with Britain 1 2
A Storm ont Assembly with the biggest single party forming the 
government

2 2

Stormont restored with stronger powers 2 1
None o f these /  D on’t know 23 18

There has been a lot o f talk about solutions to the present problem in N orthern Ireland. Now I want you 
to leave aside what you would like to see in an ideal world and tell me which o f the following is the most 
workable and acceptable to you as a solution? ESRI: Attitudes in the Republic of Ireland relevant to the 
N orthern Ireland Problem, question 119, July-September 1978. [N=1758]

Solution (first choice) P ercen tage
N orthern Ireland to remain part o f the UK, with a devolved government o f its own 5.1
N orthern Ireland to remain part o f the UK, with no parliament o f its own, but 
governed directly from London 3.5
N orthern Ireland and the Republic to unite, with one government 41.2
N orthern Ireland and the Republic to unite in a federal system, that is with strong 
regional governments for N orthern Ireland and the Republic as well as an over all 
central government 26.7
N orthern Ireland to be independent, not linked to Britain or the Republic 9.8
Northern Ireland to be jointly controlled by the British government and the
government o f the Republic, with a devolved government o f its own choice 11.0
N o choice 2.7

W hich o f  the following options, in your opinion, would best help to  bring Peace to N orthern  
Ireland? IMS; PM acN /m b.J. 11345, Independent Newspapers, April 8-10, 1988, question 20. 
[N=1036]

Full integration with Britain 4
A return to  majority rule 2
Pow er sharing between the U nionist and N ationalist Com m unity (with constitutional 2 9

guarantees to  protect the minority)
An independent Ulster 11
A federal Ireland 14
A united Ireland 36

304



To continue with N orthern Ireland, I would like you to tell me what you think of the following possible 
solutions to the present problem. Would you consider each of them to be desirable, not desirable but 
acceptable, don’t know, unacceptable? ESRI; Survey o f Attitudes in Ireland, April 1988; (MacGreil 1989, 
question 46).

Choice oJ solution Desirable JVa/ desirable but 
acceptable

Unacceptable N

A 32 county Republic with one central 75 13 12 913
governm ent

A 32 county Republic with provincial and 48 30 22 804
central governments

A Federal Republic o f N orthern & 42 33 25 753
Southern Ireland

A totally independent N orthern Ireland 22 33 45 871
The status quo with a devolved power- 19 32 49 713

sharing N orthern Administration
N orthern Ireland as an integral part o f the 10 24 65 833

United Kingdom
The whole island o f Ireland to be part of 4 3 93 945

the United Kingdom again

Data for the Gallup poll o f  1991 is not available in the Irish Public Poll Archive (lOPA). 
Information for this poll question is taken from Hayes & McAllister (1996: 76) and Fahey, Hayes 
& Sinnott (2005: 91).

Here are a number o f different ways in which Northern Ireland might be governed in the future. 
Please tick one box to show which you would prefer. Should Northern Ireland . . .  (Show card A) 
ISSP 1996 -  Role o f  Government III. Survey implemented by ESRI, May 1996, question 22. 
[N=994]

Remain part o f the UK without a separate parliament in Belfast 4
Remain part of the UK but with a separate parliament in Belfast 5
Become part o f Ireland without a separate parliament in Belfast 23
Become part o f Ireland with a separate parliament in Belfast 16
Be governed jointly by the UK and the Irish Republic without its own parliament in Belfast 9
Be governed jointly by the UK and the Irish Republic with its own parliament in Belfast 13
Become an independent state with its own parliament, separate from both the UK and the Irish  ̂_

Republic
Can’t choose 13

N ow  I would like to ask you som e questions about the current political situation in Northern 
Ireland. D o  you think the long-term policy for Northern Ireland should be for it . . .  European 
Values Survey (EVS) 1999. Survey implemented by ESRI, September 1999, question 82. [1,012]

To remain part o f  the United Kingdom 8
Or, to reunify with the rest o f  Ireland 44
Independent state 26
Other answer (Write in) 3
D on ’t know 16
Refused /  N o  answer 3
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O n this card I have a num ber o f  opposing statem ents. People who fully agree with the statem ent 
on the left would give a score o f  ‘O’. People w ho agree w ith the statem ent on the right would 
give a score o f  ’10’. O ther people would place themselves som ew here in between these two 
views. W here would you place yourself on these scales? Show card A5. Irish Social and Political 
A ttitudes Survey (ISPAS), Survey im plem ented by the ESRI, W inter 2001/2002, question A5(6). 
[N=1890],

0 -  It is essential that all of Ireland becomes united in one state 19
1 8
2 6
3 8
4 5
5 22
6 5
7 6
8 6
9 3

10 -  The different parts of Ireland are best left as separate states H
Don’t know /  No answer 1

With regard to  the N orthern  Ireland problem  som e people think we should insist on a United 
Ireland now  while o ther people think we should abandon the aim o f a United Ireland altogether. 
O f  course o ther people have opinions som ewhere between these extremes. Suppose the people 
who believe that we should insist in a United Ireland now  are at one end o f  the scale, at ‘O’, and 
the people who think we should abandon the aim o f  a United Ireland altogether are at the o ther 
end, at ‘10’. W here would you place yourself on this scale? Irish National E lection Study (INES) 
2002. Survey im plem ented by ESRI, Sum m er 2002, question C 6. [N=2,663]

0 -  Insist on a United Ireland now 14
1 7
2 8

3 9
4 8
5 29
6 4
7 4
8 3
9 2

10 -  Abandon the aim of a United Ireland altogether 6
Don’t know /  No answer 7
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Data for figure 6-2, Comparison of hard and easy facets of public opinion support 
for a united Ireland in the Republic of Ireland, 1968 -  2003 (percent)

Date o f survey question
United Ireland as a policy 

(hard facet)
United Ireland as a principle 

(easy facet)
N

April 1968 (Gallup) 47 646
Feb. 1973 (IMS) 37 1040

April 1973 (ESRI) 64 2311

Oct. 1974 (MRBI) 61 1000

Feb. 1977 (IMS) 42 1304

Sept. 1977 (MRBI) 63 1000

Mar. 1978 (IMS) 54 >1000

Sept. 1978 (ESRI) 41 1758

May 10,1984 (MRBI) 72 1000

May 14, 1984 (MORI) 74 1050

June 1987 (MRBI) 67 1000

April 1988 (IMS: ESRI) 36 75 1036/2259

1991 (Gallup) 41 >1000

May 1996 (ISSP) 38 994

Sept. 1999 (EVS) 44 1012

Feb. 2002 (ISPAS) 46 64 1890

July 2002 aNES) 46 70 2663

Feb. 2003 (ESS) 59 2046

Mean 43 67
Std. Dei'. 5 6

Nole the labels of "polhy " and ''principle " refers to the ^ e  of poll question asked to respondents.
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Comparison of different question formats relating to opinions on the desirability 
of a United Ireland in the Davis and Sinnott survey of July-September 1978

The comparison here is made between question 119 desired solution to the Northern Ireland problem and 
other survey items asked prior to this item asking in various ways about preferences for a united Ireland. 
1N=1758]

There has been a lot o f talk about solutions to the present problem in Northern Ireland. Now I want you 
to leave aside what you would like to see in an ideal world and tell me which o f the following is the most 
workable and acceptable to you as a solution? ESRI: Attitudes in the Republic o f Ireland relevant to the 
N orthern Ireland Problem, question 119, July-September 1978.

Solution (first choice)
N orthern Ireland and the Republic to unite, with one government 41.2

Reunification is essential for any solution o f the problem in Northern Ireland? Survey on Attitudes 
Towards Social & Political Issues, ESRI, July-September 1978, question 88.

Strongly disagree 9.3
Moderately disagree 11.2 29.6
Slightly disagree 9.1
Neither agree or disagree 0.8
Slightly agree 16.7
Moderately agree 20.8 68.4
Strongly agree 30.9
D on’t know 1.1

This is an island and it cannot be permanently partitioned? Survey on Attitudes Towards Social & Political 
Issues, ESRI, July-September 1978, question 93.

Strongly disagree 5.4
Moderately disagree 6.8 21.3
Slightly disagree 9.1
Neither agree or disagree 1.0
Slightly agree 16.0
Moderately agree 20.6 76.5
Strongly agree 39.9
D on’t know 1.2

There will never be peace in N orthern Ireland until partition is ended? Survey on Attitudes Towards Social 
& Political Issues, ESRI, July-September 1978, question 96.

Strongly disagree 5.3
Moderately disagree 9.0 24.9
Slightly disagree 10.6
Neither agree or disagree 1.5
Slightly agree 13.7
Moderately agree 20.9 72.2
Strongly agree 37.6
D on’t know 1.3
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The sooner we get the idea that the N orth belongs to us out o f our heads the better? Survey on Attitudes 
Towards Social & Political Issues, ESRI, July September 1978, question 100.

Strongly disagree 35.1
Moderately disagree 17.3 67.5
Slightly disagree 15.1
Neither agree or disagree 1.1
Slightly agree 12.1
Moderately agree 8.4 30.0
Strongly agree 9.5
D on’t know 1.5

The Northern Ireland problem will not be solved by ending partition? Survey on Attitudes Towards Social 
& Political Issues, ESRI, July-September 1978, question 118.

Strongly disagree 11.8
Moderately disagree 12.7 39.6
Slightly disagree 15.1
Neither agree or disagree 1.8
Slightly agree 21.1
Moderately agree 18.6 56.8
Strongly agree 17.1
D on’t know 1.7

The Irish government should stop talking about the goal of reunification? Survey on Attitudes Towards 
Social & Political Issues, ESRI, July-September 1978, question 126.

Strongly disagree 27.3
Moderately disagree 18.3 59.2
Slightly disagree 13.6
Neither agree or disagree 0.9
Slightly agree 12.0
Moderately agree 14.1 37.9
Strongly agree 11.8
D on’t know 1.9
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Willingness to pay higher taxes for a united Ireland and perceived financial 
impact of unification

If  British subsidies to Northern Ireland were to cease on re unification would you be prepared to 
pay heavier taxes to run a united Ireland? IMS: C M C /m d/J.780/6, 9th March 1978, BBC - 
Panorama Programme, question 10b.

Yes 43
N o 51
D on’t know 6

I would be prepared to pay heavier taxes to run a united Ireland? Survey on Attitudes Towards Social & 
Political Issues, ESRI, July-September 1978, question 110.

Strongly disagree 30.1
Moderately disagree 10.7 51.3
Slightly disagree 10.5
Neither agree or disagree 1.0
Slightly agree 16.8
Moderately agree 15.0 45.9
Strongly agree 14.1
D on’t know 1.8

If  there were a united Ireland, what do you think the financial result o f the unification would be? 
M O R I/2411/1 survey for London Weekend Television (LWT), May 10-14,1984, question 11.

The Republic o f Ireland would be a lot better off 9 
financially
The Republic would be a little better off financially 13
There would be no difference to the Republic 16
The Republic would be a little worse off financially 21
The Republic would be a lot worse off financially 32
D on’t know 9

I am going to read you out a list o f statements and I would like you to tell me from this card how 
strongly you agree or disagree with each ... [Show card F] M O R I/2411/1 survey for London 
Weekend Television (LWT), May 10-14, 1984, question 12f

A^ree Neither agree or Disagree D K
disagree

1 would be prepared to pay heavier taxes to run a
1 T 1 j 0 01 iUunited Ireland

D o you think that a united Ireland -  N orth and South -  is ..? MRBI, 25th anniversary survey. 
May 26 -  June 23,1987, question 16.

Something to hope for 67
Something you would prefer not to happen 19
N o opinion 14

IF REPLIED “something to hope for” ASK:
If  a united Ireland -  say in 10-15 years time -  meant that we in the 26 counties would have to pay 
more in taxation; would you still favour a united Ireland or not?

Yes, still favour No, would not still favour it No opinion
39 21 7
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Ap p e n d ix  6-4

Public Opinion towards the border and partition of the island of Ireland 

General preferences toward the border and partition

Would you prefer to see the Border stay or go? IMS: Job Number 1352; A Survey of Public 
Opinion on the Irish Political Situation, question 9a (Dublin: Prepared for This Week magazine, 
Creation Group Ltd. table 9a.) 25 May 1970; Rose, McAllister & Mair (1978: 35).

y \ l l  Fianna Fail Fine Gael la b o u r
Prefer border to go 70 74 67 60
Prefer border to stay 29 25 33 39
D on’t know 1 1 0  1
N 1000 534 245 139

Our government should work actively to end the partition of Ireland? Political Socialisation of 
the Irish Student, January -  June 1972, Pfretzschner & Borock, Question 88 (p.l70) [N=I312]

S tron g  agree Agree Don't know Disagree Strongly disagree
57 21 11 6 5

Do you think that Ireland will always remain partitioned or do you think the time will come when the 
border will go? IF TH IN K  WILL G O  ASK Q. 3. IMS: C M C /m d/J.780/6, BBC - Panorama Programme, 
9 March 1978, question 2.

Total Accept Oppose Totally Admire Approve of Don’t
Federalism IRA? oppose

IRA
ideals of 
IR A ?

IR A know

Border will go 58 65 55 56 66 74 44
Border will remain 27 26 38 32 11 19 22
D on’t know 15 9 7 12 12 8 34
N 1295 764 135 670 377 31 217

Leaving your hopes to one side, do you think the border will eventually disappear or not? Survey on 
Attitudes Towards Social & Political Issues, ESRI, July 1978, question 159. [N=1758]

Yes 73.1
N o 24.9

This is an island and it cannot be permanently partitioned? Survey on Attitudes Towards Social & Political 
Issues, ESRI, July-September 1978, question 93. [N=1758]

Strongly disagree 5.4
Moderately disagree 6.8 21.3
Slightly disagree 9.1
Neither agree or disagree 1.0
Slightly agree 16.0
Moderately agree 20.6 76.5
Strongly agree 39.9
D on’t know 1.2
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There will never be peace in N orthern Ireland until partition is ended? Survey on Attitudes Towards Social 
& Political Issues, ESRI, July-September 1978, question 96. [N=1758]

Strongly disagree 5.3
Moderately disagree 9.0 24.9
Slightly disagree 10.6
Neither agree or disagree 1.5
Slightly agree 13.7
Moderately agree 20.9 72.2
Strongly agree 37.6
D on’t know 1.3

The N orthern Ireland problem will not be solved by ending partition? Survey on Attitudes Towards Social 
& Political Issues, ESRI, July-September 1978, question 118. [N=1758]

Strongly disagree 11.8
Moderately disagree 12.7 39.6
Slightly disagree 15.1
Neither agree or disagree 1.8
Slightly agree 21.1
Moderately agree 18.6 56.8
Strongly agree 17.1
D on’t know 1.7

Finally, here are some statements that people sometimes make about the situation in Northern 
Ireland. For each statement could you tell me whether you agree or disagree? There will never 
be peace in Northern Ireland until partition is ended. European Values Survey (EVS) 1999. 
Survey implemented by ESRI, September 1999, question 88(1). [1,012]

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree Disagree Strongly D K /N A
nor disagree disagree

15 36 17 20 2 10

And now some questions about Northern Ireland. Again, please indicate whether you disagree 
or agree with each o f  the following statements. Please tick on box on each line. There will never 
be lasting peace in Northern Ireland until partition is ended ... Irish Social and Political Attitudes 
Survey (ISPAS), Survey implemented by the ESRI, Winter 2001/2002, question 6(3). [N=1890],

Strongly disagree 2
Disagree 13
Slightly disagree 6
Neither agree/disagree 19
Slightly agree 14
Agree 32
Strongly agree 13
D on’t know 1
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Policy preferences toward removing the border and ending partition

If Q9a prefer border to go: Do you think this can be achieved by negotiation or not? IMS: Job Num ber 
1352; A Survey o f Public Opinion on the Irish Political Situation, question 9b (Dublin: Prepared for This 
Week magazine, Creation G roup Ltd) 25 May 1970.

A ll Fianna Fail Fine Gael labour
Can be achieved by negotiation 57 62 56 47
Cannot be achieved by negotiation 13 13 11 13
D o n ’t know ?? 30 25 33 40
N 1000 534 245 139

If the border could only be removed by resorting to force, would you prefer to see it stay or go? 
IMS: Job Number 1352; A Survey of Public Opinion on the Irish Political Situation, question 9c 
(Dublin; Prepared for This Week magazine, Creation Group Ltd) 25 May 1970.

A.U Fianna Fail Fine Gael iMbour
Prefer it to stay 53 57 53 42
Prefer it to go 14 14 11 18
D on’t know 3 4 3 0
N o reply?? 30 25 33 40
N 1000 534 245 139

What are the main factors or condidons in the South, which represent obstacles to better 
relations between the North and South? The Border. IMS/CMC/5S-178 (a), Forum for Peace 
and Reconciliation, April 18-29,1995, question 2. [N=1282]

Too much British control o f the N orth 
RUC
Orange O rder 
Different culture/traditions 
Better infrastructure/health services 
The Border
Politicians/British Politicians
Different attitudes/attitudes of both communities 2
Political differences/political views/politics 2
British army presence 2
Loyalists, Paramilitaries, UVF, Sectarian violence 2
Historical reasons /  living in the past 2
O ther answers 2
Allegiance to  the Q ueen/E ngland/stay  under British rule 3
Better social welfare conditions 3
Afraid o f a United Ireland/don 't want it/afraid they might lose out 4
Peace talks/too slow/British attitude/e.g. Gerry Adams 4
Financial/economic factors 4
Better standard of living in the North 4
None 5
Fear o f violence erupting again/fear 5
Ian Paisley 6
Bigotry/bitterness/hatred 7
Fear o f IRA - reluctance to give up arm s/fear ceasefire may not last 7
Lack of com m unication/understanding/trust 8
Unionists/extrem e U nionists/Too many differences between Unionists and Nationalists 11
Religious differences/hatred between religious groups 17
D on't know /refused 23
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How important do you think the border is between Northern Ireland and the Republic? READ 
OUT M RBI/4350/96a, 23/02/96, The Irish Times, question 7. [N=1000]

The border matters & people should be prepared to fight for it if necessary 7
The border matters but it is not worth risking any lives for it 47
The border does not matter and is not worth arguing about 42
No opinion 5

Predictions of timing of the end of the border

Leaving your hopes to one side, do you think the border will eventually disappear or not? Survey on 
Attitudes Towards Social & Political Issues, ESRI, July 1978, questions 159-160.

Total How long will it takel
Yes 73.1
No 24.9
IF YES: About how many years do you think it will take 
before the border disappears? (Interviewer read out 
categories)

Within 2 years 0.9
3-5 years 6.7
6-10 years 17.4
11-15 years 11.7
16-25 years 17.0
26-50 years 11.1
Over 50 years 7.9

Leaving your hopes to one side, do you think the Border will eventually disappear, or not? Moxon-Browne 
(1983: 41); Davis & Sinnott (1979: 50-51), questions 159-160.

A l l Kespondents who support Respondent who did not advocate
a United Ireland for a United Ireland

Within 2 years 0.9 1.1 0.6
3 - 5  years 6.7 7.5 5.5
6 - 1 0  years 17.4 21.8 9.1
11 -  15 years 11.7 14.0 7.5
16 -  25 years 17.0 19.1 14.0
26 -  50 years 11.1 11.1 11.7
Over 50 years 7.9 7.9 8.3
Never 24.9 17.5 43.4
N 1715 1185 530

314



D o you think that Ireland will always remain partitioned or do you think the time will come when 
the border will go? Ask all who say the border will go: H ow long do you think it be before this
will happen? M O R I/2411/1  survey for London Weekend Television (LWT), May 10-14, 1984, 
questions 20-21. [N=1050]

Total Horn long will it take^
Always remain partitioned 38
Border will go 48
D on’t know 14
IF YES: How long do you think it be before this will happen?
[N=506]

Within 2 years 2
3-5 years 6
6-10 years 20
11-20 years 30
Longer 34
D on’t know 8

Regarding the Northern Ireland problem, which o f these phrases comes nearest to your opinion? 
Show card. MRBI, 21st/25th /30th  anniversary surveys. May 2-16 1983, question 6g; May 26 -  
June 23,1987, question 3a; Jones (2001: 286). [N=1000]

N orthern Ireland will never be reunited with the South 
N orthern Ireland will never be reunited in 100 years from now 
N orthern Ireland will never be reunited in 50 years from now 
N orthern Ireland will never be reunited in 25 years from now 
N orthern Ireland will never be reunited in 10 years from now 
No opinion

1983 1987 2001
39 49 40

9 11 8
16 13 16
17 9 17
9 7 10

10 12 9
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A p p e n d i x  6-5

Withdrawal of British Troops from Northern Ireland

D o you think that British troops should leave Northern Ireland or not? IMS: JN;I452 RJA/mec, 
Creation Group Ltd. May 25, 1970, question 8. [N=1000]

Yes — should leave now N o  — should not leave now Don't know / N o  opinion
25 67 9

Data for IMS poll o f March 1978 is not available in the Irish Opinion Poll Archive. The British 
government should declare their intention to o f withdrawing their troops and their rule from N orthern 
Ireland. See, Hayes & McAllister (1996: 77).

Favour withdrawal 75
Oppose withdrawal 15
D on’t know /  No opinion 10

The British government should remove the British army from the streets in Northern Ireland? Survey on 
Attitudes Towards Social & Political Issues, ESRI, July-September 1978, question 138. [N=1758]

Strongly disagree 7.2
Moderately disagree 10.1 29.7
Slightly disagree 12.4
Neither agree or disagree 1.5
Slightly agree 17.6
Moderately agree 17.9 66.5
Strongly agree 31.0
D on’t know 2.2

The British government should announce its intention to withdraw from Northern Ireland at a fixed date 
in the future? Survey on Attitudes Towards Social & Political Issues, ESRI, July-September 1978, question 
140. 1N=1758]

Strongly disagree 4.7
Moderately disagree 5.7 18.1
Slightly disagree 7.7
Neither agree or disagree 1.8
Slightly agree 17.3
Moderately agree 20.2 77.7
Strongly agree 40.2
D on’t know 2.3

I am going to read a few statements, which people have made. Can you tell me whether you agree or 
disagree with each - and if you Strongly agree or strongly disagree? READ O U T A lasting solution to the 
N orthern Ireland problem will require a British withdrawal. M RBI/3510/87, The Irish Times, May 22-23, 
1987, question 11a.

Strongly agree 27
Agree 33
N either/D on 't know /no  opinion 14
Disagree 20
Strongly disagree 6
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Which o f these statements comes closest to the way you yourself feel about the presence of British Troops 
in N orthern Ireland? IM S/PM acN /m bJ.11345, Independent Newspapers, April 8-10, 1988, question 21. 
|N=1036]

British Troops should withdraw from N orthern Ireland immediately 23
British Troops should withdraw from N orthern Ireland within five years 30
British Troops should remain within N orthern Ireland until a settlement is reached 34
British Troops should not be withdrawn from  N orthern Ireland 4
D on’t know 10

Finally, here are some statements that people sometimes make about the situation in N orthern Ireland. 
For each statement could you tell me whether you agree or disagree? The British government should 
declare its intention to withdraw from  N orthern Ireland at a fixed date in the future. European Values 
Survey (EVS) 1999. Survey implemented by ESRI, September 1999, question 88(3). [1,012]

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree Disagree Strongly D K /N A
nor disagree disagree

17 40 19 12 1 12

And now som e questions about Northern Ireland. Again, please indicate whether you disagree 
or agree with each o f the following statements. Please tick on box on each line. The British 
government should declare its intention to withdraw from Northern Ireland at a fixed date in the 
future . ..  Irish Social and Political Attitudes Survey (ISPAS), Survey implemented by the ESRI, 
Winter 2001/2002, question 6(5). [N=1890].

Strongly disagree 3
Disagree 12
Slightly disagree 6
Neither agree/disagree 25
Slightly agree 13
Agree 27
Strongly agree 13
D on’t know 1

I will now read out som e more statements. Please tell me to what extent you disagree or agree 
with each statement. Show card A2. Statement 4: The British government should declare its 
intendon to withdraw from Northern Ireland at a fixed date in the future. Irish National 
Election Study (INES) 2002. Survey implemented by ESRI, Summer 2002, question A12(3). 
[N=2663]

Strongly agree 1
Disagree 12
Slightly agree 4
Neither agree nor disagree 20
Slightly agree 10
Agree 41
Strongly agree 11
D on’t know /  N o answ'er 1
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Data for figure 6-4, Public opinion within the Republic of Ireland toward 
proposals for the withdrawal of British troops from Northern Ireland, 1970 -  
2002 (percent)

Survey Favour withdrawal Oppose withdrawal Don't know N

May 1970 (IMS) 25 67 9 1000
Mar. 1978 (IMS)* 75 15 10 >1000
Sept. 1978 (ESRI) 78 18 2 1758
May 1987 (MRBI) 60 26 14 1000
April 1988 (IMS) 53 38 10 1036
Sept. 1999 (EVS)* 57 13 31 1012
Feb. 2002 (ISPAS)* 53 21 26 1890
July 2002 (INES)* 62 17 21 2663

Mean (1978-2002) 63 21 16
Standard deviation 10 9 10

Note that the poll questions that have been used to construct this time series do not have a standard fonnat. Those marked mith an asterisk 
(*) relate to a British troop mthdrawal at a "fixed date" in the future. The other items are different in referring to immediate withdrawal 
(1970), favour withdrawal (Sept. 1978), a lasting solution requires withdrawal (1987) and troops should be withdrawn immediately or 
within five years, i.e. at a fixed date (1988).
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A p p e n d i x  6-6

Vote intention in the Good Friday/Belfast Agreement referendum, 1998

If  a proposed Northern Ireland settlement emerging from the present multi-party talks included 
the following elements: - A Northern Ireland Assembly, - N orth /South  Executive Bodies with 
meaningful powers, - Changes to Articles 2 and 3 and to the Government o f Ireland Act and, - 
Changes in the policing of Northern Ireland, would you vote in favour or against such a 
settlement in a referendum? (CM C/SOS/id/8S-181, 26/03/98, question 16). [N=1100]

Would vote in favour 51
Would vote against 11
Would not vote (spontaneous) 4 
Do not know /no opinion 34

Question in Kepublic: In the light of the Agreement in N orthern Ireland, a referendum is being held 
here to change the Constitution. This change will involve amendments to Articles 2 & 3, which 
contain the Republic’s claim to Northern Ireland. If the referendum were held today, how would 
you vote -  yes, in favour o f change or no, against change? (M RBI/4682/98, 15/04/98, question 
8;

Question in Northern Ireland: A referendum is to be held in Northern Ireland on the Agreement. 
The Agreement contains proposals covering -  an Assembly in Northern Ireland, North-South 
bodies, and a Council o f the Isles; plus reform of the Republic’s claim to Northern Ireland in 
Articles 2 & 3 o f its Constitution and reform of the Government o f Ireland Act. If the 
referendum was being held today, how would you vote? Would you vote ‘yes’ in favour o f the 
Agreement, or ‘no’ against the Agreement? (The Harris Institute, JN68023, 13/04/98, question 
2).

Yes, in favour of change in the Constitution 
No, against change in the Constitution 
Am undecided/no opinion
N

Republic Northern Ireland

61 73
20 14
19 13
1000 500

You say you intend to vote against the Northern Ireland Agreement. Why do you say that? 
Probe to pre-codes. D o not prompt. (M RBI/4704/98, 13/05/98, question 2a; The Harris 
Research Centre, JN68025, 12/05/98, question 2a). Note, this question was asked to 5 percent 
o f all respondents.

The constitutional changes in the Republic of Ireland

Kepublic

41

Northern Ireland 

2
The release o f prisoners 27 45
Continuation of partition 18 7
The reform of the RUC 8 8
The beginning o f a move towards a United Ireland 6 18
The constitutional changes in Northern Ireland 4 14
The continuation o f partition 2 7
Power-sharing in Northern Ireland 2 8
The existence of North-South bodies 2 1
N 49 104
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Two weeks ago, a proposed Agreement emerged from the multi-party talks on the future of 
Northern Ireland. This agreement is being put to referendums in the Republic of Ireland and 
Northern Ireland on Friday May 22"‘i.

Question in Republic: In the forthcoming referendum, will you vote ‘yes’ in favour o f the 
Agreement, which involves changing Articles 2 & 3 of the Constitution, or will you vote ‘no ’?

Question in Northern Ireland: In the forthcoming referendum will you vote ‘yes’ in favour of the 
Northern Ireland Agreement, or will you vote ‘no’ against the Northern Ireland Agreement? 
(Lansdowne, RA/SM 8L-305, 25/04/98, question 1).

Republic Northern Ireland

Will vote yes 61 61 52 52
Inclined to vote yes 11 9
Will vote no 7 7 14 14
Inclined to vote no 1 3
Undecided/refused to say 20 32 22 34
N 1010 850

How do you intend to vote in the referendum on the Northern Ireland Agreement on May 22nd? 
(M RBI/4704/98, 13/05/98, question 2; The Harris Research Centre, JN68025, 12/05/98, 
question 2).

Republic Northern Ireland

Yes, in favour o f Agreement 72 56
No, against Agreement 5 25
D on’t know /no opinion 23 19
N 1000 500

The referendum on the Northern Ireland Agreement takes place this coming Friday May 22nd. 
In Friday’s referendum, will you vote for or against the proposed Agreement? 
(IM S/C M C /id/8S-269,18/05/98, question 8; May 10 Belfast Telegraph/UTV MRNI).

Republic Northern Ireland

Will vote for 71 52
Will vote against 6 20
D on’t know/undecided 17 25
Will not vote (spontaneous) 6
N 1000 1500

Voting in the referendum ... exact text not available ... (IMS, exit survey, 22/05/98, question 1; 
UMS, 22/05/98, U.8178, question 1)

Republic Northern Ireland

Yes 95 73
No 5 27
N  1000 1677
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If a referendum on the Good Friday/Belfast Agreement were held today, how would you vote? 
(M RBI/5012/99, 08/08/99, question 11; Price W aterhouse/M RBI, 08 /08/99, question 11). 
Note the same question text was used in the Republic and in Northern Ireland.

Republic Northern Ireland

Yes, in favour of the agreement 85 58
No, against it 4 27
Would not vote 6 6
D on’t know 5 9
N WOO 1000

In last years referendum on the Good Friday/Belfast Agreement did you vote ‘yes’, in favour of 
the agreement or ‘no ’, against the agreement? (M RBI/5012/99, 08 /08/99 , question 10; Price 
Waterhouse Coopers, 08/08/99, question 10). Note the same question text was used in the 
Republic and in Northern Ireland. The figures in brackets are the actual referendum results from 
May 22,1998.

Republic Northern

Yes, in favour of the agreement 73 (33.95) 64 (57.57)
No, against it 3 (21.05) 23 (23.38)
Did not vote 23 (45.00) 12 (19.05)
D on’t know 2 1
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A p p e n d ix  7-1

IMS politics survey for RTE, August 30 -  September 8,1976

Left-right self-placement

SHOW  CARD B: “As you know, politicians, and political parties are often referred to as tending to be 
right or left in their policies, and to talk about right o f centre, and left o f centre. Using this card, I would 
like you to rate each o f the three main political parties in this country on this scale. First of all, starting 
with ...?  So how would you sum up the present coalition government on this scale -  in terms of their 
policies? And where would you place yourself on this scale? (1) Very right wing; (2) Slightly to the right of 
centre: (3) Centre (neither right nor left); (4) Slightly to the left o f centre; (5) Very left wing; (6) D on’t 
know. IM S /R JA /sr/C M C /m d/J .3201/2, RTE, August 30 -  September 8, 1976, questions 5a-c.

Government intervention

SHOW  CARD C: “Some people say that government should set up more state owned companies, and 
have more control over industry in this country. O thers take the opposite view and feel that government 
should have less control over industry. Which o f  these views do you yourself tend to support? (1) Much 
more governm ent/state control; (2) A little more governm ent/state control; (3) Keep the balance as it is; 
(4) A little less governm ent/state control; (5) Much less governm ent/state control; (6) D on’t know /N o 
opinion. IM S /R JA /sr/C M C /m d/J.3201/2 , RTE, August 30 -  September 8, 1976, question 6.

Social spending

“Do you think that government spending on social services such as housing, education and health, should 
... (1) be increased; (2) stay about the same as it is now; (3) or be cut down; (4) don’t know. 
IM S/R JA /sr/C M C /m d/J.3201/2 , RTE, August 30 -  September 8, 1976, question 9.
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Profile of the net left-right orientation of the Irish public in an IMS poll of 
August-September 1976 (Percent)

Support much more govt, control over industry (N=136) 
V\torked for a political candidate (N=104) 

Good deal of difference betvk^een political parties (N=181) 
F50+social class (N=216) 

Govt spending on social services should be cut (N=111) 
Fine Gael identifier (N=219) 

F50- social c lass (N=315) 
Support much less govt, control over industry (N=55) 

Given money to a political party (N=362) 
Fianna Fail indentifier(N=441) 

Rural dvi/eller (N=490) 
Support a little less govt, control over industry (N=603) 

Aged 45- 54yrs (N= 152) 
Left school at 17 yrs (N=222) 

Govt spending on social services should stay about the sam e (N=794) 
Left school aged < 14yrs (N=216) 

Aged 65+yrs (N=142) 
Left school at 18 yrs {N=290) 

Female housewife (N=351) 
Conservative - against new ideas, orientation (N=335) 

Discuss politics not very often (N=444) 
Extremely/very interested in politics (N=97) 

Left school at 15 yrs (N=314) 
Discuss politics very often (N=26) 

Left school at 16 yrs (N=301) 
A ged55-64yrs {N=160) 

Female (N=543) 
A ged25-34yrs (N=222) 

Self-placem ent of the respondent: TOTAL (N=1004) 
Not interested in politics at all (N=626) 

Support keeping a ba lance over govt, control of industry (N=248)
AB social class (N=134) 

Fairly interested in politics (N=281) 
Discuss politics fairly often (N=190) 

Cl social class (N=283) 
Progressive - em brace new ideas, orientation (N=635)

Male (N=461) 
A ged35-44yrs(N=183) 

Some differences (N=272) 
Support little more govt, control (N=219) 

Hardly any difference (N=447) 
O therfem ale (N=202) 

N everdiscuss politics (N=338) 
Left school at 14 yrs (N=532) 

Favour increased govt, spending on social services (N=516) 
DE social class (N=634) 

Differences between parties, DK/no reply (N=900) 
Urban dweller (N=514) 

C2 social c lass (N=456) 
C hange in govt, spending on social services. DK/No reply (N=70)

Aged 18- 24yrs (N=145) 
Govt, control overindustry, DK/no reply (N=223) 

No identification with any party (N=140) 
Left school at 19+yrs or still studying (N—BS)
. 1 i n t  I P a r t y

113.6 
113.5

M2.5 
I 12.5

2 10.3 
1 10.1

18.1
18.1

□ 7,5 
]7 .3

 I fi Q
ZZZ3 6 J
= 1 6 .4
ZZI6.3
ZD 6.2
= 36 .1
=16.1
=16.0
□ 5.7
15.6
15.5

= 1 5 . 3
= 1 5 . 1
^ H 4 . 9
 14  7
 14  7
----
 14  R
= 1 4  5
= 1 4 . 3  
=  4.3 
ID  4 .0 
=  4 0 
= 13 .9  
D 3 .7  
] 3.3

-20 -15 -•0 -5 10 15 20

Left orientation <— |— > Right orientation

AW f m t score is a measure net left-right orientation where fo r  convenience right is positive. I t  is calculated as fo llom  (Right percent -  'Left 
percent)*(1 — (Centre +  D on’t  know )! 100) where difference between left and right is weighted non-committal responses, i.e. centre and 
don't know. The left right self-placement scale was a five point one. L eft represents an aggregation ofpoints 4 and 5  on this scale; right is 
am aggregation ofpoints 1 and 2  while centre is represented bj point 3 as in the original. Question wording fo r  left-right self-placement item 
i j  gii’en on the previous page.
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Left-right orientation and support for more or less government spending on social 
services, August-September 1976 (percent)

Increase spending Right wing
45  ,Stay about the sam e 

Cut down spending 40

30

Don't know < Centre Right
'  20

Left wing ' Centre

Source: lM S IK ]A lsr/C M C !m dl].3201 j2 , R TE , August 30 — September 8, 1976, question 9. This ‘'polar chart** illustrates 
responses of the self-identified *'right-wing'\ **centre-righf\ ‘"centre”, ‘'centre-left'\ “left-wing* and uncommitted left-right sections of Irish 
public opinion to a key issue associated with left-right. The expectation is that leftist respondents will favour increased spending on social 
services while right-wingers will not {as they favour lower levels of taxation). The pattern evident in this chart is strongly determined by the 
fact that many respondents gave ‘‘don't know** to the left-right self-placement question. Overall this chart demonstrates no strong association 
between left-right orientation and opinions toward increased government spending as one would expect.
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Eurobarometer, European Election Study left-right item (1989-2004)

Question format: “In political matters, people talk of “the left" and “the right”. How would you place 
your views on this scale?” SHOW CARD DO NOT PROMPT. THE TEN BOXES OF THE CARD 
ARE NUMBERED. RING CHOICE. IF CONTACT HESITATES, ASK HIM TO TRY AGAIN). 
1= L E F T ... 10=RIGHT.

“And where about would you place the political parties?”

Irish National Election Study, 2002:

A sample of 2700 people of voting age from across the country was interviewed after the 2002 election. 
Households were chosen at random and then a random respondent was selected within each household. 
The fieldwork was carried out by the ESRI. The questionnaire was fielded May/June 2002. There were 
two versions (with a short split-half) and a drop-off. The response rate for the main questionnaire was 
close to 60%, with over 85% of those completing the supplementary drop-off questionnaire. The left-right 
question was asked as part of the drop-off. For more details see;

http://www.tcd.ie/PoliticaLScience/Staff/Michael.Marsh/ElectionStudy/

Q24. Where would you place yourself on a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 means the left and 10 means the 
right? Please tick ( )  one box.

“And where about would you place the political parties?”
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Evolution of left-right self-placement in Ireland on Eurobarometer’s ten-point 
scale, 1973-2004 (percent)

ZQp

i m
o ° ooS   ooo
o P '

SSgffiSSSgsSSggS? gSsSSSSSMffiSSffiSas'^
D ' ' ^  '  s” *' *- j i '  ^  v“ " '  ' -Wv— N—'  c n  eft* '  '  '—

m ^ m p ^ rn m m m  m r n r n r n ' m * ^ r n m o ' ' m '2 OOmP̂CDOD Pî mm ?̂Pî !-«QJmm'J-"-̂ COm'-̂ '̂ '-̂ K trî CD ?n'̂ m mrfi _£s §^§p||pl|iP3 ^6il§l|is|g2i§§i
’ Point 5 on L-R scale • Point 6 on L-R scale

Source: Eurobarometer Alannheim (AIZES) Eurobarometer trend file 1971-2002 and recent Eurobarometer reports.
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Details of survey design, methodology and non-response rates for poll data used 
in figures 7-3 and 7-4

Year Mode Scale type TV SelfDK % FFDK% FGDK% Labour DK %

1976 Face-to-face 5 point 1,004 29.6 35.9 37.1 ZIA
1989 Face-to-face 10 point 1,016 18.2 17.8 18.2 18.5
1994 Face-to-face 10 point 1,000 18.0 19.8 20.5 20.5
1999 Telephone 10 point 502 10.8 21.7 20.5 20.8
2002 Face-to-face 11 point 2,382 30.5 32.0 34.3 35.8
2004 Postal 10 point 781 7.4 7.0 8.5 9.2

Data used to construct table 7-4

The following is the dataset used to construct this chart. Interpolated median estimates are shown along 
with standard deviations (in parentheses). Data derived from: IMS Aug. 30 -  Sept. 8 1976, EES 1986 (EB 
31A), EES 1994 (EB 41.1), EES 1999, IN ES 2002 and EES 2004.

Variable 1976 1989 1994 1999 2002 2004

Fianna Fail 2.47 7.85 7.36 6.59 6.32 6.73
(1.05) (1.91) (2.00) (2.26) (2.05) (2.39)

Fine Gael 2.55 7.58 7.12 6.13 6.09 6.41
(1.07) (2.06) (2.09) (2.34) (2.06) (2.31)

Labour Party 3.81 3.27 4.51 4.23 4.55 3.52
(1.01) (1.77 (1.95) (1.95) (1.92) (2.03)

Self-placement 2.80 6.36 5.45 5.26 5.38 5.27
(0,98) (2.07) (2.02) (2.03) (2.10) (2.28)
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A p p e n d ix  7-2

Left-right self-placement and its importance by subgroup and party attachment in 
Ireland, October-December 2001 (percent)

Left wing self
placement 
important

Right wing self- 
placement 
important

Centrist self
placement 
important

Left-right not 
important N

Age
18-24 yrs 17.0 9.4** 21.6 52.0** 171
25-34 yrs 19.2 11.7** 27.6 41.6 214
35-54 yrs 15.6 19.3 30.2 34.9 378
55-64 yrs 12.2 26.0** 27.6 34.1 123
65-1- yrs 8.1** 25.8** 26.6 39.5 124

Gender
Male 18.2 20.0 27.1 34.7* 495
Female 12.4 15.3 27.8 44.5* 515

Education
Primary or less 13.6 20.0 27.1 39.3 140
Lower secondary 17.8 13.0 18.5** 49.3** 146
Higher secondary 15.3 15.9 29.3 37.9 485
Third level 14.6 22.6* 29.3 32.6** 239

Location
Urban 16.1 17.5 26.6 39.8 830
Rural 11.1 18.3 31.1 39.4 180

Par^ attachment
Fianna Fail 8.6** 314 *** 29.0 31.0** 290
Fine Gael 11.2 29.6*** 32.2 27.0** 152
Labour Party 33.8*** 6.3** 28.8 31.3 80
Sinn Fein 46.9*** 3.1** 18.8 31.3 32
The Green Party 37.5*** 6.3* 31.3 25.0* 32
Worker’s Party 36.8** <0.1** 31.6 31.6 19
Progressive Democrats 6.7 6.7 33.3 53.3 15

Total 15.2 17.6 27.4 39.7
N 154 178 277 401 1010

*pS .10  **p S .0 5  ***p'£.001 (two tailed test)

Source: A S E S  items q403 and404. Note, left on the ‘left-right’ self-placement scale refirs to responses 1 through 4, ‘centre’5  and 6 while 
‘right’ refers to answers ‘7 through 10’. Eeft-right self-placement was coded as important i f  a respondent stated it was extremely, somewhat 
or only a little important. A l l  respondents aged over 18years.

[A SK  A L L ]  [SH O W  IT E M  1 to 10] Q403: In politics, people sometimes talk about “left” and “right. How would you place your 
views on this scalel (Circle one answer) Left -  1, Right — 10, Don’t  know — 11.
[A SK  A L L ]  [SH O W  IT E M  1 to 4] Q404: A n d  can you tell me how iniportant this idea of left and right is for you personally'? 
(Circle one answer) (1) Extremely important; (2) Somewhat important; (3) Only a little important; (4) N o t important at all; (5) D on’ 
know.

A  difference ofproportion test is used to examine i f  a subgroup is statistically different from the total national figure. The data should be 
interpreted as follows. Those who votedfor the Labour Party in the 1997 general election were more likely to be left-wing than the general 
public or electorate. While those age over 65 years are less likely to be left-wing than the public at large. The significance levels give a 
measure of how likely these differences are likely to be due to sampling error. With the Labour Part)' supporters there is less than a one in a 
thousand chance that the difference noted is due to sampling error.
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A p p e n d ix  7-3

Taxation and spending questions used in table 7-3

1. “D o you think that government spending on social services such as housing, education and health, 
should ... (1) be increased: (2) stay about the same as it is now; (3) or be cut down; (4) don’t know. 
IM S /R JA /sr/C M C /m d/J.3201 /2 , RTE, August 30 -  September 8, 1976, question 9.

Be increased 51%
Stay about the same 31%
Cut down 11%
D on’t know /  N o reply 7%

2. “I would be prepared to pay heavier taxes to run a United Ireland ...? ” ESRI: Attitudes in the Republic 
o f Ireland relevant to the N orthern Ireland Problem; (Davis & Sinnott 1979) question 110, July-September 
1978.

Strongly agree 14%
Moderately agree 15%
Slightly agree 17%
Slightly disagree 11%
Moderately disagree 11%
Strongly disagree 30%
D on’t know /  N o reply 1%

3. “I am going to read a few statements which people have made. Can you tell me whether you agree or 
disagree with each - and if you strongly agree or strongly disagree? READ O U T Taxation must be reduced, 
even if it means that the government makes drastic reduction in expenditure?” (M RBI/3510/87, 
23 /01 /87 , question lib ) .

Strongly agree 29%
Agree 34%
N either/D on’t know /no  opinion 7%
Disagree 23%
Strongly disagree 6%

4. “D o you think, in order to restore the public finances, the government should mainly rely on further 
cuts in public expenditure, as they propose, or alternatively should they seek to raise money by increasing 
taxes?” (IMS: j .11240, 29 /07 /88 , question 8).

Rely on cuts in public expenditure 51%
D on’t know 30%
Raise taxes 16%
Neither 2%

5. “(a) Are you in favour or not o f the government spending more money to reduce the level o f poverty in
Ireland? (b) Would you still be in favour if it meant that better-off people would have to pay higher
taxes?” (M RBI/3680/88, 06 /10 /88 , question 11).

(a) (b)
In favour 88% Yes, still in favour 66%
N ot in favour 9% No, not in favour 20%
D o n ’t know /no  opinion 3% D on't know /no  opinion 2%

329



6. “And finally, there have been reports that the next budget may include cuts in personal taxation. Would 
you prefer that income tax be reduced, or should the money be spent on reducing poverty in Ireland?” 
(M RBI/3710/88, 06 /12 /88 , question 10).

Cut income tax 48%
Reduce poverty 49%
D on’t know /no  opinion 3%

7. “Please tell me if you agree or disagree with the following statements. Taxation must be reduced, even if 
that means more cuts in areas like health, education and social welfare?” (IMS: CMC/J.9S183, 
02/06/1989, question 10).

Agree 43%
Disagree 36%
D on’t know 21%

8. “Please tell me if you agree or disagree with the following statements. The only way to bring down 
unemployment in the long run is to continue cutting back on government expenditure?” (IMS; 
CMC/J.9S183, 02/06/1989, question 11).

Agree 58%
Disagree 33%
D on’t know 10%

9. “Would you prepared to pay higher taxes, for the creation of more jobs?” (M RBI/3960/91, 18/06/91, 
question 11).

Yes 30%
N o 63%
D on’t know /no  opinion 7%

10. “Are you personally in favour or opposed in principle to an increase in borrowing, by the next 
government?” (IMS: 2S.408, 04/12/1992, question 11).

Favour increase in borrowing Oppose increase in borrowing D on’t know
26% 62% 11%

11. “Are you in favour o f continuing tight restraint o f government expenditure on public services, 
including social welfare, or do you think the incoming government should be prepared to spend m ore on 
services and welfare, even if that means an increase in government borrowing?” (IMS: 
C M C /S O S /m c/J.2S425,10/01/93, question 8).

Continuing tight restraint on public expenditure 41%
Should be prepared to spend more on services and welfare 54%
D on’t know 5%

12. “Ireland has experienced record economic growth in recent years, which is now leading to problems of 
higher inflation and a possible loss o f competitiveness. There is a risk o f the economy overheating leading 
to, much higher unemployment and a collapse of the social partnership. If the only means open to the 
government now to prevent this happening is to increase taxes and cut public spending, would you be 
prepared to accept the government taking those steps, or not?” (IMS, CM C/SO S/id/8S-181, 26 /03 /98 , 
question 20).

Yes, would accept 22%
No, would not accept 67%
Do not know /no  opinion 12%
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13. “The government is promising more tax cuts in the next budget. Would you or would you not be 
prepared to sacrifice further tax cuts for a better health service?” MRBI, May 29-30, 2001, IPS 2002, p 50.

Yes 74%
No 20%
Do not know /no  opinion 6%

14. “Thinking o f proposed spending by the next government in areas such as health, education, roads, etc. 
which of these methods o f raising funds would you personally favour?" IMS, May 7, 2002, IPS 2003, p. 66.

Higher taxes 12%
Borrowing from  abroad 12%
Selling state industries, e.g. Aer Lingus, ESB 47%
None o f these 13%
Do not know /no  opinion 16%

15. “The government will not have enough money next year to pay for existing public services and capital 
projects unless it either increases taxes, borrows more, or cuts spending on services and projects. D o you 
think the government should ..?” MRBI, September 22-23, 2003, IPS 2004, p. 51.

Increase taxes 9%
Borrow more 29%
Cut spending 48%
Do not know /no  opinion 14%

16. “In the forthcoming budget in December, various options and choices are open to the government in 
terms o f  personal taxation, other taxes, spending on public services etc. From  your own point o f view, 
which option would you prefer if it had to be one of the following?” READ O U T (1) The government 
should improve public services, even if it means that personal taxation has to rise; (2) Personal taxation 
should stay at current levels, even if it means no additional investment in public services; (3) D on’t 
know /N o opinion (do not read out). IM S/41101257/st, October 21-22, 2003, The Sunday Tribune, 
question 18.

The government should improve public services, even if it means that personal taxation has 
to rise °

Personal taxation should stay at current levels, even if it means no additional investment in 
public services

D on’t know /N o  opinion 10%

50%
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A p p e n d ix  8-1

Public opinion poll questions on the European Union since 1970

S ubcategory N u m b e r  of IM S 
questions

N u m b er o f M R B I 
questions

T o ta l n u m b er 
o f ques tions

European Parliament elections (1979) 20 27 47
Maastricht treaty Qune 1992) 20 15 35
Amsterdam treaty (May 1998) 8 19 27
Support for integration 4 11 15
Society, attitudes toward other Europeans 13 1 14

EU defence policy /  European army, etc. 8 5 13
Neutrality 2 11 13
Single European Act (May 1987) 0 11 11
Accession (May 1972) 9 0 9

EMU, introduction o f the Euro 3 6 9
Nice treaty referendum II (June 2001) 4 5 9
Single Market 4 4 8
Nice treaty referendum I (Oct. 2002) 0 7 7
Irish Presidency o f the European Council 2 4 6

Abortion issue & EU 5 0 5
Constitutional Treaty 0 6 6
Enlargement of the EU 0 3 3
Benefits of EU membership 0 3 3
EU directive (s) /  com mon policies 2 1 3
Irish Commissioner 1 1 2
European Parliament as an institution 0 2 2
Creation of a European Presidency 2 0 2
Commission as an institution 0 1 1
Council o f Ministers as an institution 0 1 1
Creation o f a EU government 1 0 1
Creation o f a European police force 1 0 1

Total 109 144 253

Note this data relates primarily to the Irish Opinion Poll Archive (lO PA ) from the late 1970s until 1998. This archive consulted at: 
http:!!  wwiv.tcd.ieiPolitical_Sciencel cgilFile.html Additional data was included from more recent polls often summarised in the data 

yearbook of Irish Political Studies (IPS). A  smaller number of questions on public opinion toward the E U  have been asked ly  other 
polling companies such as IC M  on specific occasions such as the second Nice treaty referendum in late 2002. Besides Eurobarometer Irish 
attitudes toward the E U  are also available in a number of academic surveys such as El'^S, ISSP, IN E S  and ISPAS. D ata fo r the 
successive European Parliament election polls (i.e. 1984-2004) is not available and so the number of questions asked in this category is 
underestimated but is undoubtedly the modal category o fE U  items asked ly  domestic Irish polling agencies.
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A p p e n d i x  8-2

Public support for Ireland joining the Common Market, IMS poll results from 
November 2 1970 to April 26 1972 (percent)

N ov-70

-1-

May-71

-1-

Apr-72

-1-

Nov-70 May-71 Apr-72 N ov-70

DK

M ay-71 

DK

Apr-72

DK

Sex

Male 57 52 59 24 34 18 18 14 21

Female 39 42 50 30 34 19 30 24 31

Age

16-24 NA 54 NA NA 35 NA NA 11 NA

25-34 NA 60 NA NA 26 NA NA 14 NA

21-34 55 NA 47 26 NA 20 18 NA 30

35-44 50 55 56 29 27 22 22 18 21

45-54 51 36 62 29 41 20 20 23 18

55 41 45 54 26 35 14 31 20 30

Party preference

Fianna Fail 57 NA NA 23 NA NA 20 NA NA

Fine Gael 47 NA NA 33 NA NA 20 NA NA

Labour 40 NA NA 43 NA NA 17 NA NA

Class

ABCl 56 53 58 25 32 18 18 15 21

C2 47 46 46 41 39 27 52 15 26

DE 29 41 45 33 36 25 20 23 27

F1/F2 24 50 64 25 30 8 27 20 27

R egion
Dublin 48 41 50 33 35 29 19 24 20

Rest o f Leinster 53 50 53 26 35 14 20 15 33

Munster 49 54 61 29 36 16 22 10 20

Connaught/Ulster 44 43 51 20 31 13 35 26 34

Area

County borough NA NA 51 NA NA 27 NA NA 19

Urban 49 44 45 33 34 23 18 22 30

Rural 48 50 58 22 34 12 29 16 30

T O T A L 48 47 54 27 34 19 24 19 26

Note: (+) refers to supporting Ireland's membership o f the common market; (-) refers to being against membership and D K  relates to those 
who did not know, were undecided or refused to answer. The following are the exact questions asked to respondents in these three IM S  
polls. Where subgroup data is unavailable this is denoted bj N A .

lA lS  J .3 2 4 /17 RJA:db: A  tabular report on some cjuestions relating to political opinion. This was an IM S  Omnibus po ll with a sample 
o f 1,600 adults aged over sixteen years and 1,431 aged over twenty-one years. Surveying was undertaken on November 2-10, 1970. 
Q . 1: Would yo u  approve or disapprove o f Irelandjoining the Common market'? Response options were 'approve', 'disapprove' or ‘don't 
know !N o  opinion'.

lA IS  JN :1633; A  report containing the tabular results o f an opinion poll relating to subjects o f topical interestfor Creation Group U m ited  
(This W'eek Magat^ne), June 1971. Sun>ejing was undertaken in Mcff 1971 with a sample o f 1.600 respondents aged sixteen years or 
more. Sample si^e was 1,428 fo r  those aged over twen^-oneyears. Response options were 'approve', 'disapprove' or 'don't know jN o  
opinion’.

IM S  J.1S32: Public opinion poll: Referendum fo r  E E C , Party leadership choice. Survey undertaken fo r  Ind^endent Newspapers Ltd. 
with a sample o f 1,000 adults. S u n ’ging was undertaken on Monday A p r il  24 to Tuesday A p r il  25  1972. Q .3: Have you  made up 

yo u r mind y e t  bow likely you yourself are likely to vote, or not? IF  “K L 4D  UP M IN D  " A S K ' Which way do you  think your decision 
will go? Response options were '^'ote fo r  going in', I 'o te  against going in ’. Undecided/Don't know' and 'Refused to answer'. The data 

fo r  the last two categories were combined in the table above.

333



Ap p e n d ix  8-3

Voting intentions in the Maastricht treaty referendum before and after the Danish 
‘no’ vote on June 2,1992 (percent)

D anish referendum

Vote intention 
in Irish 
referendum

April 1992 June 1992 Pre-referendum Post-referendum Difference -  Post 
minus pre

In favour 62 54 55 54 -1
Againsl 10 22 18 24 +6**
Undecided 28 24 27 22 -5‘*
N >1,200 1,281 417 864

* * * p < M 1 , * * p < .0 1 ,p < .1

Note the data includes vote intention and inclination. The Danish 'no vote ’ occurred on June 2, 1992 where a majority of less than 2  
percent (45,000 votes) voted against the Maastricht trea^, previously approved ly  the Danish parliament. The referendum vote intention 
question asked: “I f  you do vote, which wcty will you  vote in this referendum -  in favour of or against the Maastricht treaty?” I f  will not vote 
/  undecided /  refused. A sk : 'W'hich way would you be inclined to vote?" Lansdowne Alarket 'Research, The Sundcty Press,
A M /R A fL J i  2L-224, Mety 2 9  — June 8, 1992, question 9a-b. Difference ofproportions test used to examine i f  there is a statistically 
significant difference in the two sub-samples. The null hypothesis is that there is no difference between the two sub-samples

Comparison of specific survey responses before and after the Danish ‘no-vote’ on 
June 2,1992 (percent)

Survey question Response option Pre-Danish
Referendum

Post-Danish
Referendum

Difference

Important issues in influencing how will vote in 
Maastricht treaty Referendum

Abortion - more 
freely available 10 18 _l_g ♦♦♦

Important issues in influencing how will vote in 
Maastricht treaty Referendum

Closer political links 
with Europe 7 11 +4**

Important issues in influencing how will vote in 
Maastricht treaty Referendum Irish neutrality 13 16 +3

Perceived direction of Catholic church leaders 
advice to voters on how to vote in the 
Maastricht treaty referendum Against Maastricht 18 21 +3

Important issues in influencing how will vote in 
Maastricht treaty Referendum Standard of living 25 22 -3

Vote intention in a future referendum on allowing 
abortion in certain circumstances Against 38 33 -5*

Satisfied or dissatisfied with Mr. Reynolds as 
Taoiseach Satisfied 63 58 -5*

N 417 864

p<^001 y **p < ,0 1 , ^ p< . 1. Details same as table 8-3a>
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A p p e n d ix  8-4

Reasons for participation in Amsterdam treaty referendum and support for the 
treaty, 1998 (percent)

Reason stated Voter turnout Vote in favour Vote against

Mainly because o f N orthern Ireland
40 39 45referendum

Mainly because o f Amsterdam treaty 5 5 5
Because o f both equally 47 52 42
Can’t recall 8 3 8
N 831 540 176

Note, sum ^ followed the same methodolo^ as the lumsdoivne Omnibus. National sample of 1278 adults aged 18+, plus a booster 
sample o f200, 18-24 year olds, inten'iemd face to face at 70 sampling points. Fieldwork was undertaken from August 4-12, 1998. 
'’Didyou turn out to vote?" Show card 3. (1) Mainly because of the referendum on the Northern Ireland Agreement; (2) Mainly because 
of the referendum on the Amsterdam treaty; (3) Because of both equally; (4) Can’t  recall Lansdowne market Research, Commission of the 
European Communities, A M /K B  21^-188, August 4-12, 1998, question 13.
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A p p e n d ix  8-5

Sources of information during the Maastricht, Amsterdam and Nice treaty 
referendum campaign (percent)

Source o f information during 
the campaign

Maastricht,
1992

Amsterdam,
1998

Nice I, 
2001

Nice II, 
2002

Channel o f  communication Info, source* Info, source* Info, use Info, use Info, use

Television 62 53 64 48 73
Poster/leaflets 20 40 52 50 37
Newspapers 47 34 60 40 64
Radio 29 22 62 43 68
Treaty document 6 12 24 40
Interpersonal - 19 11 27 43 64friends/relatives/colleagues
Party political broadcasts, 11 10 40 30 4“;

Referendum Commission
European Parliament or 52 14 16Commission offices
Internet websites - - - 11 10
School/college 1 1 - - -

Church 2 - - - -

N 1,266 1,258 1,245 1,203

Referendum results
Yes vote 40 34 16 31
No vote 17 21 19 18
Abstention 43 45 65 51
Total 100 100 100 100

N ote two types o f information questions have been asked in E U  referendums since 1992. The firs t type examined main source of 
information and was asked in post-Maastricht and Amsterdam polls Iff hansdowne. The second type focused on the types o f information 
used in deciding how to vote and this item was used in post-^Amsterdam and Nice treaty survys fo r  the European Commission 
Representation Office in Ireland. Using a difference ofproportion test fo r  the two different types o f questions asked ifter the Amsterdam  
referendum shows that the responses to both item types is different (p<.001) indicating that both questions were not treated in the same 
manner respondents. The following are the question texts.

* "A n d  where d id jou  get most o f your information about the Maastricht treaty!” Probe to precodes. Multicoding possible. Eansdowne 
M arket Research, Commission o f the European Communities, A A I fR B  2E-188, A ugust 20-28, 1992, question 6.

* “A n d  where d id jou  get most o f jo u r  information about the Amsterdam treaty?" Probe to precodes. Multicoding possible. (1) T V  
current affairs programmes; Lansdowne M arket Research, Commission o f the European Communities, A A I /R B  2E-188, A ugust 4- 
12, 1998, question 14.

'There are a lot o f different ways that people get their information. I  have a list o f several sources o f information. A s  I  read them out, I  
would like you  to tell me whether you  used them in deciding how to vote in the referendum on the Amsterdam treaty. Would you  scry you  
made a lot o f use, some use, little use, or you  did not use the source at a lR" Read out. Show card 4. Multicoding possible. Eansdowne 
M arket Research, Commission o f the European Communities, A A I /R B  2E-188, A ugust 4-12, 1998, question 14. (A  lot o f use and 
some use category responses used in table).

'There are many different ways in which people get information in relation to referendums. I  have a list here o f several possible sources of 
information. Please say how useful, i f  a t all, you  found each o f  them in the lead up to the referendum on the Nice treaty, on 7th June. 
Using this card, would you say you  found each o f the sources mentioned very valuable, somewhat valuable, o f little or no value or did you  
not notice or see the source at all?” Show card 4. Read out. Rotate order. (Single code fo r  each). Irish Marketing Services, 
Commission o f the European Communities Representation in Ireland, August 20  — September 10, 2001 November, 2002, question 4. 
(l^ery valuable and somewhat valuable responses used in table).

'There are a lot o f different ways which people get information in relation to referendums. I  have a list here o f several sources o f information. 
Please say how useful, i f  at all,you found each o f them in the lead tip to the second referendum on the Nice Treaty — the one that was held 
last month. Using this card, would you  say you  found each o f the sources mentioned vey  valuable, somewhat valuable, o f little or no I’alue 
or did you  not notice or come across the source in question at alR  Show card 4. (Single code fo r  each). M illard Brown Irish Marketing 
Senrices, IM S /3 9 3 -S 2 , Commission o f  the European Communities Representation in Ireland, November - December 2002, question 
11. (i''ety valuable and somewhat valuable responses used in table).
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Important issues influencing vote choice in the Maastricht, Amsterdam and Nice 
treaty referendums (percent)

Referendum M M A A NI N l N2 N2

Reason /  Vote choice Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No

Employment /  job opportunities 45 15 - - - - - -
Economy of the country 41 10 - - - - - -
Financial aid for Ireland 36 6 - - - - - -
Women’s issues/rights 12 23 - - - - - -
Neutrality 8 31 - 14 - 12 - 17
Personal finances /  standard of 

living 17 6 - - - - - -

Political union 12 8 - - - - - -
Moral concerns generally 4 22 - - - - - -
Monetary union 8 4 - - - - - -
Abortion 1 11 - - - 1 - 1
Not enough information - - - 38 - 39 - 14
Europe has too much power - - - 26 - - - -
G ood/bad for country generally - - 18 14 - 7 - 25
Ireland needs Europe /  to stay in 27Europe
Influenced by govt./media/others - - 17 - 14 6 11 5
Felt Ireland should go the whole way - - 12 - - - - -
Peace/Northern Ireland - - 11 - - - - -
Felt it was the best decision, good 10 44 53

idea
Enlargement - - - - 22 - 29 -
Advice of family or friends - - - - 4 1 5 2
Loss of sovereignty/independence - - - - - 16 - 8
Would create refugee problems - - - - - 3 - 11
Anti-govt. /  politician - - - - - - - 10
Refuse to change vote N 1 to N2 - - - - - - - 5
Other 10 16 - 5 10 2 11 14

Don't know 4 11 - 5 6 13 1 2
N 585 276 560 181 204 300 625 223

Note M : Maastricht treaty; A :  Amsterdam treaty; N 1: Nice treaty referendum June 2001; N 2: Nice treaty October 2002. A l l  data 
relate to post-election surveys undertaken for the European Commission Representation Office in Ireland.

‘W hat were the important issues which influenced your decision to vote (in favour/ against as appropriate) the Maastricht treaty?" 
PRO BE F U L L Y . 'W hat do you mean by that? Anything else?" C O D E A P P R 0 P R L 4 T E L Y  OR W HITE I N  A N Y  
A N S W 'E R S  N O T  F IT T IN G  IN TO  T H E  PRE-CO D ED  U S T . DO  N O T A L L O W  T H E  R E S P O N D E N T  TO S E E  
T H E  U S T .
‘W hat were the most important issues which influencedyour decision to vote in favour! against (A S  A P P R O P R IA TE ) the Amsterdam 
treaty?" PRO BE F U L L Y . ‘W hat other issues? Anything else?” Lansdowne market Rssearch, U P /L C  8LA20, August4-12, 1998, 
question 5.

‘W hat were the main reasons you voted in favour! against (A S  A P P R O P R IA T E ) the Nice treaty". PRO BE F U I J .Y  A S  
FO LLO W S. ‘Were there any other reasons? A n d  anything else?" R EC O RD  I'TiRBATYM . IMS, August 20 — September 10, 
2001, question 2a; IM S!3 9 3 !S2, November - December 2002, question 6.
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Some of the reasons given by the Irish public for not supporting the Nice treaty 
(2001-2002), per cent

IM S/ECR IC M - M R B I- IM S/ECR -
-  Aug-Sept, Sept 12, IM S - Oct 14-15, D ec 10,

Reason 2001 2002 Oct 10, 2002 2002 2002

Nice will affect neutrality 28 30 32 60 25
Protest against the govt - 19 9 - 10
Increase immigration/refugees 3 13 20 58 11
Lead to a two-tier Europe - 10 - - -
Nice treaty will dilute influence - 9 22 - -
Nice referendum 2002, same issue again - - 24 - -
Other countries benefit from membership - - - 66 -
Protect foreign direct investment - - - 31 -
Nice treaty will ensure peace - - - 28 -
Nice will promote abortion - - - 43 -
Loss of funding & benefits - - 22 - -
Nice will lead to job losses - - 26 - -
Lack of information about Nice 39 - 9 - 14
TV 300 192 247 245 223

Note M R BI in its September 2002 survey read out a series of six statements about the Nice treaty which the respondent could agree or 
disagree with. IM S got intennewers to code from a set of nine pre-codes issues that influenced the rating decision. Three responses were 
coded. ICM  focussed on those wi>o intended to vote no and asked them to pick from a series offive statements that best matched their reason 

for voting no. In contrast, the IM S/ E C R  post-referendum polls involved interviewers noting down verbatim reasons for respondents vote 
choice. These were coded later into ten categories.

IM S/E C R , August 20 — September 10 2001, question 2a, “W'hat were the main reasons you voted in favour!against {AS  
A P P R 0 P R L 4 T E ) the Nice Treaty referendum last month? PRO BE F U IJL Y  A N D  R EC O RD  I TSRBATIM . U’'ere there are 
other reasons? A n d  anything else?"

ICM, September 12, 2002, question 4, “W'hich of the following reasons best describes why you are planning to vote against the Nice 
Treaty'?"

IM S /R J A /P A I/ 861 -S2, October 10, 2002, question 12, 'W hat are the main reasons you will in favour/against (A S  
A P P R 0 P R L 4 T E ) in the second Nice Treaty referendum?’’ P L E ,4 S E  COD E TO PRE-CODES.
M R B I/6229/02, October 14-15 2002, question 11, "On this card is a list offactors which mc^ or mc^ not influence people’s decision as 

to how to vote on the Nice Treaty referendum. Which of these factors, i f  any, have influenced your decision to vote Y e s /N o ’ (see 0 .9 ) in 
the referendum?” S H O W C A R D .

IM S/E C R , December 10 2002, question 3a, 'W hat were the main reasons you voted in favour/ against (A S A P P R O P R IA TE ) the 
Nice Treaty referendum last month? PROBE  FT71,1 .Y  A S  FOLLOU'S: W'ere there are other reasons? A n d  anything else?” 
A N D  R EC O RD  I '^R B A T IM .
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Ap p e n d ix  8-6

Eurobarometer questions used to construct an EU sentiment measure

As noted in the text the questions used to construct the EU sentiment measure are those 
that relate directly to the European Union, its institutions and policies.

1. UNIF:
In general, are you for or against efforts being made to unify Western Europe?
(For-very much & for-to some extent)

2. MEMBER;
Generally speaking, do you think that IRELAND'S membership of the European Community (Common 
market) i s ..?
(A good thing)

3. BENEFIT:
Taking everything into consideration, would you say that IRELAND has on balance benefited or not from 
being a member o f the European Community (Common Market)?
(Benefited)

4. REGRET:
If you were told tom orrow that the European Community (Common Market) had been scrapped, would 
you be very sorry about it, indifferent or very relieved?
(Very sorry)

5. SPEED_UP:
Some people consider the Com mon Market as being a first step towards a closer union between the 
member states, personally, do you yourself think the movement towards the unification o f Europe should 
be speeded up, slowed down or continued as it is at present?
(Speeded up)

6. EPIMPVl:
How important, would you say, is the European Parliament in the life o f the European Community 
nowadays? (EB19-32A)
How important a part would you say the European Parliament plays in the life o f the European 
Community nowadays? (EB33-52)
(Very important and important)

7. EPIMPV2:
And for each o f the following institutions do you think it plays an important role or not in the life o f the 
European Community nowadays? The European Parliament.
(Important)

8. EPIMP:
Would you personally prefer the European Parliament played a more important or less important part than 
it does now?
(More important)

9. EPELECTI:
Which one o f these opinions comes closest to your own on the future elections to the European 
Parliament?
(It is an event with important consequences which is certain to make Europe more politically unified)

10. MEPATT;
Which o f the following attitudes would expect an Irish Member of the European Parliament to have?
(He should support things that are good for Europe as a whole, event if they are not always good for 
IRELAND at the time)
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11. EUGOVT:
Are you for or against the formation, for the European Union, o f a European government responsible to 
the European Parliament? (EB28-31; 41.1-43.1)
Are you for or against the formation o f a European Union with a European government responsible to the 
European Parliament? (EB32A-41.0)
(For)

12. SEMHOPE:
Personally, would you say that the Single European Market, which will come about by 1992, makes you 
feel very hopeful, rather hopeful, rather fearful or very fearful?
(Very hopeful)

13. SEMGOOD
Altogether do you think that the coming into being of the Single Common Market in the European 
Community in 1992 will be a good thing, a bad thing or neither good nor bad?
(A good thing)

14-21. TEP, TCOM, TCOUNCIL, TECJ, TOMBUD, TCBANK, TAUDIT, TCREGION:
Have you ever heard of (A-H) and for each o f  them, please tell me if you tend to trust it or not to trust it?
A. The European Parliament
B. The European Commission
C. The Council o f Ministers o f the European Union
D. The European Court o f Justice
E. The European Ombudsman
F. The European Central Bank
G. The European Court o f Auditors
H. The Committee o f the Regions o f the European Union 
(Trust it)

22. UNDERST:
In your opinion, over the last 12 m onths has the understanding between the countries o f the European 
Community /  Common Market in general increased decreased or stayed about the same?
(Increased in general)

23. EUCITIZEN:
Do you ever think yourself not only as an Irish citizen but also as a citizen of Europe? (EB19.0)
Does the thought ever occur to you that you are not only Irish but also European? Does this happen often 
or never? (EB33.0, EB37.0 split A)
Do you ever think o f yourself as not only an Irish citizen, but also a citizen of Europe? Does this happen 
often, sometimes or never? (EB37.0 split B)
(Often and sometimes)

24-41. CPCULTUR, CPCURR, CPDATAP, CPDRUGS, CPEDUC, CPENVIR, 
CPFORPOL, CPIMMIGR, CPINDUST, CPPASYL, CPPRESS, CPSCIEN, CPSECUR, 
CPTHIRD, CPUNEMP, CPVATAX, CPWELFAR, CPWORKER, CPWORSEC:
Some people believe that certain areas o f policy should be determined by the Irish government, while other 
areas o f policy should be determined in com m on with the European Community. Which of the following 
areas o f policy do you think should be determined by the Irish government, and which should be decided 
in com m on with the European Community as a whole? (EB31.A)
Some people believe that certain areas of policy should be decided by the Irish government, while other 
areas o f policy should be decided jointly within the European Community. Which o f the following areas 
o f policy do you think should be decided by the Irish government, and which should be decided jointly 
within the European Community? (EB32.A-51.1)
For each o f the following areas, do you think that decisions should be made by the Irish government, or 
jointly within the European Union?

A. Cultural policy CPCULTUR
B. Common currency policy CPCURR
B. Common data protection policy CPDATAP 
D. The fight against drugs CPDRUGS
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E. Educational standards CPEDUC
F. Protection o f the environment CPENVIR
G. Foreign policy towards countries outside of the European Community CPFORPOL
H. Immigration policy CPIMMIGR
I. Industrial policy CPINDUST
J. Rules for political asylum CPPASYL
K. Basic rules for broadcasting and press OPPRESS
L. Scientific and technological research CPSCIEN
M. Security and defence policy CPSECUR
N. Co-operation with developing countries, Third World CPTHIRD
O. Dealing with unemployment CPUNEM P
P. Rates o f VAT (value added tax) CPVATAX
Q. Health and social welfare CPWELFAR
R. Participation of workers' representatives on company board o f directors CPW ORKER 
S. Workers' rights vis-a-vis their employers CPWORSEC 
(The European Union)

42. EUIMP:
W hether or not you have the time to take a personal interest in the problems of the European Community. 
Do you feel that these problems are very important, important, not very im portant or unimportant for the 
future o f IRELAND and the people o f IRELAND?
(Very important)

43. SAT_DEM_EU:
O n the whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied or not at all satisfied with the way 
democracy works in European Community? Would you say you are ..?
(Very satisfied and fairly satisfied)
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Ap p e n d ix  8-7

The following Eurobarometer questions were used to construct an EU interest and 
awareness measure. While these measures measure a variety o f things, nonetheless all 
relate to some informational aspect o f  opinions toward the EU and in this respect they 
give some measure o f interest in the integration project.

1. C O M M E D IA :
Have you recently seen or heard in the papers, on the radio, or on television, anything about the European 
Commission in Brussels that is the Commission o f  the European Community?
(Yes)

2. FAVCOM :
Has what you read or heard given you a generally favourable or unfavourable impression of the European 
Commission?
(Generally favourable)

3. A W AREEP:
Have you recently seen or heard in the papers or on the radio or television anything about the European 
Parliament that is the Parliamentary Assembly of the European Community or Common Market?
(Yes)

4. E P IN F O F :
Has what you read or heard given you a generally favourable or unfavourable impression o f the European 
Parliament?
(Generally favourable impression)

5. SEM ED IA :
Have you read in the papers, seen on the television or heard anything about the Single European Market o f 
1992?
(Yes)

6. IN F O R M E C :
All things considered, how well informed do you feel you are about the European Community, its policies, 
its institutions?
(Very well. Quite well)

7. IN T E R E S T :
Are you personally very interested, a little interested, or not at all interested in the problems of the 
European Community /  Common Market?
(Very interested)

8. G IN T E R E S T :
And as far as European politics are concerned, that is matters relating to the European Community. To 
what extent would you say you are interested in European Community politics? (EB 30, 31A, 32A, 33 & 
34)

To what extent would you say you are interested in European Community politics, that is matters related 
to the European Community: A great deal, to some extent, not much or not at all? (EB 39, 40, 41.0, 41.1 
&42)
(A great deal)
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A ppendix 8-8
Details of the construction of the sentiment toward EU measure for each 

Eurobarometer survey undertaken

Estimation based on Wcaic software implementing the dyad ratios algorithm described in Stimson (1999, 
appendix 1). This program devised by Stimson (update; February 2001) builds dimensional “factor scores” 
from series o f  survey questions that have only partially overlapping observations. Exponential sm oothing 
o f  the data has been used to reduce the influence o f  random fluctuations from sampling in order to 
observe more clearly com m on m ovem ents in the survey marginals. The ‘AlphaF’ and ‘AlphaB’ are product 
m om ent correlations o f  the two independent estimates (forward and backward recursion) o f  the latent EU  
sentiment series. The item scale correlation at solution equates to a factor loading and squaring this value 
may be interpreted as a communality estimate. Results have been sorted in descending order o f  item scale 
correlation.

EU sentiment measure including all Eurobarometer questions

Period: 1973 to 2002 30 Time Points
Number of Series: 45
Exponential Smoothing: On

Iteration History: Dimension 1
Iter Convergence Criterion Items Reliability AlphaF AlphaB

1 , 9722 , 001 45 , 956 , 678 , 536
2 , 1351 , 001 45 , 976 , 710 , 675
3 , 0649 , 001 45 , 973 , 709 , 724
4 , 0315 , 001 45 , 972 , 710 , 748
5 , 0186 , 001 45 , 972 , 710 ,754
6 , 0124 , 001 45 , 972 , 710 , 754
7 , 0093 , 001 45 , 972 , 710 , 756
8 , 0081 , 001 45 , 972 , 710 , 750
9 , 0068 , 001 45 , 972 , 709 , 751

10 , 0059 , 001 45 , 972 , 710 , 749
11 , 0052 , 001 45 , 972 , 710 , 745
12 , 0046 , 001 45 , 973 , 709 , 743
13 , 0040 , 001 45 , 973 , 709 , 741
14 , 0035 , 001 45 , 973 , 709 , 739
15 , 0030 , 001 45 , 973 , 709 , 738
16 , 0027 , 001 45 , 973 , 709 , 737
17 , 0028 , 001 45 , 973 , 709 , 736
IB , 0033 , 002 45 , 973 , 709 ,735

1 "UNIF" N = 18 Correlation = , 928 Mean: 87,1 STD 5,9
2 "MEMBER" N = 30 Correlation = , 970 Mean: 83, 3 STD 10,7
3 "BENEFIT" N = 19 Correlation = ,953 Mean: 87,7 STD 7,8
4 "REGRET" N = 21 Correlation = ,933 Mean: 82 , 8 STD 10 , 7
5 "SPEED67" N = 12 Correlation = , 081 Mean: 88,5 STD 2 , 6
6 "SPEEDUP" N = 7 Correlation = , 049 Mean: 29,4 STD 5,3
7 "EPIMPVl" N = 17 Correlation = , 893 Mean: 83, 0 STD 6,7
8 "EPIMPV2" N = 3 Correlation = , 320 Mean: 96, 5 STD 1,2
9 "EPMIMP" N = 17 Correlation = ,410 Mean: 83 , 7 STD 4 , 6
10 "EPELECTl" N = 4 Correlation = , 915 Mean: 61,4 STD 3,4
11 "MEPATT" N = 4 Correlation = - , 221 Mean: 36,9 STD 3 , 4
12 "EUGOVT" N = 9 Correlation = , 727 Mean: 73, 0 STD 4,7
13 "SEMHOPE" N = 9 Correlation = , 233 Mean: 84 , 0 STD 3,4
14 "SEMGOOD" N = 6 Correlation = -,591 Mean: 91,3 STD 1,3
15 "TEP" N = 4 Correlation = , 620 Mean: 85, 8 STD 1,5
16 "TCOM" N = 4 Correlation = , 950 Mean: 83 , 9 STD 1,2
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17 "TCOUNCIL" N = 4 Correlation = , 982 Mean: 80,1 STD 2 1
18 "TECJ" N = 4 Correlation = , 605 Mean: 86, 9 STD 1 0
19 "TOMBUD" N = 4 Correlation = , 832 Mean: 85,7 STD 1 9
20 "TCBANK" N = 4 Correlation = , 841 Mean: 81,0 STD 3 0
21 "TAUDIT" N = 4 Correlation = , 972 Mean: 78, 8 STD 2 4
22 "TCREGION" N = 4 Correlation = , 923 Mean: 78, 1 STD 2 6
23 "EUIMP" N = 9 Correlation = , 063 Mean: 92, 5 STD 2 1
24 "UNDERST" N = 9 Correlation = ,911 Mean: 71,3 STD 15 7
25 "EUCITIZEN "N = 6 Correlation = , 862 Mean: 13 , 8 STD 2 9
26 "CPCULTUR" N = 11 Correlation = , 763 Mean: 30,6 STD 5 3
27 "CPCURR" N = 14 Correlation = , 656 Mean: 64 , 3 STD 5 0
28 "CPDATAP" N = 5 Correlation = , 518 Mean: 38,3 STD 3 7
29 "CPDRUGS" N = 10 Correlation = - , 237 Mean: 67,4 STD 5 1
30 "CPEDUC" N = 14 Correlation = , 608 Mean: 29,5 STD 3 4
31 "CPENVIR" N = 14 Correlation = , 047 Mean: 54 , 0 STD 3 8
32 "CPFORPOL" N = 14 Correlation = , 368 Mean: 74 , 6 STD 2 2
33 "CPIMMIGR" N = 11 Correlation = - , 568 Mean: 47,6 STD 7 7
34 "CPINDUST" N = 4 Correlation = , 496 Mean: 59,3 STD 6 9
35 "CPPASYL" N = 11 Correlation = - , 776 Mean: 50,4 STD 6 3
36 "OPPRESS" N = 14 Correlation = - , 036 Mean: 44 , 9 STD 3 4
37 "CPSCIEN" N = 14 Correlation = - , 582 Mean: 81,2 STD 3 1
38 "CPSECUR" N = 14 Correlation = , 469 Mean: 29,4 STD 3 4
39 "CPTHIRD" N = 10 Correlation = , 576 Mean: 80,6 STD 1 6
40 "CPUNEMP" N = 11 Correlation = - , 399 Mean: 54, 0 STD 5 8
41 "CPVATAX" N = 10 Correlation = - , 054 Mean: 56, 6 STD 3 7
42 "CPWELFAR" N = 14 Correlation = , 256 Mean: 34,5 STD 4 0
43 "CPWORKER" N = 7 Correlation = , 672 Mean: 50,0 STD 4 5
44 "CPWORSEC" N = 4 Correlation = , 523 Mean: 53 , 8 STD 5 0
45 "SAT DEM EU 'N = 7 Correlation = , 795 Mean: 68,4 STD 7 7

Eigen Estimate 6,58 of possible 14,83 
Pet Variance Explained: 44,34

Weighted Average Metric: Mean: 70,38 St. Dev: 5,11

Iteration History: Dimension 2
Iter Convergence Criterion Items Reliability AlphaF AlphaB

1 , 6028 001 45 -, 381 , 326 , 104
2 , 1419 001 45 , 850 ,519 , 551
3 , 0447 001 45 , 852 , 520 , 549
4 , 0178 001 45 , 859 , 526 ,553
5 , 0099 001 45 , 861 , 529 , 555
6 , 0077 001 45 , 862 , 530 , 555
7 , 0059 001 45 , 862 , 530 , 555
8 , 0045 001 45 , 863 , 531 , 554
9 , 0034 001 45 , 863 ,531 , 554

10 , 0025 001 45 , 863 , 531 , 554
11 , 0019 001 45 , 862 ,531 , 552
12 , 0013 001 45 , 863 , 531 ,554
13 , 0009 001 45 , 863 ,531 ,553

1 "UNIF" N = 18 Correlation - , 336 Mean 100, 0 STD 3,7
2 "MEMBER" N = 30 Correlation = , 914 Mean 100,0 STD 2,4
3 "BENEFIT" N = 19 Correlation = , 705 Mean 100, 0 STD 3,0
4 "REGRET" N = 21 Correlation = , 662 Mean 100, 0 STD 3,6
5 "SPEED6 7" N = 12 Correlation = - , 033 Mean 100, 0 STD 10, 0
6 "SPEEDUP" N = 7 Correlation = - , 603 Mean 100,0 STD 10, 0
7 "EPIMPVl" N = 17 Correlation = - , 282 Mean 100,0 STD 4,5
8 "EPIMPV2" N = 3 Correlation = - , 859 Mean 100, 0 STD 9,5
9 "EPMIMP" N = 17 Correlation = - , 062 Mean 100, 0 STD 9,1
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10 "EPELECTI" N = Correlation = - 012 Mean 100 0 STD 4
11 "MEPATT" N = 4 Correlation = - 115 Mean 100 0 STD 9
12 "EUGOVT" N = 9 Correlation = 299 Mean 100 0 STD 6
13 "SEMHOPE" N = 9 Correlation = 521 Mean 100 0 STD 9
14 "SEMGOOD" N = 6 Correlation = - 317 Mean 100 0 STD 8
15 "TEP" N = 4 Correlation 486 Mean 100 0 STD 7
16 "TCOM" N = 4 Correlation = - 190 Mean 100 0 STD 3
17 "TCOUNCIL" N = 4 Correlation = 581 Mean 100 0 STD 1
18 "TECJ" N = 4 Correlation = 568 Mean 100 0 STD 8
19 "TOMBUD" N = 4 Correlation = 527 Mean 100 0 STD 5
20 "TCBANK" N = 4 Correlation = - 359 Mean 100 0 STD 5
21 "TAUDIT" N = 4 Correlation = - 290 Mean 100 0 STD 2
22 "TCREGION" N = 4 Correlation = 595 Mean 100 0 STD 3
23 "EUIMP" N = 9 Correlation = - 243 Mean 100 0 STD 10
24 "UNDERST" N = 9 Correlation = - 225 Mean 100 0 STD 4
25 "EUCITIZEN "N = 6 Correlation = - 068 Mean 100 0 STD 5
26 "CPCULTUR" N = 11 Correlation = - 367 Mean 100 0 STD 6
27 "CPCURR" N = 14 Correlation = 067 Mean 100 0 STD 7
28 "CPDATAP" N = 5 Correlation = - 482 Mean 100 0 STD 8
29 "CPDRUGS" N = 10 Correlation = 052 Mean 100 0 STD 9
30 "CPEDUC" N = 14 Correlation = - 306 Mean 100 0 STD 7
31 "CPENVIR" N = 14 Correlation = - 107 Mean 100 0 STD 10
32 "CPFORPOL" N = 14 Correlation = - 071 Mean 100 0 STD 9
33 "CPIMMIGR" N = 11 Correlation = 148 Mean 100 0 STD 8
34 "CPINDUST" N = 4 Correlation = - 597 Mean 100 0 STD 8
35 "CPPASYL" N = 11 Correlation = 104 Mean 100 0 STD 6
36 "OPPRESS" N = 14 Correlation = 052 Mean 100 0 STD 10
37 "CPSCIEN" N = 14 Correlation = - 062 Mean 100 0 STD 8
38 "CPSECUR" N = 14 Correlation = - 240 Mean 100 0 STD 8
39 "CPTHIRD" N = 10 Correlation = - 408 Mean 100 0 STD 8
40 "CPUNEMP" N = 11 Correlation = 048 Mean 100 0 STD 9
41 "CPVATAX" N = 10 Correlation = - 713 Mean 100 0 STD 10
42 "CPWELFAR" N = 14 Correlation = - 151 Mean 100 0 STD 9
43 "CPWORKER" N = 7 Correlation = - 537 Mean 100 0 STD 7
44 "CPWORSEC" N = 4 Correlation = - 725 Mean 100 0 STD 8
45 "SAT DEM EU "N 7 Correlation = 285 Mean 100 0 STD 6

Eigen Estimate 1,53 of possible 14,83 
Pet Variance Explained: 10,3 5

Weighted Average Metric: Mean: 70,38 St. Dev: 5,11
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EU sentiment measure excluding the four standard Eurobarometer questions

Period: 1973 to 2002 30 Time Points
Number of Series: 41
Exponential Smoothing: On

Iteration History: Dimension 1
Iter Convergence Criterion Items Reliability AlphaF AlphaB

1 .4767 . 001 41 . 668 . 622 . 179
2 . 1336 . 001 41 . 853 . 701 .399
3 . 0403 . 001 41 . 866 . 708 .421
4 . 0164 . 001 41 . 866 . 707 .420
5 .0078 . 001 41 . 866 . 708 .418
6 . 0047 . 001 41 . 865 . 707 .418
7 . 0026 . 001 41 . 865 . 709 .417
8 . 0017 . 001 41 . 865 . 708 .417
9 . 0010 .001 41 . 865 . 707 .417

1 "SPEED67" N = 12 Correlation = . 148 Mean 88 . 5 STD 2 . 6
2 "SPEEDUP" N = 7 Correlation = . 931 Mean 29.4 STD 5.3
3 "EPIMPVl" N = 17 Correlation = . 916 Mean 83 . 0 STD 6 . 7
4 "EPIMPV2" N = 3 Correlation = . 998 Mean 96 . 5 STD 1 . 2
5 "EPMIMP" N = 17 Correlation = . 342 Mean 83 . 7 STD 4 . 6
6 "EPELECTI" N = 4 Correlation = . 569 Mean 61.4 STD 3.4
7 "MEPATT" N = 4 Correlation = .210 Mean 36 . 9 STD 3.4
8 "EUGOVT" N = 9 Correlation = . 805 Mean 73 . 0 STD 4 . 7
9 "SEMHOPE" N = 9 Correlation = . 700 Mean 84 . 0 STD 3.4
10 "SEMGOOD" N = 6 Correlation = . 107 Mean 91 . 3 STD 1 . 3
11 "TEP" N = 4 Correlation = . 110 Mean 85 . 8 STD 1. 5
12 "TCOM" N = 4 Correlation = . 714 Mean 83 .9 STD 1.2
13 "TCOUNCIL" N = 4 Correlation = . 608 Mean 80 . 1 STD 2 . 1
14 "TECJ" N = 4 Correlation = - . 014 Mean 86 . 9 STD 1 . 0
15 "TOMBUD" N = 4 Correlation = .332 Mean 85 . 7 STD 1 . 9
16 "TCBANK" N = 4 Correlation = . 904 Mean 81 . 0 STD 3 . 0
17 "TAUDIT" N = 4 Correlation = . 823 Mean 78 . 8 STD 2.4
18 "TCREGION" N = 4 Correlation = .419 Mean 78 .1 STD 2 . 6
19 "EUIMP" N = 9 Correlation = .478 Mean 92 . 5 STD 2 . 1
20 "UNDERST" N = 9 Correlation = . 964 Mean 71.3 STD 15 . 7
21 "EUCITIZEN "N = 6 Correlation = . 850 Mean 13 . 8 STD 2 . 9
22 "CPCULTUR" N = 11 Correlation = . 832 Mean 30.6 STD 5 . 3
23 "CPCURR" N = 14 Correlation = . 689 Mean 64 .3 STD 5.0
24 "CPDATAP" N = 5 Correlation = .294 Mean 38.3 STD 3 . 7
25 "CPDRUGS" N = 10 Correlation = - . 344 Mean 67.4 STD 5 .1
26 "CPEDUC" N = 14 Correlation = . 598 Mean 29.5 STD 3.4
27 "CPENVIR" N = 14 Correlation = . 034 Mean 54 . 0 STD 3.8
28 "CPFORPOL" N = 14 Correlation = .425 Mean 74 . 6 STD 2.2
29 "CPIMMIGR" N = 11 Correlation = - . 594 Mean 47.6 STD 7 . 7
30 "CPINDUST" N = 4 Correlation = .563 Mean 59.3 STD 6 . 9
31 "CPPASYL" N = 11 Correlation = - . 756 Mean 50.4 STD 6 . 3
32 "CPPRESS" N = 14 Correlation = - . 082 Mean 44 . 9 STD 3.4
33 "CPSCIEN" N = 14 Correlation = - . 578 Mean 81.2 STD 3 . 1
34 "CPSECUR" N = 14 Correlation = . 539 Mean 29.4 STD 3.4
35 "CPTHIRD" N = 10 Correlation = . 656 Mean 80.6 STD 1. 6
36 "CPUNEMP" N = 11 Correlation = - .433 Mean 54 . 0 STD 5 . 8
37 "CPVATAX" N = 10 Correlation = - . 127 Mean 56 . 6 STD 3 . 7
38 "CPWELFAR" N = 14 Correlation = .272 Mean 34 . 5 STD 4 . 0
39 "CPWORKER" N = 7 Correlation = . 653 Mean 50 . 0 STD 4 . 5
40 "CPWORSEC" N = 4 Correlation = . 585 Mean 53 . 8 STD 5 . 0
41 "SAT DEM EU "N 7 Correlation = . 700 Mean 68.4 STD 7 . 7
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Eigen Estimate 4.06 of possible 11.9 
Pet Variance Explained: 34.13

Weighted Average Metric: Mean: 63.87 St. Dev: 4.77

Iteration History: Dimension 2
Iter Convergence Criterion Items Reliability AlphaF AlphaB

1 . 5528 .001 41 - . 701 . 222 . 100
2 .2888 . 001 41 . 070 .318 . 100
3 . 1689 .001 41 .289 . 118 . 100
4 . 0625 .001 41 . 794 . 177 . 193
5 . 0286 .001 41 . 811 . 189 . 186
6 . 0148 . 001 41 . 824 . 193 . 198
7 .0053 . 001 41 . 831 .200 .207
8 . 0068 . 001 41 . 831 . 195 .206
9 .0037 . 002 41 . 833 . 196 .209

10 . 0018 . 002 41 . 834 . 197 .210

1 "SPEED67" N = 12 Correlation = - . 340 Mean 100 . 0 STD 9
2 "SPEEDUP" N = 7 Correlation = - . 909 Mean 100.0 STD 3
3 "EPIMPVl" N = 17 Correlation = - . 158 Mean 100 . 0 STD 4
4 "EPIMPV2" N = 3 Correlation = . 017 Mean 100 . 0 STD
5 "EPMIMP" N = 17 Correlation = - . 276 Mean 100 . 0 STD 9
6 "EPELECTI" N = 4 Correlation = . 467 Mean 100 . 0 STD 8
7 "MEPATT" N = 4 Correlation = - . 658 Mean 100 . 0 STD 9
8 "EUGOVT" N = 9 Correlation = .318 Mean 100 . 0 STD 5
9 "SEMHOPE" N = 9 Correlation = . 635 Mean 100 . 0 STD 7
10 "SEMGOOD" N = 6 Correlation = . 681 Mean 100 . 0 STD 9
11 11XEP" N = 4 Correlation = . 007 Mean 100 . 0 STD 9
12 "TCOM" N = 4 Correlation = - . 053 Mean 100 . 0 STD 7
13 "TCOUNCIL" N = 4 Correlation = - . 026 Mean 100 . 0 STD 7
14 "TECJ" N = 4 Correlation = - . 006 Mean 100 . 0 STD 10
15 "TOMBUD" N = 4 Correlation = - . 008 Mean 100 . 0 STD 9
16 "TCBANK" N = 4 Correlation = . 024 Mean 100 . 0 STD 4
17 "TAUDIT" N = 4 Correlation = - . 014 Mean 100 . 0 STD 5
18 "TCREGION" N = 4 Correlation = - . 028 Mean 100 . 0 STD 9
19 "EUIMP" N = 9 Correlation = .338 Mean 100 . 0 STD 8
20 "UNDERST" N = 9 Correlation = . 566 Mean 100 . 0 STD 2
21 "EUCITIZEN 'N = 6 Correlation = - . 633 Mean 100 . 0 STD 5
22 "CPCULTUR" N = 11 Correlation = . 192 Mean 100 . 0 STD 5
23 "CPCURR" N = 14 Correlation = .409 Mean 100 . 0 STD 7
24 "CPDATAP" N = 5 Correlation = . 966 Mean 100 . 0 STD 9
25 "CPDRUGS" N = 10 Correlation = .657 Mean 100 . 0 STD 9
26 "CPEDUC" N = 14 Correlation = . 760 Mean 100 . 0 STD 8
27 "CPENVIR" N = 14 Correlation = .289 Mean 100 . 0 STD 10
28 "CPFORPOL" N = 14 Correlation = . 581 Mean 100 . 0 STD 9
29 "CPIMMIGR" N = 11 Correlation = . 660 Mean 100 . 0 STD 8
30 "CPINDUST" N = 4 Correlation = . 692 Mean 100 . 0 STD 8
31 "CPPASYL" N = 11 Correlation = . 628 Mean 100 . 0 STD 6
32 "OPPRESS" N = 14 Correlation = .353 Mean 100 . 0 STD 10
33 "CPSCIEN" N = 14 Correlation = .411 Mean 100 . 0 STD 8
34 "CPSECUR" N = 14 Correlation = . 351 Mean 100 . 0 STD 8
35 "CPTHIRD" N = 10 Correlation = . 524 Mean 100 . 0 STD 7
36 "CPUNEMP" N = 11 Correlation = . 687 Mean 100 . 0 STD 9
37 "CPVATAX" N = 10 Correlation = .590 Mean 100 . 0 STD 9
38 "CPWELFAR" N = 14 Correlation = .661 Mean 100 . 0 STD 9
39 "CPWORKER" N = 7 Correlation = .716 Mean 100 . 0 STD 7
40 "CPWORSEC" N = 4 Correlation = .694 Mean 100 . 0 STD 8
41 "SAT DEM EU "N = 7 Correlation = - . 023 Mean 100 . 0 STD 7
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Eigen Estimate 1.99 of possible 11.9 
Pet Variance Explained: 16.76

Weighted Average Metric: Mean: 63.87 St. Dev: 4.77

Interest, awareness of EU measure

Period: 1973 to 2000 28 Time Points
Number of Series: 8
Exponential Smoothing; On

Iteration History: Dimension 1
Iter Convergence Criterion Items Reliability AlphaF AlphaB

1 . 5577 . 001 8 . 896 .390 . 548
2 . 0396 . 001 8 . 892 .407 . 567
3 . 0051 .001 8 . 892 .407 . 570
4 .0010 . 001 8 . 892 .406 . 571
5 . 0003 . 001 8 . 892 .405 . 571

1 "COMMEDIA" N = 7
2 "FAVCOM" N = 7
3 "AWAREP" N = 18
4 "EPINFOF" N = 10
5 "SEMEDIA" N = 5
6 "INFORMEC" N = 6
7 "INTEREST" N = 7
8 "GINTEREST "N 4

Correlation = .906
Correlation = .857
Correlation = .866
Correlation = .843
Correlation = -.871
Correlation = .910
Correlation = .979
Correlation = -.006

Mean: 46 . 9 STD 4 . 6
Mean: 29 . 8 STD 4 . 6
Mean: 46 . 1 STD 9.3
Mean: 26 . 6 STD 6 . 8
Mean: 73 . 3 STD 3 . 7
Mean: 32 . 0 STD 4 . 1
Mean: 21 . 4 STD 3 . 7
Mean: 7.4 STD . 6

5 .16

Eigen Estimate 1.68 of possible 2.29 
Pet Variance Explained: 73.36

Weighted Average Metric: Mean: 3 8.93 St. Dev:
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Correlations of integration items with two dimensions of sentiment toward 
European integration in Ireland (1973-2002)

All E urobarom eter questions All variables m inus 4 standard  item s
Variable Years Dimension I Dimension 2 Dimension 1 Dimension 2

MEMBER 30 0.97 0.91 - -

REGRET 20 0.93 0.66 - -

BENEFIT 19 0.95 0.71 - -

UNIF 18 0.93 -0.34 - -

EPMIMP 17 0.41 -0.06 -0.34 0.66
EPIMPV2 17 0.32 -0.86 0.33 -0.01
EPIM PVl 17 0.89 -0.28 -0.13 0.59
CPWELFAR 14 0.26 -0.15 0.82 -0.01
CPSECUR 14 0.47 -0.24 0.56 0.69
CPSCIEN 14 -0.58 -0.06 0.57 0.47
OPPRESS 14 -0.04 0.05 0.54 0.35
CPFORPOL 14 0.37 -0.07 0.66 0.52
CPENVIR 14 0.05 -0.11 0.42 -0.03
CPEDUC 14 0.61 -0.31 0.96 0.57
CPCURR 14 0.66 0.07 0.59 0.69
CPUNEMP 11 -0.40 0.05 0.85 -0.63
CPPASYL 11 -0.78 0.10 0.70 -0.02
CPIMMIGR 11 -0.57 0.15 0.71 -0.05
CPCULTUR 11 0.76 -0.37 0.34 -0.28
CPVATAX 10 -0.05 -0.71 0.69 0.41
CPTHIRD 10 0.58 -0.41 0.61 -0.03
CPDRUGS 10 -0.24 0.05 0.81 0.32
UNDERST 9 0.91 -0.23 0.65 0.72
SPEED67 9 0.08 -0.03 -0.43 0.69
SEMHOPE 9 0.23 0.52 0.70 0.64
EUIMP 9 0.06 -0.24 0.48 0.34
EUGOVT 9 0.73 0.30 0.43 0.58
SAT_DEM_EU 7 0.80 0.29 0.11 0.01
CPWORKER 7 0.67 -0.54 0.93 -0.91
SPEEDUP 6 0.05 -0.60 -0.76 0,63
SEM GOOD 6 -0.59 -0.32 0.83 0.19
EUCITIZEN 6 0.86 -0.07 -0.58 0.41
CPDATAP 5 0.52 -0.48 1.00 0.02
TOMBUD 4 0.83 0.53 0.15 -0.34
TEP 4 0.62 0.49 0.27 0.66
TECJ 4 0.61 0.57 0.11 0.68
TCREGION 4 0.92 0.60 -0.01 -0.01
TCOUNCIL 4 0.98 0.58 0.03 0.29
TCOM 4 0.95 -0.19 -0.08 0.35
TCBANK 4 0.84 -0.36 0.29 0.97
TAUDIT 4 0.97 -0.29 0.21 -0.66
MEPATT 4 -0.22 -0.12 -0.59 0.66
EPELECTI 4 0.92 -0.01 0.60 0.76
CPWORSEC 4 0.52 -0.73 0.92 -0.16
CPINDUST 4 0.50 -0.60 0.90 0.02

E x p la in e d  I’ariance (percent) 44 .3 10.4 34.1 16.7
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