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Introduction

We welcome …


A policy document owned and endorsed by the Executive and the OFMDFM

The stated commitment to COHESION, SHARING and INTEGRATION

The stated vision of a new era in which ‘… we will build a shared and better future for us all. We want to build a society where everyone shares in and enjoys the benefits of a more peaceful society… We want the Programme for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration to bring about real changes for people and places across our society. We aim to build a strong community where everyone, regardless of race, colour, religious or political opinion, age, gender, disability or sexual orientation can live, work and socialise in a context of fairness, equality, rights, responsibilities and respect.’ (From the Foreword, p. 1)

Yet, whilst welcoming these aspects of the document, we are very concerned that unless much further work is done the document will be a missed opportunity to take these issues forward.

The policy document does not go far enough to ensure that its aspirations will translate into practical policies. There is a view of the document which is that ‘It is a very good document indeed if the plan is for nothing to happen’. To address this concern there is a need to move beyond rhetoric to reality. This means setting out:

· specific policies to address the issues identified; 

· the measures by which progress can be assessed;

· and the means by which those responsible for them will be held democratically accountable. 

At present the document leaves these vague and unclear, this is especially true in the ‘themes for action’ outlined on pp. 8-9. It is not enough, for example, that there be ‘zero tolerance’ for hate-crimes; there needs to be an effective programme of prevention to address the root causes of hate-crimes, and a robust range of responses to address instances of hate-crimes.

The stated commitment to COHESION, SHARING and INTEGRATION leaves these terms undefined and with insufficient substance. At their best these three terms should be pillars of a peaceful, inclusive and reconciled society, but at their weakest they will not be enough to address the roots of the problems we face, which remain rooted in sectarian and other social divisions.

‘Cohesion’ is insufficient if it means ‘sticking together’ but leaves the basic divisions of society intact, and ignores, or even reinforces, the need to build cross-community bridges to bring us all together.  Thinking of a possible spectrum of how cohesion might be expressed in society, we need something more expansive than sticking together in a sort of stalemate that glosses over difference.  In its fullest sense, cohesion might mean working in partnership together: for which we will need recognition of what makes this difficult, a shared vision and a sense of mutuality.  Cohesion could mean a collaboration where we energise each other and appreciate the diversity of contributions to that whole. 

‘Sharing’ is insufficient if it means ‘sharing out’ rather than ‘sharing together’.   If sharing is in a context of mutual misunderstandings, misconceptions and pain, it is hard for it to go beyond grudging deal making.  For sharing to be meaningful it requires courage: a willingness to recognise the experiences of others, the personal stories, and to explore the past honestly together.  And from that base of understanding and recognition, to share our hopes and aspirations for the future and find new ways to value being together. 

‘Integration’ is insufficient if it limited to law and order issues and does not extend to a positive plan for how society can be ‘made whole’.   Integration could be experienced by some as a limiting force; requiring absorption, loss of identity, uniformity, denial of difference, majority rule and power struggles.  If we hope for an experience of integration that allows for celebration and sharing of diversity and difference, then we must work hard on getting a full and positive plan.  

On the theme of integration, we might consider this excerpt from a speech by Martin Luther King Jnr., at a church conference in Nashville on 27th December, 1962:

“When the desegregation process is one hundred per cent complete, the human relations dilemma of our nation will still be monumental unless we launch now the parallel thrust of the integration process.

In the context of what our national community needs, desegregation alone is empty and shallow.  We must always be aware that our ultimate goal is integration, and that desegregation is only a first step on the road to the good society.  Integration is creative, and is therefore more profound and far-reaching than desegregation.  Integration is the positive acceptance of desegregation and the welcome participation of (all) in the total range of human activities.

Integration is genuine, interpersonal, inter-group ‘doing’.

Integration is the ultimate goal of our national community.  We do not have to look very far to see the pernicious effects of a desegregated society that is not integrated.  It leads to physical proximity without spiritual affinity.  It gives us a society where elbows are together and hearts are apart.

It gives us spatial togetherness and spiritual apartness.”

Unless the substance and scope of ‘Cohesion, Sharing and Integration’ are interrogated and given fuller definition they will not be sufficient to deliver what we would see as ‘a shared and better future for us all’. Above all, ‘Cohesion, Sharing and Integration’ need to be understood in relation to a richer vision of reconciliation.
 It is a particular concern that the language and nuances of reconciliation are not found anywhere in the document.  Our experience at Corrymeela over forty-five years, is that reconciliation has to be part of any serious attempt to address the divisions in our society. If the vision of a new era offered by the document is to take the challenges that it sets itself seriously or have any real chance of success, it will need to develop a vision and a programme for reconciliation.  Our understanding of reconciliation is described within our covering letter.

Key points we wish to emphasise:

· It is important that the First and Deputy First Minister, along with the Executive, politically lead this society into becoming a more open shared one.

· It is also important that the contribution of the public sector, private sector, trade unions, faith and wider civil society sectors harness their energies to promote a more open, shared and inclusive society.

In our opinion, the following introduction statements: 

“We want to build a society where everyone shares in and enjoys the benefits of a more peaceful society” and “ We aim to build a strong community where everyone, regardless of race, colour, religious or political opinion, age, gender, disability or sexual orientation can live, work and socialise in a context of fairness, equality, rights, responsibilities and respect” 

appear to draw on an understanding of creating a citizen society, not primarily a ‘community identity’ based one.  We believe that underlying premises of this nature merit further open exploration and debate to create a shared understanding of the implications and clarity regarding any presuppositions.  

The document then states “But some of our people still live in communities where we accept division and segregation as normal.”
It is our view that this judgement could risk an abrogation of political responsibility and the perpetuation of a view that some people and communities are problems. It is our view that such a ‘problem lens’ is not a good starting point for our leading politicians and for the office ofOFMDFM. 

Some would observe that we are currently in a political system that is still deeply ‘identity based’ and it is everyone’s responsibility to move beyond this state into a citizen-based state.  Building a society where people who have less freedom of access and mobility can gain greater opportunity is a responsibility of everyone and of every public institution in society, not just those in need.   So there may be issues of responsibility to be explored carefully here.

To do so we need a mental model promoted in political, public and civil society that people are not problems but potential gifts and assets to society. It is only when we build a societal culture that values each citizen that we can move beyond a ‘blame culture’, taking collective responsibility. It is every one’s responsibility to tackle distrust, inter-communal fear and lack of mobility. It should be a societal vision and a civic and elected government priority. 

The wish to address “the issues for disaffected young people and address the needs of minority ethnic communities” are important priorities. They will be best addressed within a wide, comprehensive approach that values all young people and the differences of experience they bring to wider society. It will have greater impact if we prioritise the building and sustaining of a citizen based society where diverse citizens are assured of their place and their rights and where, collectively, the significance of citizenship is enriched by the cultural diversity people also offer to the wider society.

For others, there are still questions regarding the form of society we hope to move toward and the nature of the citizen concept or identity that would be appropriate.  This is a fundamental point which impacts upon the entire orientation of the plan that follows. 

Goals
1. Do you agree/disagree with the key goals of the programme?

1.1 We perceive an apparent omission in this section, namely the need to create an interdependent and cohesive society. The law elements on Equality and Good Relations (Section 75 (1) and (2)) are interdependent but this document seems ambivalent about this reality.

1.2 In civil society there is an understanding that the platform and base line of all activity has to be equality compliant – these are, at least, the structural and legal baseline requirements.

1.3 In civil society the good relations drive is the relational work and institutional cultures that need built around respect, openness and trust between people from the diverse backgrounds. Without this priority fear, distrust, threat, violence and killing are fuelled. There should be no public or political ambivalence around this stance.

1.4 The recent work by Gaffikin and Morrissey appeal to policy makers in other jurisdictions outside Northern Ireland not to separate and de-couple the work of trust building (cohesion) and the work of addressing poverty (inclusion).  The evidence for this draws on the NI experience.

1.5 There is enough evidence about the term cohesion to raise concerns about whether this is a term to promote a more open, diverse society ‘at ease with different others’ or whether it is used to reinforce narrow essentialist, locality or belief based identity communities. (see Gaffikin and Morrissey; Pavlich)

1.6 It is not evident that statements used in the CSI document carry the 2005 Shared Future vision. It is not obvious that this document commits political parties, public, private and civic organisations to move forward into a time where citizenship is primary and where identity is more permeable, changing and even multiple.

1.7 We also have some concerns regarding the wording of the role of the Ministerial Panel to “review and monitor”. This statement appears weak in that: 

· The terms ‘review and monitor’ have historically been shown to have limited impact when applied to oversight groups; 
· The terms challenge, audit and ‘hold to account’ would be stronger but are not evident; 
· Such terms have more clout and need incorporated in any OFMDFM Review; 
· Departmental and cross departmental priorities and targets do not appear; (see the detailed and valuable Good Relations Targets established under A Shared Future, 2005); 
· The culture of Departments and each Permanent Secretary being the Accounting Officer works against OFMDFM having clout over these individual departmental structures. (See the experience of the 1998-onwards initiatives by Heads of Service)
Themes for Action

2. What are your views on the themes for action currently identified?

Short Term 
2.1 In the manner in which community renewal is listed last, we have read this as perhaps referring to local and neighbourhood communities of a problem nature. If so, then, we return to our earlier point that a wider political, public, private and civic vision for the whole society needs generated, involving all people. The future is not secured by only sorting out some so called ‘problem spaces’.

2.2 There is no mention on any time frame priorities here about addressing the legacy of the conflict and the healing of the victims.

Medium Term 
2.3 Regarding the relationship between young people and the community, Youth and Policy (Sage Publications, November 2010) addresses the needs of young people in Northern Ireland and the policy challenges in terms of gender, unequal treatment, sexuality, relationships with the criminal justice system and the challenges of young male violence. Such research needs reflected in policy making.

2.4 The need for learning and development opportunities so that young people and young adults are supported in playing a positive and hope filled life, post conflict need highlighted.

Long Term 
2.5 Some of these themes are premised on social issues establishing social distrust and division. Whilst social inequality is one driver, the identity politics of this historically contested region, the associated separatist political ideologies, religious beliefs and cultural distances of identity groups from one another, are also major contributors.

2.6 This section would appear to omit recognition of these identity themes.

Good Relations and the Racial Equality Strategy
3. Do you agree/disagree the programme will complement the delivery of the Racial Equality Strategy? Comments- How could the relationship between the Programme for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration and the Racial Equality Strategy be strengthened?

3.1 The aim of “welcoming and living in harmony with our neighbours from minority ethnic backgrounds; and tackling the conditions that perpetuate the need for urban interfaces and rural segregation” must be linked to a wider set of society wide actions. 

3.2 In addition, we note the following proposed commitment: “We will provide and expand shared spaces and services and we will not tolerate any form of hate crime or intimidation.” This statement is important yet falls within a wider policy need to promote an interdependent vision of all citizens together, long time resident and more recently resident. Such a society needs to be underpinned with values that allow all political aspirations, public service delivery and civil society actions to be measured against them. The values of equity, diversity and interdependence were such values, they were part of the Shared Future (paragraph 1, 2005) and they had emerged from substantive research over all sectors (1995-1997). They pre dated the Parekh Report principles of Equality, Diversity and Cohesion in GB.
3.3 The need to promote actions that addressed inequality through Section 75 (1), linked to the promotion of ease with difference, in the good relations legislation Section 75 (2) have been variously linked with the research on promoting strong and sustainable regional economies and the drive for economic prosperity (Gaffikin & Morrissey, 2010).                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

3.4 We note the information that “The Ministerial Panel will work directly with a reinvigorated Racial Equality Forum and other stakeholder groups, to address the key goals of this programme.” This is an important strand of practice. We feel that this detail should be matched with a similarly weighted focus on the need to address fear and violence of a sectarian and ethnic essentialist manner as part of Central Government responsibilities. This society has been through horrific violence, done on all sides to one another. This needs to be acknowledged and addressed so that it is not repeated again in the future.
3.5 Racial Equality Forum: There is undoubted benefit in having such a Forum audit progress or lack of it in dealing with these challenges. Some thought should be given to them being able to challenge, audit and bring Departments to account.
People and Places

4. Do you agree/disagree with the proposed aims for people and places? Comments – is there anything that has not been included/should be omitted?

4.1 This section is more comprehensive and forward looking. We believe it would be further strengthened by an acknowledgement of the legacy of where we have come from in terms of historical inequities; more recent inequalities needing to be addressed; and the legacy of violence, injury and death from a civil conflict.
4.2 The references to changing places is a forward looking aspect and needs to be linked to a wider shared civic vision for the whole society.

4.3 The section on shared workplaces is important. It would be valuable now if there was a renewed focus on smaller employers as well (those under 11 employees).

4.4 We have concerns regarding the section on education: in reality, integrated schools only cater for 7% of the population and will not grow far beyond this because of the current dominance of the CCMS and Controlled Sectors. Powers ‘to promote’ integrated education appear weak in this context.

4.5 Schools are an important element in inter- generational learning.

4.6 Schools have the potential for reconstruction and for reproduction. It is our view that the reproductive task of schools has been given dominance within the historically competing traditions to the loss of the reconstructive task for a new, shared and integrated society.

4.7 The stance on poverty and disadvantage would benefit from a link to the more recent work of economists that connect ‘ease with difference, tackling inequality and promoting sustainable regional economies’. For many people in poor and disadvantaged communities, especially those within the areas of highest historical conflict, fear and an uncertainty about being able to trust different others has been an additional reality. Such inter communal fears have been fed and reinforced by people from more affluent areas withdrawing from opportunities to meet and develop new relationships.
4.8 Trust building, addressing inequality and promoting a more successful regional economy must be inter-linked priorities.

4.9 We would see a value in referring to the content of the De Loitte Report on the Cost of the Conflict. Despite being challenged in some of the details, the wider economic analyst community acknowledges that the overall figures of the cost of duplication were still considerable and in the region of the £1.5 bn identified by that report.
4.10 Health may be one site to examine whether, in a more stable society post-conflict, there can be no duplication of services. Health also can be a wonderful platform on which to mobilise diverse people from diverse backgrounds in campaigns and actions that dissolve barriers and promote a more health conscious society. 

4.11 Community has to have opportunities for diverse people to come together as well as space to be apart. As such Sport and Culture and the Arts can be massive contributors to this dynamic. Sport has both historical and traditional identity bases for clubs as well as offering newer and more cross cutting opportunities; and the same can be said for Culture and the Arts.
4.12 Whilst the priorities for access and opportunity within Further Education are important and to be welcomed, the potential for large colleges to become places of deep and reflective experiences with different others should also be promoted.
4.13 Too often the language of community, whilst laudable, may be a mask that covers up a strong locality or belief community being the group that is served. There are limits to the potential of identity community groups being spaces where people can find their own, and a different, voice; sometimes such groups are restrictions in promoting a citizen based experience and reinforcers of identities that become reified and unquestioned.
4.14 The use of the word community may be a preference for political identities that are populist and communal. The strength of this society to withstand further violence will depend on strong and open political leadership as well as a robust and variously defined civic sector plus a public sector that is fastidious about delivering services and provision to citizens.
4.15 The section on housing and mixing is important and to be welcomed.

KEY AIMS 
4.16 It is important that good relations challenges are being placed with local councils. Ever since the early development of good relations models by diverse councils the engagement of elected councillors and public service officers has been an additional building block.

4.17 However to leave the animation of civil society to the political and public body of the council locally is to run in the face of considerable experience. Civil society locally needs its own support and challenge structure and some unconditional support might be needed if, within local council areas, we are to promote a more robust civil society sector that enlightened local and regionally elected political figures will benefit from, however robust the challenges and advise they are given by this sector.

4.18 There is a need regionally, as well as locally, for political and public agencies to have a developmental and critical friend capable of innovation, reflection, affirmation of existing practise as well as criticism of it.

4.19 Locally there needs to be a civic forum type structure and regionally there needs to be an independent developmental and critical reflector such as NICRC. The fact that this organisation enjoys the trust of the victims sector is not to be underestimated either.

Empowering the Next Generation

5. Do you agree/disagree with the proposed aims for empowering the next generation? Comments – is there anything that has not been included/should be omitted?

5.1 We welcome the first paragraph with its open view of young people, not seeing them as problems. (CSI Para 4.1)

5.2 Regarding their ‘flawed judgements’: This statement places the choices made by young people as not being in any way linked to the culture of violence and an ambivalence about the law that marked earlier times. It also fails to acknowledge that current adults of all political and religious and cultural backgrounds have failed to model openness to others, a willingness to engage with contentious issues in a non violent manner and that many youth policy priorities simply were left out in the midst of the conflict. (CSI 4.2)
5.3 The reality of reacting to threats and disturbances and the need for diversion has characterised so much of the resources used for work with young people. The employment of youth workers in sensitive areas throughout urban and rural areas mirrors this pattern. This society has not, and does not, give a sufficient and sustained central spending commitment to raise the levels of informal educational development for all young people, preferring to respond to civil disturbances and outbursts. (CSI Paras 4.3 & 4.4)

The DE Community Relations budget, recently cut from, we believe, £3.6m to £1.1m, is all that we give to this area. We do not believe this to be sufficient for a CSI policy. 

5.4 For clarity, we would prefer to see the use of the terms youth workers or youth and community workers rather than youth leaders, a 1960’s term.

5.5 It is up to Government to promote ‘Inclusive youth work practices’ centrally, funding them and supporting their growth over at least the lifetime of one Assembly.

5.6 We note the emphasis to be placed upon engaging young people and the community in long term strategies addressing prejudice, rights/responsibilities and mutual respect. In 1987 the then Youth Council for NI proposed to the Department of Education a joined up policy approach tackling both community disadvantage and community distrust. This was never actioned. (CSI para 4.5 -4.6)

5.7 The background to this YCNI proposal above, at the height of conflict, was about the need to break away from the crisis management approaches that have typified youth policy since 1968 at least.

5.8 It would be valuable if the current administration, under the CSI umbrella, addressed the need to develop and sustain positive youth work interventions in areas of need and embraced a vigorous approach to joined up approaches to young people. We desperately need a shared and greater societal vision that our young people are gifts and assets to the new society this CSI policy points to. We also need to harnesses opportunities across education, social welfare, justice, health, enterprise, sport, arts and culture, environment and social development and not leave youth work provision to the DE alone. (CSI para 4.8)

5.9 It would be important to elucidate the extent to which the Department of Justice will work with other developmental agencies in promoting forward looking initiatives and thinking regarding young people.

5.10 Beyond the references to formal education we would like to see reference to informal youth work provision and residential education as aides in this agenda. It would also be good to address the professional competence standards of teachers and the related professions of youth work, social care and social work in addressing this agenda.
5.11 We would like to see a challenge put out to FE and HE Institutes as well as those running training programmes for industry and other business development programmes where ‘ease with difference’ is an essential building block.

5.12 If there was a wider take on the commitment to promote the wider use of school premises, the resources of formal school buildings, informal youth centres and facilities, community and sporting facilities as well as Colleges of Further Education and Industrial and Community Based apprentice training should be co-ordinated both for maximising their use; generating collaborative programmes; and maximising connections to develop innovative, challenging and rewarding learning opportunities. (see  CSI para 4.10)

5.13 The empowerment of the next generation, as named in this document, with some across department approaches would be a major breakthrough. The research on developmental practices promoted through Community Relations work between schools (IFI Funded), Citizenship Education (CCEA funded), Reconciliation perspectives and practices (EU funded) all have a contribution which could be used here. (CSI para 4.11)

5.14 Looking not only at young people but the systems and structures that we gather them into would be very beneficial when addressing issues such as ‘NEETS’. The recent UU initiative on Restorative Practices and its application to children’s units, schools, family group conferences, faith communities, community restorative programmes, young offender conferencing all model the potential of new ways forward being possible. However these can only be promoted systemically and structurally, they are not amenable to problem children approaches being given pre eminence. The DOJNI contribution to this is important. (CSI para 4.12)

5.15 Within more settled regions the need for cohesion and inclusion policies to be linked has been highlighted.

KEY AIMS 
5.16 The Corrymeela Community undertakes practical programmes in the areas named. These are capable of becoming demonstration programmes. (see CSI para 4.13)

Empowering the Next Generation Priorities:

5.17 It would be good if the promised for actions to be taken by the Department of Education (CSI doc 4.7) were elaborated on through more than just curriculum initiatives (see paras 5.6-5.8). This needs systemic commitment, Continuing Professional Development, Initial Teacher Training , Management Training and School Governance inputs. 

5.18 This section does not give sufficient content to hold a vision for all our young people, within which those from specific groups in need can be also supported as part of a general policy drive. (CSI Para 4.13)

5.19 Executive wise, CSI would be better served if there was an across Department approach to young people. All Government Departments should be collaboratively over-viewing their potential in developing young people. A variety of approaches, holding the value and potential of young people in this society centrally, needs promoted and sustained. (CSI Para 4.13)

5.20 Within this approach, departmental priorities and programme priorities are needed that address the needs of young people who are not included, who need support, who need stood with, who are poor and underachieving.  These need developed with active community and civic partnerships. (CSI Para 4.13)

5.21 The development of community volunteering and internships across as wide a range of community themes and opportunities as possible should be harnessed so that the compassionate, empathic side of young people is nurtured.

5.22 There should be ‘across professional’ elements of initial and  continuing professional development for teachers, youth and community workers, community development workers, social care workers, police officers and social workers etc promoted in support of building a social capital approach to young people, holding on to and promoting them as assets and gifts to this and other societies.

5.23 Such basic and post-professional development should equip facilitators to promote ease with difference and assist young people to acknowledge the society here and what happened in terms of the conflict. They should also be better equipped to assist young people seize opportunities for their own future development.

Respecting Cultures

6. Do you agree/disagree with the proposed aims for respecting cultures? Comments – is there anything that has not been included/should be omitted?

6.1 A major gift of a political agreement is the possibility to secure a citizen based society, where each person’s right to live here equally under an agreed legal system and have their rights respected is secured.

6.2 Within such a citizen structure then cultural traditions become important but secondary points of identity-second at best to citizenship. Within such a structure common sense becomes gathered around the value of treating one another respectfully, as we too wish to be treated by others.

6.3 Cultures then become potential enrichments of the society because they are not used in an inter-communal or political fight. This must be the end to which we are moving. The document would benefit us if it then spoke in some detail about the ways and means Government is going to promote this end. Sectarianism, ethnic essentialism (my side is right above all else) that is often associated with exclusive political standpoints as well as racist actions all need challenged because they deny each person being an equal citizen..

6.4 We would suggest that the aims listed are in fact ‘effectiveness areas’ that describe many worthy features.  This section needs strategic intentions identified with which priority choices will be made. 

6.5 The remaining elements of the Cultural section are valuable community initiatives.

6.6 This would be stronger if the Executive gave political leadership in promoting a wider political debate and civic leadership on these issues and offered distinct and unified direction to this strand.

6.7 Tourism is important but needs a lessening of fear to grow it. Tourism that also provides learning and reflection opportunities around the peace process and reconciliation is a strand that can also grow.

A Secure Community

7. Do you agree/disagree with the proposed aims for a secure community? Comments – is there anything that has not been included/should be omitted?

7.1 Sections in the CSI document numbered 6.1-6.21 are important actions: The securing of safe public spaces is a central theme and is to be commended.

KEY AIMS 
7.2 Underpinning this section is a status quo position about community and communities. Central Government has a task, if it is able and willing, to challenge practices that may have had validity in the past but may not have the same validity in current times. Accepting the current definitions of community is one such challenge.

7.3 Self determined communities, many understandably forged out of fear and the need for protection, have meant that historic communities where diverse working class people lived side by side have been eroded and yet it was a reality from 1830 until 1960 that, although there were sporadic outbursts of communal violence, these spaces returned, like elastic to a new balance. This stopped from the late 60’s until today.

7.4 Public services often fell into service delivery approaches with these new definitions of community. Whilst understandable, should this now be the preferred and unquestioned option? The tone of this set of proposals, whilst important, ignores the responsibility of political and public service leadership.

7.5 We are emerging from a time where communities of identity played an important role but they were identity based, safety focussed and often associated with preserving beliefs. In a more open society identity and beliefs are to be used as secondary points to enrich the identity of citizens of a shared society.

7.6 As such then communities that have raw and violent and harsh boundaries have no part in a shared future; the communities we should be working towards are more open, diverse and forward looking ones, ones where differences are evident ideally and welcomed.

7.7 This may well be a time for emboldened civic and political leadership, drawing on the harsh criticisms Ousely levelled at public and civic and political leaders in Bradford who had failed to break patterns of funding and ways of working locally that reinforced racial lines and segregation.

7.8 Ouseley Report:

(18 3.) There was ‘a widely held view that “some people in municipal, public, community leadership positions have contributed historically to the present problems now being experienced by their own reluctance to challenge the perceived norms of allowing social and economic programmes to develop along self styled cultural and faith dominant tracks that have fuelled the drift towards segregation, the formation of ghettos and comfort zones.” Too many now do not see the need and value of a multi-cultural, multi-ethnic, multi faith and multi lingual society.

7.9 The Ouseley Review of the Bradford Race Riots elicited that racial lines were not only generated by people but implicitly reinforced by casual approaches and ways of working that suited officers in the local authority and which actually reinforced racial lines and segregation.

7.10 The Ouseley Report encouraged the Behavioural Competency framework for the public culture workplace “to secure competent multi cultural workforces at all levels in organisations, who are capable of working with each other in healthy, competitive and team-working environments with dignity and respect. (see page 33 of Ouseley)

Partnerships

7.11 While the promotion of understanding is not explicit in organisations there was evidence to suggest that the failure to have such a criterion “unwittingly perpetuated projects and programmes dominated by and of benefit to only one community. As such this trend deserved to “indirectly foster resentment across and between different communities”.

7.12 A change inserting such a criterion “would ensure that no community based project would, either voluntarily or statutorily, be able to operate with public finances for one single community only and deny people from diverse groups the experience of learning about and with one another.”

7.13 “Promoting racial equality will require strong and unequivocal leadership in public service duties.” (see page 38, Ouseley Report)

7.14 ‘the very worrying trend to self segregation, the necessity of arresting this and reversing this process, and the role of education in tackling ignorance and bigotry and the task of identifying “excellent exemplary projects and initiatives that point the way forwards for future developments in the district”.

A Cohesive Community
8. Do you agree/disagree with the proposed aims for a cohesive community? Comments – is there anything that has not been included/should be omitted?

8.1 We have some initial questions arising from this section, namely: what is meant by ‘zero-tolerance’ in this context?  How would it operate in practice?  In addition we would like to see a consideration offered regarding the breadth of expression of community and cohesion across different geographical areas.

Intercultural community

8.2 Inter cultural, cross cultural and multi cultural terms are important and valid and limited if they are promoted over and above citizenship as the bed rock for secure and stable societies. We would be concerned that this document appears to do this.

8.3 This society now has a citizen base with an agreed law and order system. It is more diverse than just the major historical traditions and any approaches that encourage smaller identity groups to coalesce first as identities and not as citizens does not take us forward. Therefore a Unionist Nationalist axis around which others fit is not the way forward. The use of community may be too readily drawn on whereas we need a wider regional or societal point of reference.

8.4 The Health and Social Care codes of practice are important (7.5-7.7) and would be stronger if serious attention to the themes Herman Ouseley raised in examining Bradford were applied to the dominant history of distrust and violence across sectarian and ethnic essentialist lines.

8.5 Too many now do not see the need and value of a multi-cultural, multi-ethnic, multi faith and multi lingual society.

8.8 This section (Section 7) has much to commend it and a wider reach for Inter Departmental co-operation and joint approaches would be beneficial.

8.9 If the society has many people within it who are fearful of going into different areas, the responsibility to decrease that fear is primarily one of the political leadership and the NI Executive.

8.10 Underpinning this then, civil society and local communities have a complementary role to play. However for civic courage to be drawn on and grown the priority needs to be set by Government, OFMDFMNI and the Executive. The mobilisation of public debate and inter departmental action on this theme needs driven collectively forward as a priority.

8.11 The goal of creating a cohesive community is valuable as long as the boundaries of such a community are elastic, not fixed. Perhaps we have had enough of highly localised communities where there have been too many exclusions and not enough tolerance of differences. The ‘community’ public services serve in the future may need at least to be the size of a town or even a mixed socio-economic district of a city so that the future communities we serve and deliver public resources into can be seen as open, inclusive, just and diverse. This means that public services may need to challenge old geographical areas for delivering services and that community organisations might have to collaborate so that diversity and richness of experience and talent are again brought as resources into the communities they serve. 

8.12 In such a wider framework of establishing community there will be: more space for different people to be recognised; as employment locations are sought there will be more openness to the wider catchment areas for talented people to be drawn from; and also a greater diversity of people to meet together.

8.13 Again this section (CSI doc 7.20) is valuable yet lacks that high profile commitment of the Executive in all Departments to see this as a priority – it is too readily passed down to community initiatives or criminal justice agencies tasked with dealing with hate crime and diversity issues.

Supporting Local Communities

9. Do you agree/disagree with the proposed aims for supporting local communities? Comments – is there anything that has not been included/should be omitted?

9.1 It is important that local councils are seen as central to this policy locally. When looking at how local councils work locally they are often dependent on being partners in delivering programmes rather than being the primary delivery mechanism. Essentially local councils need strong local civil society organisations and to be at arms length from them.

9.2 A second experience in council areas is that the earlier mentioned narrowness of local definitions of community may need challenged. If communities are defined in terms of identity communities or strongly bounded areas and only one group recognised as speaking for that community, the diverse voices of caring organisations, special issue groups, the experiences of people who do not wish to be gathered into community organisations and so on are lost.

9.3 It is important that local councillors give leadership on good relations.  It is also important that community associations are not colonised or dominated by elected councillors. 

9.4 Elected councillor decision-making belongs in the chamber not in community centres. Local councillor support for all civil society groups working locally is best served through the policies they develop within the council. A strong civil society needs freedom given to local people, without political interference.

9.5 It is the experience of many in this organisation that Good Relations audits are mostly well developed already. What is not so obvious are a full range of innovative responses being encouraged. 

9.6 It is our view that some programmes of a civic nature can best be supported by local councils, however, other more sensitive or problem oriented programmes may need the additional channel of a Regional Body such as NICRC.

9.7 Community leaders on some issues are best placed to act. There are other situations where local leaders have least freedom to move forward or imagine alternative approaches.

9.8 We question the ability of a politically diverse led programme from the centre given to politically diverse local councils alone to deliver the full programme of diverse good relations challenges and opportunities.

9.9 We question whether it is the role of policy makers at the centre to get involved with local leaders in different areas. This is not an efficient or devolved way of working. This is not a way that will encourage a broad base of civil society actions across a broad platform of work. 

9.10 If there is a political wish at the centre to secure the existing political party positions and enhance their profile locally, this should be called a political education programme.  Good relations is for the civic good and the common good.  It is not the property of political parties.
9.11 Good relations must allow for a diversity of experiences and opinions and not narrow those ideas that are tolerated and supported.

9.12 The geographical understanding of community that dominates this paper needs diversified to include issues, themes and needs.

9.13 The tradition of voluntary work locally is very strong. This programme to develop CSI would be stronger if volunteers were not just seen as people to give time and energy but also people, who, through reflecting and learning from their experiences of voluntary work, would have views and proposals to put within wider civil society. Volunteering is not just to give energy but also to develop a strongly informed citizen base that, in engaging with elected politicians locally and regionally, will assist local politicians make better informed policy proposals and legal instruments.

9.14 Some of the ways and means within this section are very much welcomed. However it is not the role of a bureaucratic system, such as the NI Civil Service to be a facilitator of training, development and reflection. It is the job of Central Government to make the resources available.

9.15 There are regional groups with experience of training and developmental support such as NICRC, training officers in local councils, training and learning facilitators within voluntary and community organisations.

9.16 Under the key aims identified the concept of one fixed community is perpetuated. Surely in a CSI Programme Government wishes to encourage a diversity of community responses, community organisations across localities and needs and issues and not one voice?

9.17 The concept of community used here and reinforced by such actions needs questioned.

Looking Outward
10. Do you agree/disagree with the proposed aims for looking outward? Comments – is there anything that has not been included/should be omitted?

10.1 This section is supported and commended.

In addition:

10.2 The need for residential learning spaces has been an important experience in the Corrymeela Community and many other programmes since 1965.  Such work is not in any way mentioned or valued in this document.

10.3 Residential learning gives each person the space to reflect and learn with ‘different others’ about how they have grown up, what they have been involved in and how they wish to contribute to a more CSI based society. 

10.4 Such deep learning experiences give: space for people to explore the choices open to them; to choose how they now wish to act as agents of change; explore their family formation; their involvement in trades union actions, faith community programmes, community work, caring actions and citizen activities.

10.5 Such learning spaces have historically been used for secret, private and public encounters between people from all walks of life, including political and paramilitary figures and they have happened since 1965, specifically at the Corrymeela Centre.

10.6 We welcome that such secret meetings are no longer needed. We welcome that we now have an open and inclusive political process.

10.7 We urge the present administration not to forget the on-going importance of commonly owned meeting spaces that give people freedom to think for themselves; that give spaces for victims to find some rest, healing and support; that enable young people to learn together about how they have different understandings of history and politics here and that through sharing these differences they can build a more CSI society.

10.8 What has been learned in our experience is that processes are needed between people so that the existing structures that serve public and civil society are more open, diverse, fair and inclusive. This is not just secured in minimum compliance with the EGR Laws but also affirmed as people buy into the fact that CSI and promoting a more shared and open society makes common sense in civic terms.

10.9 The key aims of section 9 of the CSI document, again, are already available in a society with so many University and Civil Society organisations dedicated to the identification and multiplication of good practice and that learning being multiplied.

Mechanism to Oversee the Implementation of CSI

11. Do you agree/disagree with the mechanism to oversee the implementation of the programme? Comments – are there any improvements that could be made to the proposals for implementing the programme?

11.1 As mentioned elsewhere in this submission and covering letter, our key concerns regarding oversight of the implementation of CSI are that it should be rigorous and independent in nature.

Options for the Delivery of Funding and Policy Advice

Chapter 11 outlines options for the delivery of funding and advice to Government on good relations policy to support the implementation of the Programme for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration. 
12. Please specify which of the above options (or any alternative you may wish to suggest) represents the best choice for the future of the delivery of funding and policy advice to Government.  Please provide reasons for your choice and comment on any changes that could be made to your preferred option to improve delivery of funding/policy advice.

12.1 Again, we would reiterate our key concerns, as named elsewhere, regarding the need for critical distance and independence from Government if a credible challenge function is to be carried out.

12.2 In addition, we have named elsewhere our concerns regarding the potential conflict of interest for government with regard to the distribution of funding in this regard and the value of having an independent body.

OFMDFM Funding for Good Relations work

13.  What are your views on the three strand approach for funding?

13.1 We think there is an unfortunate playing down of the dominance and dependence on external funding for this work historically. A claim is made that this sector has been dominated by locally generated funding support for this practice. This is not justified. 
Departmental funding has been used and some of the sources of this money has been drawn down from EU subventions

13.2 We think a more honest statement would be that the reconciliation and good relations finances have been overwhelmingly supported from external European Union, International Fund for Ireland and philanthropic sources from many charities such as Joseph Rowntree, Atlantic Philanthropies and other sources through the Charitable Trusts Administrators Group. 

We also think that the voluntary donations of money and time given by people and voluntary organisations has been vast. In our own experience, 1£ of public support has been multiplied by a factor of up to 5. When voluntary time contributions are equated financially this aspect adds even more voluntary social capital.

13.3 The change needed will be the securing of trust building and reconciliation practice at the centre of policy in all Government Departments and Public bodies in the future. This policy commitment will need matched by appropriate priorities being given to local Departmental funding to this work.

13.4 Constrained finances are a reality but cannot be used as an excuse for failing to locate the policy imperative to promote trust, reconciliation and diminish fear and violence at the centre of the Executive’s overarching priorities.

13.5 Having done so then the issues of finance, their location and generation need discussed.

13.6 Experience elsewhere questions the ability of a highly central bureaucracy to best decide actions that are most strategic at a local level. 

13.7 The task of the centre is securing the priority; securing the resources, setting the challenges and auditing progress.

13.8 The task of the centre is to allow statutory and voluntary and community actors at regional and local levels to take their most informed decisions, based on their considerable experience. 

13.9 Voluntary and community groups are important. However there is evidence that they too have not always been to the fore in their governance structures, policy priorities and actions in giving trust building and good relations a priority (See Acheson, Cairns, Stringer & Williamson, Voluntary Action in Community Relations in NI, 2007)

13.10 The body of the community and voluntary sectors practice on good relations is small rather than large. Many organisations are more in tune with delivering programmes around particular needs and locations and issues rather than the broad trust building and reconciliation agenda.

13.11 Again this document (at 12.5 in CSI) strays into leaving trust building, reducing fear and promoting reconciliation (cohesion) and de-coupling these needs from physical, social and economic regeneration (inclusion). Morrissey and Gaffikin point out that to decouple cohesion from inclusion, as has been done in Northern Ireland often, is to worsen the possibilities for people here.

13.12 Regarding Co-Ordination: It is important that Government centrally and inter departmentally takes their own responsibility seriously in this area.

13.13 We welcome the need to challenge services being provided separately to divided communities.

13.14 We believe that Government needs to challenge the traditional understandings of community that have come to dominate our landscape in terms of identity and service delivery and demand that they become broader and more inclusive and more just.

Further Comments ?

14. Please use the box below to insert any further comments, recommendations or suggestions you would like to make in relation to the Programme for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration.

Conclusion

14.1 The Corrymeela Community has a long history of actively working to promote peacemaking, dialogue, understanding and reconciliation across the many divisions in our society. It is worth noting that Corrymeela’s formation in 1966 predated the period that has become known as the ‘Troubles’. Our vision of active peace-building and reconciliation was always both relational and structural; it involved the need to address inequality as well as distrust and fear; and it was broader than the problems that were about to engulf Northern Ireland, though it was the realities of that conflict that most often put that vision into action. Our vision remains the same today.

14.2 We recognise that Northern Ireland is slowly emerging from a long and painful period of civil conflict. Anyone with even the most cursory knowledge of this island will know that it is not the first period of conflict that Ireland has endured. What unites us all- perhaps the one thing that unites all people across this island- is the hope that it will be our last. 

14.3 The pain, sorrow and fear that so many have carried for so long left us, after three decades, in a place of exhaustion, with the vast majority of our population saying with one voice, ‘never again’. With the worst of the conflict subsided, it has become necessary to assess where we are as a society and, more importantly, what type of a society we wish to be. 

14.4 We certainly recognise that the progress that has been made throughout the peace process up to the present has been tremendous. The paramilitary ceasefires and decommissioning of arsenals, the devolved power-sharing structures that form the basis of our multi-party assembly and Executive, the economic stability and revitalized city centres as well as increased tourism and economic and academic migration have led many in our society to conclude, ‘this is satisfactory; this is enough. The conflict is over; we can now draw a line under the past and move on.’

14.5 However, closer inspection of our society reveals a much more complex picture. Our political institutions function- just; our economy functions- just; the PSNI reports more than 30 sectarian incidents a week; the summer marching season each year uncovers a deep well of bitterness and resentment regarding our various identities, rights and cultural expressions; paramilitary factions, while diminished and marginalized, continue to profoundly and negatively impact our society out of all proportion to their numbers; and, with few more creative or dynamic ideas put forward, separation barriers continue to be constructed and expanded, often through the most deprived and polarized areas of our capital city.  

14.6 This closer inspection of these complexities has led many to soberly admit that we remain, in many ways, what we were prior to the outbreak of civil conflict: a deeply divided society. The process of dealing with those divisions will continue to require a great deal of time and a great many difficult conversations. The peace process has created an environment where there now exists the possibility of having those difficult conversations in public and in safety and building true peace and reconciliation in our society. The process has been long, difficult and painful. And it is not over; it is ongoing and must involve the United Kingdom and Irish Governments, the Northern Ireland Assembly and civil society.

14.7 There is so much that is involved in reconciliation after violent conflict- developing a shared vision of an interdependent and fair society, underpinned by equality and human rights; acknowledging and dealing with the past; significant cultural and attitudinal change; building positive relationships; substantial social, economic and political change- that it can seem both overwhelming and naive to even attempt to fully comprehend it.

14.8 But we believe that the fundamental idea is about living; living together; living together in a very different way. Reconciliation is, at its most basic, the process of living together well.    

14.9 With this in mind, having carefully read the Cohesion, Sharing and Integration document, our question remains: does this document contribute to the ongoing process of living together well? It would be a fair assessment to say that many of us would look at this document with a great deal of concern, wishing it to be more honest, comprehensive and strategic. 

14.10 The fact that the word ‘reconciliation’ does not appear in the document is one of our greatest concerns. The term ‘mutual accommodation’ is perhaps an attempt to address the same concept in a different phrase; it does not, however, convey either the richness, complexity or indeed the full vision of transformation that reconciliation conveys. Simply put, it does not encompass a holistic idea of living together well; it is quite possible to mutually accommodate all the various parts of our divided community with facilities, amenities, cultural programmes and social projects and leave our fundamental divisions unaddressed. 

14.11 As uncomfortable as it is to contemplate, there is considerable risk in settling for a vision of Northern Irish society that is little more than a divided society, albeit with no direct violence. Given our long history of division on this island, punctuated by periods of violence and disorder, we soberly wonder if such a vision is sustainable in the long term. All members of our diverse society deserve the possibility of envisioning something more, to expand our vision of what kind of place Northern Ireland can reasonably hope to be. 

14.12 Corrymeela remains committed to the process of actively working to foster this vision, and we welcome the opportunity to add our voices to all those involved in the ongoing discussion concerning the government’s contribution to the peaceful future of Northern Ireland.  We wish a cohesive, shared and interpretive society and we wish to add our effort, again, to those elements in political, public and civil society are likewise committed to this.  

Equality of Opportunity Issues

We are seeking views on the equality implications of the Programme for Cohesion, Sharing and Integration and would be grateful for your comments on the following:

15. What data or information should we take into account when assessing and monitoring the equality of opportunity issues in relation to the Programme?

16.  Could the proposals, in your view, have a negative impact in the promotion of equality of opportunity on any of the groups within Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998 in a way we have not identified?

	Yes
	No 
	No View
	Not sure

	x
	
	
	


If you answered “Yes”, please state the group/s and describe the impact.

16.1 We do not believe that the document as presented demonstrates sufficient attention to the necessary strategic work required to address the needs of all sections of society here; nor have we been convinced that sufficient attention has been paid to the impacts.

The omission of the role of women is a major error in this document, with significant equality implications.
17. Taking account of existing legislation, are there any alternative or additional approaches to promoting equality of opportunity and good relations?

	Yes
	No 
	No View
	Not sure

	x
	
	
	


If you answered “Yes”, please describe the alternative/additional approaches.

17.1 We would hope to see a revised proposal demonstrating greater consideration of the underlying issues and with a credible plan for future initiatives.
18. Please use the box below to insert any other comments you would like to make on the equality of opportunity issues raised in the Programme.
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