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I n m y o r ig ina l c r i t ique of the G & B study I addressed three issues. 
F i r s t , the pol i t ical context w i t h i n which tha t study was commissioned, 

issued and debated. Second, the fact tha t such a crucial analysis of a h ighly 
divisive issue i n Nor the rn I re land was based almost solely on a technical 
mathematical model tha t was poorly described and tha t contained potentially 
serious misspecifications and errors. T h i r d , the possible reasons w h y the 
debate on G & B has generated more heat than l ight . 

Richard Breen does not appear to accept any par t of my cr i t ique and 
por t rays me as be ing w i l f u l l y ignoran t of the po l i t i ca l , economic and 
sociological issues involved. Where his reply to my cri t ique rests merely on 
counter assertion, I am happy to leave i t to the readers of the Review to make 
up the i r own minds on the issues invo lved . 1 However, there are a few issues 
of context and fact to which I would l ike to respond. 

Firs t , Richard Breen r igh t ly says tha t debates i n Nor the rn I re land "more 
often t h a n not m i r r o r the sectarian and ideological divisions w i t h i n and 
outside Nor the rn Ireland". Despite this , he seems perplexed as to why one 
should feel impelled to place the economic debate contained i n the G & B study 
w i t h i n tha t broader context. This is even more surprising, given the role tha t 

1 I would urge readers to seek out the original G & B report, which is obtainable from the 
Northern Ireland Office ( C C R U ) in Belfast, telephone (01232) 544 520 (no price given). Readers 
desiring to examine the associated articles in the popular media referred to in my critique can 
contact the present writer for copies. 



his colleague and co-author, Graham Gudgin, has played i n mis-representing 
the results of the study i n the popular media. M y crit ique suggested tha t the 
G & B study has become par t of this process of inter-community division i n 
Nor the rn I re land and tha t i t cannot sustain any claim to stand above i t . 

Second, I drew at tent ion to the fact tha t the G & B study did not quote or 
discuss evidence suppor t ing the assertion of a widespread view tha t the 
unemployment ra t io is l i nked to d iscr iminat ion issues. This was a crucial 
issue, since the basic a im of G & B was to demolish such misguided views. I n 
his reply, Richard Breen has produced two references, neither of which was i n 
the G & B bibliography. I rest my case. 

T h i r d , my a t tent ion to the details of the G & B mathematical model was 
deliberate since the analysis and policy conclusions of the study are based 
solely on this model, rather than on a comprehensive application to Nor thern 
I re land of the extensive in te rna t iona l l i te ra ture on discr iminat ion, labour 
marke t segmentation, hysteresis, under-class phenomena, etc. Indeed, the 
G & B bibliography is grossly inadequate i n i ts coverage and moreover con
tains only a l im i t ed number of publications tha t could be regarded as having 
gone through a proper peer review process. Any policy insights contained i n 
the G & B study can only be val id to the extent that their model is an adequate 
representation of the under ly ing social and economic processes involved. I 
contended i n my cri t ique tha t i t failed badly i n th is respect and can only 
invi te readers to judge for themselves. 

F ina l ly , why do I t h i n k tha t i f the Catholic disadvantage had i ts roots i n 
the per iod p r io r to the Fa i r Employment legis la t ion , the parameters 
representing this disadvantage s t i l l need to be modelled? Crucial parameters 
were taken from the work of Anthony Murphy , derived by h i m using data 
from towards the end of the period 1971-91 analysed by G & B . Wha t is the 
evidence tha t these parameters can be taken to characterise the s i tuat ion 
over the fu l l period? Even i f we accept tha t they do, then exogenous measures 
of Catholic disadvantage plugged into the G & B model simply reproduce the 
consequences of this disadvantage i n terms of the differential unemployment 
rate ratio. Any assumption tha t the parameters remained fair ly constant s t i l l 
calls for jus t i f i ca t ion . I f , as I suspect, they varied progressively over the 
period 1971-91, an explanatory theory is needed. 

However, th i s is not s imply a narrow technical argument about model 
parameters. The crucial issue tha t remains after the G & B study concerns the 
roots of Catholic disadvantage in the labour market . I n his media wr i t ings , 
co-author Graham Gudgin has asserted that these problems are par t ia l ly self-
inf l ic ted , a r i s ing from inherent inadequacies of the Catholic communi ty . 
Richard Breen, on the other hand, seems to be saying tha t issues of religious 
af f i l ia t ion are i r re levant , and tha t solving the problem of long-term unem-



ployment is a l l tha t is needed. M y own view is that , given the divisive nature 
of N o r t h e r n I re land society, a successful resolut ion of the unemployment 
problem w i l l require understanding and agreement on the roots of Catholic 
disadvantage. I n my c r i t ique , I conceded the G & B c la im t h a t i l l ega l 
discr iminat ion was not necessarily the explanation simply to clear the way to 
get t ing the authors to face up to the fact tha t they have barely touched upon 
this central issue i n thei r report. 




