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Sharing our space - overcoming division in rural communities

The experiences of the border counties

Baseline paper presented by Brian Harvey, Cavan, 29th March 2010 to         conference of Rural Community Network (RCN) and Community Relations     Council (CRC)

Terms of reference

The general purpose of this paper is to present a baseline paper that:

· Explores the nature of division in rural communities and specifically the experiences of those from the border counties
· Investigates the concept of rural interfaces, if and how they exist outside an urban setting.  Rural interfaces maybe related to town lands, extremely localized physical features, or a mindset that impacts on people's behaviour and social patterns.
The specific terms of reference are to study:


• 
The experiences  of those living in communities on the border in relation to division in a  rural context


• 
Experiences across the rural border historically and currently


• 
Current cross border activity in rural community development


• 
Issues of segregation, along and across the rural border


• 
The concept  of rural interfaces along and across the border


• 
The  perception of the rural border as an interface historically and if this has this changed  since the Good Friday Agreement.

 

The paper is intended to provide a social research perspective on the experiences of the border, the sense of it as a large interface and the experiences of people in communities along the border.  Its purpose is to build on recent research developed by RCN and CRC that explores the concept of rural interfaces.    The two organizations are seeking to explore at these events the nature of division in rural communities particularly those on the border areas and counties and also to investigate if the concept of interfaces works outside Belfast and the urban areas - and, if so, what does it look like and how is it manifested.

Emergence of the problematic of the ‘interface’ and the border

The term ‘interface’ is a comparatively new one to the extensive literature on the conflict in Northern Ireland.  John White, the original student of the conflict in the 1970s, observed how Northern Ireland became one of the most intensively studied parts of our planet.  That study, though, went through a number of evolutions and phases, of which the ‘interface’ is one of the most recent.  The original studies are best summarized by the title of Richard Rose’s pioneering Governing without consensus, for several early studies focussed how the problems of government could be put right and the instruments whereby that might be achieved.  The failure of the 1973 agreement (Sunninghdale and associated agreements) and the persistence of violence compelled researchers to investigate more deeply the nature of the two communities in conflict so as to better understand the drivers and nature of division, so that a more comprehensive settlement might in the course of time be found (a good example being Susan McKay’s The protestants of Ulster, an unsettled people).  The emphasis on the local was an enlightened one, for it was the later work of groups like the Opsahl Commission (1992) which emphasized the importance of a settlement being embedded in local communities and local leadership, a lesson subsequently taken to heart by the Peace programme.  The importance of a local dimension was underlined by the original work of The cost of the troubles and similar reports, which illustrated that violence was not random but was concentrated on particular flashpoints, something which had been long known but never before systematically mapped.   Thus examination of the conflict moved across a spectrum that began with the political and became interdisciplinary (e.g. anthropology) and from the macro to the micro.

The border counties, the particular interest here, are a parallel example of how a research issue evolved over the years.  Despite its supposed centrality in the politics of both parts of the island, the border was hardly examined at all - indeed, it was not until six decades after its creation that the first study was undertaken - and even then by the European Union.  The term ‘border counties’ did not even enter the governmental, or intergovernmental, lexicon until the 1990s and only when prompted by the European Union’s programmes for cross border cooperation and the single market programme.  Since then, there has been a volume of border counties research, some of the most useful studies setting the Irish border in a European context, one which makes the Irish border less special than we think and which may point the way to useful solutions.  

Studies of distinct, segregated urban communities date to the 1970s when the term ‘peaceline’ was a familiar one (Conway & Byrne, 2005).   The first actual known use of the term ‘interface’ dates to 1994 with the publication of the photographic exhibition Interface images (Boyes & Quinn, 1994).  As late as 2002, interface work was considered only a minor aspect of the process of working for peace, attracting only a paragraph in compendium of peace work at that time (Fitzduff, 2002).  The literature of the interface, though, remains predominantly urban to this day (Bell, 2007).  The Northern Ireland Office has officially designated 54 interfaces, of which 44 are in Belfast, five in Portadown, four in Derry and one in Lurgan, but none in the rural areas (Jarman, 2005).

Analysis of segregation in Northern Ireland, a key precondition to an interface, dates to the time of the peacelines. The most recent contribution to segregation literature is Challenging segregation in Northern Ireland, important for delineating the boundaries of separation, which it divided into  personal, residential, educational, workplace and associational (sport, leisure).  Clearly residential or spatial segregation is the most relevant here, for the writers provide figures indicating that up to 40% of the population live in divided neighbourhoods, rising to 99% in contiguous interface areas.
  They noted how the population movements of the early 1970s had promoted segregation for purposes of safety, self-defence (even attack) and avoidance (indeed, we know that 33% of people who died during the troubles were killed within 250m of an interface (Hamilton et al) and they continue to be the focus of the most sectarian incidents reported).  Segregation does not of itself mean that it has to take the form of a physical interface, for other societies can be quite segregated without there necessarily being conflict zones between the two (e.g. Belgium) - but it does make conflict more likely. 

The attention given to interfaces probably owes much to the fact that they are the last physical manifestation of the troubles, especially granted the disappearance of the military watchtowers and checkpoints, though many police stations remain fortified.  Latest counts estimate that there are as many as 88 peace walls, almost all in Belfast.  They did not tumble like the Berlin Wall and they remain a visible reminder of the still unfinished aspects of the settlement. 

The rural interface

As noted earlier, the literature of the interface is predominantly urban and dominated in community development dominated by the Belfast Interface Project and its associates.  From the late 1990s, several writers and researchers began to speculate that there might be equivalent, if less visible, patterns of segregation and interfaces in the rural areas.  The main academic research was undertaken by Murtagh (1999, 2005) and Donnan (2006).  Their contribution makes the case that there are multiple rural interfaces between the segregated rural communities, largely delineated by the ownership of land at ward level.  Residential separation is significant: in Armagh, for example, only 7% of its 32 wards could be described as ‘mixed’  with significant minority populations.  Land is the crucial determinant of the rural interface and Murtagh quotes figures showing that over 1958-87, only 12.8% of all land trades were between catholics and protestants, the remainder taking place within a system guarded by a series of gatekeepers such as auctioneers, solicitors and land agents.  They argue that there is very real tension in the rural areas between the two communities, marked by the experience of incidents in the troubles and extreme community attitudes.  Murtagh focussed on rural Armagh, finding remarkably little social contact between villages only a couple of kilometres apart, in areas in which there were few neutral spaces either.  

Several practical research reports published by the Rural Community Network have, in the course of studying inter-community relationships in rural areas, amplified our knowledge of the rural interfaces (Crawley, 2002; 2003; 2004;  RCN, undated).   They illustrated how and where there were defined ‘catholic areas’ and ‘protestant areas’, ‘catholic towns’ and ‘protestant towns’,  and few obviously neutral places in between.   Church or related halls were seen very much as anchor posts of the respective communities, places from which the other community would feel unsafe, uncomfortable or fear rejection.  Their work was especially valuable in showing how interfaces are paradoxical and can be evident by their absence, where two segregated communities avoid one another (e.g.  development associations, shops).   Even where people considered community relations to be good, in practice there might be little associational mixing, high levels of avoidance and suspicion of responsibility for attacks.   Interfaces were the points at which the communities were in contact, in conflict, or where relationships must be negotiated, or renegotiated, sometimes on a daily basis and on the places and times of greatest stress (e.g. parades).  Crawley’s research identified numerous interface points that drew lines across towns, like pubs, schools and hotels and a lexicography of interfaces ‘”they will move in and take over”, “they would try to put us out”, “people looked out for each other”.    Her research showed how interfaces could be mobile (e.g. on school buses), temporal (flare up at particular times of year) or relational (e.g. dances, dating).

The RCN study Lost in translation? showed how the intensity of the rural interface varied across the 12 anonymized pilot areas studied, but the identifiable elements were still the same: a sense of areas being single identity or mixed; local violence; flags, graffiti, kerbs, murals, emblems, memorials; ‘hostile practices’ (e.g. parades); shops, pubs and facilities; the trade in land.  Attitudes varied from the liberal to the tense, but the identity of the 12 areas is known only to the researchers.  

Historical studies suggest that these interfaces are ultimately rooted in the plantations that date to the 17th century, but point out that the plantation was not a single event, but a series of episodes.  The relict of the plantation provided a ready-made basis for rural interfaces, ranging from settlement along particular valleys to designed market towns, fortresses and barracks (Rankin, 2005).  Despite their deep historical roots in the plantation and the continued strong consciousness of the land in vernacular tradition, these interface areas evolved and are still evolving.  The catholic boundaries are, on the whole expanding, with its younger population growing in numbers.  The boundaries of the older protestant community, are, on the whole, contracting, with its people moving inward into the hinterland of Northern Ireland.  Interfaces are mobile and constantly changing, including some that are ‘softening’ and ‘hardening’.  New ones can come into existence and old ones can wither.  Drumcree is an example of a relatively new interface areas; by contrast, others e.g. in Derry have softened.  It is also useful to consider interfaces in the context of time as well as place, for interfaces can be triggered by events (e.g. the regular 12th July events), or particular moments of political tension (e.g H-blocks in the early 1980s).  We learn that there are considerable parts of rural Northern Ireland where the other community is not present, or has died out or moved on.  Where a minority dwindles below a critical mass, it is seen to be no longer threatening and the segregated community become unviable and the interface disappears or moves (Newry is an example). 

We have one case study from a rural area near the border, the district from Castlederg to Newtownstewart, co Tyrone (Hamilton et al, 2007).  This clearly indicated interface features such as divided patterns of socializing (shopping, sports, banking); violence (Castederg once claimed to be ‘the most bombed town’); completely separated schooling; different parts of town (maps were made); partially segregated workplaces; even (echoing the deep south) separate bus seats.   Positively, it found improvements since 1998.  Greater availability of cars meant that people could travel further to neutral or anonymous spaces for shopping or nightlife (sometimes to the detriment of the local economy). There were diminished intensities along the interface, more neutral or mixed spaces (especially new shopping centres), assisted by economic improvements.

In summary, our knowledge of the key elements of the rural interface are that they:

- Comprise several distinct topographies:

· Enclaves (one community (e.g. village) surrounded by another)
· Splits (communities divided across towns or villages)
· Buffers (a mixed community separating two different communities)
· Corridors (a rectangular parcel of land of one community in the midst of another)
· Residential areas in towns, ‘urban interfaces without walls’
- Take many different forms:

· Segregation by education and workplace
· No go areas for the other side
· Diurnal (safe and dangerous places)
· Seasonal (especially around 12th July, bonfires)
· Associational (clubs, recreation)
· Identificational (e.g. use of Irish language or phrases)
· Patterns of trade (shopping)
· Patterns of behaviour (avoidance)
· Places where acts of extreme violence or atrocities had taken place
· Disputed areas of behaviour e.g. parades
- May be marked in different ways:

· Turns in the road, pathways, lanes, crossroads
· Landmarks e.g. memorials, groups of country shops or houses, possibly marked by their name or allegiance or product (e.g. newspapers on sale)
· Low level street barriers
· Flag displays, painted kerbstones, graffiti
· Sectarian incidents
· Attacks on property at the edge, or indeed even well within, the interface (e.g, school, orange hall, GAA club, churches)
We know that urban interfaces are characterized by poverty and disadvantage, but this is not so clear from the rural literature.  There is some indirect evidence to confirm this, of professionals who build new houses in rural area and will not join the churches and other associations at the forefront of issues of interface and segregation.

Note that the terms ‘interface’ and ‘enclaves’ and others are those of academia.  The vernacular of those who live in such areas is different, referring to ‘the other community’, ‘the other side’, ‘them’, ‘bad places’, ‘bandit country’, ‘black holes’, ‘pockets’ (Donnan, 2006).

Rural interfaces and the border

But do these invisible, but real, peace walls, in the rural areas of Northern Ireland extend across the border?  It is interesting to note how numerous studies of the conflict stop at the border, most regrettably The cost of the troubles report, for, leaving aside the ignoring of its historical roots, the cost to the southern border counties in human lives and economic opportunities was far from insignificant.  Both historical and contemporary studies show how intimately connected is the story of all the border counties.  

Our knowledge of rural interfaces along the border likewise goes back historically to the plantation (which continues to be a feature of local historical studies and folklore in the border counties), but our most relevant experience goes back to 1912.  The situation of communal tension that surrounded the Third Home Rule Bill was documented in such a way as to give us the contours of what can be identified nowadays as ‘rural interfaces’.  The period 1912-14 saw a large scale military mobilization, first of protestants, then of nationalists, in the southern border counties, with well-armed UVF units formed in Monaghan, Cavan and Donegal; a monster rally in Newbliss addressed by Edward Carson in 1913; and widespread disturbances breaking out in summer 1914.  The protestant parts of these counties were well identified in the RIC police reports and local press.  They are where the protestant communities can still be found today, for example in Monaghan along an axis that stretches from Clontibret to Castleblayney, Drum, Newbliss and Clones, with concentrations in other towns and villages such as Glaslough (O’Donnell, 2005), their social life still well connected to protestant communities on the northern side of the border.  No less so than in Northern Ireland, the protestant community is unevenly spread.  In Donegal, for example, there are concentrations in Raphoe, Ballintra, Donegal town, Dunkineely, Ardara, the Finn valley (albeit fewer connections to the protestant community in Derry).  In other border counties, the protestant communities can be identified through the presence of a local church or minister, with sub-categories of Church of Ireland, presbyterian, methodist and others.  Many date back to individual local settlements from the 16th century onward.

Further live evidence of rural interfaces straddling the border may be found in the documentation of the Boundary Commission.  This was set up, as part of the Treaty in 1921, to determine the border between the two parts of Ireland (this is not unusual: India had the Radcliffe Commission in 1947).  It did not report until 1925 and the alterations of the border proposed, although minimal, so frightened the three governments of Dublin, Belfast and London that they agreed to suppress the report, eventually, with an uncanny sense of timing, judging it safe to release in 1969, just in time for the troubles.  The Boundary Commission consulted extensively along the border and took in representations from interested parties.  The principal determinant was the religious (and therefore political) identification or allegiance of each District Electoral Division (DED), as mapped in the 1911 census and this raw analysis formed the basis of the subsequent proposed re-allocation of territory.  The Boundary Commission of course took in all the border counties, including non-Ulster counties like Louth and Leitrim.  If we want to identify both segregation and rural interfaces, we need look no further than these maps from 1925, for they also give us its shapes and contours along the border.

  Indeed, the Unionist representative on the Commission, JR Fisher, spoke brutally but honestly on how the border should be constructed around religiously-identifiable DEDs to form, in his words, an ‘ethnographic frontier’.  The Commission’s coloured maps showed how it struggled to redefine the border along these fractured interfaces, delineated by towns, rivers, uplands and lowlands, former fortresses, enclaves and corridors (Anderson & Bort, 1999).

The Boundary Commission proposed a straightening out of the border (and by implication a rationalization of its interfaces), with the transfer of 32,000 people from the north to the south and 7,500 from the south to the north (Northern Ireland would have been smaller). Specifically, it proposed the transfer of a number of areas, all of which are resonant of the language of ‘the interface’:

- The largely catholic districts of south west Fermanagh, south  and south west Armagh would go to the Free State;

- The protestant enclaves of Drum (or Drumally), Mullyash, Church Hill and Carrickaslane, co Monaghan, to move into the north.  So would the protestant salient in east Donegal;

- The prosperous market town of Clones, co Monaghan, then dominated by protestant traders, would have regained its hinterland in south-east Fermanagh, which would be transferred to the Free State.

Rural interfaces and religious dividing lines or not, prior to 1925 the border had been an area of considerable mobility for education, trade, commerce, the professions and transport.  We now know how just how much a rupture partition brought, transforming the region from a trading, prosperous one into one of prolonged economic decay., one accelerated by restrictions on trade (mainly by Dublin, not Stormont) and the road closures introduced from 1969.  

Even if day-to-day activity, trade, economic prosperity were brutally altered, there was no reason why the underlying topography or allegiances of 1925 should have been much changed by the border, nor are they in other countries visited by fresh borders (Todd, 2005).   Despite that, the rediscovery of rural interfaces along and across the border seems to be a surprise, though it should not be.  Paddy Logue’s engaging The border (1999) committed to writing so many views about the border that people had hitherto been reluctant to commit to paper, but interestingly, only one contributor, English Quaker Janet Quilley suggested that the Belfast interfaces might be replicated in different form along the border.

The balance of evidence suggests that rural interfaces along and across the border retain an underlying integrity, but have diminished in intensity.  Southern protestants knew that the political question had, for them at least, been finally settled, thereby removing some of the sharp edges of the antagonisms that had governed relationships with their neighbours over 1912-25.  But some qualifications are necessary:

· Many southern border protestants continued and still continue to have a ‘northward’ orientation, be that for trade, shopping, education and schooling, media, employment (e.g. police) or associations.
· Even if the political question was closed, displays of identity assertiveness by southern border protestants were not welcome (and some still are not).  A minority of southern border protestants continued their association with the Orange Order, but intimidation forced the end of Orange marches in Monaghan in the 1930s.  Southern Orangeism persisted with bands and music, but their members learned not to draw attention to themselves.
· Just as rural interfaces in the north had a seasonal, diurnal and intensity character, so too they did in the south.  Tensions occasionally flared along interfaces in the southern border counties, especially whenever there was exceptional violence in the north, leading in the south to sporadic attacks on rural Orange halls, for example.
· The protestant community declined in numbers, due largely to differential emigration, a long-term trend halted only recently.
· The Triskele Emerald curtain and other research identified the persistence of issues concerning the protestant community, such as lack of political recognition, funding for halls and support for community development.  This is confirmed by Walsh (2005) who reported problems in the area of schooling (bullying in mixed schools), employment, with some jobs having a discomfort level (e.g. local authorities, Gardai) and politics (a reluctance to engage).   Intermarriage levels are low (6% of marriages), confirming in her view an evident level of religious segregation.
Walsh’s research provides a modification to the softening theory, suggesting that it happens in some areas of life rather than others.  For the protestant community in the southern border counties, separate identity, or the points of the interface, became less important in the areas of business, land, where to live, healthcare and work, but remaining important for family, marriage (or intermarriage), the church (its associations and facilities) and schooling.  Avoidance issues were evident (the troubles), as were avoided organizations (local community development groups).   There were positive indicators of the protestant community becoming, in the last ten years, less isolated and more engaged with its neighbours and the political administrative system, with good participation rates in national, non Church associated voluntary organizations.  On the whole, indicators for the quality of community relations were more positive than on the northern side of the border.  

All these had the effects of ‘softening’ the earlier hard edges of the rural interfaces of the southern border areas.  Although the population movement of the troubles is often considered to be something that happened only within Northern Ireland, between 22,000 and as many as 60,000 people were displaced from the north during the troubles, most resettling in the southern border counties (such resettlement is again entirely typical of the contested border region experience in post-reformation Europe).  Many would have come from the interface areas of the north and those displaced were quick to note both the more relaxed atmosphere of the south and the distrust extended to them not by southern border protestants but by catholics wary of republicans in their midst.  Either way, they were relieved not to find the hard sectarian interfaces they had left behind.

Just as interfaces can soften and harden, so too can their related borders.  The Triskele study many ways in which the Irish border has hardened and softened since 1925, sometimes with contradictory forces working simultaneously.  There is a general assumption among contemporary border researchers that the European Union provides a framework and environment in which borders weaken or ‘unfreeze’, concepts of multi-level governance eclipse borders and benign regional identities and structures emerge (Bray, undated; Todd, 2005).

Hastings Donnan blends an analysis of interfaces with the changing understanding of the nature of the border.  Although borders are to a greater degree and physical interfaces to a lesser degree are, by definition, static, he argues that both are, in practice, changing and dynamic.  Just as rural interfaces contract and expand, so too does the border.   Even if the political border is more fixed and more certain, it is paradoxically less visible.  The ‘real’ border is a a line behind which the protestant community feels strong, but it is contracting all the time.  He quotes extensively from protestants in Armagh (arguably, he could have done so in other places in Derry or Fermanagh), where protestants refer to - and some despair of -  ‘holding their ground’ on the borderland against a tide of advancing nationalism.  Even if the coercive advances of the troubles are over, they now take the form of challenges to parades on the narrowing periphery, all the time weakening the will of the protestant community to carry on.  As a result, the ‘real’ border gradually moves north all the time, a process he calls ‘re-bordering’.

Can one identify the rural interfaces in the border areas now?  Creamer et al (2005) have published figures for religious affiliation along the border and refer to ‘pockets’ of protestant populations, but, like most cross-border research focusses on the technical and administrative issues to be overcome around cooperation (which can have the effect of sanitizing the issue of the rural interfaces).  Her maps though provide a tantalizing glimpse into the contemporary topography.  

At the risk of stating the obvious, rural interfaces are not just a border issue, for other research by the Rural Community Network illustrates them far from the border, such as in co Antrim (Crawley, 2004).   This provides case studies of unidentified catholic rural interfaces (e.g. catholic towns in protestant hinterlands).  In the media, though several such urban lines have been identified (e.g. Larne, Coleraine).

Contact across the border

The shelving of the report of the Boundary Commission in 1925 not only made the six-county border permanent but was accompanied by a decision by the three governments to shelve the intergovernmental structures agreed under the Anglo-Irish treaty.  Both cross-border cooperation and north-south intergovernmental cooperation rapidly declined to the inconsequential.  Civil society cooperation though was relatively unaffected, with most existing 32-county bodies continuing to operate on an all-island basis in fields such as the churches, sport, academia and voluntary organizations.  Where new organizations were established in the north, though, they tended to be either Northern Ireland only, or the Northern Ireland branch of a UK body.  

The O’Neill - Lemass rapprochement of 1965 inspired ambitious plans for north-south and cross-border cooperation, quickly iced as the troubles broke out in 1969.  In the event, it was civil society cooperation which proved much the most sustainable.  What entered the lexicon as ‘track 2 diplomacy’ was the attempt to build up non-coercive cooperation around common interests that would promote peace, the economy and mutual understanding (e.g. the Joint Business Council, 1991), doubly important at a time when governmental relationships were poor.  The University of Limerick tracked the evolution of this process, noting how the number of civil society bodies cooperating rose from 330 in 1995 to 500 by 1998, a trajectory accelerated both by the INTERREG cross-border programme from 1989 and the Peace programme from 1994.  The Good Friday Agreement restored and amplified the north-south architecture of the Treaty, but it is interesting that one important part of the Agreement has still not been implemented, the North South Civil Society Consultative Forum (nor, for that matter, the Northern Ireland Civic Forum with whom its fortunes may be linked), a poor reciprocation for the contribution of civil society to the process that made the agreement possible.  

Returning to cross-border cooperation on its own, the reopening of the roads in the 1990s enabled a restoration of some of the cross-border activities ruptured earlier.   The single European market had the effect of eliminating significant trading barriers and reduced but did not entirely eliminate the cross-border activity that had prospered most in the intervening years, smuggling.  InterTrade Ireland has catalogued a significant growth in north-south trade, while entrepreneurial local authority regions (e.g. ICBAN) have made major strides in cooperation in local government.  Anderson (2006) has attempted to measure the nature of cross-border social and personal interaction, finding that the principal cross-border contacts revolve around VFR (visiting friends and relatives), followed by shopping (following the currency differentials), then work and then associational activity.  The prime determinants of involvement are not religion (in many areas, protestants are more involved), but social class, being low for the most disadvantaged. Few showed much inclination, desire or need to move home to the other side of the border, conveying an impression of stable, settled, rural communities.

Crawley (2002-3) shed some interesting light on the northern protestant community and the border.  She confirms the widely acknowledged preparedness of northern protestants to cross the border since the ceasefire and the reopening of the roads; support for practical cross-border cooperation matched by reluctance to embrace some forms of north-south cooperation.  One of her (unidentified) four study areas was of particular interest, for here northern protestants had always crossed the border into an protestant community that extended 5km into the south.  

Civil society cooperation is our principal area of focus. Here, information is available from a number of sources (Anderson, 2006; Acheson, 2008) and the Dundalk Institute of Technology Audit of community development in the cross border region, 2008).  Taking them together, the following picture emerges:    

· Informal cross-border cooperation is widespread, but still a minority activity, focussed on sport and church-related activities;
· Formal cross-border cooperation by organized civil society is a majority activity.  It has become routine, to the point that it is no longer newsworthy.  The proportion of community organizations participating in cross-border activities is 85% (RI) and 62% (NI).  For  north-south activities the proportions are much lower, between 27% and 9% of voluntary organizations; 
· Most formal cooperation is in ‘soft’ areas non-contentious to the national political agenda, the exception being ex-prisoner groups who are prepared to look at and work on the issues arising from the troubles;
· Recent formal cooperation of community development groups dates to the 1980s, but did not receive meaningful funding until the 1990s.  The dominant areas are groups working with young people, older people, unemployed people and integration to the labour market;
· More projects were initiated on the southern side than the northern side, the southern side pressing for the relationship to be more regular and more formal.  Having said that, most of the traffic of ideas and new project fields has been in the other direction, from north to south, in such areas as the physical environment, mental health, conservation and community health;
· Individual leadership plays an important role in north-south cooperation, most projects owing much to an individual person of vision, energy and imagination and a strong belief in the desirability and benefits of such cooperation;
· The organizational models of cross-border cooperation take a variety of form: twin pairs, joint twin pairs, transboundary projects, clusters and, the purest of them all, the single partnership;
· There is an identifiable strand of cooperation between organizations in Northern Ireland and those in the Republic far from the border (as far as Cork).  Such cooperation is ambiguous, for on the one hand it permits a broader agenda, including ‘hard’ issues, but does so from a safer distance.
These studies did not pay attention to and did not examine the issue of the rural interface on the two sides of the border, but two observations are worth making.  First, community development projects along the border are overwhelmingly clustered in two main concentrations, Derry and Newry, with three minor concentrations, Armagh, Enniskillen and Strabane.  Even allowing for low population density, the number of groups in the ruralized areas (especially the border along the south-west of Northern Ireland) was small.  Second, as already observed, the projects tended to focus on softer issues and, barring ex-prisoner associations, few projects appeared to address rural interface issues (the Border protestant group is a possibly the most forthright).

International comparison

A significant weakness in the research has been the lack of international comparators.  The Peace programme did fund useful international work on borders, especially the mammoth Mapping frontiers, plotting pathways project.  Although the research found some unique features of the Irish border, by and large it identified the fact that problem borders have been an enduring theme of European history.  Irish history is less distinctive than we might imagine.  Thanks to this research and the broader work of the Centre for International Borders Research (CIBR), based in Queen’s University, we now have a substantial new body of knowledge of borders, their origins, formation and impacts.  

What does not appear to have featured strongly in border research generally is an examination of community interfaces in rural areas.  One country which strongly invites comparison is Bosnia Herzegovina.  There, there is abundant evidence of segregated living patterns, of Serb villages, Croat territories and dispersed rural communities amd Muslim towns (Glenny, 1999).  The Balkan war was full of the language of the interface, of the Pale enclave, of besieged towns where one community abutted another (Sarajevo), while the map of the Pax Americana with which it concluded could have been transposed over the maps of our own Boundary Commission of 1925.  Indeed, the negotiations that led to the Dayton accords revolved around maps and prospective partitions, maps which attempt to set boundaries according to these rural interfaces.  The experience of that region provides examples of how a country attempted to address the problem of the rural interface during the Yugoslavian period, unsuccessfully in the event and invites comparison in its present attempt to reconstruct and build a new and more enduring political settlement.  The European Union, in its democracy programme in the Balkans, provides examples of projects that conceptually go far beyond the peace programme in trying to break barriers and build new relations in ethnographically divided societies.

There are several reasons why it is important to address the issue.  First, just as the peace process was built on strong community support strongly promoted through the peace programme, there is always the danger that it can be undermined by the continued failure to address underlying tensions and issues.  Second, interfaces are not just socially but economically inefficient, distorting trade, employment and education.  Border regions can be some of the most prosperous parts of the European Union (look at the Rhine triangle), but not if held back by substantial levels of community conflict or ill-ease and intractable concentrations of poverty.   People in the border counties are aware that the Peace programmes are drawing to a close, but the issue of interfaces provide an on-going challenge and unfinished business to resolve or at least ameliorate.

Ways forward

In terms of ways forward, some thought has gone into how one may address the problems of rural interfaces, both within Northern Ireland and along the border.   Several writers have argued that we are not helpless in the face of segregation and interfaces: action can be taken to address them.  If we look at the various forms of segregation - workplace, educational, spatial and social - policies can be developed in response.  Firm governmental action was taken to desegregate the workplace from the 1970s and prohibit discrimination, efforts which even if incomplete have been more rather than less successful.   Many experts on the community relations side argue that the place to begin desegregation is the educational system, which approves and embeds separation from the earliest possible age.   Murtagh has argued that there is an important role for  spatial planners in general and the Northern Ireland Housing Executive in particular in breaking down the patterns of residential segregation. 

The Belfast Interface Project, one of the pioneers in this area albeit in an urban area, issued proposals for confidence-building measures to guide the negotiators during the Good Friday Agreement (BIP, 1998) and subsequently issued a good practice guide (Jarman, 2006).  There is a general agreement that the community development approach has much to offer in working with the marginalized communities that are the principal victims of interfaces; in minimizing the worst impacts of interfaces; in promoting peace and reconciliation; and in finding ways forward.  RCN (undated) has put forward its own proposals, warning there is no magic bullet but that investment in community development will, in time, yield worthwhile results.

One part of this jigsaw that is missing is where the voluntary and community sector fits in.  Acheson et al (2007) considered the sector to be very much part of the problem and the solution, finding  that it ‘remains embedded to a significant extent in each of the main communities’ (only 26% of organizations were ‘mixed’).  Interestingly, its case studies were set in interface areas, urban in the event.  They found that although many community organizations chose to be blind to cross-community issues, others struggled hard with them, but cross-community trust was ‘hard won, easily undermined and often restricted to a few’.  He and his colleagues argued that if A shared future and its successors were to be meaningful, then ways should be found to incentivize civil society organizations to address interface problems, build trust, construct cooperation models and demonstrate models of good practice. 

Conclusions

Here are the conclusions from this paper:

· The issue of the ‘interface’ is a recent one in an analysis of the troubles that has evolved over the past forty years and continues to do so.  It may have come to prominence because it is the most visible reminder of the conflict.  
· ‘The border’ is a relatively recent field of study related to the troubles, one which did not emerge until the late 1980s and owes much to fresh European thinking on borders;
· Interface issues were originally seen as urban.  The literature remains predominantly urban and the main project is the Belfast Interface Project.  From the 1990s, academic study began of the hypothesis that there were less visible, but nonetheless real, rural interfaces (Murtagh, Donnan). Their findings were confirmed by community-based research (RCN).
· Rural interfaces are less physically visible, but have similar features to, urban interfaces.  Their topography, characteristics, forms and manifestations can be identified.  Such interfaces exist not just as places, but as moments in time (historical, duirnal, seasonal) and may be triggered by particular events.  They are not static, but constantly evolving, some softening, some hardening.  Interfaces may be marked not only by the borders, but by landmarks well within segregated areas (e.g. church halls). Minorities may shrink to the point that they can no longer form a viable interface.   
· Rural interfaces along and across what is now the border had similar historical roots to those in Northern Ireland.  Their topography is very evident in the militarization of the border counties in 1912 and in the reports of the Boundary Commission in 1925.  The pattern of settlement of the protestant community in the southern border counties has similar features to segregated protestant (or catholic) communities in the north.  In effect, the past five years have seen the rediscovery of the rural interfaces in the southern border counties.
· The rural interfaces in the southern border counties retain their historic typography, but have softened since partition.  Softening is evident in some areas (e.g. business, location) but not others (church allegiance, schooling, intermarriage).  Outstanding issues remain concerning the situation of the southern protestant community. 
· There is evidence from some researchers of an effective re-bordering of the border, with the rural interfaces in effect moving north.  As the inter-governmental border becomes less visible, the border between the communities moves northward as the segregated, older protestant communities retreat.
· The picture is complicated by the population movement inward of 60,000 displaced persons to the border counties, mainly northern nationalists from interface areas.  Displaced northern nationalists found the southern border counties relaxed compared to their former homes, the main negative reactions coming from suspicious southern nationalists.  
· There is a general consensus among students of borders that the European Union has, through the single market, programmes of cross-border cooperation and (where it is in operation) the single currency, a distinct effect of softening and weakening borders and will continue to do so.
· The border had a severe negative economic effect on the prosperity of the border counties and severed many trading links, with social connections cut by road closures.  Despite this, civil society cooperation survived and indeed sustained dialogue between both parts of the island (track 2 diplomacy).  Civil society cooperation accelerated markedly in the 1990s and is now routine to the point of being unnewsworthy.  The level of north south voluntary sector cooperation is lower.
· There is a high level of cross-border cooperation between community organizations, focussed on young people, old people, unemployed people and labour market integration.  The number of community development groups in the most ruralized areas is quite small.  Only a small number of projects, mainly ex-prisoners, deal with the ‘hard’ post-conflict issues and hardly appear to deal with issues of the rural interface.
· The border in Ireland, although it has some particular features, is not unique by European standards. Other border areas are characterized by similar partitions, segregation, rural interfaces and topographies, notably Bosnia Herzegovina, which offer us useful comparisons in how such issues may be addressed.
· Issues of segregration and interfaces are not immutable and can be addressed through policies, programmes, projects and funding.  Governments have already worked to desegregate workplaces, but not education, while writers have argued that spatial segregation can also be addressed.  The Belfast Interface Project and the Rural Community Network have outlined ways in which community development approach offers the promise, step by step and over a long period of time, to address interface issues.
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