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Dr D A Wilson

Dear Sir / Madam

Having been involved in various forms of community reconciliation practice as a practitioner, volunteer, lecturer and researcher since 1965 I am deeply disappointed in the recent CSI Programme proposal.

1. I ask you to consider that any revised Policy Proposal would address the following omissions:

· Acknowledge the recent violent conflict;

· Promote a societal openness and confidence in addressing the legacy of the past whilst enabling people move forward in a hope filled manner into a shared society;

·  Acknowledge the task of reconciliation as still being central;

· Name the needs of victims as being central;

· Develop a programme that names women as a central focus.

· Re-establish a mental model and perception in civic and political discourse that our children and young people are assets and gifts to wider society not automatically viewed as problems, as evidenced in the mental model dominant within this document currently.

2. I ask you to face into the thoughtful criticisms that are needed to strengthen the current CSI Programme Proposals including to:

· Take on board the recent Joseph Rowntree Charitable Trust submission challenging this document. JRCT were among the earliest and most risk taking Trusts in promoting political and civic actions in reconciliation practice in Northern Ireland since the late 1960’s.

· Define the terms, Cohesion, Sharing and Integration;

· Establish underpinning values that all would work to; 

· List the five principles of reconciliation (Hamber & Kelly, Democratic Dialogue, Belfast, September 2004) which the Executive signed up to in order to secure SEUPB finance in 2007;

· Honour the major financial support by external philanthropic and governmental donors. 

3. In my view this document shows little regard for the context of life in this ethnic frontier society (Wright, 1987) and its deep patterns of pessimistic common sense, its ambivalence about violence and the sheer weight of hurt, fear and pain that still has to be carried by so many who are relatives of victims and those who are themselves victims.

4. This document does not acknowledge or address the task of reconciliation. It is a document that seems satisfied to maintain communal identities as fixed for the present and the future and does not promote citizenship as the desired single unifying identity, essential above all else, to secure a modern democratic society. Such a document carries a deeply flawed vision.

5. For a programme supposedly rooted in human rights, equality and good relations perspectives, it fails to accord women an important place within it and it perpetuates notions of young people as problems, not assets to wider society.

6. This CSI programme proposal has failed to animate and enliven the inter- generational body of community reconciliation practitioners, across a diverse spectrum of activities. 

It shows little regard for the work of many established civil society organisations who have: worked within local communities; developed links between communities; linked local people from diverse backgrounds regionally and internationally; and little regard for the work of many civil society organisations, some trade unionists, women’s group activists and members of faith communities, who stood for reconciliation and a shared society over the past 40 plus years in trying to address the need for fair treatment and civil rights for all. Many of these groups, and many of their formal and community based programmes, have been seen regionally, nationally and internationally as highly regarded examples of good practice.

7. It is a document that shows little awareness of relevant research in reconciliation practice. (See the CAIN Website at INCORE)
8. This programme does not advance the steps already secured in earlier policies such as a Shared Future (OFMDFMNI, 2005). 

I am very supportive of a devolved administration more than a direct rule structure and yet for an OFMDFMNI consultation document to pay no attention to earlier policies developed under direct rule is scandalous. Certainly in my reading of ‘A Shared Future’ (2005) compared to the current consultation,  this CSI document is not a step forward but a number of paces backwards.

This document should advance policy and practice from where it has been. In my opinion it does little to forward this agenda. There is a misplaced arrogance shown in:

· dismissing these earlier documents that were steps forward in their time;

· dismissing evidence based research that developed policy principles and parameters that were practical and viable; 

· the failure to acknowledge the contested, yet not easily dismissed, costing of separation in the earlier de Loitte Report of £1.5bn do not impress a reader who really does wish local political leadership to give a lead towards a shared society vision.
9. I wish a revised CSI Programme to harness the combined strengths of the political, public, civic and business sectors in developing a shared vision for this society. Such a vision has to be about inter-weaving:

1. the promotion of ease with difference and the ending of fear and violence; 

2. the reduction of inequalities and 

3. the promotion of a stronger regional economy. 
(See Gaffikin & Morrissey, (2010) Community Cohesion and Social Inclusion: Unravelling a Complex Relationship)

These three priorities are inter linked strands not separated ones. They need to be seen as equal and complementary aspects of a societal vision not a hierarchy where relational and structural programmes that promote trust and understanding are relegated to the bottom of the list.

10. When young people from different political and ethnic backgrounds still feel unable to move around some areas of our cities and towns freely, we stand indicted about failing to acknowledge the reality of fear, threat and antagonism. This document needs to prioritise this as a central political and civic theme and accept political responsibility for this, not leave it at a local community level only.
Political leaders and civil society groups need to model, promote and strengthen a civic sense of equal citizenship through challenging the conditions and actions that sustain antagonistic relationships and cultures. They must create a drive and vision for peace that secures CSI through giving priority to securing a peace that is more than just balancing opposed traditions and sharing resources out to fixed identity communities.

11. I expect the current political leadership to model a form of leadership that is about moving beyond where we are; a leadership that promotes an interdependent and forward looking society marked by an openness to others that people cohere around; a society rooted in people sharing our diverse skills, interests, talents and abilities; and a society whose diversity is embraced and where people work in an integrated manner for a more open and inclusive society. 

12. One of the encouraging sections in this document is Chapter 3 on ‘People and Places’ because it obviously draws on innovative best practice in a number of council areas where innovative practice was developed with diverse public departments and civil society organisations. 

Here there is the beginning of a serious approach to the theme that could be developed further as a model for other major themes that need addressed within such a Programme.

Points 13-16 refer to Section 4

13. Chapter 4 is a really weak part of this Programme Document. 

A Special Edition ‘Youth and Policy’ Journal (November, 2010) Sage USA draws on research on young people in Northern Ireland on a range of the social problems across the equality grounds. 

(Wilson, Zeldin & Collura (eds), (Nov 2010) Creating Restorative and Intergenerational Cultures for Youth: Insights from Northern Ireland and the United States, Youth and Society (also available ‘onlinefirst’ from SAGE USA)
Such a research base would add weight to this particular section and lay down a challenge platform for formal education, youth work, and the Departments of Education, Social Development, DETI, OFMDFMNI and DOJNI to collaboratively respond to.

At the same time some research write-ups, also in this Journal, offer more hopeful perspectives about the opportunities for more youth adult partnership working, more innovative youth–policing initiatives and reconciliation education.

14. I urge the authors and reviewers of this draft programme to think again in a broader, more integrated manner and take the, possibly final, opportunity, to develop a societal priority to address the challenge of creating a cohesive and inclusive, a shared and diverse, an integrated and open society here. 

The wider world moves on and faces many more demanding challenges than ours. People in this place have talents and abilities; many of the programmes developed here in terms of trust building are better regarded in other societies than by many here. The insights and experiences of people here are used to inform and advise others in other areas of conflict through international institutions such as UNESCO, the World Bank, UNICEF, the Council of Europe, the OECD and others. 

15. I urge the authors in their review to please apply some of this local learning to the reviewing of this document and develop work with children and young people with a civic vision of school based, community and experiential residential education programmes that build a cross-identity knowledge and ease with difference in this society that is wider and more inclusive than this current document.

For political figures who have, themselves, been through experiences of local and international learning relevant to political accommodation, I find it short sighted that this document does not apply itself to promoting inter generational learning and the provision of residential education for children and young people to come together at a more personal level of experience. There are formal school and informal youth work curriculum targets already established for this. These could be linked to the wider curriculum themes developed in class around personal development, citizenship and international development.

16. Reconciliation practice is about both processes and structures (Lederach, 2003). 

The failure to prioritise in-service development of teachers and youth workers, with other professionals as well, to assist them work creatively on these sensitive yet central themes is a huge, and long time, continuing omission. Systemically it is well past the time for local leadership to prioritise those paid from the public purse to prioritise their reconstructive function as educators to underpin processes of conflict management and conflict transformation. 

17. The document promotes the important aspiration of Cohesion, Sharing and Integration but states no underpinning values for this policy. ‘A Shared Future’ did have the evidence based principles established from research, equity, diversity and interdependence (Eyben et al, University of Ulster, 1997), and these have been applied to a number of institutional change programmes, local council programmes and forms of formal and informal educational practice (JEDI, Joined Up) and to programmes of civic leadership with elected councillors (e.g. Newry & Mourne (1999-2002); Western Region Western Routes Programme (1998-2003). 
18. The experience of victims is not central in this document. 
As a member of the Pilot Victims and Survivors Forum, a hope-filled Forum, there can be no new ways forward together in the future unless we find ways to openly and honestly acknowledge the past together, with all its pain and hurt. The experience of the Forum evidences this potential and this discussion needs a wider political commitment of resources and civic engagement about the public policy on victims being supported.
19. CSI must be an across Government duty and responsibility, overseen by the First and deputy First Ministers with the support of all Ministers and audited and challenged by the primary leadership figures in the major parties.

The leadership of political institutions is central to this task. There is a weakness, perhaps ambivalence, in this programme proposal document about insisting that every Government Department centrally contributes to the societal task of building a Cohesive, Shared and Integrated society. This cannot be a task only for local groups and communities.
There is a need for an audit and challenge function to be specifically established across all Departments along the lines, at least, of A Shared Future (2005) and the various Good Relations action plans associated with that Policy.

The Departments of Justice, Education, Social Development, Environment and Culture, Arts and Leisure are portrayed as the major deliverers and other Departments, while some are mentioned, are not fully identified as being co-responsible. 

There is a case to be made for engaging and integrating housing, health and public safety, children’s welfare and youth development policies, young people and violent sub cultures, young people in prison, the care and support of families and the elderly feeling secure, exclusion policies in schools, cultural commemorations and education, innovation and enterprise around distinct themes. 

In a comprehensive approach the contribution of the environment and agriculture to enhance opportunities for more people to learn, to develop skills and imagine new job creation potential; the role of Further and Higher Education being harnessed to people learning together, meeting different others and addressing sensitive and challenging issues around CSI could also be envisaged.

20. This society has a culture of avoidance and politeness that often successfully downplays the conflict that many have lived through since the late 1960’s. This CSI document is full of such avoidance and politeness.

There are many gifts and values that the different identity traditions give us and there are also a number of lenses about how ‘the other’ has been portrayed, and even feared, that need questioned. This task is not only to be left at the door of people from working class backgrounds. Such work cannot only be left at the door of local communities, especially those with few resources or in places where there still resides fear and distrust. 

If we are to secure a more open space for the benefit of all today, and our future generations, we must promote openness to difference and question public service models of delivery as well as community organisation models that perpetuate division and separation. This needs political and civic engagement. 
21. Facing into a more cohesive, shared and integrated future.

Improved relationships between all people whose primary identity is one of citizen is the only base on which a cohesive and stable local democracy will be secured. In a more cohesive ‘citizen based’ society then the multiple identities people also have can become shared secondary points of reference, integrated into life together and not in conflict with developing the common good. 

22. One central theme for all Government is to build a renewed faith in, and support for, public order. Ambivalence to violence can no longer be the hallmark of different groups from all traditions here.

23. In a society where the significance and influence of religious groups, voluntary and community organisations and trade unions is high, there needs to be a challenge function identified for them about how, drawing on how they benefit from charitable tax laws and, sometimes, public finance, they are contributors to a more open and interdependent society and the extent to which their values, beliefs and actions support that practice. (See Acheson et al)
24. I fully understand that our political system means that politicians have to move between serving the needs of people in their party and serve the common good by looking to the wider needs of all constituents including those who did serving not vote for them.

In such a society, government will have potential conflicts of interest if it is seen to be both the promoter of policy and the agency that delivers those policies at the detailed local level.  A strong, all party government needs a robust, and at a distance, critical civil society sector. 

In such a society there is a place for some specific ‘arms length from Government’ body whose task is to critically engage with the general flow of how policy is delivered in general as well as have its ability to attend to very specific local circumstances, in concert with local groups. This is not a task for central government, nor always for elected local councils either. 

Concluding remarks
The task of political leaders in a society emerging from conflict is honoured best when citizens exercise their right to be reflectively and robustly critical of the political policy making process, make criticisms of those same proposals and encourage politicians to take more reasoned and informed decisions.  The above comments are offered in this robust yet respectful manner.
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