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Deeply divided societiesike those oBosnia, Lebanomr Northern Ireland,
would seeminfertile ground forinclusivemass deliberationlt may not even be possible
to get people on opposing sides in the same room, and if they do meet they may not really
deliberate. They may not trust one another. They roaiisten with an open mind.
They may regard the other sideds arguments a
They may have an all too vivid sense of what the other side wants but not see how it
could reasonably want it (Cohen 1997). In Rawlseams, the members of opposing
sides may have trouble viewing each another as reasonable people engegsngriable
disagreements (Rawls 1996:-58). As OO6Leary (20thdsewh@. 10) puts
embrace a politics of deliberative democracy as the pptisn for conflict need
reminding that deliberation takes place in languages, dialects, accents and ethnically
toned voices and that it is not possible to crédesal speech situationsdrl lbere mayto
besurebe fencl ave del i beathasameside, Butenctewen g peopl e
deliberationapart from not spanning the socidatypnly likely to deepen the lines of
division (as Sunsteinds (2009) work on pol ar

The most common prescriptiofar deeply divided societidsavetherdore
centrednstead on politica¢litesand the institutions structuring their interactions.
Electoral systems may also be engineered to incentivize compromise across group lines
(e.g., Horowitz 1991, Reilly2001). n ficonsoci ati ont@lb97democr acyo
Ob6Leary 20 05) shariogpopvermakenprpgnmatic bargaiss and sell them to
their supportersThesestrategiesan be expectei provide a measure of stability atal
reduce violentonflict. Yettheyneither address the underlying aggaisms nor
contribute to public wilformation for the whole societyhe missing ingredients in the
current approaches to democracy in deeply divided societies

But perhaps we have dismissed the possibility of inclusive mass deliberation too
hastily.1 f pol i ti cal | e alahguages, dialetts) aceemtssaad ethcallg Kk 1 n
t oned v onegotawniot hciann appropriately structured
ordinary citizengleliberate alsowithin appropriately structured institutioghsSuely the
possibility of such maskevel institutions is worth considering. If feasible, they might
enhance elité e v e | attempts to reduce conflict and
interest

This article examines a Deliberative Poll (DP) in @magh District Council area
of Northern Ireland, a society only recently emerged from protracted, systemic violence
reflecting and reinforcing the deep divide between Catholics and Protéstargadom
sample were interviewed, then invited to gatherttogieto discuss policy issues, under
conditions facilitating a free and civil exchange of views. (See Fishkin and L.@8kif



for an overview of the general design, its motivations and aspirations, and some typical
features of the resultshhe topic, inthis case, was the future of local sch@oéstopic

heavily impinged by the Catholerotestant divideWe were interested in seeing whether
a representative sample, including both Catholics and Protestants, could deliberate
constructively and how the exjence might change both their policy attitudes and their
opinions of one another.

The guestions we examine include the following: can a representative sample of
ordinary citizens from opposing sides in a deeply divided society be assembled to
deliberatepolicy issues®nce assembled, will they actually engage in meaningful
deliberationWill they emerge better informed about the policies under discus#idh?
their opinions change as a result of their participatidiiP’some of the opinion changes
plawsibly serve the interests of the entire community and not just the interests of one side
or another? Will the conflicting communities acquire greater mutual respect and/or trust
in each other?

Our hopes and expectations, sketched further below, arerthaary citizens are
capable of meaningful deliberation, even in deeply divided societies, under the right
conditions, and that doing so will produce more considered policy attitudes and soften
attitudes toward the other community and toward intenmurity relations.But let us
describe this study in greater detail, then see what the data have to say.

The Issues

The schols in Northern Ireland are of four main typstate controlled schools
(48%), Catholic maintained schools (43%), integrated sshdéb) and schools under
other forms of management (including special needs and Irish medium schoolg) (5%).

There has been no explicit government policy promoting mixed enrollments,
beyond requiring schoolshich receive state funding to deliver theneaeducation
curriculumRat her than consult directlatermvi th paren
used by Lijphart (1977) to describe the idea of different groups or communities
exercisingcontrol over their own internal affaireas simply been taken agji@en. Thus,
as matters standev schools have any significant mix of Catholics and Protestants.
2007, 89.9%0 of all pupilswere nominally designated asi t Rretestariori Cat hol i c, 0
but anly 4.%% of those attendingtatecontrolled schoawere Caholic, and only 1% of
those attendin@atholicmaintained schoslwere Protestarit.

The school curriculm, howeverjs changingPostprimary schoolsre now
required by lawto provide the newientittement r amewor k, 6 t he ai ms of
provide amore joinedup and holistic approadb education, to place greasnphasis on
real workskills, and to providgreater flexibility to enable pupils to access the wider
range ofeducationabpportunities This means providingupils with a wider range of
learning opportunitie?upils between the ages of 14 and 16 must be able to choose from
24 subjects, whereas those between the ages of 16 and 19 must be able to choose from 27



subjectsAt least one third of those subjects must be academiatdedsione third
technical or vocationalChe remaining third is left to the discretion of the scRool.

At the time of the Omagh DP, there was a growing realization, at least in
government and among policy elites, that falling enroliments, combined with the
fientittementf r a me wouldkecessitate some greater coordination or consolidation
in the educational systemotingthatNo r t h e r nschoolsedd reotpegestly
communicate with one another, much less share resources, in any meaningfuhsense, t

governmertic o mmi ssi oned an Al ndependent Strategic
recommended making fAcoll aborative approaches
€ standard practice, while ensuring that the
sclho o | i's preserved w2@i pdiber possi bl eo (DENI

The Reviewargued thaschools should be measured agdinste key standards:

1. Educational Schools should provideccess fopupils to the full range of the
curriculum, to higlguality teacing, and tanodernfacilities;

2. Social. Schools shoulénhane societalwell-being by promoting a culture of
tolerancemutual understandingndinterrelationship through significargurposeful and
regular engagemeand interaction in learning

3. Economic Schools should beosteffective providing goodvalue formoney.

To help decide how to meet these goals, the Review urged both the creation of
planning groupsepresentative dll educational interestecluding those directly
responsible fomanaging schools on a day to day basis, and broader|enaks
consultations, aimed at gauging the preferences of the ordinary people whose children
stood to be directly affected by any reforfimis broader process, the Strategic Review
stipulated, woud needto be free from manipulatioexploitation a n golititking. dhe
design of @liberative Pollingnade it a natural resort.

The Omagh Deliberative Poll

The Omagh DP was held on January 27, 200& chose to focus on a local
community in the hopthat it would help parents see education as a local issue and hence
have a better chance of disentangling it from the Northern Ireland conflict more
generally. We settled on Omagh, a district council area of nearly 48,000 inhabitants in
County Tyrone, foseveral reasorfslt has a mixed population of Catholics and
Protestantdts primary and pstprimary schools represent all the major school types
(state controlled, Catholic maintained, integrated,@hdrmanageylandrange in size
from large to smal(the postprimary schools range in size from 200 to almost 1,000
pupils). Somehave mainly Catholic pupils, some have maifiptestant pupilsand a
few have pupils more evenly split between the two communitieeddition, Omagh
sharedNorthern Ireladd demographic downturmwith a declining birthrate and thus a
dwindling schoolage populationFinally, a shared campus was a real possibility in



Omagh A large and valuable piece of public land, formally used as a British Army
barracks, had recently bmoe available, and there had been some public discussion
about the possibility of using this site for education, in particular for a shared campus
(DofE, 2007)

The design was the usual Deliberative Polling deffgshkin, 1997; Luskin,
Fishkin& Jowel, 2002) A random sample of parents were interviewed, then invited to
gather together to discuss the future of the local schbltse agreeing to attend were
sent balanced briefing documents conveying relevant factual information, outheing
variousoptions for delivering educatipand sketching therguments for and against
each.The discussion took place in randoralssignedsmallgroups(of about ten
participants each) led by trained, neutral moderaidrs.combination of random
assignment and nom sampling meant that the participants found themselves talking to
others of widely varying backgrounds and views (from the other community but also
from other walks of life)The small group sessions alternated with plenary sessions
providing the partipants with the opportunity of questioning panels of competing policy
experts and policy maker#t the end, the participants completed an augmented version
of the same questionnaire as on first contact.

The initial interview sample (T1) consisted58 parents of schd@age children
in theOmagharea interviewed inearly January 2007All were then invited to attend the
deliberations, and 127 eventually participated, of wi@h completed the post
deliberation questionnaire (T2)Thefieldwork (the interviewing and then the
recruitment of the interviewees to attend the event) occupied a shorter than usual period,
which may have had some effect on the participant sample, as we speculate below.

Conducting interviews in a deeply divided societings special challengeg/hat
ordinary people think about a specific policy issueh asducation will tend to be
bound up with or become attached to questions of ethnicity and hence may be seen as
part of the larger struggle for the st@iryzek 2005 p.226 c¢ f . |, 20@/p.I74Dn n
Consequently, peoplaayfind it very hard to disentangle different types of issu&
make some space between th&uring the period in which we were generating our
initial sample, the issue of whether Sinn Féirulgdasign up to the new policing
arrangements for Northern Ireland loomed laMedia coverage was extensiVEor
many nationalists, affirming those arrangements would mean recognising the legitimacy
of a reformed police service, something which had presly been deniedror some, it
mighteven have signalled a further legitimizing of the British state in Northern Ireland.
That decision was to be taken at a special Sinn Féin Ard Fheis (or party convention) on
28 January, 2007, one day after the discussas Omagh?

In order to discover whether to what extenbur (T2T1) results had been
affected (positively or negatively) by this larger issue, we conducted a further set of
telephone interviews (T3) in the weeks following the Omagh discus$ionthis
purpose, we usedshortenedersion of the postieliberation questionnairéd=rom our
initial sample of 586 parents, weirdgerviewed93 parents who completed the post
deliberation questionnairén the same period, wasointerviewed a fresh sangpbf150



parentsas a postestonly control group. These interviews took place about one month
following the event.

The briefing materials wemrafted in consultation with representatives of all the
organi zations r espons.i Wds|namefytberDepartmerdagfi ng Omagh
Education, the Council for Catholic Maintained Schools, the Northern Ireland Council for
Integrated Education, the Western Education and Library Board (the local schools
authority), Comhairle Na Gaelscolaiochta (council f@hiianguage schools), the
Trustees of the Christian Brothers, the Trustees of Loreto Cqrarehthe Community
Relations CouncilThe experpanel was comprised of representatives from the same
management interests

Portions of the proceedings were reded and broadcabyy BBC Northern
Irelandas a way of exposing the broader public to the discussion and inducing public
officials to heed the resultShe eventvas also covered by the local, national, and
international press.

Representativeness

A prdiminary question is the extent to which the participants can reasonably be
taken to represent the population from which they were drawn, the parents ofagpéool
children in the Omagh areédwo main sorts of comparison are possilplg:of the
participarts directly with the population, where census data are available, as they are for
many sociodemographic characternsmtics, and (
pari ci pant so0 ( t h®oktheduestionnaie bt ect attend the
discussios), where census data are unavailable, as they are for some sociodemographic
and all attitudinal variablegiere we summarize these comparisons, relegating further
details and discussion to the Appendix.

Sociodemographically, the participant sampleadtepfrom the population in
several respect3.0o0 many of the participants (75.8%, versus 49i9%e population)
were womenToo few had a fultime job, and too many were unemployed and looking
after the hom&d probably a corollary of the overrepreseitiatof womenOn average,
they were too well educated (with 19.5%, versus 14.4% of the population, at the degree
level or higherand 22.0%, versus 44.2% of the population, having no formal
gualification).

Some of the education difference may be atifal. The population from which
we sampled (parents of schaged children) is in fact better educated than the one to
which the census dat aersomd eag ¢ d Mictothae b o7 4) r ef e
differences, as the Appendix shows, are impewdastof the interview sample, rather
than any bias in the sedubsetting of interviewees into participaritlke biggest and
most general reason, we suspect, lies in the relatively compressed fieldwork, which
limited the number and spacing of callbacks g made it even more difficult than
usual to reach and interview those needing more persistence to reach and interview, a
description that fits the categories less well represénieen those employed outside



the home, and the less well educdfeinothe reason, in the case of gender (and thus
perhaps empl oyment st at us )chilthense arldhoesing n wo me n 6
schools The women who were called may simply have been more interested in being

interviewed about school policy than the mehjali seems likely given that Northern

Irish societyremains traditional in these respects.

These few biases, though regrettable, are not, in our view, grounds for excessive
concern.The education bias is typical, and the gender bias appears to beehelati
inconsequentialAll surveys based on random samples (Breh®®3, and especially all
deliberative foraGoodin& Dryzek 2006, wind up ovefrepresenting the better
educated, and the result, in a deliberative forum, is generally to reduce the amount
policy attitude change (because the policy attitudes of the better educated tend to be
better developed and thus less likely to change mutkh)e case of gender, we have
examined our results for men and women separately, and there were only minor
differences in the way men and women changed on the 33 policy items (see Appendix
Table A3).

In all other sociodemographic respects, moreover, the participants differed only
insignificantly from the population (where the NINIS data are available) orafte n
participants (where the NINIS data are unavailafdlayus the sample was representative
with respect to age, marital status, spoused?o
children in the household.

Still more reassuringly, the sample was highly reprgative with respect to
religious background and national identificati®notestants constituted a slightly larger
share (33.9%), and Catholics a slightly smaller one (62.8%) of the participants than of the
population (29.5% and 68.2%espectively), buthese differences (which came not from
the interview sample but from the interviewe
statistically insignificantNational identification is not asked in the NISIS, but the
participants differ from the neparticipans scarcely at all in that respe&mong the
participants, 28.1%gonsideredhemselves to be nationalidb. %6 consdered
themselves to be unionist, and 56.28d they weré n e i {Theearresponding
percentages for the ngarticipants wer@8.9%, onsidered themselves to be nationalist,
10. 7%, considered themselves to b%® unionist,
Clearly, many unionist and nationalists were effectively declining to answer by saying
Anei t her thedsemnaitivityiofghis gestibn(for general discussions of this
phenomenon, see Boyle and Hadden,1994, p. 33; Taylor, 2001, Bu#t#)e important
point for present purposes is that the distr
was essentially the same for thoseeimiewees who attended the event and those who did
not.

Finally, the participant sample was highly representative attitudinally (at least of
the whole interview sample)he questionnaire contained 23 items gauging attitudes
toward the policy choiceséai ng Nort hern I relandés school s
attitudes toward the Protestant and Catholic communities and their relations with one
another.Here the only comparisons possible, since these precise variables are specific to



our questionnaireare those between the participants and thepaoticipantsOnly 4 of

the 34 attitude items (3 of the 23 policy attitude items and 1 of the 11 community attitude
items) show a statistically significant differente percentage terms, that is roughlyd2

of the policy attitude items, roughly 9% of the community attitude items, and roughly
12% of all the attitude itendsnot too much above the 5% expectable by chance.

Questions andExpectations

The evidence from past DPs suggests that mass deliberatipiently changes
policy attitudes, both at the individual | ev
changeo); induces considerable | earning, oft
and fosters fAbetter c ittudezaadbshaviors,mreatemor e par t i
acceptance of political differences, and the like (se&ibu&ishkin & JJowell 2002;
Luskin, Fishkin& Hahn2007h Luskin& Fishkin 2002).

But these studies were not in deeply divided societies, wheneal trustand
understanding run low, and mass deliberai®often thoughto be impossibler
impraticable Does deliberation in deeply divided societies also produce learning and
change policy attitude€2ven on issues related to the lines of divisiGan deliberation
across deep divisions induce some greater appreciation of the other side and its point of
view? Can it (whatever in this vein it magquire creategreater mutual trust and
understanding?

We expect our data to answer in the affirmatAeleast undethe sort of safe,
fair, and facilitative conditions provided by a DP, we expect to find that ordinary
peopld in thepresentontext Catholics and Protestaéit€anengage in meaningful
deliberation, even in a deeply divided socifiyis much is admittedlg matter of faith
(no pun intended) more than reasoned expectation (although we obviously know the
answer as we write).

But given that much, deliberation should botform and often change
opinion® in a deeply divided society just as much as elsewlhethe real world,
ordinary people are rarely well informadoutpolicy issuesUsually they are ignorant;
sometimes they are misinformd®lt participating in a process that exposes them to a
large quantity of factual information and makes it hardvtmdaconfronting uncongenial
facts should increase their knowledge aondectmany of their misapprehensions, as it
routinely has in previous DPs (see, e.g., Luskin, Fis&kilowel| 2002; Fishkin&

Luskin, 2005 Fishkin 2009. The learning, coupled witthinking, and exposure to other
points of view in face to face discussion should &ksquently produce policy attitude
change, both at the individual level and in the aggregate, just as ielé2fdere (see
Luskin, Fishkin &Hahn 2007k Luskin, Fishkn & Hahn, 2007a).

What is less certain is the nature of any policy attitude change, especially as it
varies between group#/ill participants from opposing sides, Catholics and Protestants,
change in the same direction, and will the gap between thenk ©r widen (will they



converge or diverge)®/ill they wind up on the same side of the issue, and how far apart?
We shall see.

Finally, it is reasonable to hopeagain given meaningful deliberatidrthat the
members of different groups or communitiei @ome toundestand trust, and respect
one another mord.alking with othersn a safe public spa@bout issues that, in
principle, do not have to be reduced to issues of ethnicity, nationalism or religion may
create a sense thhbse on the otherds ae open to reason and trustwortther DPs
have in fact produced effects of this sort (Fishkihuskin, 2005. Luskin& Fishkin,

2007, although deep divides may make them more difficult to obtain.

PostDeliberation Attitudes and Attitude Change

We examine two broad sorts of questions about both policy and community
attitudes:(1) whether and how they changed as a result of deliberation and where they
wound up postleliberation and (2) did Catholics and Protestants change similarly or
differently, converge or diverge, and wind up at similar or different poitsaddress
(1) in two steps, first examining the raw Td'1 change, then examining the T32
change and comparing the participants and control group at T3 in an effort to verify that

(Tables 1 and 2 about here)
the T2i T1 change was actually due to deliberation rather than external political events
unfolding over this period, particularly, as noted above, the policing i¥heaesults of
the first analysis appear in Table 1, thosthefsecond in Table 2.

The Omagh DPOG6s school policy issues fel/]l

Types and Ag&roupings of Schoold he first, and conceivably the easiest for
parents to disentangle from the Cathd#tiotestant divide, concerned the typed age
groupings of school$Specifically, we asked about the policies etaining allthe
existing schootypes in the Omagh aread of leeping the traditional pattern lbéving
mostlyages 1118 schools, withsome ages 116 schoolsAs Tablel showsthe
parti ci pant sebtataswgpommangemebktarted higln absve .7,
significantly diminished, but still ended fairly high, at a bit ove(N&te that all our
attitude items are scored so that 0 represents the strongest oppositionrdntiess
support, and .5 neutrality.)

Collaboration between School3he second cluster, which may have been harder
for parents to disentangle, concerned the ways in which existing schools might actually
collaborateWe asked about the possibilitiesttsahools might share facilities like
technology labs or sixth forms, that they might steacampus while retaining distinct
identities that children might travel to neightiiog schools to be taught subjects
unavailable at their owrand that teachers gfit travel to neighlning schools to teach
subjects unavailable there

Table 1 shows that here, too, support started and remained fairly high (above
roughly .6).The only statistically (or substantively) significant change was a moderate



decrease in sypo r t choalsrshaiing a campus while retaining distinct identities

which fell from .675 to .597 (still on the supportive side of the sc@le)are not sure

why. Our guess, though it is only a guess, is that this particular alternative struck some of
the participants as ineffectiveroponents of integration expressed the view in the

plenary that if one were interested in integration, physically separate schooling on the
same campus would achieve little.

Mixed Religious Schoal3he third cluster aacerned the possibility of mixed
religious schoolsyhere Protestant and Catholic pupils are educated togéfleeaisked
about attitudes toward the following four propostist £hools that need to partner to
deliver the curriculum should be requiredptner with their closest neighbing school,
even if it is not of the same religious composititirat children shouldttend schoal
with a balanced enrollment of Protestants and Cathwadicsus onlywith children of their
own religion that £hools that are not mixed sluld be required to partner withschool
with children of a different religigrand thathe number of formal Integrated schools, in
which all theschool sectordncluding the Churches and the Education and Library
Board, have a riglib play a roleshould be increased.

Table 1 shows that here yet again these proposals all began and ended with a very
high level of support (in the .65 to .75 range)ere was only one significant change.
Support for the first proposalthatschools tht need to partner to deliver the curriculum
should be required to gaer with their closest neighling school, even if it is not of the
same religious compositidnincreased from .655 to .725.

These high and stable levels of support for all thesengniproposals are actually
consistent with the results from other surveys, which have routinely shown majorities
wishing to send their children to mixed schools and wanting to see the number of mixed
schools increasd aylor, 200, p.43;Hadden& Boyle 199, p.33).So why dondét mor
people already send their children to mixed
them?l t may partly be a supply problem: there
( O06 F,I2009 m 277; but see McGarr§ O 6 L e 2009/68). Beyond that, we can
only speculateOn the one hand, parents may hesitate in practice to send their children to
mixed schools for fear of losing standing within their community (see B2064, p.
207). They may also worry about sending thehildren to schools that may be
insufficientymi xed, preponderantly reflecting the o

Catholic versus Protestant Attitudes and Attitude Change

The data suggest that Catholics and Protestants see these policies matg simila
than might have been expected, even before deliber@irtgese 11 item®nly one
shows a praleliberation difference that approaclstatistical significances¢hool
coll aboration for dApupils travelltheimg to near
own o ().Assh@nd in Table 3, Catholics and Protestants generally changed in the
same direction. In every case, where either Protestants or Catholics changed significantly,
the other community also changed in the same direction. For exarmaghe|iCs



decreased

their support for Aschools sharing
identityo (p= t h

.05) and Protestants changed
(Table 3 about here)

significantly in | ower i ng camemlpimthetOmaghr fAr et ai
areao (p=.01) and Catholics changed in the s
significantly for AKeeping thBatdamdges i onal P
12160 and Catholics c¢hangederguestidnhwhersomene di r e«
group or another changed nearly significantly showed the same pattern. In general the

two groups started relatively close and made any significant moves in the same direction.

Knowledge

One way of justifying the claim that thegelicy attitude changes were the fruit of
meaningful deliberation, as opposed to merely being a response to important political
developments in the wider society, is to show that there was substantial learning about
these issues. The Omagh questionnarreainedsevenfactual knowledge questions
relating to education in Northern Ireland generally and in Omagh specifichbge
askedabout the percentage e¢hools having enajority of one religion buat least 10%
of the other in their enrollmeifs-10%y); the percentage change over the past five years in
the number of children entering Omagh sch@al$0% decreasetheminimum number
of subjects 14yearold pupilsmust have the opportunity of choosimgder the new
entitlement framework24); the propaetion of the subjects offered that must dyeplied
under the entitlement framewofk/3); the proportiof grammarschoolpupils going on
to university(roughly 3/4) the relationship between age dodding (greater for older
pupils); and e official employer for voluntary grammar schalacherstt he s chool 6s
Board of Governops

Table 4 shows that the participants learned &otsix of these seven items,
there was a statistically significant knowledge gairsome cases, the change was Right
andday.The percentage correctly identifying the provisioralbfl4-yearold pupils with

(Table 4 about here)

a choice of at least 24 subjeetsone of theequirements of the new entitlement
framework rose from only 21% at T1 to 75% at TBe percentagknowing that schools
receive more funding for older than for younger pupils rose from only 23% at T1 to 79%
at T2. Across the seven items, the knowledge gain ranged from 22.2% to 50.0%,
averaging 27.8% (statistically significant -offe-table).

The pidure is generally similar for both Protestants and Catholics. As shown in
the table in the Appendix, both Protestants and Catholics had large knowledge gains
overall. Catholics increased their knowledge scores on the index of seven questions by 29
points,Protestants by 26 points. In a few cases, one group or the other gained
significantly more. Protestants gained 39 points and Catholics 24 points on the question
about the decreased enrollment in Omagh schools. Catholics gained 38 points and
Protestants 2points for the question about requirements of the new entitlement

1C



curriculum. Overall, Catholics and Protestants ended up with similarly high levels of
knowledge, answering 51% and 49% correct, respectively, at the end of the process.

Community-Related Attitudes

As hoped for and expected, the participants acquired much more positive views of
the other community and of inteommunity relationsOn the first scorewhether most
Catholics and most Protestants were open to reasonom@itide secondyhether most
Catholics and most Protestants were trustworthy.

Table6 shows the Catholic participantsodé bel
and the Protestant partici paThéssdpiniinetba ef s and
start off on the positiveide of the @l scaleThe Catholic participants say they feel a bit

(Table 6 about here)
more favorably about Protestants than the Protestant participants do about Catholics, but
each community views the other as about equally trustworthy and opesom ihe
favorability ratings do not change much in either group, but the Catholic participants
came to see Protestants as trustworthier and more open to reason, while the Protestant
participants also came to see Catholics as trustworthier (bataretopen to reason).

There were also two items about empirical premises related to community
relations shown in Table The first asked whether the educational system can benefit
(Table 7abouthere
both communities equally or can only benefitegne mmuni ty at t Hhhe ot her 0 s
second asked whether better relations between the communities would result from more
mixing or more separation.

Support for the second premise began very higit24t Perhaps because it was
already near a soft dieig, it only inched insignificantly higher following deliberation.
Support for the first premise began somewhat loweB7d,but increased
insignificantly, to .648.

Comparisons to Control Group
About a month after the deliberations, participantse reinterviewedby
telephone with aabbreviated version of the same questionn&omnsidering T1 as the
initial survey and T2 the end of the weekend, we designate T3 the time of these
reinterviews. At T3, a pogest only control group waasointerviewed with the same
abbreviatedjuestionnaire

Only five of the eleven school policy attitudesTiable 2 were asked of the
control group. While three of these five show significant differences with the control
group at T3, the picture is ambiguous atdoow much of this contrast was due to the
deliberations. In two of these cases, there was also substantial change post deliberation:
ASharing a | ab or sixth formd and Achil dren
enrol |l ment 0 ( s wlyproppead slightdyrfronwTi ko d 2in tledhircu
case, the T1 level for participamsa s si gni fi cantly higher than
travelling to nearby schools for subjects un

11



T3 data for the condt we have no way of knowing what the contrast would have been
for the control at T1.

However, the picture is clearer for the bulk of the control group questions, which
focused on beliefs and attitudes about the two communities as well as knowledge. Her
there is clear evidence that the deliberations had an effect, indeed a remarkable one for a
single day of deliberation in such a context of lstanding conflict.

When Catholics were asked whether Protest
an increae from a mean of .54 to .696 (on a 0 to 1 scale with agreement the higher
number). In the month after deliberation this deteriorated only slightly to .689. This T3
belief contrasted markedly with the view of Catholics in the control group at .596
(p=.03).Similarly when Catholics were asked whether Protestargsr e At r ust wort hy
there was an increase from .658 to .723 by the end of the deliberations (p=.065) and a
continuing increase by T3 to .796. This contrasted with the control group at T3 which had
a mean of .692. The contrast between treatment and control group was again significant
(p=.01). In the latter case, the movement toward believing Protestants were open to
reason continued during the month after, so effects in the great world may have
contribued, or arguably, the combined effects of deliberation and the broader
environment produced the contrast with the control.

When Protestants were asked the same questions about Catholics, the movements
were similar. Protestants moved from a mean of .68616 in believing Catholics were
open to reason and this continued to rise so that by T3 it had reached.672. This result
contrasted with the control group at .554 at T3 (p=.04 for the contrast between treatment
and control at T3). When Protestants wesekae d whet her Cat hol i cs wer
their mean response rose from .637 to .763 from T1 to T2. By T3 this had fallen back a
bit to .693 producing a contrast with the control group at .615. This contrast (p=.15) was
not significant given the low for the number of Protestants, but the magnitude of the
difference is suggestive and fits the pattern of the other answers.

Participants were also asked whether or n
can equally benefit bosdveral ,dhmimueasetvases . 0 For p
significant (p=.05). For the smaller number who took the T3 questionnaire the T1 to T2
change was marginally significant (p=.06). The participants increased from .582 at T1 to
.663 at T2 and continued to increase to .717 afh8.contrast at T3 with the control
group (which had a mean of .529) was significant at .00 level.

Participants were also asked whether more mixing or more separation would
produce better community relations. Here the increase in the direction of mxarg m
was not significant on the weekend, but the increase continued in the month afterwards
(moving from .737 to .820 at T3). The control group had a mean of .724 producing a
significant contrast (p=.01). On this question some of the key movement céme in
follow up period, perhaps participants were activated by the deliberations and became
sensitive to the hopeful moves clear from the media environfimehiding the BBC
broadcast mentioned abovén both these questions, Catholics and Protestantgexhan

12



in the same direction with the gap between them narrower after the organized day of
deliberation than it was before.

As noted earlier, there were massive knowledge gains. As shovabia 5, the
overall gain in knowledge for the particiganho angered all three wavesas 29
points from T1 to T2. In the month following there was a decrease of 8 points from the
earlier gain. But this still offered a difference of 18 points when compared to the control
group at T3 (p=.00 for the difference betweertipgants at T3 who had a mean
knowledge level of .43 and the control group which had a mean knowledge level of .25).

In general the control group demonstrated that after only a day of face to face
deliberation there could be significant change in wélknowledge as well as mutual
respect, perceptions of trustworthiness and perceptions of whether or not mutually
beneficial changes were possible. Face to face civil discussion was clearly a novelty
between these two groups, who initially avoided eydai and had to develop the
ongoing capacity to discuss these issues together. These results, in such a long standing
place of conflict, suggest that mass deliberation, carefully organized, can create its own
pre-conditions for more easily enabling fututeliberations at the mass level.

Discussion

Mass deliberation in deeply divided societies has often been dismissed as
impossible or, if possible, undesirabléne assumption is that ordinary people
deliberating across deep divides would either fadldtiberate or deliberate but divide
furtherEven i f they fnNexpress tolerant preferenceé

societies aréclaimedtobes uch t hat they wil/l inevitably
& O06 L e 2009p.68).

The Onagh DPclearlysuggests otherwisdlo doubt some minimum levels of
trust, respect, and understanding are necessary for ordinary people to deliberate at all, and
to some degree the Omagh DP participants might have selected themselves (from the
random interiew sample) on that basiBhey may representefportion of Omagh
society already meeting that threshdla, alternatively, it may be that the threshbld
just to start talking is not actually that high. At any rate, we did succeed in gathering
togetheramore or less representative sample of Omagh, itself something of a microcosm
of Northern Ireland, to discugslucation reform

The discussion, moreover, was a real deliberafibe. participants learnedbout
the issuesTheycame to see the other sidg @ore trustworthy and open to reason even
on a crucial issue like education.

Education poses a reasonably stiff tasta deeply divided societthe shape of
theeducatimal system is important not just for its effects on the sorts of learning that
affect individual and societal advancemdnit asa main vehiclehrough which
traditions are passed from one generation to the byt the issues of the Omagh DP
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were intimately connected to the deep divide, which limited the potential for attitudes
about them to changé.et change they often did.

The findings of the Omagh DP clearly show that parents would support a system
of good sustainable schools, with the option of some schools specializing in some
particular subject; an education system thatmotes meaningful school collaboration
with a preference for sharing facilities such as a technology lab; schools that activity seek
a balanced enrollment of Protestant and Catholic pupils, and in which schools that need
to partner to deliver the curriauh do so with their closest neighboring school, regardless
of its religious composition; a move away from the status quo in terms of the age
groupings of schools; and a reduction in the diversity of school types and a substantial
increase in the percentagkschools that have formal integrated stallese results
suggest the possibility of mdsei detli beciaeti be
reaching decisions in the interest of the whdlds suggest that, although education
matters to iderty, ordinary people can to some extent disentangle education from other
political issues.

These postleliberation opinions provide a useful input to policyma&irane
reflecting far greater knowledge and thought
opinions in ordinary polls, yet far more representative than the completesetatted
participants in conventional public fora.

These results are all the more impressive in light of the modesty of this
intervention.The DP entailed just a few daysd few weeks of heightened learning and
casual discussion in the interval between the initial interview and the deliberatidns
just one day of organized deliberation in heterogeneous discussiondyribigs
context marked byecade®f tension andntergroup hostility,at times scarred by
intense violencdn this light, the changes in policy attitudes related to igteup
relations and in attitudes toward the other group are striking.

DP6s c an ,ipsbfar s paliticg elited are wily to take notice of and act
upon the views and opinions of ordinary peopleey carhelp create a political
environment in which it igasier for politicians frordifferentsides of the divide to
compromise and tarrive at decisions that are good fockety as a whole, without
constantly having to worry about losing out at the polls to-haedrivals adept at
decrying every compromise as a sellout (but see BE9E5, p. 505).

The Omagh DP was only one event, in only one district council aremlpone
topic. Not every similar event may have the same suc&esgghe results do suggest that
the argument that, at the level of the ordinary citizen, deeply divided societies can sustain
no more than enclave deliberation is a counsel not of realisiof llespairAt least
sometimes, on some issues, even in deeply divided societies, mass deliberation,
structured in this fashion, is possible and us&ot seems to increase the prospects for
future deliberation.
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Table 1

School PolicyAttitudes, All Participants, T1 1 T2

T1 T2 T27 T1 p n
A. Changing the School System
Retaining allschooltypescurrently in the Omaghrea| .701 | .605 | -.096 .00 | 116
Keeping the traditional pattern sthools forages 11 734 | 615 -119 00 | 111
18 andages 1116
B. School Collaboration
S_chools sharing facilities liketechnology lab or a 705 | 758 032 33 114
sixth form
_Scho_o_ls sharing a campus while retaining distinct 675 | 597 -078 02 | 113
identities
Puwils _travelng tor_learbyschoolsfor subjects 614 | 623 009 80 | 118
unavailable at their own
Teach_ers traveling to nearbghools to teach subject 658 | 643 - 015 65 | 120
unavailable there
C. Mixed Education/Denominational Collaboration
Requiring patneiing Wlt_h_the closesne_lghborlng 655 | 725 070 03 121
school, regardless oéligious composition
Chlldrenattendlngsch(_)ols vl/bal_ancedellglous 735 | 739 003 90 | 117
enrollment vsonly their own religion
R_equm_ng unmlxed_cshools topartner with a school 650 | 622 028 40 | 117
with children of a different religion
Increasing the number of formal Integrated schoolg .745 | .725 -.020 A48 | 114
Mixed education promotes mutual respect and 706 | 794 -002 93 | 120

understanding
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Table 2
School Policy Attitudes, All Participants and Control Group, T11 T27 T3

T1 | T2 | T3 | 1T3C [T2iT1]| p [T3T2] p [T3-T3C| p | n
A. Changing the School System
EF;reet;\lnlng alischooltypescurrently in the Omagh 667 | 605! 647 i 2062 | 09| o043 | 19 i i 87
Keeping the traditional pattern sthools forages i i i i
11-18 andages 1416* .689 | .628 | .683 .061 | .15 | .055 | .20 83
B. School Collaboration
2§?ﬁ?(')f nfha””g facilities likatechnology labora | 745\ 750 | 701 | 741| 005 | .90 | .041 | 17| .050 |.01]| 86
;‘gr‘]%?i'és‘:har'”g a campus while retaining distinct go, | 575 | 626 | 632 | -112 | .00 | .054 | 12| -006 |.86| 85
Pupils travelng tonearbyschoolsior subjects 624 | 649 | 626 | 535| .025 | .54 | -023 | 53| -001 | .04/ 88
unavailable at their own
Teachers traveling to nearbghools to teach 661 | .673| 676 | 610 .012 | .76 | .002 | 95| .066 |.13| 90
subjects unavailable there
C. Mixed Education/Denominational
Collaboration
Requiring paineiing with the closesteighboing | eeo | 799 | 742| - | 067 | 06| 022 | 48| - - | 89
school, regardless oéligious compositioh
Childrenattendingschools wbalancedeligious | 7,1 | 753 | 810 | 701 | -017 | 57 | 087 | .03| .109 |.01]| 86
enrollmentvs. only their own religion
R_equm_ng unmlxed_cshods to partner with a school 648 | 614! 668 i 034 | 38| o054 | 13 i i 88
with children of a different religion
Increasing the number of formal Integrated schfog .715 | .706 | .744 - -010 | .78 | .038 | .24 - - 84
Mixed education promotes mutual respect and 807 | 805! 828 i c003 | 92| 023 51 i i 87

undestanding

*The contrbgroup questionnaire did not include thegsestionsNG for control group range from 146 to 150.
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Table 3

School Policy Attitudes,Catholic versus Protestant Participants T11 T2

T1 T2 T21 T1

C P P-C p C P P-C | p C p P p | P-C p
A. Changing the School System
Retaining allschooltypescurrently in the Omagh .694 | .703 | .009 | .87 | .658 | .521| -.137 | .02 | -.047| .23 | -.165| .01 | -.118 | .09
area*
Keeping the traditional pattern sthods for ages .733| .728 | -.006 | .93 | .644 | .548 | -.096| .16 | -.084| .06 | -.169| .01 | -.085 | .27
11-18 andages 1116*
B. School Collaboration
Schools sharing facilities liketechnology lab ora | .726 | .705 | -.021 | .72 | .729| .768 | .039 | .43 | .033 | .44 | .034 | .53 | .001 | .99
sixth form
Schools sharing a campus while retaining distinct| .688 | .645 | -.043 | .44 | .631| .614 | -.017| .74 | -.086| .05 | -.051| .35| .035 | .62
identities
Pupils travelng tonearbyschoolsfor subjects b575| .688 | .113 | .09 | .511| .570| .059 | .37 | .060 | .22|-.082| .17 | -.142 | .07
unavailable at their own
Teachers traveling to nearbghools to teach subjec| .631| .710| .079 | .23 | .608 | .616 | .008 | .90 | .017 | .71| -.075]| .13 | -.767 | .20
unavailable there
C. Mixed Education/Denominational
Collaboration
Requiring panering with the closesheighboring 661 | .622| -.039| .51 | .744| .673 | -.071| .24 | .082 | .06 | .066 | .12| -.016 | .81
school, regardless oéligious composition
Childrenattendingschools wbalancedeligious 712 | .750| .038 | .52 | .724 | .745| .021 | .72| .005|.88| .005| .91 | -.000 | 1.0
enrollment vsonly their own religion
Requiring unmixedcahools to partner with a school| .649 | .656 | .007 | .88 | .618 | .619 | .001 | .99 -.016| .69 | -.039| .49 | -.023 | .75
with children of a different religion
Increasing the numbef formal Integrated schools | .755 | .705| -.050| .38 | .717 | .721 | .004 | .95]| -.046| .24 | .029 | .45| .075 | .22
Mixed education promotes mutual respect and 773 | .823| .050 | .28 | .785| .788 | .003 | .97 | .016 | .57 | -.038| .46 | -.054 | .32
understanding
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Note:TierA:nd s r a n @ ® 78 for Gatholibs and from 37 to 40 for Protestahity B:n6 s r a n7@ ® 10ffor €atholics

and from & to 41 for ProtestantsTier C:nb6 s

r a n7g® 79ffor Gatimolics and from&to 41 for Protestants.
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Table 4

Knowledge Gains All Participants, T11T2

Item (identified by right answer) T1 T2 T2-T1 p
5-10% of majorityProestant or

-Catholic schools havat least 10% of other| .24 .35 A1 .03
religion

The number of children entering Omagh

schools has decreased by 10% 19 48 29 00
The new entitlement framework requires th

all 14-yearolds be provided a choice ofat | .21 .75 .54 .00
least 24 subjects

The new entlement framework requires thg

1/3 of all the subjects offered be applied 29 63 34 00
Ab_out 3/4 of grammar school pils attend 29 44 15 00
university after leaving school

Sch_ool funding is currently greater for olde 23 79 56 00
pupils

Theofficial employer for all teachers in

voluntary grammar s| .08 .09 .01 .78
Board of Governors

Knowledge indeX% Correct) 22 .50 .29 .00

Note: n=124.
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KnowledgeGains, All Participants and Control Group, T17 T27 T3

Table 5

Item (identified by right answer)

T1

T2

T3

T3C

T2-T1

P

T3-T2

T3-T3C

5-10% of majorityProestant or
-Catholic stools haveat least 10% of
other religion

24

.36

.30

31

-.13

.02

-.06

.26

-.01

.84

The number of children entering
Omagh schools has decreased by 1

18

.52

.39

.26

-.33

.00

-.13

.02

A3

.04

Thenew entitlement framework
requires that all 14earoldsbe
provided a choice of at least 24
subjects

.23

.76

.61

21

-.54

.00

-.15

.01

40

.00

The new entlement framework
requires thal/3 of all the subjects
offered be applied

.32

.61

.57

19

-.29

.00

-.04

44

.38

.00

About 3/4 of grammar school pupils
attend university after leaving school

.32

45

.53

.38

-.13

.02

.08

21

15

.02

School funding is currently greater fa
older pupils

22

.80

.52

.26

-51

.00

-.28

.00

.26

.00

Theofficial employer for all teachers
in voluntary grammar schools is the
schoo 6s Board of G

.06

.08

.09

A1

-.01

71

.01

e

-.02

.60

Knowledge indeX% Correct)

22

51

43

.25

.29

.00

-.08

.00

.18

.00

Note: n = 93 for participants, 150 for control group.
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Table 6
Beliefsand Attitudes about the Other Community

A. All Participants (Separately by Community), T1i T2

T1 | T2 [ T27iT1| p | n

Catholics toward Protestants

Feeling:favorablyvs. unfavorably .768| .751| -.016 | .56 74
How open to reason? 543 .660| .118 | .00 68
How trustworthy 621 .709| .087 |.00| 70
Protestantstoward Catholics

Feeling:favorably vs.unfavorably .646| .700| .054 | .09 37
How open to reason? 558 .617| .058 |.17| 36
How trustworthy .646| .751| .105 | .02 37

B. All Participants and Control Group (Separately by Community) T17 T27 T3
T1 | T2 | T3 |T3C | T2i Tl | p | T3-T2 | p | T3-T3C | p

Catholics toward
Protestants
Feeling:favorablyvs. 798| .770| .844| .800| -.028 |.37| .074 |.07| .044 |23
unfavorably

How open to reason? .540| .696| .689| .596| .156 |.00| -.007 | .88 .093 |.03

How trustworthy? .658| .723| .796 | .692 .065 |.06| .073 |.06 .104 .01
Protestantstoward

Catholics

Feeling:favorably vs. 622| .663| .763| .756| .041 |.27| .100 |.01| .007 |.90
unfavorably

How open to reason? .580| .616| .672| .554| .036 |.45| .056 |.29 118 .04
How trustworthy .637| .763| .693| .615 126 |.01| -.070 |.12 .078 .15

Note: n = 45 to 54for Catholic participantslO0 to 102 for Catholic control group members, 25 téo2 Protestanparticipants, 34 to
36 for Protestant control group member
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A. All Participants, T1 7 T2

Table 7

Beliefs about Inte-Community Relations

T1 | T2 | T2iT1 | P | N
Changes irtheeducation system can| .575| .648| .073 |.05| 107
equally benefit children from both
communities
More mixing vs. more separation wil| .730| .743| .013 |.62| 120
improve relations
B. All participants and Control Group, T1 7 T271 T3
T1 | T2 | T3 | T3C | T2iT1| p |T2-T3| p | T3-T3C | p
Changes irtheeducation system | .582| .663| .717 | .529 .081 .06 | .054 |.21| .188 |.00
can equally benefit children from
bothcommunities
More mixing vs. more separation | .737| .745| .820 | .724 .008 79| .075 |.03| .096 | .01
will improve relations
Note: n = 78-92for participants]144i 150for control group.
C. Catholic versus Protestant Participants, TT' T2
T1 T2 T2-T1
C P|l|CP |p]| C Pl CP | p| C p P p C-P p
Changes irtheeducation system
can equally benefit children fron) .554| .636| -.082 | .19| .601| .656| -.055 | .40| .082| .10 | .043| .44 .039 | .00
bothcommunities
More mixing vs. more separatio .763| -.067 | .22| .705|.780| -.092 | .10| .007| .86 | .028| .48 | -.021 | .00
will improve relations .696

Note: T1: n = 70-77 for Cathoics, 39-41 for ProtestantsT2: n = 74-78 for Catholcs, 39-40 for Protestants]T2-T1: n= 67-76 for

Cathoics, n = 37-40for Protestants
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Table Al: SociodemographicVariables

Appendix
Representativeness

p (two-tailed)

NINIS | MORI | NP | D NS | A P2 P3 CG NI-P2 | A-D | P2D | P2NP | P2CG | P3CG
Gender (Female) | 49.9 70.6 69.1 | 68.7 | 70.7 | 73.5 | 75.8 | 76.3 | 72.7 .000 | .216 | .137 .150 .557 527
Age (in years) 40.4 40.2 400 | 40.3 | 39.2 | 40.0 | 40.7 | 41.6 | 40.0 .668 | .705 | .600 .397 126 .082
Religion
Catholic 71.1 68.1 69.4 | 725 | 58.6 | 61.4 | 63.7 | 63.4 | 70.0 .090 | .006 | .068 .233 272 291
Protestant 27.9 27.6 26.1 | 23.2 | 36.4 | 345 | 33.1 | 33.3 | 24.7 .223 | .003 | .031 127 126 .145
Marital Status
Single 9.2 10.8 10.8 | 10.2 | 13.1 | 11.7 |105 |75 | 8.0 .639 | 578 | .923 911 479 .894
Married/Living as
Married 77.7 76.7 77.2 | 81.1 | 63.6 | 70.0 | 75.0 | 78.5 | 79.3 491 | .002 | .150 .609 .395 877
Sepaated/Divorced/
Widowed 13.1 12.5 12.0 | 8.7 23.2 1184 | 145 | 14.0 | 12.7 .661 .001 | .069 449 .657 770
Employment
Full-time 76.3 41.7 426 | 449 | 34.3 | 36.8 | 38.7 | 43.0 | 47.3 .000 | .054 | .232 442 .153 .513
Parttime/ On gov't
training program - 17.1 164 | 174 | 13.1 | 16.6 | 194 | 21.5 | 16.7 - .805 | .626 447 .565 347
Seeking work 4.1 2.6 29 |17 |71 |40 |16 |11 |27 .030 | .096 | .926 420 .555 .398
Student 0.2 0.4 00 |03 |00 |05 |08 |00 |0.0 141 | 756 | .450 .335 272 -
Retired/Not
working/Permaant!
y sick or disabled | 6.4 6.9 65 |61 |81 |81 |81 |75 |87 490 | .362 | .448 .551 .859 .755
Looking after
home/Caring for
elderly or disabled
person 8.2 29.8 29.3 | 275 | 354 | 33.2 | 315 |26.9 | 21.3 .000 | .151 | .409 .641 .057 .323
Other 0.2 1.6 20 |20 |20 |09 |00 |00 |33 - 292 | 111 110 .040 .076
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Spouse's
Employment

Full-time

66.4

66.5

67.5

62.1

64.4

66.0

68.5

68.9

.506

.785

925

.650

.952

Parttime/ On
gov't training
program

115

12.0

11.7

13.6

11.3

9.6

8.2

11.8

.897

579

.508

.611

438

Seeking work

3.2

3.2

2.5

6.1

4.4

3.2

2.7

0.8

273

.708

.985

211

.305

Student

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Retired/Not
working/Permane
ntly sick or
disabled

8.8

8.0

8.1

7.6

10.0

11.8

11.0

8.4

.505

.296

.265

A5

.558

Looking after the
home/Caring for
an elderly or

disabled person

9.0

9.2

9.2

9.1

8.8

8.6

9.6

10.1

.878

.843

844

.698

912

Other

1.1

1.1

1.1

1.5

1.3

1.1

0.0

0.0

.856

.998

947

.262

Education

Degree levebr
higher

14.4

19.0

18.8

19.6

16.2

18.0

19.5

21.7

18.7

.158

.642

.985

.863

.860

.563

btec (higher), bec
(higher), tec
(higher), hnc, hnd

9.9

4.6

5.2

4.7

7.1

4.5

2.4

3.3

6.7

.000

924

.283

195

.103

.256

gce 'a’ level
including nvqg
level 3)

6.0

10.8

10.2

114

6.1

9.9

13.0

9.8

15.3

.000

578

.637

377

.587

.218

gcse (w/nvq level
2), gce '0' level,
btec (national),tec
(nat o6l ),

135

30.3

29.9

28.9

33.3

32.4

31.7

33.7

34.0

.000

.380

.567

.705

.690

.962

cse (other than
grade 1)

22.0

5.9

6.1

5.6

8.1

6.3

4.9

4.4

1.3

.000

711

776

.604

.085

.144

no formal
qualification

44.2

21.8

21.7

21.1

24.2

23.0

22.0

19.6

16.7

.000

.590

.835

.966

270

.569

other answers

n/a

7.6

7.9

8.8

51

5.9

6.5

7.6

7.3

.203

432

597

.790

.937
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No. of schoolage
children - 2.0 20 |20 |20 |21 |22 |21 |20 |- 222 | .129 | .145 241 .568
N 568 444 | 345 | 99 223 | 124 | 93 150

NOTE: Entries are percentages, except for the last row, giving sampleMikiS. = the Northern Ireland Neighborhood dnfnation Service Census, confined

to households with dependent chil dr en i nThe amplpymentand edicaisnaata acerionddhhyearfi Hous e hol
olds.MORI = the whole MORI interview samplblP = NonparticipantsD = DeclinersNS = No Shows.A = AcceptersP2 = T2 Participant®23 = T3

ParticipantsCG = Control GroupNote that NP = DC NS, that NPC P2 =A C D = MORI, and that A= NS P2 (where the union operatarcbe read

roughly as addition)
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Table A2: Policy Attitudes

VARIABLE NP D NS | A P A-D P-D P-NP

Having both academic schoolsch 788 | 801 | 742| 763| 781| 09 | 43 | .78
technical/vocational schools

Having a system of specialist schools, ea

X . .633 | .627 | .657 | .649| .627 | .61 .99 .84
developingat least one area of expertise

Having a system of ahbility schools, all

. . . 712 | 716 | .698 | .714| .726 | .92 .76 .66
providing the same wide curriculum

Schools sharing facilities liketachnology

lab or a Sixth Form 734 | 740 | 717 | .721| .723 | .46 .59 71

Schools sharing a o@us whik retaining

distinct identities .649 | .649 | .648 | .662| .675| .62 44 42

Children travelling to neighbving schools
to be taught subjectmavailable at their 591 | 581 | .624 | .620| .618 | .20 .32 .45
own school

Teachers travelling to neighbing schools

to teach subjects unavailable there 628 | .630 | .621 .643| 660 .68 41 87

Own views: Importance for children to
attend school with children of their own
religion

(O=own religion; 1=balanced enrolment)

.678 | .664 | .725|.728| .730 | .02 .05 A1

Pr ot e sdwa: intpatanceviar children
to attend school with children of their own
religion

(O=own religion; 1=balanced enrolment)

468 | 459 | 498 | .465| 440 | .81 .53 .34

Catholicsdé views: [
to attend school with children of their own
religion

(O=own religion; 1=balanced enrolment)

A77 | 480 | 468 | .481| 491 | .95 .70 .64

Own views: Changes in education systen
can equally benefit children from both

communities (O=benefit one community a|
the other's expense; 1=equally benefit bo

581 | 595 | .534 | 561 | .583| .22 75 .92

Protestantsé views/
system can equally benefit children from
both communities (O=benefit one 529 | 540 | 492 | 511 | .526| .25 .63 .92
community at the other's expense;
1=equally benefit both)

Cat hol i cs 6 siniecueaton
system can equally benefit children from
both communities (O=benefit one 543 | 552 | 509 | .515| .518 | .11 .23 .38
community at the other's expense;
1=equally benefit both)

Schools that are not mixed required to
partner with a school withhildren of a .585 | .569 | .639 | .649| .657 | .01 .01 .03
different religion

Schools that need to partner to deliver
curriculum required to partner with closes
neighbouring school, even if hof same
religious composition

.638 | .633 | .652 | .655| .658 | .42 45 .52

If schools of different religious compositio
enter partnerships, children from both

schools should at least sometimes be tau
in the same classroom

A37 | 454 | 384 | .394| 402 | .02 A1 .26
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Retaining all types of sclas currently in
the Omagh area

.708

.708

.705

.702

.700

.80

.78

.79

Establishing jointly managed schools, wit
management shared between the Cathol
Church and the Western Education and
Library Board or Protestant church(es)

.608

.617

577

.622

.659

.85

22

.13

Increasing the number of formal Igrated
schools, in which all the partners, includir]
the Churches and the Education and
Library Boad, have a right to play a role

.643

.643

.645

.698

741

.05

.00

.00

Keeping the traditional pattern of ages 11
18 andsome ages 116 schools

751

.756

T3

732

732

31

.39

.50

Having most schools 116 and converting
one or two schoolsto 1618 Sixth Form
Colleges

.628

.618

.663

.647

.635

.27

.60

.82

Switching to a system of junior high
schools (1114) and senior high schools
(14-18)

496

489

.520

.550

573

.04

.02

.03

Schools combining primary and pest
primary pupils (for example, ages14)

.364

.346

430

430

430

.00

.02

.05

How favourably or unfavourabigo you
feel about Protestants

749

.760

713

732

748

.22

.66

.97

How favourably or unfeourably do you
feel aboutCatholics

761

.766

743

745

746

.33

A5

.56

Own views: Better relations between
Protestants and Catholics will only come
about through more mixing of the two
communities

(O=more separation;1=more mixing)

.705

723

.647

.691

726

.22

.90

49

Protestantsé views/
Protestants and Catholics will only come
about through more mixing of the two
communities

(O=more separation;1=more mixing)

534

541

512

.506

501

A2

15

21

Cat hol i cs 6 vtions betveen |
Protestants and Catholics will only come
about through more mixing of the two
communities

(O=more separation;1=more mixing)

.545

.555

513

.516

.518

.08

A7

.30

Opemess ofmost Protestant® reason

.581

.581

.583

.568

.555

.58

.36

.34

Opemess ofmost Catholics to reason

.608

.607

.614

.596

.582

.59

.30

.28

Trustworthiness of wst Protestants

.635

644

.602

.622

.635

.30

73

.98

Trustworthiness of ngi Catholics

.644

.651

.621

.630

.635

.30

.52

.70

Mixed education promotes mutual respe
and understanding

.788

.785

.796

.795

.793

.66

.76

.83

Improvements in the educational system

necessary for economic growth

761

.766

743

.745

.746

.33

A5

.56
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Appendix Table A3 _
Gender Differences in Attitude Change

gno Qtext male female  diff .of.d pvalue
T2-T1 T2-T1 MiF M-F

1 11a Having both academic schools and technical or vocational schools -0.193 0.02 -0.21 0.01
2 11b Having system of specialist schools, each at least one area of expertise -0.12  0.027 -0.15 0.09
3 11c Having a system of all ability schools, all providing same wide curriculum -0.041 -0.053 0.01 0.86
4 11d Schools sharing facilities like a technology lab or a Sixth Form 0.021 0.036 -0.01 0.83
5 11le Schools sharing a campus while retaining distinct identities -0.054 -0.086 0.03 0.69
6 11f Children travelling to neighboring schools to be taught subjects unavail. at own school 0.028 0.003 0.02 0.78
7 11g Teachers travelling to neighboring schools to teach subjects unavail. there -0.621 -0.585 -0.04 0.60
8 12a Own views Importance children attend school with children own religion 0.096 -0.023 0.12 0.14
9 12b Protestants views Importance children attend school with children own religion 0.071 0.107 -0.04 0.61
10 12c Catholics views Importance for children attend school with children own religion 0 0.059 -0.06 0.41
11 13a Own views Changes equally benet children from both communities 0.068 0.074 -0.01 0.95
12 13b Protestants views Changes equally benet children both communities -0.085 -0.027 -0.06 0.55
13 13c Catholics views Changes equally benet children both communities -0.1  -0.022 -0.08 0.44
14 14a Non-mixed Schools required to partner with school with children of di. religion -0.009 -0.034 0.02 0.76
15 14b Schools that need to partner required to partner 0.08 0.067 0.01 0.84
16 14c If schools enter partnerships, children sometimes be taught in the same classroom 0.362 0.378 -0.02 0.87
17 15a Retaining all types of schools currently in the Omagh area -0.144 -0.081 -0.06 0.40

18 15b Establishing jointly managed schools Catholic Protestant Church Western Ed. Lib. Board -0.1 -0.001 -0.10 0.26
19 15c Increasing formal Integrated schools including the Churches and the Ed. and Lib. Board -0.043 -0.013 -0.03 0.69

20 15d Keeping the traditional pattern 11-18 and 11-16 schools -0.193 -0.094 -0.10 0.25
21 15e Having most schools 11-16 and converting one or two schools into 16-18 Sixth Form Coll. -0.207 -0.073  -0.13 0.12
22 15f  Switching to a system of junior high schools and senior high schools -0.011 0.069 -0.08 0.41
23 15g Schools combining primary and post-primary pupils -0.133 0.008 -0.14 0.13
24 16a How favorably or unfavorably do you feel about Protestants -0.039 0.001 -0.04 0.47
25 16b How favorably or unfavorably do you feel about Catholics -0.028 0.006 -0.03 0.56
26 17a Own views Better relations only come about through mixing 0.114 -0.019 0.13 0.05
27 17b Protestants views Better relations through mixing -0.088 0.008 -0.10 0.20
28 17c Catholics views Better relations through mixing -0.081 -0.047 -0.03 0.64
29 18a Openness of most Protestants to reason 0.104 0.087 0.02 0.77
30 18b Openness of most Catholics to reason 0.126 0.044 0.08 0.15
31 19a Trustworthiness of most Protestants 0.007 0.095 -0.09 0.10
32 19b Trustworthiness of most Catholics 0.037 0.107 -0.07 0.15

33 20a Mixed education promotes mutual respect and understanding 0.026 -0.011 0.04 0.56



34 20b
34 20b

Appendix Table A4: Knowledge Gains: Protestants Versus Catholics

Improvements in the educational system are necessary for economic growth
Improvements in the educational system are necessary for economic growth

0.553 0.499
0.553 0.499

0.05
0.05

0.46

0.46

Cath
I1

Prot™
T1

Diff.
T1

pDiff T1

Cath
12

Prot
T2

Diff.
T2

P Diff

Cath

P Cath

Prot

P Prot

12

T2iT1

T2-T1

T2iT1

T2i T1

5-10% of majority-
Protestant or -Catholic
schools have at least
10% of other religion

0.23

0.22

0.01

0.92

0.33

0.37

-0.04

0.69

0.10

0.10

0.15

0.11

The number of children
entering Omagh schools
has decreased by 10%

0.16

0.22

-0.06

0.48

0.41

0.61

-0.20

0.03

0.24

0.00

0.39

0.00

The new entitlement
framework requires that
all 14-year-olds be
provided a choice of at
least 24 subjects

0.20

0.24

-0.04

0.61

0.80

0.66

0.14

0.12

0.59

0.00

0.41

0.00

The new entitlement
framework requires that
1/3 of all the subjects
offered be applied

0.27

0.34

-0.07

0.40

0.65

0.61

0.04

0.70

0.38

0.00

0.27

0.01

About 3/4 of grammar
school pupils attend
university after leaving
school

0.33

0.20

0.13

0.11

0.48

0.34

0.14

0.14

0.15

0.01

0.15

0.08

School funding is
currently greater for
older pupils

0.22

0.27

-0.05

0.53

0.78

0.78

0.00

0.96

0.57

0.00

0.51

0.00

The official employer for
all teachers in voluntary
grammar schools is the
school's Board of
Governors

0.08

0.10

-0.02

0.70

0.10

0.07

0.03

0.60

0.03

0.48

-0.02

0.66

Knowledge index (%
Correct)

0.21

0.23

-0.02

0.72

0.51

0.49

0.02

0.75

0.29

0.00

0.26

0.00
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! paper prepared for th& &eneral Conference of the European Consortium of Political
Research, Potsdam, September 2009wk to thank Jennifer McGady, Alice Siu and Gaurov
Sood for their excellent and extensive help on this paper.

2 Or, more precisely, between two national groups, British unionists and Irish nationalists. While
most unionists are Protestant, and most nalists Catholic, the conflict is primarily national

rather than religious: it is, in effect, a border dispute about whether Northern Ireland should
remain part of the United Kingdom or become part of a united Ireland. However, since the
debates about edugan generally involve questions of religious ethos and roughly half of the
schools define themselves in religious terms, we follow the popular shorthand labels of
OProtestantd and oO6Catholic. 6.

% Department of Education Northern Ireland. Available at:Hetvw.deni.gov.uk/index/85
schools/1&ypes_of schoehischools_pg.htmAccessedMarch 2009.

* Northern Ireland Schools Census, 200p://www.deni.gov.ukAccessedarch 2009.

> Department of Northern Ireland. http://www.deni.gov.uk/indexi2@+arrargements/2pa

ka-cef pg.htmAccessedMarch 2009.

®The district council area includes the town of Omagh and its surrounding hinterland. The most
recent census was taken in 2001. See
http://www.ninis.nisra.gov.uk/mapxtreme/report.asp?DESC=FromGeneral&@Level=DC&
ID=YY&Name=0magh#Demographyccessedarch 2009.

" Addresses were randomly sampled from a postal address file; within each household; the next
birthday method (an approximation to random selection) determined the parent to be
interviewed.

8 Our approach was sensitive to the parental right of choice as recognized, among other places, in
international law. See, for example, European Convention on Human Rights P18&)ol to

the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and FundameratemsProtocol 1,

Article 2; UN Convention on the Rights of the Rights of the Child (1989), Article 29.

For a us ef u lhttpiVrewstbleclco.ul/&/hi/northere_eeland/2952997.#uotessed

31 March 2009.

191n principle, the policingissuetla al r eady been settled under th
Agreement (effectively, a reform treaty amending the terms of the 1998 Belfast Agreement)
which was signed on 13 October 2006. In signing up to that agreement, Sinn Féin agreed in
principle to recgnize the PSNI, just as the Democratic Unionist Party (the largest of the two
main unionist political parties) agreed in principle to share power with Sinn Féin. Arguably,
everything that followed was all about their selling these new arrangements tespertive
supporters, culminating in the affirmative Sinn Féin vote on 28 January 2007 and hence the
eventual restoration of devolved power to the local Assembly at Stormont on 8 May 2007.
1Some differences between the MORI and NINIS response categmi@sa precision

comparison difficult but that much seems clear.

Ane chose not to impose quotas, which would have yielded roughly the right proportions of
women and any other group for which we established a quota but would have departed from
randomnesand likely been unrepresentative in countless other ways.

*The remaining 2.5% of the participants ax@b of the non-paricipants gave some other
response or declined to answer.
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14 Number of Catholics = 79, Number of Protestants = 41, 4 dropped 3sthdi dno6t r epor t
religious status
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