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Abstract

This is a study of ethnic identignd electoral politics in Solomon Islands. The study examines
when and why Solomon Islanders vote ethnicadlpational electionswhich ethnic identities

are electorally important, and how ethnic voting is associated with broader features of the
country@ politics. The thesis makes use of regression analysis to show existing theories of
ethnic identity and electoral politics do not fit the Solomon Islands case. It then uses
electoratelevel case studies to develop an alternative theory of ethnic votinig. theory is

then tested with further quantitative work.

The argument advanced in the thesis is that ethnic identities only play an important role in
electoral politics in Solomon Islands when the groups associated with them are home to social
rules (infomal institutions) which enable effective electoral collective action. Such rules
include norms of obligation which may make-ethnic candidates more likely to follow up on
electoral promisesrules which enhance the loyalty of the brokers candidatesinisieir

attempts to gain votesand rules which enable key political actors to coordinate support

behind favoured candidates. Importantly, rules have to be present within ethnic groups for
ethnic voting to occur. Clans commonly possess such rules aareé sdten electorally

important groups. Language groups do not typically possess such rules and so are rarely
electorally important. In the case of churches, the presence of electorally useful social rules

varies between denominations.

Politics in Solomofslands is strongly clientelist. Where voters are free to choose they typically
vote for the candidate they think most likely to provide individualised or localised help. The
ethnic voting which comes coupled with this does not involve blind loyaltiesatier the
calculations of voters and political actors. Social rules associated with ethnic identities play an
important role in structuring these calculations but, except in rare instances where rules are
very strong, they do not perfectly determine belawr. As a result, other factors have a major
impact on voter§hoices: where they are free to choose, voters will vote for candidates who

are not coeethnics if given good cause to believe they will help.

On the basis of these observations | argue cligsite, rather than ethnic voting, is the source

of poor political governance in Solomon Islands. | also argue that, rather than ethnic diversity
itself causing political fragmentation in Solomon Islands, the cause actuallytliiesabsence

of larger entities (social or political movements) possessing anything analogous to the social
rules found in some ethnic groups. Absent such rules, effective electoral collective action is

difficult. And absent largscale electoral collectivaction, clientelism appears inevitable.
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A Note on Spelling

Spelling is not standardised in Solomon Islands. Throughout this text | have spelt electorate
names as they were recorded in the most recentsu@n of the election data | was given.
Similarly, | have spelt candidate names as they were recorded in the most recent version of
election results data where they were present. | have spelt village names as they were
recorded in the electoral roll, or ielection results where the village was also a polling station.

I have used the 1999 census as my guide for the spelling of language names. | have spelt the

name of Solomon Islan@ingua francaPijincollowing Jourdan and Maebir2002).

Reflecting the count@ official name, throughout the thesis | use the naselomon Island3

rather thanthe Solomon Island3®
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Chapter 1 z Introduction

The Puzzles of Electoral Politics in Solomon Islands

The Western Melanesian cotry of Solomon Islands presents a puzzle for political scientists.
Although it holds elections for its national parliament using a single member district plurality
system in which voters have only one vote and electorates elect only one member of
parliament (MP), both candidate numbers and effective numbers of candidates are high and, if
anything, have increased across elections since independeHuese features of Solomon
Islands electoral politics stand at odds with the predictions of Duv&dewpne of the

central axioms of political science a law which posits that single member district plurality
electoral systems will tend towards two party or two candidate competition over time. A
tendency driven by a process in which voters strategicallydda favourite candidates for

less favoured candidates whom they calculate as being more likely t(Dwirerger 1954
Duverger 198F°

Although there is still some debaffor example, Dunleavy et al. 200®uveger@ Law is
broadly accepted as theoretically sou(Riker 1982Reilly 206; Kedar 2012and there is
considerable crossountry empirical evidence of it in effe@@rdeshook and Shvetsova 1994
Cox 1997Neto and Cox 199Taagepera 199%Foberts Clark and Golder 2008inger and
Stephenson 2009 That Solomon Islands so clearly defies the@ @neditions is an anomaly

in need of explaining.

One possible explanation comes in the form of Solomon Is{atlsic diversity. As well as

having high numbers of candidates in elections, Solomon Islands is one of the most
linguistically diverse countries onmla. It is also home to a range of different church groups,

and its population is divided amongst numerous clans. There is also some evidence from
existing work on Solomon Islands politics suggesting voters display a propensity to vote for co
ethnics(Premdas and Steeves 1983 emdas and Steeves 19@orrinCare 2002 What is

more, a number of crossountry studies suggest more ethnically diverse countries are on

average home to higher numbers of candidafeilly 2006Singer 201pand ethnic diversity

YMAY3IES YSYOSNI RAAGNAOG LI dzNJ f AGe St SOG2NIf aeads
in a range of countries including the United Kingdom as well as for most elections in the United States.
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relative competitiveness of individual candidates. | define the concept more fully, and provide the

formula for its calculation in Chaptdr In Figure 4.2 | provide detailed information on trends in

candidate numbers and effective number of candidate numbers for Solomon Islands.
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theorised with respect to candidate numbers at the electorate level ancbbas applied this way in

other recent wok (for example, Singer and Stephenson 2009).



has been offered as an explanation for candidate proliferation in neighbouring Papua New
Guinea(Reilly 2004Fukuyama 2007Kurer 2007l Possibly the cause of Solomon Isldnds
political fragmentation can be found in ethnic attachmehiges that unbindr loyalties which
lead to voters voting for candidates from their ethnic group. Sometthagin turn, given the

country® ethnic diversity, leads to candidate proliferation and political fragmentation.

This possibility is of practical as well as theoretical interest. Despite being a democracy,
Solomon Islands suffers poor political governaf@eig and Porter 2013bin 2012 it ranked

in the bottom 25 @r cent of all countries globally in World Bank measures of government
effectiveness and regulatory qualif¢yorld Bank 2013 and provision of public goods and
services is poofBourke et al. 200@innen 2008ANU Enterprise 201 Allen et al. 2018 Such
government failures raise the question of why Solomon Islanders keep voting for MPs who
manage their state so poorly? Here again an obvious potential answer naghaibethnic
loyalties are trumping assessments of national political performance. If this was the case the
practical ramifications would be worrying: could Solomon Islands, as a profoundly ethnically
diverse society, have any future as a democracy ihgds guided by ethnic identity not

government performance?

However, simple explanations involving ethnic politics as the cause of both Solomon{slands
governance problems and its defiance of Duve@keaw turn out not to fit empirical data.
Specifically, election results and key electoral features such as candidate numbers shift too
much over too short a period of time to fit with explanations of ethnic voting which hinge on
irrational attachment to iiked ethnic identities. At the same time, competing explanations from
contemporary political theory in which ethnic identities are multiple, adopted in a more
calculating manner, and politically salient when they enable ethnic groups to access state
resouices, also fail to fit the Solomon Islands case. In particular, the mosastielilated of

these theorieqthose of Chandra 2004nd Posner 200%osit that ethnic identities will

become electorally important when the groups associatgith them are of electorally useful

sizes (large enough to win or at least afford leverage, and not so large as to require resources
to be distributed amongst more people than necessary). When ethnic groups are the right size
Chandra and Posner argue, got and political actors will seek to use group identity as a

means to electoral success. However, in Solomon Islands, there is no evidence of size
determining the electoral importance of ethnic identities. Clans are often electorally important
despite alnost always being too small to win competition within electorates on their own. On
the other hand, language groups, while often being of sizes useful to electoral competition at
the electoral level, almost never serve as ethnic blocs in Solomon Islandshénett groups,

which are also often of electorally useful sizes, only play an important electoral role at the
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electorate level in certain instances instances which do not appear to be driven by group
size. Moreover, while some churches are large endhghthey could become electorally
important nationally, national churehased political action does not occur in any sustained
way inSolomon Islands at present. Moreover, other potential ethnic groupings, such as island
or provincebased groupings, whidcire also plausibly large enough to add structure to

national politics in Solomon Islands, fail to do so.

If people are voting ethnically in Solomon Islands they are not doing so in ways that fit with the

predictions of the major theories of ethnic votimghich exist in political science.

Research Questions and How | Have Answered Them

In this thesis, | attempt to resolve the puzzlesafionalelectoral politics, ethnic identity and
voter behaviour in Solomon Islands. My research is geared around fivguketions.

Questions one and three are focused on the decisions of individual voters, the second and
fourth questions focus on ethnic identities, and the fifth ties voter behaviour and ethnic

identity back to electoral outcomes at the electorate and nagiblevel. The questions are:
To what extentlo Solomon Islandengote for @-ethnics?

Amongst the range of ethnic identities potentially salient in Solomon Islands elections,

which are actually drawn upon in electoral politics?
When Solomon Islandewote for caethnics why do they do so?

What causes some ethnic identities to become more salient than others in contributing

to voter<rhoices?

How is ethnic voting associated with observed broader patterns of electoral outcomes

and electoral politicén Solomon Islands

The first question is a simple empirical one. As | discuss in my methodology chapter, it is not a
question which is easily answered exactly, yet it is obviously important to my study. At the very
least | need some sense of the extent toigéhSolomon Islanders vote for-ethnics. If they

never do, then a study of ethnic identity and voting is misguided. Meanwhile, a situation

where voters inevitably vote for eethnics is different in interesting ways from one in which

voters only vote foco-ethnics in certain instances.

Of these possibilities, the last in which voting for ceethnics is present but not inevitabte
turns out to be the case in Solomon Islands. This leads to the third question: when voters vote

for co-ethnics, why do theylo this? For obvious reasons, this question is central to



understanding ethnic electoral politics in Solomon Islands, and there are a range of possible
answers to it, spanning from ones which have ethnic voting driven by irrational attachments,
to those hat see ethnic voting as a rational, calculated choice. Because the form of ethnic
politics which we would expect to see stemming from irrational attachments is different in
important ways from that which we might expect to see stemming from rational ledion,

this questionis central to my study.

My second research question stems from the fact that, in Solomon Islands as in other
countries where ethnic politics have been studied, there are a range of ethnic identities which
might plausibly structure etgioneering, yet not all do so. As | noted above, and as | detail in
Chapters 7 and 8, in the Solomon Islands case neither provincial identity nor language groups
appear to be of any regular electoral significance, while other identities such as church and
clan are significant in instances, although not the instances we might expect on the basis of

existing theory.

This observation leads to my fourth question: if some ethnic identities are electorally
significant and others are not, then any systematic eixation of ethnic electoral politics in

Solomon Islands needs to be able to explain why this is the case.

In my final research question | tie my study of ethnic identity and voter behaviour back to the
electoral outcomes present in Solomon Islamdsying my research back to the puzzle |

started this chapter with.

Methods

In attempting to answer these questions | make use of mixed methods, drawing on both
gualitative and quantitative techniques. This is a relatively novel approach, at least to the
study ofSolomon Islands politics and governance, which hakte been primarily the

domain of qualitative work. Yet such an approach has clear advantages for the research
questions | am asking. In particular, constraints to the external validity of qualitativie w

mean that, were | to draw on qualitative methods alone, it would be hard for me to generalise
from data to the Solomon Islands case as a whole. In my qualitative work | attempted to
overcome this problem as best as possible by interviewing voters alitecal actors from

around Solomon Islands. However, in terms of breadth of coverage quantitative work still
possesses advantages over qualitative data. At the same time, particularly in the data poor
environment of Solomon Islands, quantitative data, ieluiffering benefits in terms of external
validity, if drawn on exclusively brings with it the risk of missing the most interesting details of

electoral politics details which can be best gathered through careful qualitative work.
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The qualitative datadraw upon in this study come from interviews | conducted in Honiara
with people from across Solomon Islands and also from fieldwork focused on six Solomon
Islands electorates (five which were in rural parts of the country). | draw upon my qualitative
dataforemost in Chapters 8 and 9 where | describe and theorise Solomon Islands electoral

politics.

The quantitative data | draw on come both from survey data and in the form of databases
which | compiled while in Solomon Islands. These include a database loibtdata of

candidates from the last two Solomon Islands general elections, a database of election results
by polling station for the last two general elections (and somelbgtions), a database of

election results by electorate for all general eleas (and some bglections) since

independence, and a database of census data by electdiaise these datasets first to show
systematically in Chapter 7 that existing theories of ethnic electoral politics do not fit the

Solomon Islands case, and therChapter 9 to test my own alternative theory.

The Argument

The argument | advance in answering my research questions hinges on two types of collective
action dilemmas central to electoral politics in Solomon Islang®incipal agent problems
and coordindion problemst and on the role ethnic groups play (or fail to play) in overcoming

these dilemmas.

In advancing my argument | contend that, where voters are free to choose, in Solomon Islands
they vote in search of personalised or local public goodsn8widslands is, in other words, a
clientelist polityt a political feature it shares with many other developing countries. Indeed,
key features of Solomon Islands clientelism such as the use of brokexsl interlocutors

who help candidates win voté€Stokes et al. 208 1 are very similar to those found

elsewhere.

Amidst the clientelism of Solomon Islands politics, voters, brokers and candidates all find
themselves facing forms of principal agent problemgroblems which occur when actors
have to rely on other actors to achieve the outcomes they desire. Votergpfatzpal agent
problems when choosing who to vote for because it is hard for them to tell if the brokers or
candidates promising material benefits are actually likely to deliver these benefits. Similarly,

candidates face principal agent problems becatisedifficult for them to know whether the

®] also have préndependence election data stretching as far back as 1967, although | do not draw
heavily upon it in my thesis.
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voters and brokers promising them support will actually vote for them. And brokers face

related challenges in navigating the promises of candidates and voters.

Reflecting these dilemmas, ethnic identity is imiamt to electoral politics in Solomon Islands
in circumstances where ethnic groups are bound by social rules (norms or informal
institutions) that make agents more likely to do princighisiding? For example, everything
else being equal a voter will meore likely to vote for a cethnic candidate if both the voter
and candidate are from an ethnic group (a clan for example) which is bound by norms of
obligation that make the candidate in question more likely to make good on their campaign

promises.

Ethric groups also become electorally significant in Solomon Islands when they contain within
them social rules that enable members of the groups to overcome electoral coordination
problems. Winning elections requires winning a substantial number of voteshwrhiurn

requires coordinating the support of influential political actors. Something that itself requires
these actors to come to agreement over who to support. Such coordination is not easy, and
once again this is an area where ethnic identity can Hedghnic groups come bound with

social rules which facilitate electoral cooperation. If, for example, an ethnic group contains
within it strong norms of caperation it will be easier for political actors within the group to

agree upon and unify suppadbehind a single candidate. And, because group unity enhances
chances of electoral success, where such norms exist, political actors often make use of ethnic

identity as a means of electoral coordination in Solomon Islands.

Importantly, ethnic voting in $omon Islands is contingent. It is contingent in that it only

occurs regularly within ethnic groups that are bound by social rules which enable effective
electoral collective action a feature that explains why some ethnic identities are electorally
signficant in Solomon Islands while others are not. Ethnic voting is also contingent in that the
loyalties involved are not blind. When they are free to choose, voters will not vote for co
ethnics if they do not think them likely to help. This feature of ethrating in Solomon Islands

is central to the significant variations over time seen in the co@tjectoral outcomes.

Because ethnic group loyalty is not blind, other factors, such as candidate performance, impact

on election outcomes and this providspace for election outcomes to change.

In the concluding chapter of this thesis | draw on my explanation of ethnic voting to argue that
the cause of candidate proliferation in Solomon Islands is not ethnic heterogeneity per se. |

argue that, instead, theauntry@ political fragmentation is actually the product of the absence

(p)
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in Solomon Islands of larger entitiressocial movements, for examptecontaining anything
analogous to the electorally useful social rules of some ethnic groups. Similarly, | cdrgend
problems of political governance in Solomon Islands stem not from blind ethnic voting, but
rather the clientelist nature of the count§y politics. Something which is itself unlikely to be
surmounted until larger, nationdével entities emerge enablinmore programmatic electoral

collective action.

The Contribution

The explanation of ethnic electoral politics | make in my thesis is clearly different from those
existing theories which have ethnic politics driven by irrationally held group loyalties; In
explanation of electoral politics the key driver of ethnic voting and electoral collective action,
where it occurs, is reasoned calculation. Solomon Islands voters show little propensity to cling

to ethnic identity for reasons other than consequence.

On the other hand, my theory is similar to those of authors such as Chandra and Posner whose
arguments focus on ethnicity as a means which enables calculating actors to achieve desired,
material ends. However, my explanations of Solomon Islafectoralpolitics also differ

from their work in that, rather than group size, | contend it is the presence or absence of
particular social rules which determines whether ethnic groups are electorally important or

not. | also carefully theorise why this is the casing ethnic electoral politics to collective

action dilemmas and explaining how ethnic groups in Solomon Islands can, in certain instances,

help overcome these collective action dilemmas.

While the importance of social rules in collective action, angarticular ethnic collective

action, is increasingly well established in social science work more gerfetatlyarimana et

al. 2007 Henrich and Henrich 20Q0Habyarimana et al. 200%and while it has been suggested
in passing as a potential factor contributing to ethnic poliffos example Reilly and Phillpot
2002, p. 926Reilly 2006, p. 5MHabyarimana et al. 2009, p. D58ny study is the first | am
aware of to provide systematic thesing and evidence of the importance of social rules within

ethnic groups in electoral politics.

Introducing Solomon Islands

The context for my work is the country of Solomon Islands. Near the western edge of the
Pacific, the islands of Solomon Islandetstn out, runnimg in a south easterly direction from

Choiseul and the Shortland Islands in the North West, to the islets of Temotu province (see

S/ KIYRNI Q& SELX Yyl GA2y 2F StSO0G2NIf LREAGAOE |t &2

although her formal models of ethnic voting hinge on rational calculations.
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Figure 3.1 for a map). The archipelago contains six major islands, all with substantial
populations, and 992 satler islands, of which something in the vicinity of three to four
hundred are inhabitedKabutaulaka 1998, p. 1Moore 2004, p. 1Evans 2006, p.;3Vorld

Bank 201). Spread amongst these islands is a population home to speakers of 94 languages
(Solomon Islands National Statistics Office 2000, p.Bésjite the linguistic diversity, theris
much in common in the social lives of most Solomon Islanders. In particular, throughout the
country clans, churches and villages (or urban settlements) all serve as central organising

features of most peopl@ social interactionfAllen et al. 2018

On the basis of extrapolation from the preliminary results of the 2009 cef@alemon Islands
National Statistics Office 2012, p.Solomon Islands has a current population of roughly
570,000° In 2012 the country had a purchasing power parity adjusted GDP per capita of
US$3,076, which places it in the bottom third of countries internatiorféigrid Bank 2013a
National level governance is (as noted above) poor and Solonzomissis afflicted with many

of the development problems associated with this. Not only is service provision inadequate,
but corruption is a major issuggorau 20081 one the logging industry in particular has been
able to take advantage of at the expense of local comitiesiand the environmenfFrazer

1997 Bennett 2000.” From 1998 to 2003 development issues coupled with governance

problems led to a period of civil conflict, the-salled¥ension§{Moore 2004 Dinnen 2009.

Administratively the country is divided into nine provinces plus the municipality of Honiara.
Each province has a provincial government and in most provinces provincial governments

function as poorly as the national governmé@iox and Morrison 2004

The national government is presided over by a parliament of 50 MPs, each elected from single

member constituencies. Solomon Islafparliament is unicanmal. The country has held

general elections since 1967 and its first pimgtependence election was held in 1980. Since

then it has held eight general elections. As of the 2010 general election, on the basis of census
data, | estimate the country to haveebn home to approximately 280,000 voting aged citizens.

In the 2010 general election just under 240,000 votes were cast. In the 2010 general election, a
reasonably typical election, the average Solomon Islands electorate had an effective number of
candidaes of 4.90 and the median winning candidate was elected with a 35 per cent vote

share. In 2010 44 per cent of those sitting MPs who defended their seats lost. As a

®The exact figure foR009 is given as 515,8%rom which | derive the number given in the text by
extrapolating forwards using an estimated population growth rate of 2.44 per cent per annum.
" Although it is beyond the scope of this thesis, it should also be noted that, in addition to taking
advantaye of corruption in Solomon Islands, the logging industry has had a considerable role in
perpetuating it.
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consequence of high incumbent turnover rates, fewer than 20 per cent of MPs in the 2010

parliament had served three or more terrfis.

While political parties exist in Solomon Islands they are very loosely q@inden 2008h In
terms of national politicsweak political parties bring fluidity and instability as MPs frequently
cross the floo(Steeves 2001Fraenkel 2006 Parties are also numerous. The 2010 parliament
was, at least in the immediate wake of the general election, ostensibly home to nine political
parties as well as 20 independent MPs. Electorally, weak politicabpaaime coupled with
voting that is almost exclusively based on candidate attributes, not party affiliédieaves

2011).

Chapter Outline

As | work to link the social context and electoral outcomes of Solomon Islands together via
ethnic identity and the choices voters make, | structure my thesis around sifistantive

chapters plus the requisite introduction and conclusion. The remainder of this introductory
chapter contains a chapter outline before closing with a section in which | define two concepts

central to my research.

Chapter 2z Methodology
In thesecond chapter of the thesis | outline my research methodology. | start with a brief

discussion of epistemology, situating my work as gmustitivist and explaining how this

informs my research approach. | then describe the challenges that come withrehsaa

voter behaviour, and specifically with researching voter behaviour in Solomon Islands.
Amongst other issues | discuss the problem of social desirability bias in survey and interview
research. | also detail the challenges of getting access to anmhgnage of existing datasets

such as election results. Having done this | make the case for mixed methods research as a
means of understanding the role of ethnicity in the choices voters make. | then describe in
detail the methods and data used in my wolHist the electorates | visited, and describe how |
used process tracing to undertake withitase analysis of electioneering. | also provide details
on the quantitative datasets and explain how | used regression analysis in examining the data

they contan.

Chapter 3z State and Society in Solomon Islands
In Chapter 3 | provide the reader with a detailed introduction to social and economic life in

Solomon Islands. Drawing on anthropological work as well as other existing literature |

® Electoral data presented in this section are, unless other sources are provided, based on my own
datasets and calculations. More details on datarses are provided in Chapter 2 and | present election
results data in more detail in Chapter 4.
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describe the lives dbolomon Islanders, paying particular attention to the social structures that
frame them. | discuss the importance of family and communities, and look at leadership
structure. | also provide detailed information on potential ethnic groups. In particdigciuiss
clans in Solomon Islands, language groups, different races and church groups. | also look at
other examples of groupased collective action, discussing NGOs and trade unions, before
discussing examples of largeale collective action. In doingish provide the reader with a
thorough introduction to the context that shapes electoral politics in Solomon Islands, as well

as the potential building blocks of ethnic politics.

Chapter 4z Solomon Islands Elections and Politics
In Chapter 4 | continue yrbackground of the Solomon Islands context by discussing the

country®@ electoral and parliamentary politics in detail. | describe electoral conduct and
electoral rules before discussing key features of elections, and trends over time. Drawing on
my electon results databases and census data | report on voter numbers and voter turnout. |
also provide information for all poshdependence elections on winning candidate vote

shares, candidate numbers, effective numbers of candidates and incumbent turnogsr hat
doing this | show that, in most instances, strong trends are absent from key Solomon Islands
electoral statistics, although there is considerable fluctuation between individual elections.
There is also significamairiancein election outcomes betwen different electorates. Some
electorates, for example, are home to numerous candidates, others to few. Within electorates
there is also interesting variation in the geographical dispersf candidate support. Using

2006 and 2010 polling station dataHow that while minor candidates tend to have
concentrated support bases, a significant number of candidates are able to draw upon

geographically dispersed support.

Having described electoral politics | then describe parliamentary politics, discussifgjdig
of political allegiances in Solomon Islands and the weak political parties the country is home to.
| also discuss how fluid electoral allegiances contribute to political instability and changes of

government.

Chapter 5z Literature ReviewElecoral Politics in Solomon Islands and Papua New Guinea
In Chapter 5 | start my search for explanations of voter behaviour in Solomon Islands by

examining the available academic literature on voter behaviour and electoral politics in
Solomon Islands. Becausss literature is fairly scarce | augment it with work from the
neighbouring country of Papua New Guinea (a culturally similar country which shares a
number of key electoral features with Solomon Islands). Also, reflecting the fact there is not a
lot of work focusing in detail on ethnic identity and voting in these countries | structure my

coverage of existing work around three broader questions relating to voter behaWghat
10



outcomes do voters seek from their vo@®ho or what sorts of candidatef voters vote

for in attempting to attain these outcome§andWhy do voters vote for the candidates they
vote for while seeking the outcomes they se@i? covering these questionsengage with
two areas of debate in the existing literature: whethgalitics in Solomon Islands and Papua
New Guinea is clientelist in nature; and whether culturally determined expectatioregional

calculation is thenajor driver of voter behaviour in the two countries.

As | do this | find the existing evidence cledalls in favour of those who argue politics in
Solomon Islands and Papua New Guinea is clientelist. Or, in other words, that the answer to
the questionWhat do voters seek in exchange for their vot@é®localised or personalised
benefits. With respeicto the second and third questions, | contend that available evidence
favours authors who see rational calculation as determining who Solomon Islanders voters
vote for and why. At the same time, however, | show that there are still puzzles left un
explaired by rational choice analysis. One particular puzzle being high candidate numbers
when, as per Duverg@ Law, there is good reason to believe rational voters will abandon

favoured candidates for likely winners in a way which leads to political consohdat

Ethnic identity is a potential explanation of candidate proliferation, and in Chapter 5 | describe
examples taken from existing studies of voters from Solomon Islands and Papua New Guinea
displaying a propensity to vote for @shnics. However, | alsdiscuss examples of cases where
voters do not seem to vote ethnically, and note that most existing work on voting in Solomon
Islands and Papua New Guinea fails to fully theorise ethnic voting, tie it systematically to

patterns of election results, or exgih why it occurs in some instances and not others.

Chapter 6z Literature Review, Ethnic Identity and Ethnic Voting
Having been afforded much useful description but only partial explanations of ethnic voting in

Solomon Islands (and neighbouring Papua Ianea) in Chapter 6 | turn to work from
elsewhere in the world which looks at ethnic voting, and which seeks to explain why it occurs. |
look first at evidence of the existence of ethnic voting in other parts of the world. | then

discuss theories of ethovoting: explanations of why people vote foreihnics and of the

nature of the ethnic identities involved. In doing this I outline two clear divisions in the
literature. The first divide being that between those who posit ethnic politics and voting as
being the product of irrational attachments and those who posit the phenomena as caused by
rational calculations (or something approximating them). The second divide | discuss is that
lying between those who argue ethnic identities are multiple and th&tngoand other

political actors can shift between them, and those who argue ethnic identities are largely

singular and fixed. In doing this | note that, as a generalisation, beliefs of singular unchanging
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ethnic identities tend to come coupled with theosi®ef irrational ethnic voting, while in
contemporary work on ethnicity and voting at leastthose who hold ethnic identities as
multiple and prone to change also tend to advance models of ethnic voting based on reasoned

choices.

Chapter 7z Theories oEthnic Voting and Election Results in Solomon Islands
In Chapter 7 | take the theories of ethnic voting | described in Chapter 6 and see whether their

predictions fit patterns of election results present in Solomon Islands. First, | show that there is
too much variation in election outcomes at the electorate level over short timeframes to fit

with models of ethnic voting based on irrationally held attachments and singular, fixed ethnic
identities. | then show that the predictions of contemporary theoriepaiitical science based

on multiple and changeable ethnic identities also falil to fit with empirical observations from
Solomon Islands. In particular, | engage with theathes$ suggest whether an ethnic identity is
important or not is determined by thsizes of ethnic groups associated with the identity in
guestion. | show that, although some ethnic groups are potentially large enough to provide
useful starting points for acquiring national level political power, there is no evidence of these
groups actally structuring national politics. | then shift my analysis to electiensd|

competition, looking at the sizes of church and language groups within electorates and
showing there to be no relationship between optirsited group population shares and

winning candidate vote shares. | conclude the chapter by looking at two areas where
correlations do exist. | show using 2006 and 2010 election data that there is a weak correlation
between language group size and winning candidate vote share, and that thissoc

regardless of whether the groups involved are ideally sized for electoral competition. | also
show using 2010 data that there is a strong correlation between language group size and the
total combined vote shares of all candidates from within the lawe group, and that once

againt this appears to be something which exists independent of group size.

Chapter 8z Ethnicity and Electioneering in Action
Having found in Chapter 7 that existing theories of ethnic voting and electoral collective action

fail to fit with patterns of Solomon Islands election outcomes | shift to theeryerating work,
starting in Chapter 8 by describing electioneering and electoral politics in detail. First, | draw
upon survey data and interview data to paint a general pitof the choices voters make in
elections in Solomon Islands. | then use process tracing within three electorate cases to
examine the interactions of MPs, candidates and other political actors, and voters in action. As
I do this I find still more evidena# clientelism in electorate level politics in Solomon Islands

T clientelism in which local brokers are central, albeit often unreliable. Brokers are not alone
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in their unreliability. At various points | provide examples of voters, candidates and MPs also

failing to keep their word.

Of particular importance to my thesis, as | draw upon survey data, interview data and case
studies, | find considerable evidence of voters voting feettmics, and ethnic identity
structuring electoral campaigning more brdwadh some instances. Although, in line with some
of the work | described in Chapter 5, | find voters voting feettmics is neither guaranteed,

nor universal.

Chapter9 z Ethnicity and Electioneering in Action
| devote the first half of Chapter 9 tokimg the observations of Chapter 8 and turning them

into a theory of ethnic voting in Solomon Islands. | start by offering a formal description of the
central challenges faced by all political actors in Solomon Islands (be they voters, brokers,
candidatesor MPs) in dealing with other actors whose reliability is not guaranteed. | frame
these challenges as principal agent problems and then show how social rules within ethnic
groups can help overcome them, at least to an extent. | then move on to descritifigrant

type of collective action dilemma present in Solomon Islands patiticeordination problems,
situations where benefits can only be acquired if a large number of people can be induced into
acting in a particular way. In the case of electorditjps the particular coordination challenge
comes in uniting behind individual candidates and not splitting the vote across candidates. |
show that, once again, where they contain social rules which enable coordination, ethnic

groups in Solomon Islandsrchelp overcome this particular challenge.

The overarching argument | advance in doing this is that, in the Solomon Islands case at least,
ethnic identities become important to electoral politics when the groups associated with the

identities contain soail rules which enable effective collective action.

Having developed a theory of ethnic electoral politics in Solomon Islands | then show how it
fits with the patterns of electoral politics | described in Chapters 4 and 7. In the final part of my

thesis | st my theory using data on church group size and election results data.

Chapter 10z Conclusion
In the concluding chapter of my thesis, | take the theory | have generated and return to my

research questions, basing discussion on answering each question.iththen outline the

limitations of my work and offer suggestions for further study.

Key Concepts

Although | have strived where possible to keep my thesis free of jargon, and to explain

technical terms where | do use them, there are two sets of cotsckghould define briefly
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now as they are central to understanding my research findings and theorising. The first of

these is to do with social rules, and the second ethnic identity.

Social Rules

In this thesis | use the terfocial rul€to refer to rukes such as normw/hich afford some
constraints on human behaviour but which are not decreed by or upheld by the state. These
are rules which may be enforced by peers or community members, or possibly adhered to by
actors without need of enforcement becaaiadherence is believed to be the right course of

action.

In using the term social rule in this way | am using it in place of the standard term in economics
and political sciencéihformal institutiorfYCasson et al. 2010 have chosen to speak of social
rules rather than informal institutions to avoid the conceptual confusion associated with the
word YhstitutionQwhich has another more common use in English to do with organisations

(i.e. $he institution of the churct(Ostrom 1999, p36).° Readers of my thesis who are used to
the term Yhformal institution€as used in economics and political science can Yezaial

ruleas | have used it throughout this text as a synonym. Similarly, | have avoided referring to
Ybrmal institutionswvhen talking about rules associated with the state. Rather, | have simply

referred to the specific rules being discussklectoral law§for example).

Ethnic Identity

As with social rules, ethnic identity and ethnic groups associated with ethenittids are

central to my research. Yet the concept of ethnicity is itself hard to déRedly 200%and a

range of competing definitions exist. In defining ethnic identity as plamywork | am not

seeking to resolve these debates or capture ethnicity as an ideal form, but rather to make use
of a definition which wi be recognisable to scholars of ethnic electoral politics, and which
affords analytic leverage to my work. In Chapd provide an exteretl discussion of the basis

of the definition | use and the authors whose work it is drawn from, and as a result | do not
offer this here, but rather provide a simple outline to enable the reader to understand what |

mean when | usehie term prior to Chapter @ discussion.

In this thesis | define an ethnic identity as an identity which is based on traits that are sticky,
visible and socially salient. Sticky traits are traits which are not readily changed at will by

individuals (contrat one® skin colour with the membership of a sports club). Visible traits are

"CKSNB Aa lfa2 O2y&ARSNIOfS 2@SNILLI 05i6SSy 6KI

o<,

OFNBY G(KS 9y3ItA&aK 62NR rihopabgiss Wa k)glhﬁlelahesla Arave2 F4 S
OK2aSy G2 dzasS waz2OAlf NHzZ SaQ NFXGKSNI GKIFy Wil aid
O2yaARSNIGESE G(KS& FNB y2i( ys808aalNAfe 2yS FyR

accessibledrm to those without prior knowledge of Melanesia.
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traits which are either literally visible or well known (for examplan colour or religious
identity). Socially salient traits are those that have been afforded meaningstnyryicontrast,

for example, religious identity in Northern Ireland with eye colour in Northern Ireland).

Within it, in the Solomon Islands context, this definition includes as potentially salient ethnic

identities those associated with race, clan, laage, religion and island (or province).

Associated with this definition of ethnic identity is the tekthnic grouf2As | have defined it,

an ethnic group is a group derived from an ethnic identity in question. For example, if the
relevant ethnic identiy is religion, Buddhists would be an ethnic group, as would Catholics and
Seventh Day Adventists. Similarly, | use the ti#thnic cleavag@o describe any divide
associated with ethnic identity which lies between two groups (for example the divide

between Seventh Day Adventists and Catholics).
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Chapter 2 z Methodology

Introduction

The following eight chapters of my thesis attempt to explain when and how social rules and
ethnic identities interact to influence voter behaviour in Solomon Islands. Be§bagt] in this
current chapter | outline my methodology, describing how | gathered and analysed the data |

uset allowing the reader to look under the bonnet of my research enterprise.

In doing this | cover ground ranging from the esoteric to the prosai@art by outlining the
epistemic underpinnings of my work before highlighting the practical challenges of political
research, and in particular political research in Solomon Islands. | then provide a detailed
description of the path | have taken to aeeming these challenges, starting with

methodological choices | have made before describing data gathering and analysis.

Epistemology

Whole books have been written on epistemolagytheories of what we can know and how

we can knowt and debates on the sigct show no signs of resolutig@uba and Lincoln

2005. My purpose in this section is not to wade into intellectual conflicts but simply to outline
my own epistemological bent and explain what it means for this thesis. Epistemologies have
ramifications both for research questions and research mett{gdsg and ldrrocks 201{

While, for example, it is easy to imagine psgtucturalist, interpretivist and pogpositivist
researchers all being able to fruitfully research the electoral politics of Solomon Islands,
researchers of these different epistemic schdwdse profoundly different beliefs as to what

can be learnt and how it can be learnt. This, in turn, leads to the use of different methods, or
the same methods to different ends, something that makes for research governed by differing
norms of inquiry. Sbdescribe my epistemological stance here in order to indicate to the

reader what to expect in terms of the ambitions propelling, and rules constraining, my work.

My epistemological leanings are broadly ppssitivist(in the sense of the term as used in
Guba and Lincoln 200&nd Sumner and Tribe 2008n practice this means | take the social
world to be real, kowable to a degree, amenable to theory and, importantly, amenable to
causal theoryt theory which describes social relations in terms of cause and dftect

further detail on this and related epistemologies and éxamples of the research approaches

they typically entail see: King et al. 19®korge and Bennett 2008leuman 2006Kanbur and
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Shaffer 2007Sumner and Tribe 20m8° However, to a pospositivist, a social world which is
knowable, is not the same as a social world that can be known with certainty or finality:
knowledge is contingent, arttieories always prone to being proven untrue by subsequent
evidence(Sumner and Tribe 2008Yet a pospositivist, in contrast say to a radical post
modernist, does still believe that understandings of socialtyeaiihile never certain, can be
closer to or further from the truti! The task of getting closer to the truth is not easy, of

course, or as scientific and linear as was assumed by early positivistpoBitistists

appreciate that mistakes may be madedaniases present. Good research should, post
positivists believe, strive to make such flaws easier for others to spot through transparent use

of research methods.

One important area where my own research approach differs from some researchers who

might locsely fall into the same epistemological caffgr example, King et al. 1994 that |

see an important role for g¢aful inductive work in theory generation. Like other positivists and
postpositivists | seek to test theories with evidence, but a significant component of my

research involves generating new theory from evidence. This is at odds with some variants of

posh i A BAAY GKAOK KI@S (KS2NEPopparNg6s, B.BAicke8 NI 2 T & (
King, Keohane et al. 1994, p)bf through the use of deductive logic to build upon existing

theories or accepted facts. Instead, | take the view of George and Be(2@46, p. 12that

B Ad AAIYAFAOIYG 62NIKthéo® OF NBEFdzZ SYLANRK
GBSt 2LIYSY(IXKeLRIKSaAa F2NXYIFGA2Yy YR GKS KAa
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The practical ramifications of my epistemological leanings are as follows. The research that this
thesis is based on is concerned with uncovering facts, using tatgst existing theories, and
generating new theory all for the purpose of explaining how the world works. Furthermore,

reflecting my belief in the possibility of understanding cause and effect in the social world, |

%My use of the term pospositivism comes specifically from Sumner and Tribe (2008, p. 58paba
and Lincoln (2005. 193) Some of the other authorsted above do not use it. Some, while describing
approaches to epistemology similar to that which | have offetsg the related, plausibly
SyO2YLJl aaAy3s . Thi§ bMwid ilfaydui of pokp@shivisivi Seeking, as do Sumner and
Tribe, a meansf distinguishing my beliefs of the contingency of knowledge from earlier forms of
positivism such as Logical Positivism that appear more optimistic of thty abiattain certainty. Kingt
al. (1994), do not use the term positivism, or for that matt@ny term, in describing the epistemology
that underpins their text on methods (whatthey dois s8I A RSy (i f & Wy 2 NBtolvdved,it | & § K S
is clear, both from the views they express on good social science research and from their engagement
with interpretivists and postodernists, that they are positivists of a form.
Whether postmodernists, in belief or in practice, actually hold such radically sceptical ontological and
epistemological positions smatter for debate. Yet it is not hard tanfil examples of at least some
thinkers in this school of thought who hold to suwikws For an example, as well fs a very
interesting debate on these matters, the reader is directed to the comments of Hilary Lawson in the
London School ofEconomicsPhiosophy panel discussido befound at the following link
http://www.lse.ac.uk/publicEvents/events/2013/05/20130501t1830vWT.aspx
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have attempted to make my explanahs causal. | am interested, then, in questions such as:
Whatcausesome ethnic identities to become more salient than others in contributing to
voterS<rhoices? have tried to answer such questions by describing likely facts on the ground

and using thee facts to link causes to effects.

The Challenges of Political Research in Solomon Islands

If ever there was an arena of human interaction where the search for facts on the ground was
fraught, politics is it. By its very nature politics involves the Blegapf narratives, the hiding of
some facts and the touting of others. Even relatively simple endeavours such as interpreting
election results and asking voters why they voted the way they did can prove surprisingly
problematic. In the following two substans | outline several textbook complications

associated with studying electoral politics, complications that are evident in most contexts. |
then highlight some of the particular problems | faced researching electoral politics in Solomon
Islands. In sulexjuent sections of this chapter, as | detail the methods | have used, | outline
how | used them in ways that have allowed me to overcome these challenges as best as

possible.

The Challenges of Researching Politics
Three major, general methodological chalies confront researchers seeking to understand
why voters vote the way they do, or seeking to answer related questions suidb asters

vote along ethnic line$?

The Ecological Fallacy
The first of these is the stalled ecological fallacy, an isghat hampers attempts to divine

voter motivations from election results. The fallacy occurs when researchers interpret results
found at higher units of analysis (for example, electorates) as conveying information about
behaviour at lower units of analygi®r example, voter&hoices)Lavrakas 2008 A Solomon
Islands example of ecological fallacy would be inferring from the strong correlation between
the population share of language groups and the combined constitukevey vde share won

by candidates from language groups (discussed in Chapter 7) that voters choose who to vote
for on the basis of languag®ased ethnic identity. (In reality as | discuss in Chapters 7 and 8

the most likely explanation is to do with clan netwgrkshich are subsets of language groups.)

The problem of ecological fallacy is not insurmountable: there are statistical techniques for
partially overcoming itvhenworking with results data alon@ing 1997King et al. 2004 or
results data can be combined with other data for better inference (a technique | use). Also,

strong correlations across multiple data points, particularly if control variables are included, at
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least suggest observed ations are norspurious. Some researchers have found, for example,
that the number of ethnic groups is correlated with the number of political parties across a
large numberf democracis, as | discuss in Chapter 6. And this findingngwo the presence

of a relationship born of numerous different country contexts and resilient to the inclusion of
controls in regression, appears reasonable evidence of something akin to ethnic voting,

despite the technical possibility of ecological fallacy.

For my resealft, the main ramification of this issue is that | should not assume that, simply
because Solomon Islands is ethnically diverse and, at the same time, has elections with many
candidates, people are voting along ethnic lines. This is an assumption | awitkKTbf

ecological fallacy also requires caution in how | interpret election results data, and care in

comparing this data with demographic data, issues which | take due notice of.

Social Desirability Bias and Issues of Interpretation
There would seem tbe at least one easy solution to the problems of ecological fallacy from

election results described above: using surveys to ask people why they voted the way they
did. A large random sample ought to provide external validity and survey questions ought to
allow direct insight into vote@notivations. And, indeed, this is an approach used by social
scientists(most famously by Campbell 198ihd also LewiBeck et al. 2008 Yet it is not

without limitations. In particular, the issue of soetsirability bias, which occuvehen survey
respondents provide answers they think interviewers wish to hear, or that respondents think
are least likely to cause them subsequent trouble should their responses become common
knowledge. Social desirability bias is now recognised as a msj@ in survey work on voter
behaviour, particularly when dealing with sensitive issues such as vote l{Bongalez

Ocantos et al. 20020f particular relevance to the subject matter of my own research, in his
work on ethnic politics in Zambia Posr{2005, p. 94 provides good evidence to suggest that
social desirability bias leads respondents to downplay the extent to which ethnic identity

guides their engagement in politics.

In the case of ethnic voting there are further issues with data stemming from respossai
interpretations of their own decisions. A voter may, for example, vote foretlenic because
they believe the ceethnic more likely to help and subsequently merely tell a researcher that
they voted for the candidate most likely to help. The resmoisscorrect but nevertheless
omits the underlying determinant of the vot@rchoice of most interest. Reflecting such
challenges in their overview of methodologies relevant to studying ethnicity and voter

behaviour Lieberman and Sin¢2012, p. 262conclude:
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Survey questions on ethnicity are problematic for a host of reasons,

including varied interpretations of questions, interviewer effects, and

Y2NXIGAGPS oAl asSa F3aAFAyald aSiKyaOé NBalLkRyaSao
Such challenges are likely to be most acutely felt by quetité researchers using surveys, yet
political research is challenging for qualitative researchers too. The flexibility of interviewing
affords some advantages over survey questionnaires. Even so, as | discuss below, there is no

guarantee such informatiowill not suffer similar forms of bigd'ansey 200;/Rathbun 2009

The Challenges of Researching in Solomon Islands

For the researcher studying politics, Solomon Islands offers an additional safallginges.

For a researcher from New Zealand the first of these is the challenge that comes with working
across cultures. Some of this is simply practicah parts of the country it would have been
considered inappropriate for me to interview women threir own. Other challenges were

more directly intellectual: as an outsider | ran the risk of overlooking essential elements of
political behaviour simply because | did not know where to look, or how to decode relevant
signs. This challenge was compoundgdhe fact there has kan little detailed, academic

work undertaken on voter behaviour in Solomon Islands. There is, as | discuss in Chapter 5,
some work of use, but not much, and important features of Solomon Islands electoral politics,
such as the broks who | discuss in Chapter 8, had not previobslgn detailed in academic

work. This meant that, while | commenced my fieldwork possessing questions born of research
in other countries, | had relatively little pexisting material geared to the Solomtstands

electoral context to guide my search.

As an outsider, | also faced challenges establishing trust with those from whom | gathered
data. Politics is a sensitive subject, and as | discuss in my findings, voter coercion occurs in
Solomon Islands; in sh an environment a challenge | faced was getting voters to be open

about their experiences.

Other data brought other problems. While | was able to obtain election results at a
constituency level for all general elections and somelegtions, results ahe polling station

level, which are more useful for analysis, proved harder to get. In the end | was able to obtain
them for almost all electorates for the two most recent general elections as well as some
recent byelections, but was unable to pull todegdr polling station results from any older
elections. | discuss how | tidied and validated this data in more detail below but for now should
note that the data | received required considerable tidying before it was amenable to analysis.
In addition to thenormal tasks of data entry and coding, spelling is not standardised in

Solomon Islands which means that candidate names, and constituency names, had to be
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manually matched across time and between dataséEor this reason tidying, merging and
validating céta proved very time consuming, and time lost to this, while ultimately well spent,

was time | was unable to devote to other aspects of my research.

While election results are useful on their own, their ability to shed light on voter behaviour
ought to beenhanced when combined with information on social and economic features of
different electorates or polling statior’d Because wardevel data from Solomon Islan@s

censuses can be aggregated and mapped to electorates (census wards are perfect subsets of
electorates) censuses are an obvious source of such data. However, drawing on census data
did not prove easy. The 2009 Solomon Islands population census had not been finalised by the
time | undertook fieldwork in 2011 and 2012, meaning the census data givan were
provisional* | was also able to obtain 1999 census results and some limited data from earlier
censuses. Yet doing this took time: suitably disaggregated data relating to variables of interest
such as language were not immediately available @lotaining data required ongoing

interaction with relevant civil servants. Also, although electoral units and census units can be
mapped, owing to the aforementioned absence of standardised spelling in Solomon Islands,
the mapping processes itself was #@monsuming. A further concern is that, as in many
developing countries, Solomon Islands census data are not completely reliahike 1999

census took place during civil conflict, and the 2009 census is thought possibly to be inaccurate
in some respectddowever, as | discuss below, rayn testing suggests the data are reliable
enough to use. Beyond questions of the validity of the data the censuses do provide, there is a
further issue in the form of information that they do not gather. While language (one potential
ethnic cleavage) wagcorded in the 1999 census it was not in 2009, and no Solomon Islands
census has ever asked people to identify themselves by clan, meaning there are no

quantitative data available on this variable of inter&st.

Finally, while researchers studying ethwating in other countries have been able to draw

upon largeN survey datdfor example:Saffu 1989Norris and Mattes 2003Bratton et al.

“For example, former prime minist&artholomew Ulufa'al®d y I YS gl & aLiStd Ay (K
my source data acrodke different years he stood as a candidat: Ulufa'alu, Bartholomew Ulufa'alu,
Batholomew Ulufa'alu, Batholonew Ulufa'alu, Batholomew Ulu'ufa‘ahd Bartholomew Aba'au
Ulufa'alu
* Notwithstanding possible issues to do with the ecological fallagusiged above.
“Final census data were released as | was revising my thesis in late 2013. | could not obtain these data
in a form fully amendable to analysis. However, | was able to check with respect to the two main
variables used in my analysis. The [fipapulation totals for electorates were identical to those in the
provisional report, and the proportion of the total population recorded as members of different
churches present varied by less than one per cent between the two versions of the census data
> The Allan report of 1957 (Allan 1957) has some information on the number of clans within each
province. However, data are: incomplete; provided for provinces not electorates; and dated. They also
only relate to clan namesno systematic informatiorsigiven on relative clan sizes.
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20117), conducting such a survey was beyond my means as a PhD student. The Regional
Assistance Missioio the Solomon Islands (RAMSI) has, of recent years, been conducting large
surveys of randombkgampled Solomon Islanders and, in addition to questions to do with
perceptions of members of parliament, in 2011, at my asking, they included several questions
directly related to voter behaviour. Unfortunately though, while | have been able to make
some limited use of the aggregate data these questions generated, RAMSI were unable to

provide me the relevant data in a disaggregated form amenable to detailedsastaly

Adding to these issues were the practicalities of researching in a low income small island state.
While | was aided immensely by the kindness of Solomon Islanders everywhere | travelled,
there were logistical issues. | had to learn Solomon Isl&iits | had to obtain national and
provincial level research permits (a task that took several months). Travel in most instances
was by ferry or small fiberglass boatsall weather dependent and sailing to erratic schedules.
Meanwhile, some parts of the catry are without celiphone communications which made
organising rural visits challenging. At the same time archival research such as gathering old
election data and trying to obtain bidata on MPs was impaired by incomplete collections and

lost material

Research Approach

Mixed Methods

Possessing the research questions that | had, being of the epistemological inclination that | am,
and confronted with the practical challenges | have detailed, | chose to use a mixed method
approach to my research, combmgj largeN description and regression analysis with small

case study work. | chose this approach because used together the different methods afforded
me the ability to overcome the shortcomings of each individual approach. Data available for
large-N anaysis were not available for all variables of interest, and issues such as the risk of
ecological fallacy were present. But by drawing on wittase qualitative data | was able to
strengthen inference, using detail to fill gaps and to connect electionoos to individual@
decisions. At the same time | was able to use quantitative data to provide evidence for the

external validity of my case study findings.

A Single Country Study
If there were clear advantages to using mixed methods, there was alsaradi$advantage:

gathering different types of data from different sources took time, and the logistical challenges

'® Also, in some instances the data are likely skewed by social desirability bias as discussed above and in
Chapter 8.
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discussed above added to this. Because neither the time available to me, nor other resources,

were infinite, | chose to base my empiricalik@olely on Solomon Islands.

In deciding to focus on just one country | sought to navigate an appropriate course through
what George and Benne005, p. 220  f terisiéh®&weédn achieving high internal
validity and good historical explanations of particular cases versus making geataais that

apply to broad populations.

By focusing on just one country | have placed limits to the extent to which | can make
generalised claims from my findingsclaims applicable to the full population of countries
where ethnic politics occur&erring 2004Poteete 2019 What is true for Solomon Islands
may not necessarily be true elsewhere. Indeed, it may not be true in the countries that were
the basis of the work on voter behaviour | engage \éth discussed in Chapter 6 this is, first
and foremost, the work of Chandra 2QG@&hd Posner 2005Yet focus on a single country has
meant lhave been able to delve in depth and with care into con{€llier et al. 2010 To

have significantly enhanced the crassuntry external validity of my work | would have

needed to gather data from many countries, and | could not have done this and focused as

carefully as | have on Solomon Islands.

For my particular study, in addition to the time and resource constraints mentioned above,
there were other good reasons why-dlepth examination of one country made sense. First, as

I highlight in my literature review, the existing literature on voter behaviour and electoral
politics in Solomon Islands is scant: if | wanted detail | needed to gather it myself. Second, as
various athors have contendeffor example, George and Bennett 20@ollier et al. 2010
Poteete 201, case study work has particular strengthsemtresearchers expect causal
processes to be complicated. That the determinants of voter behaviour in Solomon Islands
were likely not to be simple became obvious to me as | started to analyse election results data
(analysis usg in Chapter 7). Wike quanttative crosscountry work has many research
advantages, the need for the simplification of concepts and causal theories that often comes
with converting social phenomena into numbers, means such work brings with it the risk of
oversimplifying these phenonma and the causal processes linking thgerring 2004

George and Bennett 200Boteete 2010Goertz and Mahoney 20).2

None of these justifications for a single case study cures my work of the potential limits to the
extent its findings can be generalised bey@aomon Islands. Yet they do point to the
potential strengths of, and need for, singteuntry studies. What is more, while it is but one
case, as | explained in my introductory chapter, the case of the Solomon Islands is an
interesting case. Inarangedafl @ a4 A Aa (SeomdaddBenngttP@0&adingt S
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and Seawright 2008/1ahoney 201% one in which electoral outcomes differ from those that
would be expected on the basis of existing theory. Such deviation makes it a good case for use
in the generation of theory, one which can help identify new variables or theoretical insights
developeal on the base of the single country study and subsequently tested else@Berrge

and Bennett 2005Yin 2013. In addition, in tle concluding chapters of my thesis | engagin
academic work on ethnicity and collective action from other parts of the world and discuss the

extent to which my findigs might be applicable elsewhere.

Working with Mixed Methods in Solomon Islands

Between May 2011 and July 2012 | spent 10 months in Solomon Islands. The first two months
were largely devoted to logistical matters, obtaining a research permit, organisldgisits,

and the like; the remainder of my time was spent gathering data. In addition to gathering
guantitative data (election results and census data) while in Honiara | also undertook intensive
research in six Solomon Islands eteates. One of theswas urbarr East Honiara the
remainder were rural, drawn from different parts of the country. The rural electorates | visited
were: Aoke/Langalanga, South Guadalcanal, Small Malaita, Gao and Bugotu and West New
Georgia. (For a map of Solomon Isldmisctorates seéAppendix 1) | chose these electorates
primarily on the basis of their election resuits¢hat is, | selected electorates which presented

a range of different election results, and a reasonable geographic spread over the country.
Basic detds on all of Solomon Islands electorates is available in Appendix 3 with the

electorates | focused on highlighted.

| am aware that by selecting constituencies on the basis of election results | have come close to
violating one of the fundamental tenets of political science research: not to select cases on the
basis of values on the dependent variaffively 200p However, my selection was based

upon getting a spread of results on the dependent variable, not simplytsejean the basis of

the presence or absence of a feature of interest, which is the primary source of problems in

this area(Van Evera 1997Moreover, because | use process tracing within electorates, rather
than crosselectorate comparisons (discussed more below), the issue is redGasmtge and

Bennett 2003.

| spent, on average, about three weeks in each of the electorates | visited (although my visit to
West New Georgia was shorter). In each electorate | visited thresuowillages usually

staying for about one week in each village.

Using Constituencies as Cases
Possessing data on six different electorates, one approach that | could have taken in analysis

was controlled comparison between the different cases using negi@cross electoral
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outcomes and between social attributes of the different electorates to isolate factors of
importance in detemining voter behaviouvVan Evera 1997Because of the range in election
results between Solomon Islands constituesc(as discussed in Chapter 4 some electorates
have as few as one candidate standing, others more than 20) as well as the large variance in
social and demographic features across electorates, this had seemed a possibility when |
started my research. Yettimately | concluded it an unlikely means of generating the answers

| sought. First, with only six cases, and numerous potential influences on voter behaviour and
election outcomes in each electorate, strict case comparison would have been rendered
difficult or impossible by the so called degrees of freedom problem, in which it is impossible to
isolate the causes of different outcomes across cases because too many causal variables differ
between them(Hall 2003 Goertz and Mahoney 20).2Second, as | detail in Chapter 4 and

again in my results, much of the variance in election outc®mesSolomon Islands occurs

within electorates across time, rather than between electorates. This variance does not take
the form of strong countrwide trends in election outcomes across time. Rather, it is
predominately fluctuations in results across @mwithin electorates. For example, in the

electorate of Central Guadalcanal six candidates stood in 1980, four in 1993, eight in 1997 and
only two in 2010. This prevalence of variation across time suggested to me that the impact of
structural features on lectoral outcomes was likely to be complex and contingent, and

unlikely to be easily capted using simple smatl crosscase comparison.

Process Tracing
Instead, the significant variations over time in election outcomes pointed to another approach

to casestudy analysis: process tracing. Process tracing is not the only qualitative

methodological approach | drew upon. In particular, in common with almost all political

research on Western Melanesia, | also made use of what Var(I2838, p. 7Qcalls the

658f LKA aSiK2RésS AYYSNEAYy3 YeasStT IyR AyidSND
Islands electoral process as possible to garner insights from their first hand experiences of
electoral politics. This proved a rich soutdanaterialt material which forms much of the

basis of the first half of Chapter 8. Yet, although | draw upon insights gathered in this way,

process tracing was the primary toaldedas | worked to describe and generate theory in

Chapters 8 and 9.

Proeess tracing a term often associated with the work of Alexander George and Andrew
Bennett(for example: Gerge and Bennett 2005 and the related concept of causal process
observationgsee: Collier el. 201Q pertain to an approach to case study analysis in which
outcomes in cases are linked causally to preceding states of affairs through the study of facts

and observations.
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George and BennefR005, pp. 67) describeprocesdracingas an undertaking:

[W]hichattempts to trace the links between possible causes and observed
outcomes. In processacing, the researcher examines histories, archival
documents, interview transcripts, and other sources to see whether the
causal process a theory hypothesipesmplies in a casés in fact evident in

the sequence and values of the intervening vaesahn that caseProcess
tracing can perform a heuristic function as well, generating new variables or
hypotheses on the basis of sequences of events observed indudtively

case studies.

And in the words of Collier, Brady et @010, p. 18%

A @usalprocess observation is an insight or piece of data that provides
information aout context or mechasim and contributes a different kind of
leverage in causal inference. It does not necessarily do so as part of a larger,
systematized array of observations. Thus, a capgatess observation

might be generated in isolation or in conjction with many other causal
process observationsor it might also be taken out of a larger dataXét

gives insight into causal mechanisms, insight that is essential to causal
assessment and is an indispensable alternative and/or supplement to
correlation-based causal inference.

Process tracing involves examining sequences of events, and considering counterfactuals to
determine the fit, or absence of fit, of various possible causal explanations associated with a
case(Van Evera 199George and Bennett 200Bennett 2010 Collier et al. 201.0Collier

2011).

For example, through interviews (all describadurther detail in Chapter 8) | was able to learn
how firsttime candidate David Ddacha leveraged church and kiased ties to win in South
Guadalcanal constituency in the 2006 general election, and how he was then able to use
judicious distribution bprivate goods and local public goods in a way that caused his support
base to grow substantially prior to the 2010 election. Doing this involved tracing the processes
at play in Pach@ electoral rise; and this learning, in turn, afforded me an insigbtthe

relative roles played by ethnic ties and by other factors in constituency politics.

As with this particular example, and in contrast with some process tracing work, particularly
that focusing on historical phenomena, the processes that | tracslasg 1 sequences of

events that took place over a campaign, or across the period of time between elections. The
processes | look at are also micro, rather than macro, | am not seeking to explain revolutions or
the fates of nations, but rather the experiees of political actors and voters as they navigate

the challenges of electoral politics. Reflecting this, as well as the scarcity of written material
documenting electioneering and electoral campaigns in Solomon Islands, the processes | trace

are those kould track using election results, and explain on the basis of interviews.
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Although some authors have formulated speciféstShat can be used as part of the
processtracing enterprisgVan Evera 199/Bennett 2010 Collier 201} this is not the
approach | take. Rather, in common with a number of other users of process t(&ming
example Brady 2010Bakke 2018 | procesdrace not by sbjecting evidence t&éstCbut
through the broad, systematic analysis of different sources of evidence and the careful

consideration of alternative explanations.

Large-N Analysis
Working within cases in this way | am able to provide rich and detapldeations of the

causal processes threaded through Solomon Islands electioneering. Yet were | to base my
research solely on data gathered from a small-sabof electorates | would run the risk of
introducing bias into my study. Potentially, either hance, or as a result of some rron

random feature associated with the availability of access to particular constituencies, there
would have been the risk that the electorates | focused on were atypical. The electorates
appeared to be a reasonably represetita sample of those in Solomon Islands on the basis of
the election results data, but there remained the possibility that they were different in some

unobserved way.

One way | was able to partially reduce this risk was by interviewing people from as many
different electorates as possible while | was in Honiara to gather a sense of whether my
observations from the constituencies | visited were broadly representative. Ultimately | was

able to interview pegple from all but one of Solomon Islarf@® electorates (more details on

my interviewees is provided below). While my primary reason for doing this was to afford a
form of nationwide representativesss to my interview data, in some cases these interviews
provided important information which alleed me more general insights, and became key
sources. In a similar manner | was also able to make some use of the limited, aggregate RAMSI
Peopléd Survey data that were made available to me, setting the insights | gathered from
interviews against surveesults, drawing upon similarities to gather a better sense of the

external validity of my interviewderived insights.

Most importantly, as a means of adding breadth to the depth of my witlaise analysis | also
made use of regression analysis, runningesgions on electoral and census data. As |
discussed above, these data are not perfect: in particular, they do not cover every variable of
interest. Yet they wersufficient to allow me to show systematically in Chapter 7 that existing
theories of ethniovoting do not fit the Solomon Islands context, and in Chapter 9 that the

theory | built from my cases has external validityossrthe country.
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Data

Qualitative Data
The gqualitative data that | drew upon came primarily from 312 interviewees, who | intexdie

while in Solomon Islands (in instances | interviewed more than one person at the same time;
my total number of interviews was approximately 250nterviews were undertaken in the

six focus electorates listed above and in Honiara. Typically, in ébecterates | visited and

stayed in villages spread geographically across the electorate and with some meaningful
spread in election results (i.e. one village that had voted heavily for the current MP, one which
had not, and one which fell between the twdh doing this | sought to capture the

perspectives of a range of peogestriving to avoid, for example, only interviewing supporters

of the current member of parliament.

My interviewees fell into seven broad categories: MPs or former MPs; candidatesreer
candidates; campaign operatives; village level brokers; community leaders; voters; and other
commentators (a small category including some Honrlmsed civil servants and civil society
representatives). | have made all interviewees anonymougmxbose who were (current or
previous) politicians or candidates, and who explicitly gave me permission, in writing, to use
their names. In Appendix 4 | provide tables that show my interviews broken down by

electorate, gender, and interviewee type.

Follaving suggested practice for procesacing type research | primarily sought interviewees
through purposeful, rather than random sampling, seeking those best placed to provide me
with the evidence | was interested in and those more likely to be forthcomiegnversations
(Tansey 200) Generally| gathered my interviews through something akin to the snowball
technique, in which | gained suggestions for, and access to, interview subjects through
contacts, through the contacts of contacts and s bansey 200/Rathbun 2009 This

proved a practical means of getting access to and gaining the trust of interviewees (who were
more likely to say yes to an interview if | was introduced to them by someone they knew). Yet
such an approach alone mighave introduced bias, guiding me only into particular subsets of
the groups | wished to intervie{King and Horrocks 20).0ro minimise this risk | also
independently selected people to interview, purposefully seeking out interviewees (both in
villages and itdoniara) outside thé&8nowbalQwhom | did not have contacts for but who

appeared likely sources of information (former candidates for example).

Interviewing was not without challenges. In parts of rural Guadalcanal and Malaita it would

have been culturly inappropriate in most instances for me to interview women on my own.

" Needless to say,do not cite all of these interviewees in my thesis.
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When this was the case my wife accompanied me to interviews. Even then it was hard to
obtain interviews from women in some communities, and they were often much less confident
in interviews than men and less forthcoming with information. Young people (old enough to
vote but younger than I) were also often quite shy. In some cases interviewing people in small
groups helped with shyness, and in other instances | was able to estabbshhirough

repeated interactions over time.

It was also, as anticipated, hard to obtain interview information free from bias. Social
desirability bias, as discussed above, was an issue in instances. Similarly, it was difficult at
times to obtain informatio untainted by politicking. MPs and candidates were quick to tar
their opponents with allegations of cheating while at the same time claiming they alone ran

clean campaigns.

Fortunately, the method of sensitructured interviews and qualitative analysistioése

interviews provided means of overcoming, at least in part, these challenges. The free flowing,
generally relaxed environment of an interview meant | was frequently able to build rapport
with reticent intervieweegRathbun 2009King and Horrocks 2010t also afforded flexibility,
allowing me to pursue alternate lines of questioning when my initial queries proved fruitless
(Rathbun 200% And as | conducted more interviews | learnt the types of questions likely to
draw more helpful responsd&ing and Horrocks02.0). Qualitative approaches also enabled

me to draw more heavily on those interviews that went well. In some cases | was able to
establish excellent rapport with interviewees and these interviews provided much information
on elections and voter choicéwas also able to corroborate claims through asking multiple
interviewees about the same phenomenon (why candidate X was popular in village Y, for

example)(Rathbun 200%

The qualitative approach, and my use of it in case studies also enabled me to assess, and to
draw more heavily on, interview information that was less likely to be skewed bjusgff/ing
politicking. When, for example, a candidate accused another catelmf vote buying | tended

to place limited weight on this evidence. When a candidate admitted to vote buying
themselves | tended to place more faith in the claim, as it was unlikely to beesglhg. Also,
because my study has made use of both quatititaand qualitative data | was able to
triangulate between the two, drawing on quantitative data such as polling station level results

to help verify the claims made by interviewg@snsey 200;/Poteete 2010Yin 2013.

Beyond interviews, other qualitative sources | have used are government reports (such as

Electoral Commission reports), newspaper reporting, and useful academic work (such as
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anthropological studies of parts of Solomistands). All of these sources are referenced in the

usual manner.

Quantitative Data
The quantitative data used in my study are: election results; electorate level demographic and

social information; and candidate baata.

The election results data takbe form of two different databases. The first database is one |
created of results by constituency for all general elections, and sorstelotions, that have
taken place since the Solomon Islands gained independence in‘49i8.database is based in
part on data that were kindly provided to me in electronic form by academic Jon Fraenkel. |
reformatted the data | was initially presented making it more amenable to my analysis,
validated it by checking it to official election results in Honiara (where mstlits were
available)® and augmented it with additional bglection data and data for prindependence
elections, as well as any further information | was able to obtain about candidate party
affiliation, gender and the like. | also obtained constituentaps and traced electorates across
redistricting which occurred in 1993 and 1997 to allow comparisons between current
electorates and their antecedents when required. | standardised the spelling of candidate
names and party names over time. In additiaralculated for each electorate, for each
election, statistics such as the Effective Number of Candidates and the winning ca@didate

vote-share?°

The second database | created is of results by polling station for the 2006 and 2010 general
elections as wéhbs for a number of pos2006 byelections. These data are particularly useful

as they display the extent to which different candidates drew support from around their
electorates. Some of the 2010 data came via Jon Fraenkel, the rest | obtained langetiidr
Solomon Islands Electoral Commission, although they themselves were not in possession of a
complete dataset. | was able to obtain more data from candidates in some instances, although
ultimately was left without 2010 polling station results for oglectorate, East Guadalcanal,

and had only incomplete data for East Honiara in 2010. The Electoral Commission provided me
with 2006 general election and that ®lection data | was able to obtain. As with 2010 results,

the 2006 dataset was incomplete andd not have polling station data for three electorates in

'®| now also have data from piadependence elections as far back as 1967, although | have not drawn
on these heavily both because the stakes of the political game were differenabgependence and
because | was unable to map district boundaries for the electorates useithgependene.

%|n validating the data | found very few errors.

0 Effective Number of Candidates is a calculated figurediscuss its calculation and its meaning in
Chapter 4.
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2006: Central Honiara, Malaita Outer Islands and Ngg&ace in possession of polling
station data | mapped polling station numbers to polling station names and polling station

names to villageokcations.

Electionresult data, as | explain in Chapter 4, are generally thought to be accurate in the sense
that they are free from largscale electoral fraud occurring dag the counting process. This

is not to say that cheating does not occur: it do@sthe form of vote buying and voter

coercion, both topics | discuss in my results. But the relative absence of fraud in the counting
process means that my election data at least reflect the outcomes -tfieéground

interactions between voters and camidites even if in some instances choice is constrained, or
artificial in the sense that support was purchased. On the other hand, electoral roll data
diverge considerably from my estimates of voter numbers based on census data, and the
electoral roll is geerally regarded to be inaccura(€ommonwealth Secretariat 2006
Commonwealth Secretariat 201BPaternorte and de Gabriel 20L0-or these reasons, where |
have reported on electorate size and statistics such as voter turnout | have used census data to

estimate the number of eligible voters in an area.

The census data that | have drawn upon comes primarily from the 2009280 censuses,

both of which | was able to obtain in an electronic format. In the case of the 2009 census,
some data are from preliminary reports (although as discussed above they reconcile well with
data from the final report which was released as lised my thesis), and in some instances

the 1999 census was impeded by conflict occurring at the time it was undertaken. Neither
census is as accurate as would be ideal. However, there are reasons to believe that, while
issues exist, neither is wildly inacate. For example when | compare census statistics (such as
population) by electorate between the two censuses the numbers correspond (allowing for
population growth) fairly well, except for those constituencies in North Guadalcanal which
were effected byconflict at the time. This affords some confidence as it is unlikely that

fictional or extremely erroneous data would lead to similar results in two different censuses.

The final dataset that | drew heavily on was a database | created of MP and carigldéda.

| built this database using MP bitata that a colleague and | gathered from the Solomon
Islands parliament, along with candidate {nlata | gathered as | interviewed people from the
various different Solomon Islands constituencies. Solomondstectorates are small both
geographically and in population, and candidates tend to be high profile indivigtalbett

and Wood 2013 and it is remekable how well versed most voters are with regards to key

! In one further electorate, North New Georgia, no election was held, owing to theirgy only one
candidate standing.
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candidate attributes such as language group, religion and village of origomething that
made gathering bialata easy (albeit time consuming). Ultimately, | was able to get such data
for alImostall electorates and for almost all candidates. Where possible | cross validated by

gathering information for each electorate from more than one source.

In sane instances | have made limited use of other quantitative data. For example government
compositon data used in Chapter 7 and the RAMSI P& 8arvey. When | do this data

sources and details are provided.

In Appendix 3 | provide tables that detail key electoral and demographic features for each of

Solomon Island®0 electorates.

Conclusion

In thischapter | have described the research approach that my study is built around. | began by
noting that as a pospositivist | am interested in causal analysis and the testing and generation
of theories. | then explained why | decided to use mixed methodsfacus on a single country

for my study. | also detailed how | worked within the country context, using both quantitative
and qualitative data. The results ofyranalysis come primarily in the latter chapters9j7of

my thesis. First though, in the folldng chapters, | set the stage for my research, commencing
this task by providing the reader contextual information on Solomon Islands sooigty a

politics.
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Chapter 3 z State and Society in Solomon Islands

This chapter sets the scene for my study. Irpitovide background on Solomon Islafds
economy, geography and society. In doing so | pay particular attention to social features that

give form to the collective interactions of Solomon Islanders.

| discuss the family unit and broader descent based ggdulans) as well as villages, race and
language group# | also cover churches, community groups, fgmvernmental organisations
(NGOs) and trade unions. Some of these groupingsrticularly race, churches, language
groups and clans are of special interest as, on the basis of what has been written elsewhere
they are identities around which we might expect ethnic politics to form. Even those groupings
such as NGOs and trade unions that are not potential building blocks for ethnic politics per se
playt in some countries at least important roles in collectie political action. Likewise,

villages are not ethnic groups, yet locality can also structure electoral politics. In the final
section of the chapter | expand my focus to look at examples of collective action that have
either taken place around the edge§the groups already examined or which transcended

them.

Through this description | aim to provide the reader with a sense of the social environment in

which Solomon Islanders make choices when they vote.

Population, Provinces and Patterns of Settlement

About 20 per cent of Solomon Islanders live in urban areas, the rest live in rural villages
(Solomon Islands National Statistics Office 2012).gHéniara, the natio® capital is the only

urban area that could plausibly be calle®yQwith a population (in 2009) of approximately
80,000 spread acrasghe city itself and surrounding pariban settlements(Solomon Islands
National Statistics Office 2012, p. Of the remaining census wards classified as urban only
Auki on Malaita has a population of just over 5,000. Some of the cdBrttiger'drbantareas

are quite substatial (Gizo, Noro and Munda Western Province each have populations of
approximately 3,000 people) but others, such as Buala, the provincial capital of Isabel are little

more than large villages themselvgolomon Islands National Statistics Office 2012).p. 6

24 RA&AOdzaaSR fFG0SNIAYy (GKA&A OKIFLIWGSNI L dzas GKS
ethnic identity which contains within it groups such as Chinese, Melanesian, and Polyndsimnot
use it as aynonym for ethnic group more broadly.
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Figure 31 z Map of Solomon IskadstProvinces
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Administratively the country is divided into 10 uritsnine provinces plus the Honiara

munidpal council (see Figure 3.1). Demogriaphy there is considerable variation both in
population and population density between the provinces. In geography the provinces also
vary: almost all of the population of Guadalcanal Province live on one large, mountainous
island; while thegpopulation d Western Province is spread across numerous islands of
different sizes; and the population of Temotu Province is dotted amongst a handful of small
island groups. Levels of development vary somewhat from province to province although, as
outlined in the ntroduction, the country as a whole has low levels of human development and

even its wealthiest provinGeremain relatively undetleveloped by Pacific standards.

Just as there are clear differences between provinces, there is also considerable within
province variation at the electorate level. Malaita, for example, contains both the ca@ntry
least populous electorate (Malaita Outer Islands with a population of 2,345 at the 2009
census) and its fourth largest (Central Kn@ea population 17,273 in the 20@ensus).
Appendix 2 and Appendix 3 provide summaries of key demographic, geographic and

development statistics for prances and electorates.

Life in Villages and Settlements

For most Solomon Islanders the state plays only a very limited role in the provision of services.
In most villages electricity, if available at all, comes from privately owned diesel generators
and solar panels. Similarly, water and sanitation faciltees to be rare and, if provided,

provided through community initiative@\NU Engrprise 2011, p. 48
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While all but the most remote villages have some access to health clinics and schools, the
quality of education is often poor, and clinics are typically only able to provide limited care
(ANU Enterprise 2011, p. #Primary schooling is nominally free but schools still levee charges
and raising money forchool fees is a significant challenge for many famiédJ Enterprise
2009, p. 31ANU Enterprise 2010, p. &econdary schooling is not free and requires travel to

one of a small number of national secondary schools

Roads are rare outside of urban aréBsurke et al. 2006, p)and in their absence land
transport for most Solomorslanders involves walking. Maritime travel takes place in small
canoes and fiberglass boats, and over larger distances via ferries. Ferries are often slow and
their timetables irregular, while the cost of diesel means that long or repeated journeys on
motorised fiberglass boats is beyond the means of many Solomon Islanders. Wharves and
other marine transport infrastructure are frequently rfown and on land even major roads

are in poor repair. Because of this travel within Solomon Islands is often ardndussually
slow(Bourke et al. 2006ANU Enterprise 2011, p. 47

The reach of legal infrastructure into the villages is also minimal. Access to courts for those
seeking to clarify issues such as landownership is lingten et al. 2018 and police
assistance in dealing with crime frequently inadequ@enen and Allen 202 Dinnen and

Haley 2012Allen et al. 2018

Access to media and other communication is also poor, although the availability of some forms
of communication is groimg. Internet access, albeit access constrained by low bandwidth, is
available in Honiara and to a more limited extent in provincial capital$ANU Enterprise

2010, p. 1). Television is largely confined to Honiara and some provincial capitals, while the
country® two newspapers are most regularly available in Honiara and reraschtly, in larger
provincial capitalg§Wickham 2004Commonwealth Secretariat 20D6\s of the 2009 Census

44 per cent of households owned at least one rg@eretariat for the Pacific Community

n.d) and radio broadcasts can be received, if in many instances only intermittently, in much of
the country(Wickham 2004Commonwealth Secretariat 20P6vViobile phone coverage has
improved markedly, and at the time of the 2009 census 21 per cent of households reported
owning at least one phone, a number which has almost certainly gone up significantly since

(ANU Enterprise 2011, p.102 & p.307

While poor infrastucture and the absence of services is felt most acutely in rural parts of the
country, residents of Honiara and other urban areas do not always have much better access
police responses to cadluts can still be slow, and while running water and eleityriare

provided (if only intermittently) to formally settled parts of Honiara, most of the informal
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settlements that are home to many of Honi@aesidents are without these servicg$ou and

Kudu 2012, p. B

Economic Life

Preliminary results from the 2009 census list the primary occupation of 41 peot8&otomon
Island€keconomically active population &roducing goods for own consumptigeffectively
subsistence). A further 12 per cent produce agricultural commodities for sale in the semi
formal economy. Only 26 per cent of working age Solomon Islanders described themselves as
employees, employers, or s@mployed(Solomon Islands National Statistics Office 2013, p.
vi).23

While, in rural areas at least, asseto the land provides a limited form $hfety nefthrough

the food it provides, economic life for ordinary Solomon Islanders is not easy. Eighty two per
cent of those surveyed in 2010 described their financial situation as éHtigle hardbr

Yery hardYANU Enterprise 2010, p. pRising prices of impted food-stuffs along with

transport costs and school fees are an increasing burden, particularly as many households are
cash poor and those that seek to augment their income are often stymied. Poor infrastructure
makes it hard to transport agriculturatguuce for sale, and high levels of unemployment

mean that, for most, the chances of getting a job in the formal sector are low. For most
Solomon Islanders economic needs are relatively high, while opportunities for earning to meet

these needs are scarce.

Groups, Social Structures and Social Life

Woven amongst the datp-day lives of ordinary people, the forms that structure the social
sphere of Solomon Islanders have shown marked resilience. Change has otcuraédional
ties have been stressed, olustitutions weathered, and new entities born yet many of the
features and norms that currently condition social interactions are the same ones, if in a
partially transformed state, that provided structure to peo@éves when first observed by

anthropdogists writing in the early 1900s.

The Family
In Solomon Islands the family is the basic collective social unit, with the concéandjQ

extended to incorporate cousins, second cousins and potentially even more distant relatives

*The proportion of wage and salary earners drops discernibly if Honiara and other large urban areas
are excluded from the analysis. It should also be emphasised these numbers refer to primary
occupation. Many of thee who are primarily engaged in subsistence agriculture will still supply at least
some goods into the cash economy.
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(Moore 2004, p. 2). Kabutaulakg1998, p. 21 summarises the role of the family in Solomon

Islands life;

Throughout Solomoislands the most basic and fundamental social group

is one’ kin or family unit. Most people identify with the family and
immediate relatives in political, economic and social activities. The family is
defined as the extended family. It is with the famtat gardens are made,
wealth is accumulated and feasts are given. And increasingly today, it is
from within the family that businesses emerge.

Needless to say, in Solomon Islands, as elsewhere, family does not inevitably mean armony
rates of domestic wlence are higtiSecretariat for the Pacific Community 20@@d there are
examples of brother standing against brother in elections and, in one instance, husband
standing against wéf*1 but, despite this, for most, the family unit remains an essential

building block of collective action, bound by mutual care and rules of reciprocity.

The Clan

One level up from the family is the cl&Clans are groupings of people linked by assumed
shared ancestral descent, bound by social rules, sharing common leadership of at least some
form, and associated with collective land ownership even if only aigsabp levelqthis

definition is adapted from, Keesing and $tiern 1998, p. 19D
Kabutaulakg1998, p. 23describes the clan (which he also refers to by the synotyetas):

an extension of the kinship groit is bigger than the immediate kinship
group and the population of a clas usually spread out over a larger
geographical area. There is usually a strong political alliance within a line
although some activities carried out by an immediate kin group may not
necessarily incorporate the entire clan. For example, it is rare tahsee
establishment of a business venture that includes an entire line although
people often have businesses within the family. The line, however, is the
basis or the defining group for land ownership.

As is suggested by Kabutaul@kgalk of\folitical allanceXksocial rules play an important role
governing conduct within clar{Scheffler 1963Scheffler 1985White 2007 Nanau 2011

While such rules govern numerous areas of life including mardad land use, most

?*In 2010 Bernard Ghiro stood against his brother Nestor Ghiro in the Central Makira electorate while

the husband and wife contest was leten Frank and Catherine Pule in Nggela electorate in 2001. The

tdzZZf SQa INB y2¢ RAG2NOSR YR YI& KIF@S | fNBSFR& 0SSy
Frank Pule was able to win despite the challenge from his wife. Both Bernard (who wasuiment

MP) and Nestor Ghiro lost in 2010.

L dzaS GKS GSNY wOflyQ KSNB (2 NB Taén® NdebOnirFgis & 2
My use of the term is more or less in line with the use of the term in anthropology althougtasitih

some instances, anthropology limits the use of the term clan to exogamous social units, whereas
marriage outside of the group is not always required by groups | refer to as clans.

O
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importantly for this thesis social rules associated with clans typically include strong norms of

reciprocity and obligatioBraithwaite et al. 2010, pp. 71, 98anau 2011, p. 45

Clan Structure
Throughout Solomon Islands (and Western Melanesia more generally) there is considerable

variation in clan structure. All clans are based on descent, but descent may be traced down
maternal lines, paternal lines, or bof@liver and Johnson 1989And the intersection of
descent rules and inheritance rules may see men living in the same communities as their
fathers, or expected to move to the community of theiother@ brothers upon coming of

age, or expected to move to their wiecommunity on marriage.

In some instances clans form components of larger aggregates. Sometimes these aggregates
are spatially bound (for example, individual clans brought togetimeler a local house of
chiefs) in others the aggregating form may be geographically -cuatisg. In parts of Solomon
Islands such crosgutting entities and/or marriagassociated migration afford cldmased ties
and connections across quite large ardasparticular, distinct geographically cresstting
clanrelated ties can be found throughout most of Central Proviftbegbin 1937Allan 1957
Foale and Macintyre 2000GuadalcangHogbin 1937bBennett 1974 Scheffler and Larmour
1987, Makira(Scott 200Q0Rural Development Division 2001dnd Isabe(Bogesi 1948Rural
Development Division 2001%hite 2007.%° Similarly, in Western Province migration and
cognatic descent systenmsean that clartype relational ties are, in effect, geographically
crosscutting throughout much of the proving&cheffler and Larmour 19870 a é&greethis
contrasts with provinces such as Malaita, where cimsgsing ties are, on average, weaker
(Allan 1957 Scheffler and Larmour 198 Although even in Malaita migration means that
geographically crossutting ties of a soréexist to an extent in some aref®r exampleBurt
1994, p. 322Burt 1994b, p. 28

Importantly, clan ties @ not the only relational ties possessed by Solomon Islanders, and

other tiest such as those to do with marriage can, to an extent, reach across clg@diver

and Johnson 1989, p. 1149 his means the ties associated with clans are not perfectly binary

in the sense that person A might be expected to have full ties to person B but no ties to person
C. In reality the r@s that govern, the traits that identify, and the ties that bind, are gradated.
Person A can have strong ties with person B, somewhat weaker ties with person C, and distant

ties to person OjKeesing 1968Hviding 2003

*While they exist throughout most of the provinces listed there exeeptions: migrants into Central

t NEOAYOS T2NJ SEFYLI SS yR WINB WENB aLSI1SNE Ay 91 adsSN
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Similarly, clans themselves are not domains of blind loyalty, and while it is easy enough to
speak of membership and rules in the @bst, in practice there is fuzzine@idviding 2003
McDougall 200pand an element of adaptabilitfHviding 199 Yet, despite blurred
boundaries and the presence of ahties, clans nevertheless play a significant role in
structuring the interactions of most Solomon Island@abutaulaka 1998cott 2007 Nanau
2011).

Clan Size
Owing to variation across the country and the rarity of attempts to quantify social data in

Solomon Islands it is not possible to accurately report individual clan sizes. However, a ballpark
estimate is possible, affording a sense of the order of magnitddie typical clan. On the
basis of interpretations of the terms used in a range of rep(Btsesi 1948, p. 21Bennett
1974, p. 17Bennett 1987, p. 14Scheffler and Larmour 1987, p. 3@liver and Johnson 1989,
p. 1077 Provincial Govetrment Development Unit 1998a, p; Boale and Macintyre 2000, p.
33, Sanga 2005, p. 4¥8ombined with my own observations (I was given reliable data for the
number of clans in the Langalanga language area) and censupatéically ward

population data from Solomon Islands Nat# Statistics Office 200@ reasonable estimate
would seem to be that the typical clan ranges in size from4@® people, although in some
provinces, particularly Isabel and Rennell and Bellona, clans can be significantly’larger.
Obviously, numberef people grouped by clan aggregates (such as houses of chiefs and

moieties) are also larger.

Villages and Communities

For most Solomon Islanders the village, or in urban areas the suburb or settlement, is the key
staging point of orgoing interaction andollective actiorf® On a dayto-day basis people
socialise, do business, and cooperate (or fail to cooperate) first and foremost with their

neighbours.

The results of the 1995 Solomon Islands Village Resource $8polesnon Islands National

Statistics Office 1997and tabulations of 1999 census data undertaken by the Australian
Government Defence Imagery and Geospatial Organisation ([(2G@) suggest there are

between 5,000 and 6,000 villages in Solomon Islands. Calculations based on the DIGO data give
an idea of the range and frequency of village sizes in Solomon Island99ln ®%villages had

populations of greater than 500, while 132 villages had between 250 and 500 people living in

2 Reports of larger clans in these two provinces need to be treated with some caution. This is because,
in some cases at least, in the two provinceguestion the closest practical approximation to groups
referred to as clans elsewhere are probably smallergrdupings of the larger groups formally called
Yot yaQo
%8 For many urban dwellers, home villages also remain a key point of reference andyidentit

39



them, and 616 villages had between 100 and 250 people living in them. The vast majority
(4,924) of Solomon Islands villages had fewer thandégple living in them. However, these
numbers need to be treated with some caution. When surveying villages it is not always clear
what ought to be counted as a village and what ought to be counted as a hamlet (a small sub
village cluster of houses). Anidet counting of hamletas village$as likely biased village sizes

downwards and village numbers upwards in the figures | have just given.

As already noted, some of the Solomon Islands provincial capitals, which are classified as urban
in census data arhemselves little more than villages (or small groups of villages). However,

the largest urban areas, particulafyuki and Honiara, are quantttaely and qualitatively

different from the rural communities, although the towns themselves are broken itfiterdnt

suburbs and settlements which, particularly in the case of informal settlements, have some of
the characteristics of villages. Accurate recent data on the size of He@héatlements and

suburbs is hard to obtain, although numbers provided bitestky (2001, p. 26%suggest, by

way of an example, that Gilbert camp, a large informal egtéint, had a population at the

time of about 1,950 people.

Rural villages can be homogenous with all vilage members being from the same clan (or
related by marriage) and the same church. Probably more common though, and almost
certainly the case amongsirger villages, are situations where a number of clans live in the
same village. More than one church group in the same village is also quite common in larger
villages. Br example Lapli et al(2008 give examples of villages in Temotu that comprise only
one clan as well mukilan villages, including one village home to 11 ¢larsle the Justice
Delivered Locally field repo(2012) describes villages of a range of different compositions
Malaita. The same report also discusses villages comprised of differing numbers of church

groups.

Urban settlements are usually considerably more diverse than villages, although they often
contain a particular language group at their core. For example, Stri(Boky., p. 263notes

that while Gilbert camp had a population that was largely (65 per cent) speakers of the
Kwarde language, speakers of at least 47 languages resided within thensetit>° Similarly,
religious diversity is typically high amongst Solomon Islands urban communities. Residents of

urban settlements often retain strong attachments to rural areas where they were originally

2 Owing to ambiguous wording it is hard to be certain, but it appears the Solomon Islands National
Statistics Office (1997, p3) has attempted a calculatiomedinvillage size correcting for this issue.

Mean village size on this calculation is 71.nilair calculation in that report which combines smaller
subvillages into larger villages suggests 4,174 villages exist across the country.

Verkra oL a OFfOdzgA FGSR LINA2N) (2 GKS SO Odzt Gazy 27
plausible that in its subsequent resettlement its composition may have changed somewhat.
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from and migration back and forth between ruraldaarban areas is commd@llen et al.
2013.

Community Governance
Given proximity, and the resulting inevitability of at least some mkties arising from

individual€actions, along with the fact that shared residence necessitategoimg

interaction, it would be highly surprising to find Solomon Island villages and urban
communities bereft of mechanisms of governance and rules sact institutions are present,
to differing extents, in all communitiggllen et al. 2018 Indeed, some of the anthropological
work on ®lomon Islands could be read as suggesting that the most important social structure
shaping collective action in parts of the country is the villdgeexample Scheffler 1963
Keesing 1971Scheffler 1985 In instances where villages are divided amongst a number of
different clans overarching governance structures usually arise to manage intergétions
examples sedRural Development Division 20Qapli et al. 2008Justice Delivered Locally
Field Team 2012although unity opurpose and harmony of governance within villages is far
from guaranteed. For example, the Justice Delivered Locally Malaita Province Fie{@MN&e
describes a number of villages struggling withgidrs and issues of collective governance,
and it can be safely assumed the same problems are prevalent throughout much of the

country.

Much less has been written about urban community governance in Solomon Islands than has
been written about village goveance; however, from available literature it appears that
community groups, family groups and churches often at least partially fill the need for
community governance in urban communitigee, for example: Hou and Kudu 2012, p. 32

Although, once again, efforts to govern urban communities are not always successful.

Community and Clan Leadershi p

Leadership models associated with clans and communities vary considerably across the
country. Generally, leadership tends to be hereditary in Polynesian parts of the country (the
province of Rennell and Bellona and some other smaller outlying island®jarned in
Melanesian part§: However, there are exceptions to this. Some Melanesian communities
for exampe in southern parts of th&re Wre language group agell the neighbouring Sa

language group in Malaita are governed by hereditary leadegiBennett 1987, p. 1ANaitoro

* It is common in discussions of Solomon Islands leadershifd¢oto hereditary leaders as chiefs and
1K24S K2f RAy3 SINYySR fSIFRSNBEKALI NRPfSa a WoAad YSy
interchangeably.
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1993, p. 11.*1In other areas multiple leadership roles mayeodst (for example clan leaders
and village leaders) with some roles being hereditary and others sel@etet 1978 To

further complicate matters some systems have partially hereditary leadership where leaders
are selected from amongst chiefly lines. What is more, some ostensibly hamedjtstems

may have€hecks and balanc@sf a sort that allows for individuals deemed unfit for

leadership to be denied the opportunity to inherit(@cales et al. 2002Meanwhile, there can

be a degree of éritability even amongst groups with nominally selected leaders owing to
status and material advantages being passed from leaders to their offgjfoingxkamples see:

Scheffler and Larmour 198Frovincial Government Development Unit 1998b

The power of leaders varies considerably too, in some places leaders hold considerable sway,
in others their power has been undermined, either as a result of the le&uers failings or

through the arrival of new external influenc@ural Development Division 2001®cales et al.
2002 Lapli et al. 2008Justice Delivered Locally Field Team 2012

Language Groups

Solomon Islands is one of the most linguistically diverse cogndrieEarth. The 1999 census

lists 94 languages spoken across the archipe{@gtomon Islands National Statistics Office
2000, p. 46* The standard measure of ethdimguistic fragmentation used in development
economics is a fragmentation index, calculated-&# whereHH is the Herfindakl

Hirschman score of language shafgese: Alesina et al. 20D3Jndertaking this calculation on
1999 census data returns a result of 0.97. The same calculation undertaken on the one other
comprehensive source of language data for Solomon Islands, that compiled by Tryon and
Hackmar(1983 returns an almost identical score of 0.96. The largest language in 1999,
Kwardae, was spokehy a little over eight per cent of the populatidoalculation based on

Solomon Islands National Statisticsi€¥f2000, p. 2]L

Communication across language groups takes place in Pijin, the c@dimgua franca, and

official government communications are in English. As of the 1999 census, 81 per cent of the
Solomon Islands population (aged over 28 mongike Pijir(Solomonislands National

Statistics Office 2000, p. b@nd it seems reasonable to assume that this proportion may have
increased somewhat as, in the 1999 data, ability to speak Pijin was less common amongst the

elderly(Solomon Islands National Statistics Office 2000, p*'51

% Although there are some exceptions, such as in parts of Isabel province, community and clas leade
are almost always male.

¥ No equivalent detailed language data were gathered in the 2009 census.

341999 data are used because the 2009 census only asked about literacy in Pijin, not whether it was
spoken.
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As a source of ethnic groupings language has some salience in Solomon Islands. During the
Tensions Malaitan militants organised themselves by language group to an gxllent2007,

p. 204, and in urban areas Solomon Islanders often identify by lang(fa®itaulaka 1998, p.

25). Throughout the country language tends tdideate the outer bounds of communities of
shared customs and identity. However, it is rare for language groups to have meaningful
leadership or coordination structures that encompass the group as a whole (something akin to
that which does exist in clansid many villagesHogbin and Wedgwood 1952, p. 357As
Frazer(1997, p. 4% | NXBadgbag&is anlj one basis for identity and not always the most
salient. Of far more importance to most people is their local clan or tribe and the community

with which it is associategl.

Race

Solomon Islands is almost as racially homogenous as it is linguistically d\@essus data

from the 2009 Census descrildeetcountry as being 95.3 per cent Melanesian, 3.1 per cent
Polynesian, 1.2 per cent Micronesian, 0.1 per cent Chinese, 0.1 per cent European and 0.1 per
cent @therSolomon Islands National Statistics Office 2013, p. B&re are no governance
structures or anything similar that coordinate the actions of different racialigs. At times

there has been something akin to an irt@cial element to conflicts and disturbances in

Solomon Islands. Rioting 2006 inHoniara was focused on the Chinatown area of Honiara and
Chinese stores were loetland torched(Moore 2006, and in 1989 violence broke out

between Melanesian Malaitans and Polynesians from Rennell and Bellona province. However,

race has not become alectoral cleavage in any systematic way in Solomon Isfdnds.

Religion and Churches
Religiosity is high in Solomon Islands and the most common religious groupings are all
Christian denominations. Figure 3.2 below, based on final 2009 census data, shows the

prevalence of various religious groups in Solomon Islands.

Membership of the major Solomon Islands churches is fairly stable with membership of all the
large religious groupings varying by less than 2 percentage points between the 1999 and 2009
censusegSolomon Islands National Statistics Office 2000, pSémon Islands National

Statistics Office 2013, p. pReflecting patterns of colonial era missoy activity, churches

BeKNBS SEFYLX Sa GKFG ol AlGY H FRNB I DF  10OBlzyODKRE a¢ 2+ O
2NAlFyAal GA2Yy FY2y3ad Y2Q2 &LISIF]1SNAR 2y Ddzt RFf OF yI f
encompasses a humber of language groups.
®L dzaS GKS 62NR WNI O0SQ KSNB G WEAKRAORVE@A LR ASHK
s Arguably, the looting of stores in Chinatown was political, ostensibly sparked by the selection of
Snyder Rini (himself a Melanesian but argued to have links to Chinese business interests) as prime
minister. However, the politeinvolved was the politics of government formation, not electoral
competition.
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are not evenly distributed geographica{iMcDougall 2008(for example, residents of the
province of Isabel are almost entirely members of the Church of Melanesia); thisaigea m

will return to when discussing electoral outcomes in subsequent chapters.

Figure 3.2z Religious Groupings

Christian| | Animist Barlai_ No Religion]
outreach| 0.8% p 1 0-5%[1  0.1%
1.0%

Jehovah's Witnes
1.8%

)U)

Christian
Fellowship Churc
2.6%

United Churc
(Methodist)

Adventist
11.7%

South Seas
Evangelical Churd
17.1%

Roman Catholi
19.6%

Chartsource: 2009 CensiSolomon Islands National Statistics Office 2013, p.N@ data are available to allow for
the Wther(rategory to be disaggregatebh 1999 it comprised mostly other small Pentecostal groups, along with a
few Mormons and members of an indigenous grouping, the Moro Movement. Were it possible to obtain
disaggregated 2009 data small numbers of Muslims would also be present, reflectiagitta and slight rise in
prevalence of this religion in Solomon Islands in recent y@de®ougall 2009

Of the civil society organisations to be found operating in Solomon Islands, churches are the
only ones with both breadth and depth of rea(®cales et al. 2002vhite 2007%. Churches are

to be found in almost all communities and, while the major church groups are far from
identical, either in the way they are governed or the way tRgverrihe lives of their

faithful, all play roles in structuring collective action in the communities tipgrate amongst
(see Burt 1994b, p. 235 for a detailed exposition of this in action in a Re&apeaking part

of Malaitg also Kabutaulaka 1998ird 2007 Joseph and Beu 20P8n most villages churches
and church services are central foci of village life, and churches help shape norms of
behaviour. Often churchémnvolvement in village life extends beyond things religious and into
the practical domain of village management, where churches play a rofteasothe providers

of rules and the arbiters of disputes between different grof@srt 1994b, particularly
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Chapter 9; Rural Development Division 20Q%dlen et al. 2018 In some istances,

particularly the Christian Fellowship Church (at least before a recent schism), social rules
associated with religion have been very strong, enabling the church to effectively run
communities where it predominatgdalasasa 197%aia 1983McDougall 2008Hviding

2011). However, the strength of such rules, and their reach into community life, varies
considerably from denomination to denomination and while all chescare home to some
social rules governing conduct, control of the sort the Christian Fellowship Church has had is
rare (McDougall 2008

Churches are also often involved in the provision of sociaics in communities. Writing in

2007 Birdp. 1) provides the following details:

The mainline churches [sic] involvement in education and health service
delivery is significant and dates back to the piomegistage of their
missions. In the education sector, both formal and fiormal, churches
provide about 27% of educational services, and in the health sector they
provide about 13%.

Churches are, as Bfddata indicate, still only providers of a minomstyare of services, with
the state being responsible for considerably more, at least on paper. Yet, church involvement

is nontrivial and in some areas the only services to be found are church provided ones.

Churchbased organisations are also an impottéacet of Solomon Islands life. Church
women® organisations in particular connect women and facilitate interaction among women
from across different communities, islands and provingaslard 2008 In some instances

churches run otheorganisations such as youth grougsrd 2007.

Beyond their religious and community work, at times churches in Solomon Islands have
engaged in varying forms of what might be termed activism. Chynaips have, for example,
opposed logging operatior(Erazer 1997, p. 538ennet 2000, p. 21P22). At times such

activism has occurred in the national political sphere. Church groups played an integral role in
peacebuilding efforts that took place during the Tensidib®uglas 200/Joseph and Beu

2008, and more recently Bir007, p. 3describes the Solomon Islands Christian Association
(SICA an umbrella group representing some churches) making public proclamations urging
cooperation between the Sogavare government and RAMSI, and expressing concern about the
re-arming of police. Howear, such interventions are fairly rare. Joseph and €08, p. 4

O2 y Ot dzRrSgenerdlISICA and the churches tend to steer clear of overt political

involvementb ¢
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Secular Civil Society Organisations

Between their religious activities, umbrella organisations, and thafious youth and

women® groups, churches populate much of the civil society landscape in Solomon Islands.
Yet other civil society organisations also exist that can be described as secular in the sense that
they are not run by churches, although in mangtances their proclamations, mission

statements, and the like, still draw on religious symbols and language.

NGOs
A number of international NGOs operate in Solomon Islands (World Vision, Oxfam, and Save

the Children were all active when | was there) wiikir work focusing primarily on

community development projects. While a small subset of these international NGOs have
engaged in something akin to activigeee, Kabutaulaka 1998, p. 31 for the example of
Greenpeace involvement in logginglated activism) they do not engage in electoral politics or
political lobbying. Othethan possibly providing assistance to voter education campaigns they

do not involve themselves with elections.

Solomon Islands is also home to a number of har@vn NGOs. In addition to church groups
and village committees which, depending on how onerdefianMNGQmight possibly warrant
inclusion in this category, there is a range of more obviously-hke@roups of differing scales
and structure in operation. These include small local community development groups that
hinge on the work of one or two embers, larger interest groupings that lack formal structure
such as the Women in Politi@ommitteeescribed by Pollar(R003, p. 50, as well as a

number of organisations such as the Solomon Islands Development Trust (SIDT) and the
Development Services Exchange (DSE) that have clear formal strupmiceemployees and

which work around the countrgKabutaulaka 1997 anmonwealth Secretariat 2006Some of
these NGOs engage in various parts of the political process: a range of NGOs were involved in
peacebuilding during the Tensions; NGOs have participated inpaitical voter education
campaigns; the DSE coordinated local election monitors in the 2010 el¢eaternorte and

de Gabriel 201)) and the Solomon Islands Development Trust has been a perennial
campaigner speaking out for community needs, tackling logging companies, and campaigning

agains corruption (Kabutaulaka 199 ommonwealth Secretariat 2006, p.)19

Trade Unions
Another set ¢ organisations present in Solomon Islands, which are usually grouped under the

rubric of €ivil Societare trade unions. The first trade union was formed in Solomon Islands in

1961(Bennett 1987, p. 314and they have played an active role in industrial relations ever

since. Writing in 1998 Kabutaulaf@ 50a LJS 14 2F GKSNB o0SAy3 aY2NB

(Kl y
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public servants and other government employees but unions can also be found representing
plantation and forestry workers and some other private sector employi€abutaulaka 1998
Scales et al. 2002While unions are influential in these particular sectors, because Solomon
Islands is a country where tmeajority of people are primarily involved in subsistence farming
or as very small scale growers and traders of produce, their reach into broader Solomon

Islands society, particularly in rural areas, is lim{{@dales et al. 2002, p. 11

At a national level Solomon Islands unions have engaged in activism in a number of different
ways. They have campaigned in a way similar to that of NGOs around matters of national
interestt sometimes on matters other than industrial relations. Kabutauldie®8, p. 5 for
SEIFYLX ST tAada dzyAz2ya & 0SAy3as az2dzialkR)Sy
disposal to the governme@@ O2 Yy i NR OSNBE ALt RSOAG G(GFIEdddE ®

Other Large -scale Collective Action

Pre-Colonial Times
Sustained collective action in powlonial times Solomon Islands was generally confined to

villages and descent groups, yet examples of lasgate interaction and cooperation can be
found in the form of trade, and in allegiances during times of cor{fioss 1978ureau
1998).

Remarkably, when one considers the diversity ofgotonial Solomon Islands, andeth
challenges inherent to exchange and cooperation that exist in the absence of overarching
enforcement mechanisms, trade networks spanned hundreds of kilometres and war parties
may have numbered in the thousands at tinfathough the exact figures are disted)

(Dureau 1998 McDougall 2008 However, allegiate and agreement were rarely enduring.
Cooperation took place over quite large scales but does not appear to have ever led to
anything resembling a polity in terms of stability and structure that spanned more than a

number of villages or perhaps a meditgmed islandBennett 1987.

Although it also broughtepression of its own, colonisation brought with it the end of inter
group raiding and conflict. Over time, it brought Christianity too, something that afforded new
connections and ties between people spanning localities anetplanial identitiegJoseph

and Beu 2008 Colonial es labour migration brought ogoing interaction between different
groups (and saw the birth of Pijin). Colonialism also brought migration: from inland areas to
the coast in instances, and from hamlets to larger villg@esnnett 1974 Scott 2000. The

arrival of a colonial power also meant the arrival of people who denigrated the customs that
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had afforded meaning and identity to Solomon Islandersyel§as the arrival of people eager

to exploit the land and labour of the new colo(Bennett 1987.

Maasina Rule and the Moro Movement
Amidst ths challenge and change two movements arose, both political at least in some senses

and both involving collective action of a scale large enough to be unusual in Solomon Islands.
The movements were Maasina Rule (which was initially a Malaitan phenometiwygt it
subsequently spread to an extent to some other island groups) and the Moro Movement
(based in Guadalcanal). These were not the only two examples of new social movements born
of the colonial era. For examplé®8ociety for the Development of Nagi\RaceSengaged in

activism in Guadalcanal in the late 194Bsaenkel 2004, p. 3Allen 2007, p108), and the

Chair and Rule Movement associated with Anglican missionary Richard Fallowes agitated for
improved education and wage rises, and in its governance contained a nascent indigenous
parliament of sort{Bennett 1987, p. 261 However, Maasina Rule and the Moro Movement

were by far the most significant movements in terms of scale and impact.

Maasina Rule was born in 1944 in #ee Wre langage area of MalaitéAkin 2013, p. 164

and subsequently spread, partially through church networks (particularly the South Seas
Evangelical Mission in the isla®dhorth), until it encompassed much of the island. Keesing
(1982, p. 359estimates that at the high point of the movement 96 per cent of Malaitans had
joined Maasina Rule. At its height Maasina Rule alsaettd significant numbers of
adherents in other parts of Solomon IslanB&nnett 1987 and represented a significant
challenge to colonial power. The changes Maasina Rule sought were economic (sgra&thi
to community development and better rates of pay for workers in the plantation economy),
cultural (the codification and recognition #faditionalndigenous law), social (the formation
of larger villages), governance related (taxation, the dghment of area chiefs and
governance networks), and political (some form of autonomy or smrtonomy from colonial

rule) (Keesing 198Bennett 1987 Fraenkel 2004 Allen 2007 Akin 2013.

While the cultural symbolism of Maina Rle, its adaptation of custom and its legacy provide
much to interest anthropologists and historians, Lar@i@83, p. 6; cited by Allen 2007, p. 107

hits on the feature of MaasinBule of most interest to political scientists:

Rather, given the multiplicity of languages and the fragmentedb&sed
political structure, which charderise Melanesian groups such as the
Solomonsg and Malaita was the most socially fragmented island of the
groupr its significance lies in the fact that it happened at all...

A range of reasons have been given for the rise of Mad&ilea Church networks and a
Christian ideology of a universal human identity that transcended old divides increased the
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potential for large scale collective acti¢Burt 19940, while both the unjustness of colonial
policy (Akin 2013, and encouragement from Fallowes and American Soldiers to organise
against it were motivating facto&eesing 198 Keesing also cites prear community
developrent projects intAre Hre speaking areaas well as prevar experiments in a degree of
selfrule in the form of native courts as opening Solomon Islanders to the possibility of more
largescale selgovernance. Benneftl987, p. 292 & 29points to interactions betwen

different groups on pravar plantations as fostering a sense of shared identity as well as a
simple lesson having been learnt by some of those who were catalytic in the mov@ment

T 2 dzy R 'Withogt gr¥atedunity, as the colonial government had sagi&known, they

[Solomon Islandersiere virtually powerless.

Once recovery from World War Two had afforded it strength to act, the colonial government
engaged with vigour in attempts to quash Maasina Rule. In part this involved repression:
membership of he movement was actively discouraged and some leaders sent to jail
(Davenport and Coker 1967, p. 328 part it involved concession: the colonial administration
continued to develop local councils, something that was partially in line with what Maasina
Rule had been calling for. As Benn@®87, p. 29pwrites:

By the early 1950s the government had regained control, if the collection of

the head tax was any index. Men offered in numbers for plantation work, as

their money had been spent and ¢awas needed for the taxexcept that

now the head tax funded the island councils. In the view of the majority of

GKS allFaAayl wdzA S F2tit26SNAR GKS Y2@0SYSyi
achieved its major aim of running Malaita in the form established by the

Malaita Council, along with other regional councils in the protectorate.

Continued resistance was unnecessary, a view that was reaffirmed as

Malaita became the object of many government projects.

As a consequence of both repression and concession, by té3&80s Maasina Rule was
largely a spent force, at least in its original form as an active political movement operating

across a large aref.

In 1957 the Moro Movement arose in southern Guadalcanal. With its origins in the visions of
its founder, the MoraVlovement combined quagievelopmental aspirations and an element

of antiFgovernment (or at least antocal council) sentiment with a dose of a return to tradition
ideology and a mystical element that drew upon, or sought to create, local lg@ennport

and Coker 196Bennett 1987, p. 31&abutaulaka 1998, p. 17

%8 Although, 1 has been argued (for example Akin 2013) that it still exists in parts of Malaita as an ethos
at leastt as a set of beliefs associated with resisting and chgitenthe state.
% Both the Moro Movement and Maasina Rule were also associated in some localitigwillétharian
beliefs, although Keesing (1982), writing with respect to Maasina Rule, and DavenpQoke1967)
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In the years following its founding the Moro Movement spread throughoutimef Southern
Guadalcanal, Central Guadalcanal and the i€andrthern plains. While the Moro Movement

did not come close to achieving the breadth of support that Maasina Rule obtained at its peak,
it was a significant social movement nevertheless, whe&h spanned villages, administrative
districts and language groug3avenport and Cokd&l967, p. 137 provide estimates

suggesting that, by the early 1960s, approximately 18 per cent of the population of

Guadalcanal were movement followers. They point to the significance of this:

[F]or a people whose social structure has always been fragndente
dispersed settlements and villages and whose economic and social
orientations have been correspondingly parochial, this [the l@Tpde
collective action of the Moro Movement] is a momentous discovery.
(Davenport and Cokelr967, p. 160)

As with Maaina Rule, the Moro Movement engaged in a range of different forms of collective
action. In villages it often served as an organising focal point for village governance, and the
Movement itself had its own internal governance structure and hierarchy oep@avenport

and Coker 1967, p. 119The Movement was not ekcitly anticolonial in the sense that it
actively sought the end of colonial rule, or even opposition to the paying of taxes to the
colonial government (something that Maasina Rule advocated) yet it contained a strong
element of seHrule, establishindor trying to establish) parallel systems of government,
including taxation, to order the lives of its membéBavenport and Coker 1967, p. 361
Alongside this, members of the Moro Movement also contested Guadalcanal (colonial)
government elections, with some success, although this never translated into a larggreno

Moro block in any formal parliament to be become a fofdavenport and Coker 1957

Whilethe Moro Movement waned considerably from the late 1960s (in the 1999 census only
599 respondents stated they were movement adhergi®slomon Islands National Statistics
Office 2000, p. 32 it has remained in a form. It was a source of inspiration for at least some of
the Guadalcanal militants who were involved in the Tensi@dlen 2007, p. 128nd has

played a role in electoral politics, with movemeaqtproved candidates standing and

sometimes wiming seats in national electioifsee, for example: Allen 2007, p. 35lh 2013

the Solomon Islands government awarded movement members a largédmaspensatiof
payment in recognition of the Moveme®trole as landowners of parts of Guadalcanal that

the nation as a whole benefits fro(@olomon Star News 2013

writing about the Moro Movement contehthat such beliefs tended to be most pronounced on the
peripheries of the organisations. While the two movements occurred amongst different groups and
were centred on different islands, it is thought the presence of Maasina Rule played a role in the
instigation of the Moro Movement.
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The Moro Movement, like Maasina Rule before it, appears to have had its growth in part
enabled by the presence of aBtherCo unite against (Colonial Government) as well as having
been enabled by new networks and connections (although in this instance not ebasel
networks), and new ideas which had arisen particularly through contact with American soldiers
during and after World War Two. Like Maasina Rule, while it was of a significant scale for a
time, it has not been sustained. Although the Moro Movement, in some form, remains a

presence, on a limited scale in parts of Guadalcanal.

The Western Breakaway Movement
Amore recent example of largecale collective action can be found in thecadled Western

Breakaway Movement that arose in Solomon Isldidestern Province (which at the time also
included Choiseul Province) around the time of independence in the ¢atésl The
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the fact that the Western Province was a political minority (about 20 per cent of the

population and 24 per cent of the MPs in parliament) and yet also probably the most resource

rich part of the countryPremdas et al. 1983, p. 165; the political representation calculation

comes from my electoral databas@he Movemer® aspirations were not, at least as most

commonly expressed, the desire to become a separate state but rather for greater self

governance via a federal political system.
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of identity amongst Solomon Islanders from Western Province that is in part based on physical
appearance (much darkekis colour). Also, between them, the Methodist church and its

offshoot the Christian Fellowship Church claimed the religious loyalties of many Westerners,

and provided networks as well as a further sense of shared identity. And while numerous

different larguages are spoken around Western Province, Roviana rather than Pijin, at least at

the time of the Breakaway Movement, was lingua franca in much of the (Restndas et al.

1983, p. 167, 169 & 134

While it united and articulated the aspirations and fears of people from numerous islands and
different language groupshe Western Breakaway Movement was not a mass movement in
the sense that it did not involve mass collective action. Although it probably had popular
support in the province, as an active movement it was primarily one of political elites. As

Premdas et alp. 184) note:

The movemer® methods of communicating its demands to the central
government were mainly nemiolent and legal. They ranged from
resolutions and submissions issued from the Western Council to speeches
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and veiled threats by Western natioradrliamentarians. Record of only
one demonstration in Gizo exists.

The Solomon Islands government responded to the movement via concessions. Compensation
was paid for an antiWestern poem that had been published in a government newspaper,
more generous aetral government to provincial government transfers were agreed, and
governmentowned land was returned to customary ownéBsemdas et al. 1983, p. 186 &
190). A Western MP became deputy prime minister and Western MPs occupied prominent
positions in cabinet. Westerners were promoted to senior roles in the civil service and the
office of speaker in parliament was filled by a Westerfggemdas et al. 1983, p. 18®Vith

these concessions the force behind the Breakaway Movement abated, although resentment
can still be found amongst some Solomon Islanders from Western Province and Movement
sentiment emerged again during thension§lthe civil conflict discussed belog§cales

2008, p. 214

While it was both politial and also an example of something that might be said to be an ethnic
movement (based on a shared provincial identity), notably the Breakdfosyement never

translated into anything resembling parliamentary unity amongst MPs from Western Solomon
IslandsThere is no Western party and MPs from the Western electorates do not behave as a

cohesive parliamentary unit.

Island-Based Militias During the Tensions
The final examples of relevant, largeale collective action are the islabdsed militias that

sweptSolomon Islands into a state of conflict (tffension§ from late 1998 until the arrival of
international peacekeepers in 2003. These militias first formed amongst men from
Guadalcanal and then, in response, amongst Malaitans. There were several bmttom the
formation of the initial militia groups from Guadalcanal: inequitable development, a weak
state that failed to provide public goods and which had already shown itself to be easy prey to
extortionate demands, resentment of Malaitan settlers, attbmpts by some political actors

to tap discontent for their own political benefEraenkel 2004Moore 2004 Allen 2007. The

rise of the Malaitan militia is more simply explained: a response to the eviction and menacing

of Malaitans by the original militias from Guadalcanal.

On both sides the militias transcended the traditional bodiesadlective action in Solomon
Islands, bringing together young men from different areas, clans, churches, and language
groups. And yet, this was not unity of the form seen in Maasina Rule. Some Malaitan groups,
such as Langalanga speakevere mostly abent from Malaitan militiaqMoore 2004, p. 12y

And just as members of different clans, churchad language groups were united within the

militia groups, sodo were they uniteddgainsfthem in the form of the various civslociety
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based peace initiatives that sprung up, suggesting that the desire forisiéard conflict was

far from universallyshared across the two islands involved.

It is hard to know just how many people were united under the banners of the various militant
groups. Aller(2007, p. 23 states that estimates of the number of militants from Guadalcanal

range from 300 to 2008 (the upper estimate would reflect a mere three per cent of the

population of Guadalcanal at the time) aqiles(p. 27) an interview subject who told him that
amMmyno YSY FyR 62@&a TNRY V2 NEKMdafafEagle Fofde,dl f a |
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(including some militants from elsewhere in Malaita and Honiara), in the vicinity of 2,500, this

is still less than three per cent tife population of Malaita. Adding necombatant supporters

of the various militias would increase numbers somewhat but even socontrast to both

Maasina Rule and the Moro Movement in their heyday$hose actively involved in the

militant enterprise oty ever formed very small proportions of the island populations they

Yepresented

Ultimately, unity within the militias was limited too. The Guadalcanal groups descended into
internecine conflict, and as the Tensions progressed both Guadalcanal anteMaglaiups
degraded into quasiriminal enterprises that likely inflicted more harm on their own peoples
than they did on their opponentéraenkel 2004Moore 2004 Allen 2007. The groups

involved could be said to be ethnic in a sense, based on island identities, and the time of the
Tensions in the Solomon Islands did involve lage political collective action of a form, but

it was shortlived and thé€thnic group§involved splintered quickly.

The Tensions have a legacy ie thter-island suspicions and prejudices some Solomon
Islanders continue to feel. Yet there is little appetite for a return to fighting amongst most
Solomon Islanders and the organisations involvedkehdissolvedCoppel 2012 The period of
conflict did unite a range of people who might not normally cooperate but it was not a

sustained unity anéhas not given birth to any enduring political movements.

Conclusion

In this chapter | have provided context for my study of voter behaviour in Solomon Islands. |
have described the physical, economic and social environments that voters make their choices

amongst.

“OThis lower figure seems implausibly low when one considers the size of some of the skirmishes that
took place in the conflict as well as the number of casualties.
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Isolated by geography and inadequate infrastructure, the economic lives of many Solomon
Islanders, if not desperate, are hard. From food to school fees there are cash needs, and yet,
for most, opportunities for engagement in the cash economylianged. A welifunctioning

state that did a better job of providing public goods and services could assist but, in its on

going absence, needs and in particular financial needs are pressing for many.

Although a poorly functioning state brings hardshitp absence, or near absence, does not
translate into anarchy. A range of entities provide considerable structure to the social
interactions of most Solomon Islanders. Families, clans, and churches, are key institutions,

facilitating collective action,lbeit only imperfectly.

Collective action on a larger scale has also occurred in Solomon Islands. Yet, it has not
ultimately been sustained. Major movements have sprung up, but they have also waned after

relatively brief heydays.

In terms of ethniddentities, clans and churches clearly play very meaningful roles in most
Solomon Islandefdives. Race, on the other hand, largely does not. The impact of language is
less clear: language is certainly a basis of identity, and language divides oftethdéooniter
boundaries of communities of custom, but language groups themselves only very rarely appear
to be bodies of sustained, unified collective action. The same also appears to be true of
geographic identities: at timesuch aghe Western Breakaway Mement, and Guadalcanal

and Malaitan Militiaggeographic entitiehave come close to being the basis of collective

action, but this has not been sustained.
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Chapter 4 z Solomon Islands Elections and Politics

In this chapter | continue providing backgrouied my study. In the preceding chapter |

provided a general outline of the Solomon Islands context before delving in depth into the key
components of Solomon Islands society that structure pe@pfeeractions and collective

action. These details were portant, | argued, because they pertained to aspects of Solomon
Islands life that could play a role in shaping voter behaviour. Moreover, some of the social
groupings | described were of particular interest as potential structures around which ethnic

voting might occur.

In this chapter | start by outlining a further potential influence on v@ehoices: electoral

rules. Having done this, | shift my focus from potential causes of voter behaviour to observed
outcomes. | describe and graph the key statistterns and trends of Solomon Islands
election results. Then | move on to parliamentary politics, detailing the sort of person that

becomes a member of parliament before describing the nature of parliamentary politicking.

To varying degrees the electdiaformation | provide in this chapter has been discussed
elsewhere, most thoroughly in FraenK2D08) but also in other worKChick 1979Chick 1983
Premdas and Steeves 1983emdas and Steeves 198Bteeves 199685teeves 200IFraenkel
2017, Steeves 2011 However, over the rest of this chapter, when discussing and charting
results patterns, as | am primarily drawing on calculations from my own datasets, | provide
citations only for those assertions not bassa my election data. Where my charts and
statistics come from a range of sources | provide sources in the text, where no sources are
provided it can be assumed that the information comes solely from my own results data and

MP bicdata.

Electoral Rules, Elections and Electorates

National elections in Solomon Islands are held using a single member district plUgaliins(
past the pospvoting system (a system inherited from the United Kingdom, the colonial
power, which ran the count® first preindependence elections). The country has 50
electorates, each of which sends only one MP to the national parliaf&teé/es 2001, p.
799-800; Moore 2010.* The candidate who wins the plurality of votes in an electorate
becomes its MP. Elections are usually held every fearsyand there have been eight general

elections since independence, the first of these held in 18&@termittent by-elections have

“! Prior to 1993 there were only 38 electorates. This increased to 47 in 1993 and again to 50 in 1997.

“2Mass suffrage elections commenced under colonial rule in Honiara in the early 1960s. The 1967

elections were the first elections that had national unsarsuffrage (with the exception of one outer

island electorate where an electoral college system was used) although the majority of members of the
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also taken place upon the death or removal, usually via court ruling, of MPs from office during

the electoral term(Steeves 2001

Given they are held in an environment of low administrative capacity, and across a geography
that poses challenges of its own, recent Solomons elections (particularly those in 2010) have
been generally well rufCommonwealth Secretariat 20Lbserver teams and a system of

open vote counting which permits candidaf®gients to scrutinise the counting process, have
meant election results, at least in recent years, have been mostly free of significant
wrongdoing directly involvinthe mechanics of the electoral process it€lbmmonwealth

Secretariat 2010East West Centre 201Pacific Islandsdfum Secretariat 2010

Elections have also been fairly peaceful affairs. Brawls between the supporters of rival
candidates are not unheard of and occasional incidents such as the burning of ballot boxes
have taken place, yet elections have been free of serious+srgke violene (Commonwealth

Secretariat 20068Commonwealth Secretariat 2018anau 2011b, p. 508°

The only major blight on the operation of recent national elections has Hemerlectoral roll,
which contains many more voters than could possibly g€ismmonwealth Secretariat 2006
Commonwealth Secretariat 201Relly 201QPaternorte and de Gabriel 20L0rhe 2010 roll

had 448,149 registered voters, which contrasts with what | estimate the voting age population
to have been in 2010: 281,161 (estimated on the basis of projections from 206A@scdata).

Roll inflation is an issue, yet for the most part this appears the product of administrative
problems rather than any systematic attempts at engineering lsage electoral

malfeasancé? Although errors in the roll do provide opportunities fthieating, such as
individuals voting under the names of deceased voters, and while these opportunities are
sometimes taken advantage of, roll errors do not appear to be have translated intedeatg

fraud, at least in recent yeaf8This is importantdr my study as the absence of largeale

Governing Council remained appointees. In the wake of the 1970 national elections the ruling body
containedmore elected than notelected MPs for the first time. By 1976 the only pelected member

of the legislative body was the attorney general. All told there were four raasage national

elections preindependence (Moore 2010).

3 Sanga (2005) describe®all scale postlection violence in the East Malaita constituency after the
2001 elections, anéfraenkel (2008) and Allen (2008) note that there was considerable voter
intimidation in some electorates during these elections, which took place in the wiidse Tensions.

And more subtle voter coercion, as | discuss later, certainly does take place. Yetdaleelection

related conflict as occurs in many developing countries, including neighbouring PNG, has not been a
feature of Solomon Islands electi®n

e Largescale being the operative term here; roll fraud for the purpose of electoral wrongdoing does
occur on smaller scales but not of sufficient magnitude to explain the bulk of observed roll inflation.
*> None of the 2010 election observation misssaieported any signs of larggeale fraud of this sort.
Andwhen | compared total votes with estimated registered voters at an electorate level, only a few
electorates in the 2010 election saw more votes cast than ought to be possible on the basis of
population, and in most of these instances the most likely explanation for the bulk of the overhang was
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fraud means that election results data can be treated as having the potential to reveal at least
some information about votefntentions, which would not be the case if election results

were effectively fictionalOf course, noting that recent elections have run well in a procedural
sense is not the same as saying no cheating occurs. Vote buying and voter coercion are

commont something | return to in later chapters.

Figure 4.1 below charts Solomon Islands eledisince independence and shows the number
of registered voters, the total number of votes cast, and the estimated voting age population.
General election years are shown as daskedical lines. Figure 4.1 also offers a sense of
voter turnout. While turrout has been nominally low in recent elections (only 53 per cent of
registered voters in 2010), when calculated as a proportion of the estimated voting age

population, turnout is actually fairly high (85 per cent in 2010).

Figure 4.1z Total Votes, Registed Voters, and Estimated Voting Age Population
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Chart notesdata from election results database, calculations from censuses, and S(@&ddsfor 1984 registered
voters.

There is major malapportionment between Solomon Isléb@selectorates. The smallest
electorate in estimated voting age population, Malaita Outer Islands, with an estimated voting
age population of 1,310, is less than a tetith size of East Honiara, which has an estimated
15,846 potential voteré® The largest electorate which does not contain any of the greater
Honiara urban area is Nggela with an estimated voting age population of $38Dle

detailing electorate populatins and other key electorate features is included in Appendix 3.

voters who had been resident in Honiara during the census returning to vote in rural electorates where
they were registered to vote. Also, when | undertoaktldigit analysis of candidate vote totals
(followingBeber& Scacc®013) digit patterns were not suggestive of fraud.
4 Many Honiara residents return to their rural constituencies to vote in general elections, which means
my figure here overstates acalilikely voters. However, even if | base comparisons on actual votes cast
malapportionment remains significant: 8,229 votes were cast in East Honiara in 2010, compared to only
1,636 in Malaita Outer Islands.
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Candidate Numbers and Winner Vote Shares

In the typical electorate, elections are enthusiastically contested, with numerous candidates
vying for voter support. The highest number of candidati® have stood in any election was

26 in the 2008 East Honiara-blection (the highest during a general election was 23 in Central
Honiara in 2010). The median electorate (over all elections since independence) has had seven

candidates standing in it.

Fgure 4.2 béow shows the average number of candidates and average Effective Number of
Candidates (EN€}tanding in Solomon Islands general elections since independence. Two
facts stand out. First, there was no significant overarching trend in candidat®ers

between 1980 and 2001, although candidate numbers have increased considerably since
20018 Secondly, other than a very slight upturn since 2001, the average effective number of
candidateshas notincreased over time. Divergence between the numberarfdidates and

the ENC suggests that while candidates have contested elections in increasing numbers since

2001 the number of caridates that have polled well has nasen.

Figure 4.3 sh@s mean and median winning candidate vote shares in Solomon $stperekral
elections since independence. As with ENC in Figure 4.2 there appears to be no strong trends
in winning candidate vote shares. Also apparent in the chart is the fact that the typical winner
in Solomon Islands elections wins on a plurality, rathan a majority, vote share. Wins with

more than 50 per cent of the vote are rare, though not unheard of, in Solomon Islands

elections.

4 Owing to the fact that not all candidateseaequally competitive, absolute candidate counts may not
accurately reflect the state of competition in any particular electorate. For example an electorate where
one candidate obtains 91 per cent of votes cast while the remaining nine candidates obiiamnerper

cent each is a very different electorate from one where 10 candidates each win 10 per cent of the vote.
To account for this political scientists typically report on electoral competition using a calculated figure,

(KS WOTTSOIADE(B@VoBED2E bR NRH RERR (CAAS7)bTHENG NI 2 T

the reciprocal of theHerfindahgHirschman index of candidate vote shares in an electorate, and is
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pTB U “&here n = the number of candidates and@the vote share of th#h candidate). ENC can be
thought of loosely as a representation of the numbercompetitivecandidates. In my example

electorate where one candidate obtains 91 per cent of the vote and the remaining 9 candidates obtain
one per cent each the ENC is 1.21, close to one, reflecting the fact that only one candidate was
competitive; in the electoratevith 10 candidates each obtaining 10 per cent of the vote the ENC is 10, a
reflection of the fact that all 10 were equally close to winning.

8 Further analysis shows that candidate numbers increased nationwide. The extent varied by province,
with Honiara,Makira and Temotu seeing the most dramatic rises, but every province saw increases in
average candidate numbers. However, within provinces not all electorates have seen increased
candidate numbers.
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Figure 4.2z Average Candidates and Effective Number of Candidates, General Elections
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Figure 4.3z Mean and Median Winer Vote Share, General Elections

100%

Mean Winner Vote Share

= \ledian Winner Vote Share

75%

50%

/\/\
/\\\/

25%

0% T T T T T T
1980 1984 1989 1993 1997 2001 2006 2010

Although Solomon Islanders are enthusiastic competitors in elections, success itself, either in

the form of winning, or even merely winning a significant slice of electoral support, is hard to

come by. Figure 4.4 shem histogram based on the vote share of all candidates who stood in

elections from 1980 until 2011. The X axis shows groupings of vote shares, the Y axis shows the

number of candidates falling into that grouping. For example, the first bar on the l&feof

histogram shows that over 800 candidates have stood and won feweffibaper cent of the

votes in their electorate. The steady fall in the height of the bars from left to right reflects the
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fact that most candidates in Solomon Islands electionslavinvote shares. The plurality have

won under five per cent of the votes cast in their electorate; the majority less than 10 per cent.

Figure 4.4z Histogram of Candidate®/ote Sharesall Candidatesall Elections 19862012
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Incumbent Turnover Rates

Tenure for those few candidates lucky enough to win is often short. Since the first post
independence election, on average nearly half (47 per cent) of those incumbent MPs who have
defended their seats have lost thethFigure 4.5 shows the percentage of intient MPs who

contested and lost in general elections.

*90n average, across all general elections sindependence 91.4 per cent of MPs have defended their
seats. Although comprehensive data do not exist explaining instances where MPs have not defended
seats, instances | am aware of suggest voluntary retirement is far from the only cause. A number of MPs
have died in office, and several have gone to prison while in office. And while death and imprisonment
ought to trigger byelections, when a general election is close the seat in question has often simply been
held vacant until the general election. One sawf incumbent nofefence present in some other

countries does not occur in Solomon Island®wing to the weakness of political parties in Solomon
Islands (discussed more below) there is nothing akin to a partgglextion process in Solomon Islands
electorates. If an incumbent wishes to stand, and is alive and not prevented from doing so by problems
with the law, they are able to.
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Figure 4.5z Incumbent Turnover as a Percentage of Contesting Incumbents, Solomon Islands
General Elections
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Chartnotes. the numerator in tle calculationreflected in this charts the number ofncumbent MPs who contested
and lost in each general election; the denominator is the number of incumbent MPs who contested.

As ca be seen in Figure 4.5dte is variation between years but, once again, absence of
anything that could be described as aari¢rend. Turnover rates were at their highest in the

first postindependence election in 1980, but they were nearly as high again much more
recently in 2001. The lowest levels of incumbent turnover occurred in 1993, an election which
saw the introductiorof a dedicated constituency development fund (paid for with Taiwanese
aid) provided to sitting MPs, which they could spend, effectively at their own discretion, within
their electorates(Fraenkel 2011, p. 3)2° Ostensibly this was meant to be a tool to assist
development at the local level, yet it eldy has considerable use as a tool of patronage and,
from that, is a potential source of electoral advantage. The number of electorates also rose
from 38 to 47 in 1993, which meant that many sitting MPs found themselves defending
smaller electorates. Thedwo factors are the most likely causes of low turnover rates in 1993,
with subsequent years seeing a return to equilibrium of sorts as aspiring challengers realised
that smaller electorates meant fewer votes required to win, while at the same time voters
worked out that largess in the form of constituency funds was not something solely the
domain of the sitting MP and would likely flow, and possibly flow more, were that MP to be

defeated.

Despite what would appear to be clear advantages stemming fromepffiovernment

ministers do not appear on average to have dramatically higher election survival rates than

* Something akin to these funds pdated 1993; however, previous funds were smaller and appeared
to be less amenable togtronage spending.
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MPs outside of government or on the government backbenches. In theory ministerial
portfolios ought to significantly enhance their hold@&bkances ofe-election, providing profile
and increased ability to secure voter support through patronggaenkel 2004, p. 38

Fraenkel 2008b, p. 30And yet, in the three elections for which data are available, ministerial
survival rates were not substantially better than those of other MPs. In the 2006 national
elections, 56 per cent of governmentmsters won reelection(Fraenkel 2008, p. 4

survival rate thatnay be higher than the rate of 52 per cent for parliament as a whole but not
by much* Similarly, Premdas and Steev@983, p. 84state that half of all cabinet members
retained their seats in the 1980 general election. This is a higher survival rate than those of
MPs as a whole in that election (only 38 per cent wereleeted) but is still not so large a
difference as to suggest that beingqavernment minister completely transforms MPs
electoral prospects. In the 1993 elections only one government minister was fedécted
(Premdas and Steeves 1994, p),%very highw@rvival rate (93 per cent), yet the 1993
elections were kind to all MPs (81 per cent wereetected) meaning the difference between
ministers and MPs was, once again, only one of degree. What is more, because the same
political skillst guile and the abity to strategically form alliances that aid in the rise from

MP to minister are of likely use in electioneering too, the raw differences-@leion rates
between ministers and MPs may overstate the true advantage associated with holding a

governmentportfolio, conflating it with advantages born of individual capacity.

The most likely explanation as to why being a minister does not increase odds of electoral
survival more, is that any advantage which does come from the ability to dispense patronage
while in charge of a government ministry is offset by negative publicity stemming from being
associated with frequent government scandals, combined with ministers having less time

available to devote to constituency mattef@remdas and Steeves 1983aenkel 2008

Differences Between Electorates
Thus far the electoral statistics | have summarised have mostly taken the form of national
averages or aggregates, yet buried within these coulgmel composites is considerable

variation between electorates, as well as variation over timthiwiindividual electorates.

Figure 4.6s a histogram of winning candidate vote shares from alljpa$tpendence

elections.

*L Fraenkel (2008, p51) provides an overall MP survival rate of only 46 per cent. However, on the basis of
the table he provides on p. 73, this appears to be an error in which survival and turnover rates have

been transposed.
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Figure 4.6z Histogram of Winner Vote Sharesll Postindependence Elections
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The lowest winning candidate vote share was thBen FoukonaniLau/Mbaelelea in 984,

who won with only 10.7 per cent of the vote. The highest winner vote share, setting aside the
few instances where candidates have effectively won 100 per cent because they stood in
uncontested elections, was that diictor Ngele who won 87 per cent of the vote in South
Guadalcanal in 1993. In between these extremes, as the histogram illustrates, individual

election wins have occurred across a very wide range of vote shares.

Focusing on the 2010 genékdection, Figte 4.7 is a scatterplot showing the number of
candidates that stood and the percentage vote share of the winning candidate for each
electorate. The red line on the chart is the fitted OLS line of best fit. The two or three letter
electorate codes used ifnis and subsequent charts are mapped to electorate names in

Appendix 3.

Two aspects of the chart bear noting: first, there is a strong negative correlation between the
number of candidates that stand in constituencies and winning candidate vote shatks; an
second, there is a lot of variation between constituencies, both in terms of number of

candidates and the sha votes won by winning candidates. Although, for cl&igake this
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scatter plot only shows results from the 2010 election, and while ties®me change from

election to election, all poshdependence elections have had similar variafion.

Figure 4.7z Scatter Plot of Candidate Numbers and Winner Vote Shares , 2010 General
Election
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Chart notes: when | regress 2010 winner vote share against candidate numbers by electorate the Adjusted R
Squared is 0.442; and the regression coefficient for candidat€s381 ands significant at the 1 per cent level.

Clearly, this degree of variati affords some potential analytic leverage to the researcher
seeking to understand voter behaviour in Solomon Islands; betweeastituency variation is
something | return to later. Yet the variation does not fall neatly acrosshatibnal divisions

in any way suggestive of obvious explanations. In particular, while it is not uncommon in
Solomon Islands to hear talk of different provinces as having different political cultures,
variance in candidate numbers or winning candid@ese shares is not predoimantly the
product of betweenrprovince differences. It is true that, in terms of raw candidate numbers,
the provinces of Malaita and Honiara have had more candidates standing in their electorates

on average. But they also have electorates that are, omames more populous.

Figure 4.8 shes a box plot, broken down by province, comprising data for each electorate
from each general election since independence, where the Y axis is number of candidates per
1000 voters (voters being the voting age popula@stimated from census data). Each box

and its accompanying vertical line/lfisker<Qillustrates, for each province, the extent of

*2|nterestingly, while there is still considerable variation in winner vote shares iingtependence
elections there is much less variation in candidate numbers between electorates.
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variation in candidate numbers amongst the provi@celectorates. The horizontal line

through the middle of the box showise number of candidates in the median electorate in the
province. The upper and lower edges of the boxes show the first and third quartiles
respectively. The boxes themselves therefore show the interquartile rantes range (of
numbers of candidates) amss which the middle 50 per cent of electorates in each province
fall. The upper and lower edges of the whiskers are plotted at the maximum and minimum
values for each province unless these values are outliers further than 1.5 times the
interquartile rang from the median value. For provinces with outliers the whiskers extend to
1.5 times the interquartile range, and outlier electorates are plotted as dots. Outliers are

labelled using the standard constituency codes as well as the year of the electioesiiog.

Using candidates per 1000 voters standardises the data, remavengfiluence of varying
electorate population sizes. With this correction applied, Malaita still has slightly higher than
average candidate numbers, and the small electorate olmOuter Islands typically has

very high candidate numbers per voting age population. However, Malaita does not stand out
as having that many more candidates on average (that distinction falls to Rennell and Bellona),
and Honiara has fewer candidates thaverage when population is taken into account. And, as
the height of the boxes and their associated whiskers suggests, there is considerably more

variation within provinces than between.

Figure 4.8z Box Plotof CandidatedPer Thousand Estimated Voterglectorates Grouped by
Province
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Differences Within Electorates Over Time
There is also substantial variation in candidate numbers, effective numbers of candidates

(ENC), and winning candidate vote shaséthin electoratesover time.

Figure 4.9 is acatterplot of winning candidate vote share in the 1997 general election plotted
against winning candidat€gote shares in the 2010 general election and Figure 4.10 is a
scatterplot of ENC for the same two election3he dashed grey line shown on botradis

plots a oneto one relationship. Electorates close to the line had similar winner vote shares (or
ENCSs) in both elections. The red line in each chart is the OLS line of best fit plotting the
relationship between the 1997 and 2010 results.

Figure 4.9z Winning Candidate Vote Share 1997 and 2010, all Electorates
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*3 Major redistricting in 1993 makes it difficult to compare most-4893 electorags with their post
1993 equivalents.
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Figure 4.10z Effective Number of Candidates 1997 and 2010, all Electorates
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The fact that electorates are not clustered around the dashexy line in either chart reflects

the high degreef variation in the two statistics between the two elections. A simple bivariate
regression run by electorate on winning vote shares for 1997 and 2010 returns an Adjusted R
squared of 0.011, reflecting a very weak relationship (in other words considearadhee)

between the two years. The same regression run on ENC for 1997 and 2010 returns an

Adjusted Rsquared of 0.105, a somewhat stronger relationship but still wéak.

Both in the case of winning candidate vote share and ENC the scatter plots andimFgress
results illustrate a simple point: in most Solomon Islands constituencies election results have

changed markedly in little over a decade.

Differences Between First Time Winners and Incumbents

At least some of the variation in winning candidate votersastems from whether the

winners in qustion are winning for the first time or whether they are incumbent MPs
successfully defending their seat. Figure 4.11 below is a box plot, based on data from-all post
independence general elections, comparing vanvote shares between first time winners

and winning incumbent MPs.

> More extensive regression tests and results are provided in Chapter 7.
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Figure 4.11z Box Plots, First Time Winners and Incumbent Winners
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Winningincumbents appear, on average, to have discernibly higher vote shares than first time
winners. This is confirmdaly the results of a simple two sampleist.>® The difference in
mean vote share between first time winners and incumbent winners is 7.8 percentage points

and is statistically significant at the 1 per cent level.

At first glance this difference suggestsubstantial incumbent advantage in elections,
something that would not seem surprising given that, as discussed above, MPs in Solomon
Islands have considerable constituency development funding at their disposal. However,
restricting the comparison to fitdime winners and incumbent winners only is to tell just part
of the story when it comes to the fate of incumbent MRS | discussed above, on average
approximately half of all MPs lose their seats in each general election. Figure thpares

the voteshares of first time winners and all incumbent MPs (whether they won or lost the

election in question).

®Theti Sa0 61 a NMzy dzaAy3d GKS WdzySlidzafQ 2LGA2Y AY
the two groups.
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Figure 4.12z Box Plots, First ime Winners and Incumbent MPs (Wor Lose)

First Time Winner Incumbent MPs (whether win or lose)
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A ttest confirmswhat is suggested from visual inspection of the chart. The difference in
means is 0.013 percentage points and is not statistically significant at conventional levels.
Incumbent candidates do not, on average, win higher vote shares than first time wifihers.
real difference between the two groups is, as suggested by the heights of their respective
boxes, in the range of results present. There is much less variation in the vote share of first
time winners than there is for incumbents. Some incumbents dg wall, while others

perform very poorly. If there is anything akin to an incumbent advantage it is grayeatial

advantage which is realised or squandered to differing extents by different MPs.

Geographical Dispersion of Candidate Support
Because have results data by polling station for the 2006 and 2010 general elections | can also
look within electorates and gauge the extent to which candidate support is concentrated

gathered only from one or two polling stationsor dispersed around electores.

Figure 4.13 is a $tiogram showing (on the x axis) the percentage of polling stations in their
electorate where winning candidates in the 2010 and 2006 elections won more than 15 per
cent of the votes cast. Each bar in the chart represents a 10 peéirdenval in the percentage
of polling stations where more than 15 per cent of the vote was won, and its height reflects
the number of MPs who won more than 15 per cent of the vote in that percentage of polling
stations. For example, the lefbost bar shavs nine MPs won their seats while winning more

than 15 per cent of the vote in fewer than 40 per cent of the polling stations in their
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electorate. Similarly the right most bar of the chart shows 23 MPs won their seats by winning
more than 15 per cent of #hvotes in more than 90 per cent of the polling stations of their

constituency.

Figure 4.13¢ Histogram, Percentage of Polling Stationghere Candidates WoNlore than
15 Per Cent of the Vote (Winning Candidates Only)
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Chart notes: one MP (Milner Tozakai®06 who won more than 15 per cent of the vote in only 29 percent of the
polling stations in his electoratés excluded from tis histogram in order to induce Stata into assigning histogram
bars acrosgven10 per cent intervals.

The fact that theplurality of MPs won greater than 15 per cent of the vote across their entire
(or close to their entire) electorates is notable: even though MPs in Solomon Islands are
elected with reasonably low vote shares, in most instances their wins are not simplggbe

of winning the support of their village, or a similarly localised area; most (although certainly
not all) win through being able to garner a significant degree of support across much of their
electorate. There is variation, some MPs win on the bafsmore localised support, and this
variation is something | return to in Chapters 8 andh@ an Appendix pyet the most

important point for now is that the typical winner in the last two general elections in Solomon

Islands won with a geographically spd support base.

The picture is different, however, wha in Figure 4.14 | produce the sam histogram for
all candidates, not just winners. Here, the plurality win more than 15 per cent of votes cast in

less than 10 per cent of the polling stationgheir electorates.
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Figure 4.14z Histogram, Percentage of Polling Statiok¢here Candidates WokNlore than
15 Per Cent of the Vote @ll Candidates)
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Percentage of Polling Stations where Candidate Won >15% of Votes Cast
However, even this is not a simple case of completely localised support: 39 percent of all
cardidates werestill able to win greater than 15 per cent of the vote in more than 20 per cent
of the polling stations in their electorates. Also, it should be remembered that, as suggested by
Figure 4.4 the vast majority (68 per cent, for all elections since indepeejlef all candidates
in Solomon Islands elections won less than 15 per cent afotiaévotein their electorates. By
virtue of their small overall support, such candidates will often appear in the left most bar of
Figure 4.14 even when their supporssmewhat dispersed. Indeed, when considered relative
to their overdl vote share candidate vote dispersion is higher: in the 2006 and 2010 elections
more than 60 per cent of all candidates won greater than their total vote share in more than a

quarter ofall polling stations.

Changes in Geographical Dispersion of Candidate Support Over Time

Although the scope for systematic analysis is limited because | only have election results by
polling station for two general elections and a fewdigctions, availalel data suggest that,

when candidates stand in more than one election, it is not uncommon to see some change in
the geographical dispersion of their support over time. This is particularly the case for
incumbent MPS most are also lle to expand their supgrt across wider areas. Illustrating

this, Figure 4.15 shows results by polling station for the East Kwaio electorate in 2006 and
Figure 4.16 shows the same vits for 2010. Each bar in the charts is a polling station. And

polling stations are arranged teflect, as best possible, geographical proximity. Each
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candidate® vote share in each polling station is represented by a block. Stanley Sofu, the
candidate of interest, is shaded blue; the other candid&¥ese blocks are in shades of grey. In

2006 Staley Sofu won for the first time. In 2010 he stood successfully as the incumbent.

Figure 4.15z Results by Polling Station, 2006 East Kwaio
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Chart note: In this and all subsequent polling station charts, vertical names are names of polling statiomsnése
written horizontally underneath them are names of wards, which do not serve a function in national elections but
do suggest geographical groupings.

Figure 4.16z Results by Polling Station, 2010 East Kwaio
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In both elections Sofu did well in hisdgg yet in 2010 he was also able to dramatically expand
his support in polling stations such as Atoifi, and in polling stations such as Gounabusu,

Fanuariri and Nankinimae where he went from winning almost no votes to being the candidate
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who captured theplurality or majority of votes. In the four years since he first won he was able

to expand the geographical dispersion of his support considerably.

Stanley Sofu is a particularly striking case, but available data suggest that on average
incumbency brings ith it substantially increased dispersion of support. Good evidence of this
can be found in the results of a pairedesst run using data for those 21 MPs who defended
their seats as incumbents for the first time in 2GfWsing the same measure of support
dispersion | used in the histogram above (the percentage of polling stations where the
candidate won more than 15 per cent of the vote) and comparing dispersion betwee? MPs
first wins and their 2010 defence, a pairetest shows the mean change in dispen was a

17.05 percentage point increase in the number of polling stations where the MPs won greater

than 15 per cent (a difference which is statistically significant at the 1 per centiével).

Members of Parliament

One aspect of electoral politics that is common to almost all electorates and which has
remained unchanged over elections is the difference between the backgrounds of members of
parliament and their constituents. Whereas only a minority of Solomon Islar@érper cent,

in the 2009 census data used in the previous chapter) described themselves as employers or
employees, all of the MPs in the 2010 parliament for whom myself and a colleague were able
to obtain source data (49 out of 50) had worked in therfat economy prior to joining politics.
Business backgrounds or employment in the civil service were most commen pre
parliamentary careers amongst MPs. Less frequent but still relatively common were MPs who
had worked as teachers or school principals anchfr provincial parliament MPs.

Significantly there were no subsistence farmers or people who made a living from selling
produce at local markets serving as MPs. Even in 1980, while the makeup of parliament was
different (civil servants formed a much highshare; private sector workers a much lower
share), all or alImost all members of parliament had worked in the formal economy prior to

entering parliamen{Corbett and Wood 2013, p. 12

Similarly, according to the 2009 census only 23.3 per cent of Solomon Islanders aged over 12
years had had some secondary educaiiolomon Islands National Statistics Office 2012, p.

2). Yet, of those MPs in the 2010 pament for whom we were able to obtain information (46

*® Two of these MPs, M#tew Wale and Walter Folotalu, won first in-klections in 2008, the rest won
first in 2006.
*In Appendix 3 use a more sophisticated measure of support dispersion (an index of segregation) in
tests of the impact of crossutting clanrelated ties on dispersion. When I-ran the paired ttest
conducted here using this measure | obtain a similar resalstdistically significant increase in support
dispersion.
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out of 50) 91.3 per cent had received some secondary education. Forty five per cent of MPs in
the 2010 parliament had undertaken tertiary study, compared to only 4.4 per cent of Solomon
Islanders agedver 12(Corbett and Wood 2013, p. 10

While MPs tend to come into their roles with the benefit of higher than averageld of

education and experiare either as civil servants or working in the private sector, owing to the
high incumbent turnover rates, the number of MPs who have political experience born of long
stays in parliament is quite low. Figure 4.17 shows thepmsition of postindependence
Solomon Islands parliaments broken dolmnthe proportion of serving MPs by parliamentary

experience.

Figure 4.17z Solomon Islands Parliaments by MP Tenure
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On average across all parliaments since independence, almogttfaler cent) of MPs have
been first term MPs and over three quarters (76 per cent) have been either first or second
term MPs. In 2010, 84 per cent of MPs were either serving their first or second term in

parliament.

Parliamentary Politics

Paralleling thdlux and change of the elections that select its members, the nature of politics
within the national parliament of the Solomon Islands is also flldboundas one
commentator(Steeves 19965teeves 20)lhas it from ideological or similar ties, members of
the Solomon Island parliament change roles and shift alfexgis frequently, and governments
are regularly removed from power between electiq®eeves 19965teeves 200Fraenkel

2005 Dinnen 2008Fraenkel 2008Steeves 2011
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Formally, Solomon Islands is a unicameral Westminster parliamentary democracy. The prime
minister is elected from parliament through a secret ballot of MPs. Through the governor
general, the prime minister appoints cabirmembers, who serve as government ministers,
and who preside over government departments. There are currently 24 ministerial positions in

the Solomon Islands parliame(@orrin 2009, p214).

While in its form the Solomon Island parliament will be familiar to observers of Westminster
style parliamentary democracies elsewhere in the Commonwealth, its actual functioning
differs considerably from that of countries such as the Unitedddng Australia and New

Zealand.

Political Parties
Political parties exist in Solamn Islands Figure 4.18 provides a breakdowhthe Solomon
Islands Parliament by Party immediately after the 2010 eledtioyet their structure and

function are not thosef political parties in most OECD democracies.

Figure 4.187 2010 Parties of MPs Immediately PeStection
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Chart notes4hdependenfrefers to those MPs who are independentsnot formally attached to
any party; @rty groupings are based on newspapeports and so may not be completely
accurate;anumber of MPs have changed parties since these data were gathered.

As Figure 4.18 shws political parties are numerous in Solomon Islands. In the wake of the

2010 election there were ostensibly nine in pamient (plus 20 independent MPs). On the
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basis of candidate party affiliation as reported in Solomon Islands newspapers at least 14

parties stood candidates in the 2010 election.

Because different political parties win differing vote shares (and so cargbedto be of

differing electoral importance) it is customary in political science work to report on the

Effective Number of Parties (ENP) contesting elections. Taifigsre calculated in the same
manner as the Effective Number of Candidates whidles$gnted in Figure 4.2, but which is

based on the share of total votes cast at the national level won by the combined candidates of
each political party. Calculations of ENP for Solomon Islands are complicated by the high
numbers of independent candidatetanding in elections. If | treat independents as individual
parties, the ENP score becomes very high. Whereas if | treat them all as one party (an
assumption that is clearly false) ENP becomes artificially low. For these reasons | have chosen
to calculatethe ENP nationally for Solomon Islands excluding all independent candidates from
my calculations. This reduces the accuracy of my estimates somewhat, and understates
fragmentation. Yet even approximations are sufficient to illustrate the key point: ratign

the effective number of parties in Solomon Islands is also high. Excluding independents and on
the basis of party allegiance reported in newspapers in the immediate wake of the 2010

elections, the effective number of parties nationally across Sololslands was 5.75.

The Basis of Parties
Political parties in Solomon Islands are not bound by ideological belidigre are no clear

left wing parties or right wing parties, and party manifestos, where they exist, vary little in any
meaningful sense beteen partiegDinnen 2008 Parties are also not churdfased, nor are

they grouped by geography, nor ethnic in any other \flyaenkel 2008, p. §8There is no
Catholic party, no Malaitan party, no Polynesian party, no K@arspeaker parts Similarly,
NGOs have never made any attempt to become formally involved in the political process via

the establishment opolitical parties or anything similar.

Trade unions on the other hand, for a time, had their own political party: the Solomon Islands

Labour Party, led by Joses Tuhanuku. However, as perhaps might have been expected in a

*%|n reporting on the results of the 1980 electioReemdask Steeves (198391) note that the
Solomon Islands United Party won most of the electorates, and most of its electorates, in Malaita

provind = S NYyAy3I F2NJ AGasStT GKS oSt WikKS altlAdl

that MPs associated with it won were not in Malaita). In any case this sort of provincial party focus has
been rare and was not apparent in the 2010 election

%9 Unlike some other countriediere are no legal impediments to church or NGO involvement in party
politics. Such organisations could start their own political parties should they be so inclined.
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country with very low levels ofreployment in the formal economy, the party was never able

to win more than a handful of seats and currently has no MPs in parliaffent.

Unlike in some countries, the private sector in Solomon Islands is not afforded a voice in
parliament in the form of a mbusiness party. However, parts of the private sector,
particularly extractive industries, do have considerable political influence, using money to
purchase the support of MPs, whoiarn often try and use the same money to win voter
support(Frazer 1997Kabutaulaka 199Bennett 2000Moore 2006 Dinnen 2008Steeves
2011). In some instances MPs themselves former or current executives of extractive

industry businesse@@ennett 2000, p. 340

Voters and Parties, and Party Fluidity
Importantly, voters in Solomon Islands elections, with very rare exceptions, do not vote along

party lines. As we shall see, voters choose t@\be way they do for a range of reasons, but
candidate party affiliation is not one of the(@hick 1983p. 64 Kingmele and Paroi 2000, p.

253, Pollard 2006, p. 17&abutaulaka 2008, p. 10Kabutaulaka 2008b, p. 10BNU

Enterprise 2011, p. 13%teeves 20111 coverthis in more detail in Chapters 8 and 9, but |
raise it here because it has one important ramification for parliamentary politics: owing to the
fact that they were not elected for their party political affiliations, MPs can change parties

without fear of keing punished by voters.

Without bonds of belief or ethnic identity, political parties are fluid rather than fixed features

on the Solomon Islands political landscgBéeeves 201)1 Since independence numerous

small political parties have formed, often in the leay to elections, only to vanish without a

trace, either failing to get any MPs elected to parliament or being abardibgeheir newly
elected¥hemberglPollard 2006, p. 16Rlasia 2008Fraenkel 2008, p. 7Ratuva 2008p. 29
Kabutaulaka 2008b, p. 1p3ven larger parties tend to have only skeletal party stftectures

and are typically, readily abandoned by MPs in instances when they feel their ambitions will be
better served by other alliances. In 1990 Prime Minister Solomon Mamaloni abandoned his
own party, effectively ejecting it from governmegfiraenkel 2008, p. §3and Kabutaulaka

(2008b, p. 10Bprovides two examples of leaders of the parliamentary opposition defeting
22AYy (GKS 3I2@0SNYYSyidsz y2iAkeDpposdkidn Leagesdefécion 1 KS A
did not raise many eyebrowsSolomon Islanders are familiar with tactics like thighe largest

party in the current Solomon Islandsrpament, the Solomorslands Democratic Party, has its

MPs split across the government and opposition. As Figure 4.18 abggests, a substantial

® Chick (1983) describes an earlier permutation of awdidn & SR LI NIié = WGKS bl A2y
was active in the late 1970s.
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number of MPs are not formally members of any party. Indeed, in the 2010 elections roughly

70 per cent of candidates ran as iq@dents.

Although name changes make tracing party fortunes difficult, it would appear that, of those
parties listed by Steevg2001, p. 80%as comprising the 1997 parliament, only one, the

Liberal Party, remained in parliament as of 2010. And its hold was terugust two MPs.

The Significance of Parties
For all this fluidity, it would be a mistake to assume that pltparties play no role in the

Solomon Islands political process. Better established parties, or at least the political figures at
their core, sometimes serve as conduits, channelling funding from businesses and wealthy
individuals, to promising candidateén the leaelp to elections, and to affiliated MPs when in
power. Importantly, parties often serve as building blocks during negotiations around the
formation of governmentsee, for example, Allen 2008, p.;4®s0, Kautaulaka 2008b, p.

105). The parliamentary leader of a political party with a number of MPs in parlianfiérat,

can hold their loyalty, earns for himself additional leverage in coalition negotiations, increasing
the chance that he may be awarded a powerful minigksbutaulaka 2008b, p. 1p%

Although in instances some parties have at times contained MPs who shared political visions of
sorts, the primary bonds holding parties together are personal, strategic or financial rather

than ideologica({Fraenkel 2005k.

While parties do play somele in structuring parliamentary politics, they form a very flimsy
base to build structure upon. Only once has an individual party won a nominal majority of
seats in a Solomon Islands national election, which means that governing coalitions of several
parties plus independent MPs are the no(Bteeves 2001 And this, along with the very weak

bonds within parties, is the source of much instability.

Government Formation

In the wake of elections (or other changes of government) MPs vote to choose the prime
minister through a secret ballot, often of several rourf@nen 2008 The winner is not
automatically the parliamentary leader of the largest party in parliament. Rather, success in
becoming prime minister requires the careful negotiation of a selamdestine process of
wheeling anddealing involving different political camps residing in different Honiara hotels
attempting to obtain the support of unaffiliated MRAlasia 2008Allen 2008 Kabutaulaka

2008 Steeves 2011 Victory in these negotiations means government for the successful camp

® The gendered language is used advisedly: timbywomen have won seats in the Solomon Islands

LI NI AFYSYyld &aAyOS AYRSLISYRSyOSo L Obdiftiat dza S G KS G SNy
parliamentary politics might be quite different were women more frequently involved, doing so seems

inaccurate.
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and the role of prime minister for its chosen candidate. For those individual MPs on the
winning side, being in government means a likalgisterial portfolio(Dinnen 200§ There are

24 government departments (spread across 10 ministries) and each department has a minister
as its helm(Corrin 2009, p. 214 There are also two statewned enterprises witlappointed

political leadership. Twenty four ministries plus two statened enterprises equals twenty

six, a number which un-coincidentallyt is the same as the number of MPs required for a

parliamentary majority.

For the successful coalition and itsrpe minister there is no guarantee success will be {ong
lived. From the moment government is formed the parliamentary opposition attempts to
procure the loyalty of wavering members of the government, often with promises of better
ministerial portfolios omoney, should the floor be cross¢ske, for example, Fraenkel 2008,
p. 69. Governments are toppled with the prime minister resigning in the face afomidence
motions they know they cannot win, and in recent years parliament has been prorogued for
long periods of time as the government of the day strives to preventordidence motions

from being tabled.

Removal of a government does not necessitational elections be held, rather when it

occurs the respective political camps and prospective groupings return to the various Honiara
hotels from which negotiations and deal brokering commence afresh, a process which
continues until MPs gather in pantigent to vote for a new prime minister via the usual secret
ballot. Figure 4.19 below shows those changes of government and/or prime minister in
Solomon Islands sinéedependence. Red lines indicate national elections and the names of
prime ministers locatd over the red lines are those who rose to power through the coalition
building process immediately pestection. Prime ministers whose names appear in between
elections rose to power in the wake of a-nonfidence motion or when the previous prime
minider resigned in advance of a fwonfidence motion they could not have won. Changes in
prime minister almost inevitably bring with them changes in some of the ministers responsible
for various Solomon Islands ministries; however, they do not entail all reesvid the

governing group being replaced in entirety by those MPs that had been in opposition. MPs
who are adept in the negotiation process will often successfully hop from departing
government to replacing government, remaining ministers, even if noeésearily in charge of

the same ministry they held previously.
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Figure 4.19 Elections, Changes of Government and Changes of Prime Minister2@RD
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Chart notesdata come from Jon Fraeni@&governmentchangedataset combined withmedia reportsof more recent changes.

Conclusion

In this chapter and the chapter preceding it | have provided the context of my study of voter
behaviour and ethnic identity in Solomon Islands. In the previous chapter | described the
geography and economy of Solomon Islariddso looked in depth into social structures that
provide form to Solomon Islandeollective interactions. In this chapter | have examined the
most important aspects of the count®selectoral and parliamentary politics. | outlined
electoral rules, ad detailed key electoral statistics including candidate numbers and winning

candidate vote shares. | have highlighted variance between constituencies and variance over
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time. | have looked at MP turnover rates and then discussed some attributes of thopkepeo
who do get elected to the Solomon Islands Parliament. | have also outlined the nature of

politics within parliament.

One useful way of thinking about the subject of this chapter and the one before it is in terms of
causes and effects. The economiciatton and needs of voters, along with social structures

such as clans and churches are all potetaliseQinfluences on the choices voters make.
Meanwhile, the electoral outcomes | described, and their flamimpacts on political

outcomes, are all effects of these choices.

The task set for the rest of my thesis is to link potential causes to the desefitaets, and to
establish which of the potential causes actually do play a role in shaping the voting decisions of
Solomon Islanders. And then also explaining how these processes are commensurate with the

described election results patterns, and politicere generally, of Solomon Islands.
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Chapter 5 z Literature Review, Electoral Politics in Solomon
Islands and Papua New Guinea

Introduction

In this chapter | begin the task of linking Solomon IsI@oisial context with the electoral
outcomes present inite country, and in explaining the roles played by ethnic ties and voter
behaviour in these links.do ® in the conventional manner: by reviewing the existing
literature, starting with that already written on voting in Solomon Islands. However, in this |
am hampered by the fact the existing boaofycomprehensive empirical woik smallQuite a

lot of work exists which touches on elections in passing, and | draw upon this fruitfully, and
there is a smaller body of study that focuses on electoral politetsthere is little which
focuses in a sustained way on the rolem@thidentity plays in shaping voter behaviour. As a
result | broaden my search. In the next chapter, Chapter 6, this takes theofaam
examination of the insights of political sciensistorking on issues related &hnic identity
andvoter behavioumoutside of the Pacific.u8 before | do that my first port of call, in this
current chapter, is work on electoral politics written on theighbouring state oPapua New
Guinea which | intude alongside existing work on Solomon Islatid&apua New Guinea
possessenot only a similar social context but algolitics similar to Solomon Islandsnd for

this reason provides potentiaisight.

Even expanding my review to cover Papua New Guisgk found relatively little work

actively engaged with my specific research questions. Because of this, rather than devote this
chapter exclusively to what has already been written on ethnic identity and voter choices, | use
my excursion into the exisg literature to paint a broader picture of voter behaviour. In doing

so | structure this chapter around three questiodhat outcomes do voters seek from their
voteQWho or what sorts of candidates do voters vote for in attempting to attain these
outcomes®andWhy do votersvote for the candidates they vote for while seeking the
outcomes they seek3° As | cover these questions, | also engage with two areas of debate in
the existing literature: whether politics in Solomon Islands and Papua Néeve&is clientelist

in nature; and whether culturally determined expectations are a major driver of voter

behaviour in the two countries.

®2Two authors who have written extensively on Papua New Guinea, Reilly and Ketan, are covered both
in this chapter and the next. Tii@re included in the next chapter because their work fits well with
aspects of the broader international literature | cover in it.

® These questions all, of course, presume voters are actually free to choose. Coerced voting is an issue
in Solomon Islandand is something | discuss in my results chapters.
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What Voters Seek

Clientelism

Solomon Islands
A basic distinctioms made by political scientists between polities whgrolitical power is

primarily contested and exercised programmaticailgared around policy preferences and the
provision of public goodsind those where political power is clientelistwhere politicians

focus on providing local public goods or privgt®ds to their supporters, angthere

supporters assess the merits of politicians with respect to the provision of these goods
(Wantchekon 2003Stokes 2009Vicente and Wantchekon 200Blicken 201}164 The

digtinction, it should be noted, isot purely binary, some programmatic politicking may occur

in predominantly clientelist systems, while polities that have mostly programmatic politics are
often still home to some clientelism or something akin to it (foareple pork barrel spending

in marginal electoratesy

In the case of Solomon Islands most of the relevant literature suggests, if in some cases only
indirectly, that a form of clientelism is presedescribing voters whappear to vote in search
of local or personal benefits, and politicianko target available resources first and foremost

to supporters.

Some of this evidence comes in the fornmgagntitative crosscountry comparative work For
example, irconcluding tleir countryranking exercise on the prevalence of clientelism in the

Pacific, Duncan and Hasga11) state that:

On the basis of the rankings in the bottahree for each indicator, Kiribati,
the FSM [Federated States of Micronesia], and Solomon Islands exhibit the
strongest clientelist tendencies

This is suggestive, althougtving to the necessities of crossuntry data gathering, the
indicators used ¥ Duncan and Hassalle onlylooseproxiest governance outcomes that the
authors believe to be related to clientalist and for this reason not definitive. Y,eheir work
is complemented by other descriptive studies basadnore direct observations qlitical

behaviour.

% Within this definition some authors offer further definitional distinctions. For example, Stokes (2009)
distinguishes between: clientelisrall particularistic benefits given to supportershetherfrom state
resources or candidat€private resources; patronage, clientelism solely involving state resources; and
pork barrel spending, state spending targetgiceveryone in an area for the purpose of winning votes,
but which benefits all residents, not juthose who voted for the candidate.
®® Also worth noting is that neither programmatic nor clientelist polities need to be democracies.
Clientelism, in particular, exists in autocracies, albeit wity different types of patrostlient relations.
Howeveras Solomon Islands has been democratic throughout its-ipastpendence history, | discuss
clientelism here solely in terms of voteandidate exchanges and expectations.
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Morganand McLeod?2006, p. 41Yfor examplejn their esay on the challenges facing the

regional peace keeping mission to Solomon Islands write

For the most part, Solomon Islands voters are simply disinterested in

overarching policies; they want immediate returns for their support, in the

form of money, mateials and employment opportunities...For most

Solomon Islands MPs, the challenge of satisfying the immediate demands of
O2yaitAaiddzsSSyidaxaa 3INBI GS Nmigédisyuctiask S ySSR G2
providing frameworks to encourage growth, stability and a beliténg

environment. It is for these reasons that Solomon Islands politics, like those

elsewhere in Melanesia, are commonly more about patronage than

participation.

pu
(p))
[
(p))

Kabutaulaka(2008b, p. 108 in outlining causes of weak political parties in Solomon Islands

contends that:

Politicians are motivated presninantly by local issues and the

enhancement of cliental relationships that might have little to do with

parties and party policies. Much of what influences national poKiicshe

{2t2Y2y LatlyRa INB 2F0Sy t20Fft |yR LI NRPOKALI €

In a similar veifoughan(2004, p. 4writing about corruption and transparency in Solomon

Islandsnotes

Electoral choices are made almost exclusively on grounds of the inalividu
contestant, with an emphasis on perceptions of performance in
development of the local area tfie constituency. Such perceptions are
very often inseparable from past or promised material gain from the
candidate, so electoral behaviour is strongly iafiaed by local, family or
individual gain, rather than suitability for national leadership skills or
potential for representation on national issues

Descriptions ofSolomon Islands politicgiggesive ofclientelism can also be found &nrange

of other academic worKfor example, Kingmele and Paroi 208brgan and McLeod 2006

Pollard 2006Cox 2009Dinnen 2009Hameiri 2009Kelly 201].

Further evidencecomes in the form o$tatementsmade bypoliticians and aspiring politicians.

Reporting onsentimentsexpressed by Solomon Islands political actors duxiognference on

political stability Haywardoneq2008, p. 1%writes that:

Members of parliament were under pressuredseliver cargo [consumable
goods] to their constituents in order to be elected and to stand a
reasonable chance of being-edectedX Candidates who did not have
adequate financial resources to meet voter expectations were often beaten
by those who did.

RickHou, the current Finance Ministef Solomon Islands, and member of parliament for the

constituency of Small Malaithas written(2012, p.}:
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MPs come under considerable pressure to deliver services within their

constituencies. This can mean that more time and resources is spent

NBalLRyRAYy3 (2 GK24S ySSRa [ KSIFR 2F (KS
And former government minister the late Fred Fo2007, p. 129describes voter preferences

for private rather than public goods:

Peopleéd perceptionsaind attitudes are such that social projects such as
schools, clinics, and water supplies also benefit people who voted for
different candidates during the general elections. Hence, they@loant

the RCDFconstituency development fundshich MPs spend itheir
electorated 12 ©0S dzaSR F2NJ 4adzOK LINR 2SO0 aX

Afu Billy,who came seconih the 2001 elections in the East Malaita electorate, in writing of
her election campaign notg@002, p. 59thl- (i [Bightifrom the start, | began receiving long
AK2LIMAYy3I tAata 2F oKIG SOSNEBO2RE 41 yiSR®E

Politicians could simply be making claiofghis sortas a way of absolving themselves of
responsibility for the poor quality of their decisions while inyeo. Yet the limited data

available on the actual spending patterns suggests the actions of politicians are in accord with
their claims Pollard(2006, p. 17} for example, provides a spending Bkelown of MP
controlledconstituency development furgfor the West¥re WHre electorate irR003, and

while some of the spending allocations are ambiguous, most of what the money appears to
have been spent on is private goods or local public gddaslia reporting of MP behavious

also suggeste, with numerous reports of MPs allocating resources to private goods or local
public goodgfor example: Qwaina®L1; Osifelo 2012bSasako 2012 &@si 2012 Dawea

2013. It is true that much of the money spent in these instances, along with the money
reported on by Pollards constituency development money, and so is funding that we should
not expect to go to national let public goods. Yet constituency funding could be, but rarely is,
spent on largeconstituencylevelprojects benefitting whole electorates or significant
proportions of their populationNot only do Solomon Islands politicians talk of particularistic
requests from voters, they also appear to spend resources available to them in a manner that

fits such demands.

More evidence of clientelismanbe found in the form of responses to a lasy& survey of
Solomon Islander@NU Enterprise 2009, p. 1.38NU Enterprise 2011, p. 18Which siggests

few Solomon Islanders view the main work of the@mber ofparliament asgoverning the

% h=5035in 2009 anch=4972in 2011. The survey has been funded by the regional assistance mission
and spans a large range of issues, with only a few questions associated with politics. As discussed in
Chapter 2 | was able to have several questions on electoral politics inserted in the isuP@aY.. | draw
upon these more heavily in Chapter 8.
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countryand that few vote on the basis of national iss@ablU Enterprise 2011, p. 13®%0od
2013.

Papua New Guinea
BEvidence of clienteim in electoral politics camsobe found in academic work on

neighbouring Papua New Guin&&hile early studies of elections in Papua New Gu{fma
example, Premdas and Steeves 19@8nd hints of politics, or political aspirations at least,
which could possibly be seen as programmadkie vast majority of academicark on

elections in the contry has described clientelistic political competition.
Okole(2001, p. 224 for example, contends:

Most PNG politicians run for office in order to providetmaularistic

benefits to their constituentg&only a few have any notion of broader

YEGA2Y Lt AaadzSaxXLI NIAalLy FFFAEAFGA2YS 6KAOK
participating in the government and thus obtaining resources for@®ne

constituents and often for ogself.

Similarly, Ketai2007, p. ) states:

Politicians rely on localized support bases to win elections and thus tend to
devote much of the resources at their disgal to their strongholds, to the
exclusion of the wider electorate.

AndKurer(2007, p. 4Dprovides gameheoretic analysis of PNG electoral politics arguing:

[T]he behavioural assumptions of politicdientelism, where voters and

politicians are engaging in particularistic resgeking, describe the

behaviour of PNG voters and politicians well and explain at least some of

0KS OKIFNIOGSNR&aGAOA 2F tbD LRtAGAOAX
Anumber of detailed electorate level studies of PNG electadasprovide excellent
descriptive evidence of clientelist politifer exampleMacqueen 1989Filer 1996 Dorney
1997 Stewart and Strathern 199&tandish 200/andexistinglargeN survey evidencef
voter attitudes while not necessarily directly addressing the question of clienteidsofends
to provide results thatommensuratewith the presence of clientelisitaffu 1989Hasnain et

al. 2011.

Clientelism Contested?

On the basis of available evidence, it seems fair to state that the majority of viotboth
Solomon Islands and Papua New Guinei@ seeking the provision of local public goods or
private goodsand that politicians and a#fing politicians strive, with differing degrees of

success, to provide them.
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Yet there is academic work which argues the vai@ndidate relationship in Solomon Islands is
not correctly described as clientelis{@nd some work which extends this argumémnt

Western Melanesia more generally). Dissent hegiregeson two features of Melanesian

politics: first, fluidity of allegiances, which see MPs in parliament frequently shifting from
political coalition to political coalition and of more significance tany studyt which also

sees voters often shifting their electoral suppand, £cond, stemming from this fluidity,

lesser asymmetries of power than are to be found in some clientelist systems. MPs who can
change parties cannot, it is argued, be clierftpalitical patrons, and voters who can easily

vote for someone else in future elections cannot fairly be described as clients of MPs.

Fraenkel2011, p. 319 for example, in arguiniglP-controlledconstituency development

funds are not the product of voter preferences for patronage rather than policy, states:

Increasimg resort to electoral patronage in PNG and Solomon Islands during
the 1990s and 2000s was not indicative of the construction of classic
patroncclient systems, such as those found in Southern Europe or parts of
I FNRAOF X+23G§SNJI I £ f S3AchnitbBad antliEansiedt 6 SR (22 TA
be usefully called clientelist, while ministers retained too much authority,
dzi2zy2Ye@Z YR AYRSLISYRSyOS (2 0SS aSyaarot
prime ministers.
While Steeve§1996, p. 1326 NA 1S& GKIF G0 Ay (KShepaxdn@ioney Laft !l y
model is not salient either, as allegiances shift too rapidly to sustain a fully integrated network

of dependency

As an empirical fact it is certainly trtteat political alliances iRPapua New Guinea and

Solomon Islandare frequently only temporary and that voteo$ten shift their allegiances
between elections. Clientelism of thihachine politic€nould is rareor absent What is less

clear though is whiher this alone render®lientelisntan inappropriate term for describing

the politics of Western Melanesia. | cannot find any suggestion that politics needs to be stable
to be clientelist in my reading of textbook definitiookclientelism(for example, Stokes 2009
and there areother examples of polities dested as clientelist or patronageased where MP
turnover is high and political allegiances presumably, therefore, fhdid, for example,

Fraenkel et al. 2007, p).4Rather, the essential feature of clientelism common to most modern
definitions is simplyoters casting theivotes in search of particularistic benefits, rather than
national policy or national level public goodsr example, Kitschelt and Wilkinson 2007

Stokes 2009Hicken 201}

However, more importanthan arguing who has clientelism correctly defined, and certainly
more useful at this point of my owstudy, isto note thatboth Steeves and Fraenkel correctly

identify, in fluidity and shorlived allegianceskeyfeatures of Solomon Islands electoral
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politics. Also while Steeves and Fraenkel corttesuse of the term d¢éntelism,nothing in
their work suggests that votedo notcast their votes in search of pate goods or local public

goods, the point | am most interested in at present.

In other words, on the basis of the available literature on Solomon IslandB@meh New
Guinea it still appears fair to say the answer to the questi#ghat do voters seetwhen they

cast their vote®s Private or localised benefi@’

Who Do Voters Support ?

With the available literatte appearing to have provided amswer to the questioddhat do
voters seek when casting their ballo€s2an move on to my next questiof#tho or what sorts

of candidates do voters vote for in attempting to attain these outcories?
Parties

Solomon Islands
At least in some democracies the amswo the question above would simply Béhe

candidate representing the party the voter suppdtdowever, as noted in the previous
chapter, voters in Solomon Islands are generally thought to vote along party lines. Parties
play a role of sorts in political manoeuvrings within parliament but party allegiance does not
appear, normallyto win votes at leastthrough thedirect process of voter allegian¢Steeves
20117). This has been the case throughout Solomon Isl@eléstoral history. Describing the
situation around the time of independengc€hick(1983, p. 63 writes:

Nor have secular parties emerged to transcend parochial loyalties. Over the
years there have been a numberfattional groupings within the assembly,
but none has acquired a popular following in the country, or even

attempted to establish a distinctive image for itseNVhile there may have
been a certain logic in the various alignments and realignments vibidh
place, this was seldom apparent to any but the politicians immediately
involved, few of whom bothered to explain their actions to the public.

This description has remained more or less cosrdobughearly postindependence elections
(Premdas and Steeves 19&Hufa@lu 1983, the 19909 Tuhanuku 199kand into the
contemporary periodAlasia 2008Fraenkel 2008Kabutaulaka 200&abutaulaka 2008b
Paternorte and de Gabriel 2018teeves 2011 Therehave been someartial exceptionsBilly
(2002, for example, states she benefitted to some degfemm positive voter perceptions of

the political grouping she was aligned witimilarlyMannesah Sogavare put in a concerted

®7 |t should be noted here that in both PNG and Solomon Islands clientelism is coupled with the closely
associated phenomenon of vote buying. This is something | discuss further in my own resedtsh resu
Importantly, in the case of vote buying voters are, of course, still voting in search of local or personal
benefit.
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campaign effort on behalf of candidates affiliated with his OUR party in g@dt@norte and

de Gabriel 201Ppossibly wining them some votes, although OUR party candididesot
perform particularly welin 2010(Steeves 2011 Importantly, however, such cases are
exceptiors rather than the norm. Typical candidates do not campaign in a way that suggests
they benefit from party association: theyake no use of party logos in their campaign
paraphernalia and do not actively digtute material such as party manifestos
(Commonwealth Secretariat 20p®/oreover, Solomon Island voters themselves do not claim
to place much weight on parties when votinghén asked as part of the RAMSI Pe@ple
Survey in 2011 why they voted for the candidttey voted for,only 1.4 per cent of
respondentgepliedthat they voted on the basis of party or polici@ggNU Enterprise 2011, p.
135).%8

Papua New Guinea
In Papua New Guinea parties are a more significant feature of the electoral landscape than

they are in Solomon Islands: party leaders sometimes campaign on behalf of candiates
networks of party sympathisers sometimes provide candidatéh local advocated-iler
1996). In instances artiesalsoprovide resources to candidatéBremdas and Sexves 1978
Reilly 1999Ketan 2004and partylabelsare used by at least some candidates on election
posters. Yetparties are not normally separated by clear ideological or policy differeands,
voters do notappear toroutinely vote for candidates on the basis ofrfyaaffiliations
(Premdas and Steeves 198affu 1989May 1997 Reilly 1999Reilly 2001Ketan 2004
Standish 200Y It is possible that parties played a greater role (if still not overwhelming) in

voter choice in earlier elections but if this was once the case it is no long8tasadish 200/
Ethnicity

Solomon Islands
If the available literature is helpfully clear in eliminating party as a significant direct

determinant of voter support for candidates in Solomon Islands elections it is less clear in its
explanations of how voterdo actuallychoose who to cast their votder. Ethnic voting,

primarily in the form of clan voting, although also in the shape of church voting, is the most
frequent explanation and is described by most articles that make mention of voting, but only

in a small number of works does it receive axyended treatment.

® Because this is a literature review | limit myself to citing the figure given in the publication. However,
In Chapter 8, | mar thoroughly interrogate the data behind the figure and in doing so come up with my
own calculation of 2.25 per cent. An increase, albeit a very modest one.
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CorrinCare(2002, p. 208is an example of an author who suggests ethnic voting is common in
Solonon Islands, writing that"[v]oting in accordance with tribal allegiances, rather than for

the best candidate, is an enduring practice."

Premdas and Steeves, the two scholars to have undertaken the mdepih study of
electoral politics in Solomon #sids, also suggeft983, p.90) ethnic voting is prevalent, in

this instance combined withécalisnfYvoters voting for candidates who live méeg):

The campaigns were highly personal. The candidate was likely to be
assisted by his immediate family and wantoks. Consequently, the most
significant determinant of voter preference tended to be wantokism and
localism. Indeed, most votes for a candielatere derived from the polling
booth closest to his village and from wantoks in other areas. To defeat an
adversary, a good strategist preserved his locality from being divided by
other rival resident candidates while perhaps placing rival candidatdin t
village or locality of his main opponerfts.

In subsequent workPremdas and Steeves 1994, p) B2y add reigion to the list, writing:

The Solomon Islands reality is that vo@soices are heavily ilnfenced by
the ethnic identity and religious affiliation of contesting candidates. If a
candidate is a wantok, that is, from a®egroup or village, and a membeir
one® church congregation or parish, then one tends to respond decisively
in that candidat& favour.

Importantly, two of the groups they refer to clans and communities are relatively small.
Communities obviously so, but alsas | pointed out inl@&pter 3, clans tend to be small too.
Usually too small for any one clan to provide an electoral majority in a constituency on its own
and certainly too small to be the basis ofilti-electorate political blocs? Churches, on the

other hand are larger andould, on the basis of numbers, serve to structure national politics,
yet while a number of authors have pointed to people voting along church lines, this has not,
as | noted in the previous chapter, taken the form of national parties based around dtfferen
denominations. Although, for example, the Catholics in an electorate might be more likely to
vote for a fellow Catholic candidate from their electorgif@butaulaka 1998, p. 4Bollard

2006, p. 178 there are not, as | ephasised in the previous chapter, Cdibhgarties which
aggre@te the support of Catholic voters into national political movemdg@tisick 1979, p. 32
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relational ties with.

0 Larger entities such as the cresstting moieties on Guadalcanal are plausibly large enough in some
instances to afford electoral maiities within constituencies, and possibly even be the foundation for
small crossconstituency allegiances. However, as discussed in my results chapters they do not seem to
regularly play this role in a sustained manner.
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The small size of electorally salient ethnic groups suggests a need feeihigc cooperation,

an issue pointed to by Steevéd996, p. 11%

Politicians who are elected to the National Parliament are those who can
successfully build inter clan support or divide the ethnic base of their
leading competitors by promoting rival candidat

And also Kabutaulakda998, p. 22

Political alliances are forged around family kin before being extended into
the wider kinship group. In elections the foundation for political support is
the kin group. A candidate gets the backing of close kin membersebké

or she moves to gain support from the rest of the constituency.

At the same time, as hinted by SteeUgaote above, withirgroup loyalty is not guaranteed
either. Chicl{1983, p. 6Foffers more detail on this, including a tantalising snippet of

discussion on what is required strengthen ethnic loyalties:

While a candidat® kinsmen and ceeligionists have a natural
predisposition to back him, their support cannot be taken for granted. A
rival may lay claim to the allegiance of identical groupkere is nothing
like a redly good feast to win over local dignitaries or arouse the
enthusiasm of distant cousin.

In her detailed study of the sociology of the people of the Wet Hre constituency Pollard
(2006, p. 17} also offers interesting pointers as to the roles of ethnicity in campaigning. Like
most authors she describes ethnic, clan and church based voting, but like Chick she suggests
candidates cannot take the support of-ethnics for granted and thdor voters other

attributes also matterLike Steevegl996), she also hints at the role of allegian¢2606, p.

171).

Similar topics arise in Bi®(2002 description of her campaign efforts in the 2001 election in
East Malaita constituency. She had local support, and the support of her kin group. However,
hSNJ YIFAY 2LIJ2aA0A2Y Gy 2002)p. 50 I@tkeNdevatt etBnic §roup i
clan, a close #haw need not necessarily, technically, be aetinic yet the fact that

competition was between such close relatives does speak to the difficulties of builltipgl a
support base in Solomon Island elections, even amongst those that the candidate is

relationally tied to.

Taken together these are useful insights. Insights which suggest that ethnic voting occurs, but

they paint only a very partial picture of the ph@menon in Solomon Islands.
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Papua New Guinea
Papua New Guinea provides additional useful academic work. Commenting on election results

there numerous authors describe candidates drawing on core support bases that are localised
like those described in Satwn Islands and which suggests community and/or clan support as
an initial building block in the quest for electoral sucogesexampleMay 1982 Hegarty

1983 Saffu 1989Yasi 199pKetan 2007 Standish 200)¢

Fukuyama, offers a description of voter behaviour in PNG which closely resembles Solomon
Islands. And while the tertvantokCls not technically a synonym félang* Fukuyama uses it

as such, meaning the following quote can bedea describing votefdropensity to support
those of the same clan. Something which Fukuyama offers to explain Papua New&uinea

divergence from the predictions of Duvergetaw’?

Like other Westminster systems, PNG had a singdmber constituency,
first-pastthe-post electoral system, which according to Duve@éaw is
supposed to produce a twparty political system. But because of the
primacy of wantok loyalties, broader coalitions fail to emerge, and
candidates are elected with as little as 10 pent of the distric® votes.
(Fukuyama 2007b, p)6

Fukuyama is not alone in suggesting voters in Papua New Guinea vote ethnically in the sense
that they have a propensity to vote for those from their clan or with whom they share similar
relational ties. Clans (somates the word4tibe(ls also used, appearing to describe the same
type of entity) are described as playing at least a partial role in shaping (oieises by a

long list of authors who have studied elections in any detail in Papua New Gioneaample,
Harding 1965Colebatch et al. 197Premdas and Steeves 19%8arry 1987 Burton 1989

Standish 1989Filer 1996 Ketan 1996Yasi 1996Anere 1997Reilly 2001Gibbs et al. 2004

Ketan 2004Reilly 2006Kurer 2007 Standish 2007Allen and Hasnaig010). Although less
commonly described, local churdtased voting similar to that said to occur in Solomon

Islands, also appears to be present in instar{éasexample Warry 1987 Yasi 19960si 2013

" Specifically, as used people @52 Y2y LaftltyR& |yR tbDE GKS 62NR Wol yiz2]c¢
Ty OGA2Y 2F + y2dzy dmSR (2 NBTSNI G2 | O2tfS0GAGS SyiA
OyItAAK OFYR WEESYQ Aad dZASR Ay {2f2 YeAy@ANIE/HYIRAEAQ tAY2A Y 0 ®
Oy3ItAAK F {2t2Y2y L&atlYRSNI 62dA R y2d d&as GKS GSNY Waly

GKS GSNY Wglyi21Q Aa dzaSR (2 NBFSNI G2 Faaz20Al A2y o0& N
more often through shared descegtoups such as clans). So a Solomon Islander or someone from PNG

g2dZ R Y2ad 2F0Sy dzaS GKS GSN)Y (2 OFLtf az2vYSz2yS wye gl yi
2F LIS2LX S wWwYye glyi214Q oYe NBfFOIADPGSEAkYSYOSNAR 2F GKS &l
C2NJ SEF YLX S Ay o Cliewaaiok iy'simply therocal versign ofwipat &

anthropologists call a segmentary lineagedescent group, which was at one pouittually universal in

all human societies. ! Y R 0 Cdz] dz& I Kiktherefore pedectlyJegitimatelfor Sofomon

Islandergo see the wantok positively as a sourcesotial capitaXAt the same time, there are certain

problems that the wantok is completelynable to solve. When a wantok goesagainst a Malaysian

logging conpany,the logging company wins: it is too easybribe a chief into giving away land that

not really his, and the kin group cannmtganise to enforce collective decisionsland use¢
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However, it would be nstaken to suggest that ethnic voting was ubiquitous or that ethnic
loyalties in the form of clan or church affiliations were all that determined vértrgices in
Papua New Guinea. Indeed a closer look into the literature reveals qualifications and

contradictions.

A number of authors suggest that, in many instances, even if clan or similar relational ties
provide candidates with a core of supporters, as in Solomons, owing to the relative smallness
of clan groups, successful candidates need to garner stifieon outside their group too

(Burton 1989 Standish 1989Filer 1996 Standish 200)¢

Writing of the 1992 election in the Imbbongu Open electorate YE&96, p. 27Hsuggests clan
or kin based ties and localised support were important, coupled with church ties, but that the

ability to buy votes, presumably of unrelated voters, also mattered:

Three broad overall implications can be derived from the results of the
elections in the Imbbongu Electorate in 1992. First, clearly the candidate
who won and those who came close to winning had the backing of large
communities and also of organizationschuas a party of a church group.
Second, people did not vote on party basis. They continue to vote primarily
for the candidate with whom thgare associated traditionally. This implies
that Wantokisnfand kinship are still strong in the minds of the

consituents. But the support of secondary associations is required to gain
support beyond the primordial group. Third, the ability toylrotes also

made a difference.

Only this combination of ties appears to have been sufficient to give the victor a wirstimg v
share. Indeed, as raised in the work of Poll@@06) and Billy(2002) discussed above in the
Solomon Islands section, in Papua New Guinea electoral success appears to often require the
establishment of, or utilisédn of, preexisting links between relatively small groups to cobble
together an electoral majority. Burtofi989, for example, describes how allegiances are built
up, beyond core support bases, by drawing on traditional relational ties. Similarly(1Db€y
details how the successful candidate in the 1987 and 1992 elections in the Nuku Open
electorate won, despite being from a small ethnic group, through reputajiaticious use of
material goods to cultivate the support of influential people in communities, and a network
ostensibly tied to him through the Pangu political party, although the allegiances involved
appear to have been more to do with personal loyaltgirttshared party ideology. In a similar
vein, in a series of detailed studies drawing upon polling station level election results, May
(1989 1997. 2006) shows that while minor candidatéis the Angoramelectorate in East Sepik
province tend only to be able to win localised (presumably clan or community based) support,
the secret to electoral success in the constituency has been winning votes from a wide area

and to win support from outsiel the candidat@ clan group.
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Much of the existing work on elections in Papua New Guinea also suggests that although clan
based electoral support is a real phenomenon, the support of candifede=thnics is not
guaranteed. There are many examples ohsland communities failing to unite, standing a
number of candidates usually to the detriment of electoral suc¢EssexampleBurton 1989

Filer 1996 Ketan 1996Haley 199Yas well as evidence, even where groups are largely united,

of some voters at least who are willing to vote outside their ¢fanexample, Warry 198Y.
Ketan(2004) encapsulates the complexity by stating first that (p. 246):

Kingroups are undoubtedly important in elections. Clan and tribal
loyaltyXare of prime importance in directing voters during elections and
remain the principal resourcavailable to skilled manipulators. It is quite
normal for election candidates to claim clande support as well as
significant proportions of other clans and sections from within and outside
their own tribe.

Before adding . 249):

A second factor whicbhomplicates this process is the fact that those from

within a candidat® primary kingroup are, as individuals, primarily free

agents who may choose to support an opposing candidate simply because

of relations which they consider more pragmatic in treeam personal

networks. If they stand to gain more from supporting someone outside

their own kingroup, as opposed to their own candidate, they will vote that

way.
Adding to the complexity, Allen and Hasnéf010, p. 1)1 contend that different regions of
Papua New Guinea experience clan voting to varying extertts clain voting being much
more prevalent in the highlands than it is in coastal PNG. The same distinction is also made by
Saffu(1996 and is interesting, particularly as the argument that clan voting is more prevalent
in the Highlands where clans are larger (and therefore more likely to be a successful building
block in electioneering) fits well with Posn@005 and Chandr&@ (Chandra 200/theories,
discused in the next chapter, of the role played by relative group size in determining the
electoral salience dlifferent ethnic cleavages. However, other evidence suggests the
distinction highlighted here is at best one of differencesl®efree, not category. There are
examples of clafbased voting in lowland parts of the coun{fgr example, Premdas and
Steeves 1978Anere 199Fand examples of support being won across different clan groups

highland electorate¢for example, Burton 1989

At this point it seems safe to conclude that ethnic voting, in the form of clan and sometimes
church based voting, while not the sole determinant of voter chageresent in Papua New
Guinea, albeit to differing degrees in different regions. Yet one final, apparently contradictory,

research finding needs to be discussed. This is the finding of political scientist Y& Saffu
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survey based work on voter behavio@affu has been responsible for some of the most

detailed work on elections in Papua New Guinea and in 1982 and 1987 he conducted a survey
of voters (N=1127 in 1987) from around the country, asking among other questions, why they
decided to vote for the andidate that they voted fo(Saffu 1989 The results of his survey

stand in contrast to the findings listed above, most of which see a significant (although-not all
encompassing) role for ethnicity in determining voter choices. Although it is hard to be certain
owing to the way Saff@ results tables are laid out, it appears that in 1982 only 12 per cent of
respondents ranked what Saffu called candid&gsmordiakattributes (a category that

includes ethnic ties) as a major determinant of their chdfognd in 1987ine per cent did so
Olff FTAIdNBa FNRBY LI 3IS myood ¢KAa fSFRa {I FFd
vote in PNG are definitely wrong, and none more so than those that put forward kinship or
fAY3IdZAAGAO FI OG2NREDE

Saffudfindings are puzzling when one considers that ethnic voting has been identified by so
many other authors writing about elections in Papua New Guinea. However, the explanation
likely lies instead in the issue of social desirability bisgurvey respondergpropensity to

give answers that they believe interviewers believe are ri@unzalezOcantos et al. 2002As
discussed in detil in my methodology chapter this has been identified as a major issue in
surveybased studies of ethnic voting, with respondentpitally significantly understating the

extent to which they vote ethnicalliPosner 2005Lieberman and Singh 20112

This being the case it would seem that a fair summation of the evidence presented thus far in
this chapter is that in both Solomon Islands and Papua New &eiticity in the form of

clan and church plays an important role in the decisions that voters make. Yet there is much
more going on and it would be incorrect to assume that the relationship between ethnicity and
voting is a simple one. While people ofteote for ceethnics, there are clearly instances when
they do not, and while ethnic groups such as clans do in instances functéoiebanks

blocs of support that candidates can count on, this is not inevitable. There are many instances
of clans, fo example, suffering rifts that see them standing several candidates. Also,
throughout much of Solomon Islands and Papua New Guinea, a car@idite alone is not
enough to win them an election, support has to be gathered from other groups, either in the

form of alliances or by winning the loyalties of individual voters.

®This number is very similar to that provided in the 2011 RAMSIf 2 Y2y L&afl yRa t $2L) §

(which I discussed abowe ANU Enterprise 2011, p. 135). Because no sustained analysis of this finding is

2FFSNBR Ay GKS GSEG 2F (GKS tS21L) SQ& {dNBS@ésx | yR ¢

opinion, more meaninigl on careful adjustment, | do not make further reference to them here.

I 26 SOSNE L LINBaSyid GKS NBadz a 2F GKS NBt SOyl t ¢
95



All of which means | arrive at this point in the chapter, and my literature survey, having gained
from existing work some clarity voters vote in search of local or personalised suppornd
some additional insight, which while not providing neat answers is still elucidating: in their
search for localised or personalised benefits voters do often vote ethnically, for candidates

from their clans and sometimes their church groups, yet tiieyot always do this.

Why do People Vote the Way they Do?

The next question | pose to the literaturetghy is this the cas€XVhy do voters vote in search
of local or personal benefit? And why, when they do this, do thegften but not always

vote ethnically?

The literature offers aangeof explanations for the voter behaviour observed in Western
Melanesia. For reasons of analytical clarity | have grouped the explanations into two camps:
cultural expectations and rational choice. | do this becadubkgghlights what | think are clear
differences in the types of explanations offered. And highlighting these differences helps me
explain carefully what explanations offer and where their weaknesses lie. Of course, as is often
the case with taxonomies, yncategorisation here imposes an artificial neatness on realty.
There are a number of authors who offer, sometimes in the same work, both cultural
explanations and rational choice type explanatidfios example, Sillitoe 1988 e Renzio and
Kavanamur 199%Ketan 2004Fukuyama 200Dalsgaard 200%r who contend that both

types of explanation are compatib{®kole 2002 And, as we shall see in my own subsatju
analysis, depending on how culture is incorporated, the two do not have to be mutually

exclusive. But for now, in the interests of clarity | make the distinction.

I should also note here that | do not discuss in this section one other alternativenaxipih of

voter behaviour offered occasionally in some work on Papua New Guinea: that voters vote for
co-ethnics out of a feeling of irrational pridér example, Orlegge 199Ketan 2004 Rather,

for reasons of space and flow the following chapter | incorporate PNG examplés my
extended discussion of this type of voter behaviour as it occurs in the political science

literature more generally.

The Explanation from Culture

It is easy to see why culture appears a likely explanation of the choices of Solomon Island
voters and its Western Melanesian neighbours. Easy, because the social norms and shared
beliefs of Western Melanesiappearprofoundly diferent from those that comprise the
cultures of the Western democracies from which their election results differ so markedly. And

a number of authors can be found offering cultural explanations of Western Melanesian
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